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A
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Background
and

Jurisdiction
In

1967,an
am

endm
entto

the
C

olorado
C

onstitution
im

p
le

m
ented

a
m

eritsystem
for

the
selection

ofjudges
and

established
the

C
om

m
ission

onjudicialQ
ualifications,w

hich
in

1983
was

re
nam

ed
the

C
olorado

C
om

m
ission

on
JudicialD

iscipline
(C

o
rn

m
ission).The

C
om

m
ission

is
charged

w
ith

enforcing
C

ob.C
onst.

art.V
I,§

23(3)(d),w
hich

provides
that

ajustice
orjudge

o
fany

courtofrecord
m

ay
be

disciplined
orrem

oved
from

office
for

m
is

conduct
or

m
ay

be
retired

for
a

disability
thatinterferes

w
ith

the
perform

ance
ofhis

orherduties.
The

C
olorado

Suprem
e

C
ourthas

adopted
the

C
olorado

R
ules

o
fJudicialD

iscipline
(C

ob.R
JD

),asauthorized
in

C
ob.C

onstart.
V

I,§
23(3)(h),w

hich
are

applied
in

conjunction
w

ith
the

C
olorado

C
ode

o
fJudicialC

onduct(C
ode).C

ob.
C

onst.art.V
I,

§
23(3)(e)

and
C

ola
R

iD
35

provide
forprivately

adm
inistered

discipline,such
asletters

o
fadm

onition,reprim
and,orcensure,and

forotherm
eas

ures
thatthe

C
om

m
ission

believes
w

illim
prove

the
conducto

fthe
judge.The

C
om

m
ission

also
m

ay
com

m
ence

form
alproceedings

to
address

m
isconduct

for
w

hich
privately

adm
inistered

discipline
w

ould
be

inappropriate
orinadequate.In

form
alproceedings,C

ob.
R

JD
36

authorizes
the

Suprem
e

C
ourt

to
apply

the
sanctions

o
f

rem
oval,retirem

ent,public
reprim

and,orpublic
censure,orto

retire
ajudge

based
on

a
perm

anent
disability

A
portion

o
fthe

annual
attom

ey
registration

fees
paid

by
each

C
olorado

law
yer

and
judge

provides
funding

forthe
C

om
m

ission’s
operations.

The
C

ode
and

C
ob.

R
JD

are
published

in
C

ourtRules,Book
.1

o
fthe

C
olorado

R
evised

Statutes.The
C

ode
was

revised
by

the
Suprem

e
C

ourt,effective
July

1,2010.A
substantialrevision

o
f

C
ob.

R
JD

was
approved

by
the

Suprem
e

C
ourtfor

publication
and

com
m

entduring
2011;the

finalversion
was

pending
w

ith
the

Suprem
e

C
ourtatyearend.The

proposed
revisions

address
ju

ris
diction,confidentiality,and

disabilities,
and

update
term

inology
and

form
at.

Fora
fullerunderstanding

ofthe
scope

ofthe
C

om
m

ission’s
d
is

ciplinary
authority

itis
im

portantto
note

the
follow

ing:
>

The
C

om
m

issioW
s

jurisdiction
is

lim
ited

to
disciplinary

m
a
t

ters
concerning

district
courtjudges,county

courtjudges,
courto

fappeals
judges,justices

o
fthe

Suprem
e

C
ourt,and

seniorjudges.E
xcluded

from
this

jurisdiction
are

m
agistrates,

m
unicipaljudges,and

adm
inistrative

law
judges

(A
LJs).

>
C

ounty
judges

in
the

C
ity

and
C

ounty
o

fD
enver

exercise
dualjurisdiction

overD
enver

m
unicipallaws

and
state

laws.
Because

the
C

om
m

ission
lacksjurisdiction

overpersons
serv

ing
as

m
unicipaljudges,disciplinary

m
atters

forthese
judges

are
addressed

by
the

D
enverC

ounty
C

ourtJudicialD
iscipline

C
om

m
ission.C

ertain
other

cities
have

established
discipli

nary
procedures

to
oversee

the
conduct

o
ftheir

m
unicipal

judges.
>

The
O

ffice
o

fA
ttorney

R
egulation

C
ounsel(A

ttom
ey

R
egu

lation)
is

charged
w

ith
disciplinary

oversighto
fm

agistrates
and

A
LJs,along

w
ith

its
jurisdiction

over
the

conduct
o
f

law
yers

generally,under
the

C
olorado

R
ules

o
fProfessional

C
onduct(C

ob.R
P

C
).

In
D

ecem
ber2011,the

judiciary
consisted

o
f376

trialand
appel

late
courtpositions,including

174
districtcourtjudges,129

county
courtjudges,44

seniorjudges,22
courto

fappealsjudges,and
seven

Suprem
e

C
ourtjustices.In

addition,one
district

and
one

county
position

were
tem

porarily
vacantpending

the
sw

earing-in
ofnew

ly
appointed

judges.

