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THE OREGON SUPREME COURT 
COUNCIL ON INCLUSION & FAIRNESS 

Meeting Minutes 

Date Time Location 

September 21, 2018 1:00 - 4:00 PM 

JFCPD Building 
Oregon Room  
1133 Chemeketa Street NE 
Salem, OR  97701 

Members 
Justice Lynn Nakamoto (chair) 
Lane Borg 
Sophorn Cheang 

Hon. Oscar Garcia† 

Jeff Hall 

John Haroldson  
Leola McKenzie 
Kelly Mills 
Diane Morse* 
Justice Adrienne Nelson 

Jonathan Puente* 
Rep. Tawna Sanchez * 

Janet W. Steverson† 

Hon. Eva J. Temple†  
Angelica R Vega 

†attended via phone 

*not present

Guest Presenter(s) 
Dr. Mark Harmon, Associate Professor, Criminology & Criminal Justice, PSU 

Guest (s) 
Nancy Cozine, SCA, Oregon Judicial Department 
Terrie Chandler , Director, HRSD, Oregon Judicial Department 
David Factor, Staff Counsel, Oregon Judicial Department 
Scott Cantu, HR Manager, Oregon Judicial Department 

Others Present 
Ed Alletto, OSCCIF Staff 

Agenda 
Minutes Offered By Result 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT, 

The minutes of the June 22, 2018 meeting of the Oregon Supreme Court 
Council on Inclusion and Fairness are adopted without amendment. 

APPROVED 
by acclimation 

The Treatment Effect of Sentencing Length Dr. Mark Harmon 

Presentation 

Effect of Sentencing 
Length on Recidivism.pdf
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Data Committee report on the OJD Access & 
Fairness Survey Pilot Project 

Leola McKenzie (chair) 
Conor Wall 

Report 

Access and Fairness 
Survey Pilot Courts Report - AS ADOPTED.pdf

Actions 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT, 
The OJD Access and Fairness Court User Survey Pilot Project report is accepted and will be published 
to the Chief Justice and State Court Administrator. 

APPROVED 
by acclimation 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT, 
The Oregon Supreme Court Council on Inclusion and Fairness recommends that the Oregon Judicial 

Department adopt the Access Index Score and the Fairness Index Score described in the OJD Access 
and Fairness Court User Survey Pilot Project report to track KEY PERFORMANCE MEASURE #1: ACCESS AND 

FAIRNESS and set scores of 85 as aspirational targets for each index. 

APPROVED  
by a vote of 10 

for and 1 against 

WHEREAS, 
The Access and Fairness data collection would not have been possible without the assistance of 
community members who volunteered their time to ask court users to take the Access and Fairness 
Survey as they left the court on the data collection dates; 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT, 
The Oregon Supreme Court Council on Inclusion and Fairness acknowledges and thanks community 
members who volunteered their time to ask court users to take the Access and Fairness Survey as 
they left the court on the data collection dates. 

The Council specifically thanks the Deschutes County League of Women Voters for their 
assistance with the data collection in Deschutes County on July 30 and July 31, and particularly Geri 
Hauser for her assistance in recruiting and scheduling the following League members to 
participate: 

Mimi Alkire 
Corol Ann Cary 
Geri Hauser 
Becky Powell 

The Council also thanks the following volunteers from other organizations for their assistance with the 
data collection: 

Nancy Gromen (Eastern Oregon Mediation Center) 
Judy Harris (Court-Appointed Special Advocate) 
Suzie Heringer (Citizen Review Board Volunteer) 
Evelyn Jordan (Court-Appointed Special Advocate) 
Connie Voelz (Citizen Review Board Volunteer). 