G
rounds

forJudicialDiscipline
C

ob.R
JD

5(a)describes
the

grounds
fordiscipline

ordisability
m

easures:
1)w

illfu
l

m
isconduct

in
office,

including
m

isconduct
that,

although
not

related
to

judicial
duties,brings

the
judicial

office
into

disrepute
oris

prejudicialto
the

adm
inistration

o
f

justice;
2)w

illfulorpersistentfailure
to

perform
judicialduties,in

clu
d

ing
incom

petentperform
ance

ofjudicialduties;
3)

intem
perance,including

extrem
e

or
im

m
oderate

personal
conduct,recurring

loss
o

ftem
perorcontrol,abuse

ofalcohol,
orthe

use
o

fillegalnarcotic
ordangerous

drugs;
4)any

conductthatconstitutes
aviolation

o
fthe

C
ode;or

5)
a

disability
interfering

w
ith

the
perform

ance
ofjudicialduties

thatis,oris
likely

to
becom

e,o
fa

perm
anentcharacter.

T
he

July
1,2010

revision
o

fthe
C

ode
reorganized

the
nine

C
anons

o
fthe

previous
C

ode
into

four
C

anons
thatguide

judges
and

justices
in

theirconduct:
>

C
anon

1.A
judge

shalluphold
and

prom
ote

the
independ

ence,integrity,and
im

partiality
ofthe

judiciary
and

shallavoid
im

propriety
and

the
appearance

o
fim

propriety.
>

C
anon

2.A
judge

shallperform
the

duties
ofjudicialoffice

im
partially,com

petently,and
diligently.

>
C

anon
3.A

judge
shallconductthe

judge’s
personaland

extrajudicialactivities
to

m
inim

ize
the

risk
o

fconflictw
ith

the
obligations

ofjudicialoffice.
>

C
anon

4.A
judge

or
candidate

forjudicialoffice
shallnot

engage
in

politicalor
cam

paign
activity

thatis
inconsistent

w
ith

the
independence,integrity,or

im
partiality

o
fthe

ju
d
i

ciary
Each

C
anon

includes
rules

in
supporto

fthe
C

anon.Forexam
ple,R

ule
2.5(A

)
requires

ajudge
to

perform
judicialand

adm
inis

trative
duties

com
petently

and
diligently.There

are
a

totalo
fthirty-

eightrules,w
hich

are
further

supplem
ented

by
com

m
ents

and
annotations.

C
ob.R

JD
5(c)

provides
thatajudge’s

errorin
ruling

on
factual

or
legalm

atters
is

notm
isconduct.

Such
m

atters
are

w
ithin

the
jurisdiction

o
fthe

trialand
appellate

courts,underC
ob.C

onst.art.
VI,§

1.In
other

w
ords,

the
C

om
m

ission
has

no
authority

to
reverse

ajudge’s
decision.C

om
plaints

thatchallenge
ajudge’s

n
il

ing
w

illbe
dism

issed
as

appellate
in

nature,absentgrounds
form

is
conductthatare

distinctfrom
the

appellate
issues.

The
C

om
m

issioW
s

disciplinary
function

is
contrasted

w
ith

the
responsibilities

o
fthe

O
ffice

ofJudicialPerform
ance

E
valuation,

w
hich

collects
view

s
from

jurors,litigants,and
attorneys

in
each

judicialdistrictregarding
ajudge’s

perform
ance;provides

periodic
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reports
to

the
judge;and

dissem
inates

public
reports

o
ftheirfin

d
ings

before
the

judge’s
retention

election.

The
Com

m
ission

and
its

Executive
Director

The
C

om
m

ission
com

prises
ten

C
olorado

citizens
w

ho
serve

w
ithoutcom

pensation
otherthan

reim
bursem

ento
fexpenses,such

as
travelto

attend
the

C
om

m
ission’s

m
eetings.The

com
position

o
f

the
C

om
m

ission
is

determ
ined

by
C

ob.C
onst.art.VT,§

23
(3)(a)