APPROVED 
by acclimation 
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OSCCIF CALENDAR 
Event Date & Time Location Contact 

OSCCIF Winter Meeting – 2018 
Fri. 12/14/2018 

1:00 pm to 4:00 pm 
TBD OSCCIF Staff

OSCCIF Spring Meeting – 2019 
Friday 3/15/2019 

1:00 pm to 4:00 pm 
TBD OSCCIF Staff

OSCCIF Summer Meeting – 2019 
Friday 6/14/2019 

1:00 pm to 4:00 pm 
TBD OSCCIF Staff

OSCCIF Fall Meeting – 2019 
Friday 9/13/2019 

1:00 pm to 4:00 pm 
TBD OSCCIF Staff

OSCCIF Winter Meeting – 2019 
Friday 12/13/2019 

1:00 pm to 4:00 pm 
TBD OSCCIF Staff

mailto:OSCCIF@ojd.state.or.us
mailto:OSCCIF@ojd.state.or.us
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The Treatment Effect of Sentencing Length on Recidivism 
 


Portland State University  


on behalf of the Oregon Criminal Justice Commission 


Dr. Mark Leymon, PI 


Dr. Christopher Campbell, Co-PI 


Dr. Kris Henning, Co-PI 


Dr. Brian Renauer, Co-PI 


 


Introduction 


The Justice Reinvestment Initiative in Oregon has been working with counties to develop and implement plans to 


help stabilize prison population growth while maintaining public safety in a cost-effective manner.  A key 


question related to prison growth, public safety, and cost-effectiveness is the relationship between time served in 


prison and subsequent offending upon release. As a whole, previous research has been inconclusive on this topic. 


It’s possible longer prison sentences reduce recidivism, through incapacitation and the deterrent effect of 


punishment. It’s also possible that longer prison sentences increase recidivism, due to antisocialization and 


limiting opportunities for felons. Exploring this question within the Oregon context will help provide a foundation 


for justice reinvestment approaches and strategies advocated by Oregon counties.  


 


Background  
The Oregon Criminal Justice Commission is a state agency whose mission is to increase the effectiveness, 


efficiency, and legitimacy of the criminal justice system in Oregon. From 1994-2015, imprisonment rates 


increased 122% while crime rates have decreased. In 2013, the growth in imprisonment was no longer sustainable 


from a funding perspective, so lawmakers passed HB 3194. This bill, known as the Justice Reinvestment 


Initiative, targeted nonviolent crimes and established the specific goals of reducing prison use, reducing 


recidivism, maintaining public safety, and increasing offender accountability.  


 


Project Description 


This contract is for a replication of a quasi-experimental study examining the connection between length of stay 


and recidivism. In 2011, Snodgrass et al. published a study examining how length of prison stay impacts 


recidivism, accounting for criminal history, criminal trajectory, severity of current crime, and relevant 


demographics. They found no consistent and significant relationship between time served and offending. We 


cannot assume that the results apply to Oregon, however, since this examined Netherlands data. The Snodgrass 


study is one of a few rigorous research studies on this topic, with varying and conflicting results. The relationship 


between imprisonment and recidivism is clearly complex, and it is likely that the overall influence depends on the 


specific context of the criminal justice system in question. Because of this, we must replicate this study in Oregon 


to get an answer. Replicating this method in a different context provides an important contribution to the small but 


important collection of studies of the relationship between length of prison and recidivism. It will provide useful 


information for Oregon on the effectiveness and efficiency of our criminal justice system.  


 


 Key Research Questions  


a. Primary: Do longer prison stays increase recidivism, decrease recidivism, or have no impact?  


b. Secondary: Does the relationship between time served and recidivism vary by offense types or 


categories (e.g. seriousness categories, property vs. drug crimes)? 


c. Secondary: Identify the threshold in sentence length that maximizes public safety and cost-


effectiveness.  


 


Overall Project Goals:  


a. Provide insight about the relationship between prison and public safety in the Oregon criminal 


justice system context.  


b. Incorporate public safety officials as project develops to utilize their practical insights to elevate 


the study. Successful partnership will yield better support and understanding of the results, and 


facilitate practical impacts on policy. 







c. Produce high-quality research that broadcasts the advanced policy research done in Oregon, 


enhancing our reputation as national leaders in criminal justice.  


 


Scope of Work  
 


1. Lead and complete sophisticated research analysis with input from stakeholders and CJC staff.  


a. Use DOC, DOJ, and LEDS data on incarcerated individuals released in Oregon from 2011-2015 


(follow-up through 2018 for three years of recidivism tracking) whose most serious offense is a 


Justice Reinvestment crime.  


b. Clean data for quality, removing offenders where necessary due to missing or inconsistent data. 


c. Recommend options for analysis regarding categories for length of stay, variables to include and 


control for, sub-analyses to complete, and crimes to exclude/combine.  


i. The primary outcome variables will include arrest recidivism within 3 years, conviction 


recidivism within 3 years, and incarceration within 3 years.  


ii. The primary causal variable is the length of time served in prison. Determine categories 


for length of stay or other method for evaluating this primary independent variable, in 


consult with CJC staff.  


iii. Use a research design which includes at least the following: 


1. Criminal history variables include age at first felony conviction, total felony 


convictions for any offense, total felony drug offense convictions, total 


convictions for violent offenses, total property felony convictions, number of 


RECENT felony convictions, number of RECENT drug felony convictions, total 


RECENT convictions for violent offenses, and total RECENT property felony 


convictions. 


2. Offense severity variables include a dummy for any violent offenses on current 


conviction, a dummy for any property offenses on current conviction, a dummy 


for any drug offense on current conviction, the maximum possible punishment 


for most serious charge, the most serious charge (21 categories), the number of 


violent offenses in current conviction, the number of property offenses in current 


conviction, the number of drug offenses in current conviction, and the number of 


other charges in current conviction 


3. Offending trajectory controls required placing offenders into four groups based 


on the timing of their offenses over their life cycle (based on Nagin, 2005). 


4. Demographic variables include age, sex, and immigrant status. 


d. Determine optimal analysis technique, such as propensity score matching or optimal nonbipartite 


matching.  


e. Consider whether additional analyses are possible, such as cohort analysis (e.g. pre-JRI vs. post-


JRI), demographic analysis (race, age, gender), benefit-cost analysis (cost of additional prison 


compared to change in recidivism), and impact of a single month analysis.  


f. Examining offenders with non-JRI crimes is out of the current project scope.  


2. Collaborate with CJC staff and solicit feedback from statewide stakeholders.  


a. Monthly meetings or check-in calls with CJC staff to provide progress updates and discuss any 


questions or potential problems. Consult with CJC staff and obtain approval for decisions 


regarding the research design other than outlined above. This includes defining the population, 


including/excluding variables from analysis, and determining the best analysis technique.  


b. Presentations to stakeholder groups such as the Oregon District Attorneys Association, Public 


Safety Task Force, and Oregon Judicial Conference 


i. Introduce research project and present initial analysis to each group in fall 2018. Explain 


in nonspecialist terms and solicit substantive feedback on data, analysis, and process.  


ii. Present final analysis to each group in early 2019.  


 








The	OJD	Access	and	Fairness	
Court	User	Survey	Pilot	Project	


September	21,	2018	


Accepted by the Oregon Supreme Council on Inclusion and Fairness and respectfully 


submitted to the Honorable Martha L. Walters, Chief Justice of the Oregon Supreme Court 
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In July 2018, the Oregon Judicial Department (OJD) piloted an Access and Fairness Survey in the 
Benton, Deschutes, Marion, and Union County Circuit Courts.  OJD staff and volunteers spent a total 
of five days collecting data – one day in Benton County, one in Marion, one in Union, and two in 
Deschutes – in a total of seven court buildings.   
 
Participation in the survey was voluntary, and the staff and volunteers asked all people who left the 
court (aside from court staff and judges) to take the survey.  A total of 709 people completed the 
survey, for a response rate of 34 percent.  
 
Each court also had at least one day where it put surveys and collection boxes by the courthouse exit 
for court users to fill out on their own.  This method, however, resulted in very few responses (19 
total for the four courts), and, except where otherwise noted, those responses are not included in this 
analysis. 
  
The chart below shows the number of in-person responses from each court.  Eighty percent of the 
responses came from either Deschutes County (47%) or Marion County (33%).  
 


 
 
In interpreting the results of this survey, it is important to emphasize that the four courts represent 
only 15% of Oregon’s population, and their results are not necessarily representative of the entire 
state.   The results are also based on just one or two days of data collection in each jurisdiction, and 
therefore are also not necessarily representative of the overall experience of the public in the pilot 
courts throughout the year. 
 
Survey Design 
 
OJD Access and Fairness Survey based its survey on the Access and Fairness Survey in the National 
Center for State Courts (NCSC) CourTools: Access and Fairness guide.  The OJD survey contained three 
sections: 
 


Section 1: Access contained a series of statements concerning access to the courts, and asked 
participants to respond to each statement on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly 
Agree).   
  
Section 2: Fairness pertained to participants who appeared before a judicial officer about 
their case.  It included six statements – five regarding the fairness of the proceeding and one 
regarding the favorability of the result of the hearing – and solicited responses on the 5-point 
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scale used in Section 1.  An additional question asked whether the participant was 
represented by an attorney at the hearing. 
 
Section 3: Background asked for background information about the participant, including 
racial/ethnic identity, gender, reason for coming to court, type of case, and role at the 
courthouse. 
 


The OJD survey differed somewhat from the NCSC survey, as OJD made minor changes to some of the 
background questions (e.g., adding a ‘Non-Binary/Other’ option to the gender category) and added 
other questions to capture information such as whether the participant was represented by an 
attorney and whether the result of the hearing was favorable to the participant. 
 
The ten access statements and five fairness statements on the NCSC survey, however, exactly 
matched their counterparts on the OJD survey, which means that the overall survey results in Oregon 
can be compared with the results of other states that have implemented the NCSC Access and 
Fairness Survey. 
 
The final OJD survey is on the final page of this document for reference. 
 
Index Scores 
  
OJD followed the NCSC’s recommendations in its CourTools guide to use an Access Index Score to 
summarize responses to the ten access statements into a single access measure and a Fairness Index 
Score to summarize responses to the first five fairness statements1 into a single fairness measure. 
 
Creating the index scores involves summing the mean score on the five-point scale (where 1 = 
Strongly Disagree and 5 = Strongly Agree) for each access item and for each fairness item and then 
using a multiplier to put each sum on a scale where 20 is the lowest possible score and 100 is the 
highest possible score.   
 
For example, if the ten access statements each have a mean score of 4.5, the sum of the mean scores 
is 45 out of a possible 50.  Multiplying the sum by two produces an Access Index Score of 90 on a scale 
of 20 to 100.  If the first five fairness statements have a mean score of 4, the sum of the mean scores 
is 20, and multiplying that sum by four produces a Fairness Index Score of 80 on a scale from 20 to 
100.  
 
Statewide Index Scores and Pilot County Comparison   
  
The charts on the next page show the statewide index scores (left chart) and a comparison of the 
index scores in each of the four pilot counties (right chart).    
 
The overall Access Index Score for the four pilot courts was 87.4, and the overall Fairness Index Score 
was 84.3.  Taking the mean of the two scores produces an Overall Access and Fairness Index Score of 
85.8 on a scale from 20 to 100. 
 


                                                           
1 There is a total of six statements and one question in the fairness section of the OJD Access and Fairness Survey.  Only 
the first five statements, however, are used in the Fairness Index Score because the final statement (concerning the 
favorability of the result of the hearing) and the question (concerning representation by counsel) are intended to evaluate 
differences in perceptions of fairness between different types of participants. 
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The Access Index Scores for individual courts ranged from 86.3 to 91.1 and the Fairness Index Scores 
ranged from 78.4 to 91.8.  The small sample sizes, however, make it difficult to draw conclusions 
about differences between the courts, particularly for the Fairness Index Score, which was drawn 
only from participants who appeared before a judge the day of the survey, and therefore was based 
on fewer responses than the Access Index Score. 
 
Responses by Individual Question 
 
The following chart shows the percentage of participants who indicated that they Agreed or Strongly 
Agreed with each Access and Fairness statement. The percentages for each statement do not include 
responses where the participant either indicated that the statement was not applicable or skipped 
the statement. 
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Regarding access, participants largely indicated that they felt safe in the courthouse (93%), were 
treated with courtesy and respect (91%), easily found the courtroom or office they needed (91%), 
and found the courthouse easily (91%).  Participants were least likely to agree or strongly agree that 
the website was useful (70%), that the court’s hours of operation made it easy to do their business 
(77%), or that the court’s forms were easy to understand (80%). 
 
Agreement with the statements in the fairness section was generally lower than with the statements 
in the access section. Participants were most likely to agree that they knew what to do next about 
their case (85%) and were treated the same as everyone else (82%), and least likely to agree that 
their case was handled fairly (75%) and that the judge listened to their side of the story (76%). 
 
Index Scores by Racial / Ethnic and Gender Identity 
 
The next several charts show Access and Fairness Index Scores by various participant characteristics.   
The first shows Access and Fairness Index Scores by the participants’ racial or ethnic identity.  The 
survey invited participants to check all the racial/ethnic groups that applied, and participants who 
selected more than one race or ethnicity are counted in each group that they selected.  
 


 


Access scores by racial/ethnic identity ranged from 76.0 among participants selecting Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander to 91.8 among participants identifying as Other.  Fairness scores 
ranged from 69.7 for participants who identified as Asian to 96.0 among participants identifying as 
Other. 
 
It is important, however, to emphasize that the sample sizes for the racial/ethnic categories other 
than ‘White’ are very small, particularly for fairness.  For example, the 69.6 Fairness Index Score for 
participants identifying as Asian was based on just four responses to the fairness section. 
 
The chart on the following page shows Access and Fairness Index Scores by gender.  The Access Index 
Scores for females (88.3) and males (87.1) were similar, but Fairness Index Scores for females were 
somewhat higher (86.0) than for males (81.8).   
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The four participants who selected Non-Binary/Other as their gender had a much lower Access Index 
Score than males or females.  A much larger sample of individuals with a gender identity of non-
binary/other would be needed to determine whether this is the product of a small sample size or 
indicative of issues with access for individuals with a non-binary gender identity. 
 
Index Scores by Role, Reason for Coming to Court, and Representation 
 
The survey asked participants whether they were in court in a professional capacity, and, if they 
were, whether they were an attorney.  The chart below shows Access and Fairness Index Scores for 
each group.  There was little difference between attorneys, other professionals, and non-
professionals in terms of Access Index Scores, but Fairness Index Scores for non-professionals and 
attorneys were somewhat lower than for other professionals. 
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Survey participants who filled out the Fairness section of the survey were also asked to identify 
whether they were represented by an attorney that day.  Somewhat surprisingly, participants who 
were not represented by counsel had slightly higher Access and Fairness Index Scores than 
participants who were represented (see chart on prior page). 
 
The Access and Fairness survey also asked participants to state the reason they visited the 
courthouse.  The chart on the following page shows Access and Fairness Index Scores for each reason 
for visiting the courthouse, with participants who had multiple reasons for visiting included in the 
group for each of the reasons that brought them to court. 
 


 
 
The sample sizes for most of the reasons for coming to court are quite small, and the only group with 
a score that differs notably from the overall average is the Fairness Score of 72.9 from participants 
who visited the clerk’s office.  That score, however, is based only nine participants, and those 
individuals would have both visited the clerk’s office and appeared in court about their case.   
 
Index Scores by Favorability of Hearing Result 
 
The Fairness section of the survey asked participants to rate on a 1-5 scale their level of agreement 
that the result of their hearing was favorable to them.  The number of participants who disagreed 
and strongly disagreed that the result of the hearing was favorable to them was quite low, but the 
chart below shows that Access and Fairness Index Scores correspond closely with how favorable 
survey participants felt that the result of their hearing was.   
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Reliability of Results 


The results above are based on the opinions of the 34% court users exiting the four pilot courts who 
chose to take the Access and Fairness Survey.   
 
Researchers routinely use samples of a population to draw conclusions about the population as 
whole, but one difficulty with survey research is that the people who choose to participate in a survey 
may not be representative of the entire population. 
 
One concern in administering the survey was that it appeared that people who were unhappy with 
their experience in court were more likely than other court users to refuse to participate.  Several 
people, for example, who appeared to have had a negative experience stated that they were too angry 
or upset to take a survey. 
 
The data regarding responses by favorability of hearing support this concern, as participants who 
appeared in front of a judge were much more likely to agree or strongly agree (59%) that the result 
of their hearing was favorable to them, than to disagree or strongly disagree (9%). 
 
It is unknown, however, whether this disparity in favorability is the result of the non-adversarial 
nature of many court appearances (for example, in drug court or other specialty court settings it may 
be that all or most individuals in front of the judge feel positively about the result of their appearance) 
or an indication that individuals with negative in-court experiences are under-represented in the 
sample. 
 
Collection Method and Effect on Results 
 
A secondary purpose of the pilot data collection was to test viability of two methods of data collection: 
in-person and self-administered. 
 
The in-person data collection involved OJD staff and volunteers encouraging court users to take the 
survey in order to have as a high a response rate and as representative a sample as possible. 
 
This use of staff and volunteers was time-intensive.  A full-time OJD analyst and a temporary summer 
researcher spent a total of 153 hours on the data collection, including travel, planning, and data entry.  
Other OJD staff contributed an additional 22 hours in Marion County, where only one volunteer was 
able to assist with data collection and additional staff were needed to adequately cover the three 
sites.  Total staff time spent on data collection was 175 hours, or 4.4 weeks of full-time work.  
 


 
Staff Time Spent on Data Collection 


 
Task Total Staff Hours 
Data Collection and Travel (OJD Analyst and Researcher) 124  
Data Collection and Travel (Additional OJD Staff) 22 
Materials and Logistics 12 
Contacting and Coordinating Volunteers 11 
Data Entry 6  
Data Collection Total 175 


 







8 
 


This investment of time, however, appears to have been necessary to ensure a reasonably high 
response rate, as the self-administered data collection, in which court staff left out surveys and 
collection boxes at the courthouses, led to only 19 responses in eight days of data collection.  If the 
attendance in court on the days of self-administered data collection was similar to that on the days 
of in-person data collection, this would equate to a response rate of 0.5%. 
 
The very small sample of self-administered data, did, however, yield considerably different results 
(see chart below). The Access Index Score (78.3) for self-administered respondents was nine points 
below that for in-person respondents, and the Fairness Index Score (68.0) sixteen points lower.  Self-
administered respondents were also more likely to have appeared in court that day (74%) than in-
person respondents (35%).  They were also more likely than in-person participants to disagree or 
strongly disagree (21% compared with 9%) and less likely agree or strongly agree (21% compared 
with 59%) that the result of their hearing was favorable to them. 
 


 
 
Conclusions and Future Data Collection 
 
The results in this document are based on 709 survey participants from in-person data collection in 
four pilot courts.  These participants represent just over one-third of people exiting each court on the 
days that the survey was administered, but a small fraction of the people exiting the pilot courts each 
year.   
 
The 709 survey responses paint a positive overall picture of user experiences in Oregon’s courts.  
Over 90% of participants, for example, indicated that they felt safe in the courthouse, were treated 
with courtesy and respect, and easily found the courtroom or office they needed.  Even lower-rated 
access items – such as the usefulness of the website, hours of operation, and ease of understanding 
the forms – were rated positively by over two-thirds of participants.  The Access Index Score, which 
summarizes responses to the ten access statements into a single measure, was 87.4 on a scale of 20 
to 100. 
 
The narrower section (35%) of participants who appeared before a judge also had generally positive 
responses regarding the fairness of the proceeding, though they were less positive than the overall 
responses regarding access.  Agreement percentages for the five fairness statements were between 
75% and 85%, and the Fairness Index Score was 84.3 on a scale of 20 to 100. 
 
The responses also showed surprisingly little disparity between racial/ethnic groups; professional 
and non-professional parties; and represented and self-represented participants.  The disparities 
that did appear (e.g., much lower fairness scores from Native American and Asian participants than 
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for other groups; lower access scores for individuals with a gender identity of Non-Binary / Other as 
compared with males or females) involved groups with very small sample sizes.   
 
While the results of the pilot surveys are generally encouraging for the pilot courts, there is room for 
improvement, and OJD will likely want to consider establishing targets for its performance on the 
survey measures.  OJD should also keep in mind that there is some evidence that the responses may 
under-represent individuals who had negative experiences in court, and that there is need for 
considerably more data collection to draw any conclusions about racial/ethnic disparities and to 
determine whether the results from the pilot courts are representative of the entire state. 
 
A secondary purpose of the pilot data collection was to determine how to collect data more widely.  
The pilot showed that staff involvement is essential for successful data collection, as collecting data 
without staff and volunteers to prompt users to take the survey resulted in only 19 responses in 8 
days of data collection, for a response rate of less than 1%. 
 
In-person data collection, however, required considerable staff time – 175 hours, or the equivalent 
of 4.4 weeks for a single full-time employee.  In considering how to follow up on the results of this 
pilot, OJD will need to consider what staff resources are available to support data collection, and 
whether its goal is to assemble a representative statewide sample, to collect data to assist individual 
courts in measuring their own improvement over time, or both. 
 
If the primary goal is to provide individual courts with data to make improvements over time, OJD 
might consider more intensive data collection in the four pilot courts next year to provide a 
comparison with the results from this pilot.  If the intent is to obtain a statewide sample, and 
resources are not available to survey all courts in one year, one possibility would be doing one day of 
data collection in a different set of courts each year, with the intent of surveying every court in the 
state over the course of a three- or four-year cycle.   
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 Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.  Please use the other side of the page to share any 
additional comments you have about your experience today. 


Oregon Judicial Department Access and Fairness Survey   
   _____ County Circuit Court 
Your opinion counts!  The Oregon Judicial Department wants to hear from you about your experience in court today so that we 
can make improvements. 
Section 1: Access  (Please circle the number that reflects your level of 
agreement with the statement.) 


Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 


Agree N/A 


1. Finding the courthouse was easy. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


2. The forms I needed were clear and easy to understand.  
(If you did not need any forms, please mark N/A.) 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


3. I felt safe in the courthouse. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


4. The court makes reasonable efforts to remove physical and 
language barriers to service. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


5. I was able to get my court business done in a reasonable amount 
of time. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


6. Court staff paid attention to my needs. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


7. I was treated with courtesy and respect. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


8. I easily found the courtroom or office I needed. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


9. The court’s Web site was useful.  
(If you did not visit the court’s website, please mark N/A.) 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


10. The court’s hours of operation made it easy for me to do my 
business. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


 


If you are a party to a legal matter and appeared before a judicial officer about your case today, please complete Section 2. 
Otherwise, skip to Section 3. 
 


Section 2: Fairness (Please circle the number that reflects your level of 
agreement with the statement.) 


Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 


Agree N/A 


11. The way my case was handled was fair. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


12. The judge listened to my side of the story before he or she made a 
decision. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


13. The judge had the information necessary to make good decisions 
about my case. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


14. I was treated the same as everyone else. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


15. As I leave the court, I know what to do next about my case. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


16. The result of the hearing today was favorable to me. 1 2 3 4 5 n/a 


17.     Were you represented by an attorney today?      � Yes               � No 
 


Section 3: Background Information (Please check the box or boxes that best answer each question.) 
 


18. What did you do at court today? (Check all that apply) 
� Attend a hearing for my own case 
� Attend a hearing for another person’s case 
� Appear as a victim 
� Appear as a witness 
� Appear for Jury Duty 
� Represent a client 
� Visit the clerk’s office (e.g., get information, file papers, make a payment) 
� Other __________________ 


 


 


19. How do you identify yourself? (Check all that apply) 
� American Indian or Alaska Native 
� Asian 
� Black or African American 
� Hispanic or Latino 
� Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
� White 
� Other __________________ 


 


 


20. Did you come to court today in a 
professional capacity (as part of your 
job)?  
� Yes   (Proceed to Question 21) 
� No    (Skip to Question 22) 


 
21. Please check the box that best 
describes your role at the court today: 
� Attorney 
� Other professional capacity 


 


22. How often are you typically 
in this courthouse? 
(Choose the closest estimate) 
� First time in this courthouse 
� Once a year or less 
� Several times a year 
� Regularly 


 


23. What is your gender? 
� Male 
� Female 
� Non-Binary / Other 


 


24. What type of case(s) brought you to the 
courthouse today? (Check all that apply) 


� Violation (Traffic/parking ticket, other violation) 
� Felony/Misdemeanor  
� Family (Child support/custody, divorce, will, small estate, 


conservatorship, etc.) 
� Civil (contract dispute, negligence, etc.) 
� Small Claims 
� Landlord – Tenant / Eviction 
� Juvenile 
� Other: __________________ 


Note: The questions on this survey are adapted from the Access and Fairness Survey created by the National Center for State Courts. 