and
(b).Itincludes

tw
o

districtcourtjudges
and

tw
o

county
court

judges,w
ho

are
appointed

by
the

Suprem
e

C
ourt,tw

o
la

~
trs

w
ho

have
practiced

in
C

olorado
for

atleastten
years,neither

o
fw

hom
m

ay
be

ajustice
orjudge,and

w
ho

are
appointed

by
the

G
overnor

w
ith

the
consento

fthe
Senate;and

fourcitizens,w
ho

are
notand

have
notbeen

judges,w
ho

are
notlicensed

to
practice

law
in

C
o

lo
rado,and

w
ho

are
appointed

by
the

G
overnorw

ith
the

consento
f

the
Senate.T

he
list

o
fC

om
m

issioners
as

o
fD

ecem
ber

2011
appears

atthe
end

o
fthis

report.
C

ob.R
JD

3
provides

for
the

organization
and

adm
inistration

o
fthe

C
om

m
ission,including

the
C

om
m

ission’s
appointm

ento
f

an
Executive

D
irectorw

hose
duties

include
the

operation
ofa

p
e

r
m

anentoffice;the
screening

and
investigation

o
fcom

plaints;
the

m
aintenance

o
frecords

and
statistics;the

em
ploym

ento
finvesti

gators,specialcounsel,and
m

asters;the
preparation

and
adm

inis
tration

o
fthe

C
om

m
ission’s

operating
budget,and

the
preparation

and
publication

o
fthis

annualreport.

Com
plaintsand

Disciplinary
Proceedings

C
ob.R

JD
12

through
14

provide
for

the
filing,screening,and

prelim
inary

investigation
o

fcom
plaints.A

ny
person

m
ay

file
a

com
plaintalleging

judicialm
isconductor

a
disability

The
C

o
m

m
ission

w
ill

consider
com

plaints
in

any
w

ritten
form

at
that

describes
the

alleged
m

isconductand
provides

relevantirtform
a

tion,such
as

the
case

num
ber

and
the

date
o

fthe
alleged

m
iscon

duct,and
relevantdocum

ents,such
as

exhibits
or

excerpts
from

transcripts
(ifavailable).The

C
om

m
ission

provides
a

com
plaint

form
on

requestand
through

its
w

ebsite;
it

includes
im

portant
inform

ation
regarding

the
grounds

forjudicialdiscipline
and

guidelines
for

preparation
o

fthe
com

plaint.H
ow

ever,com
plaints

also
m

ay
be

in
the

form
o

fa
letter

or
sum

m
ary

thatprovides
the

required
inform

ation.
C

om
plaints

m
ay

be
m

ailed,delivered,orfaxed
to

the
C

om
m

is
sion.S

ecurity
precautions

lim
it

the
ability

o
fthe

C
om

m
ission

to
acceptcom

plaints
by

e-m
ail.A

rrangem
ents

can
be

m
ade

w
ith

the
Executive

D
irectorto

accom
m

odate
disabled

persons
in

preparing
and

filing
com

plaints.The
C

om
m

ission
has

the
authority

to
in

iti
ate

a
com

plainton
its

ow
n

m
otion.

D
isciplinary

proceedings
involve

one
or

m
ore

o
fthree

phases:
(1)

the
screening

process
under

C
ob.

R
JD

13;(2)
a

prelim
inary

investigation
underC

ob.R
JD

14,w
hich

could
resultin

a
privately

adm
inistered

disposition;and
(3)

form
alproceedings

under
C

ob.
R

JD
18.

Screening
The

E
xecutive

D
irector

screens
allcom

plaints.C
ob.

R
JD

13
provides

that“com
plaints

that
are

frivolous,unfounded,
solely

appellate
in

nature,or
outside

the
jurisdiction

o
fthe

C
om

m
ission

shallbe
dism

issed”by
the

Executive
D

irector
orthe

C
om

m
ission.

D
ism

issals
often

involve
com

plaints
that

are
driven

by
appellate

issues.It
is

notuncom
m

on
for

com
plainants—

particularly
those

w
ho

have
appeared

in
courtpro

se—
to

allege
thatajudge’s

rulings
on

factualorlegalissues,w
ith

w
hich

they
disagree,are

sufficientto
establish

m
isconductunderthe

C
ode.A

s
noted

above
in

“G
rounds

forjudicialD
iscipline,”C

ob.R
JD

5(c)prohibits
the

C
om

m
ission

from
initiating

disciplinary
action

againstajudge
“form

aking
erro

neous
findings

o
ffactor

legalconclusions
w

hich
are

subjectto
appellate

review
.”A

lso,com
plaints

thatappear
to

be
filed

p
rim

a
rily

to
create

grounds
for

recusal,w
here

no
other

grounds
for

recusalexist,m
ay

be
dism

issed
as“judge-shopping.”

C
om

plaints
thatsurvive

the
screening

process
typically

involve
a

lack
o

fdiligence
orcom

petence
in

m
anaging

the
docketand

court
room

,dem
eanor,exparte

com
m

unications,disrespectfultreatm
ent

o
fstafl

unauthorized
usage

o
fthe

state’s
facilities

ortechnology,or
inappropriate

public
statem

ents.

Prelim
inaryInvestigation

A
teach

m
eeting,the

C
om

m
ission

review
s

the
Executive

D
ire

c
tor’s

screening
o

fcom
plaints

and
exam

ines
com

plaints
thathave

survived
screening.Ifthe

C
om

m
ission

deem
s

thatthere
are

su
ffi

cientgrounds
to

initiate
disciplinary

proceedings,itauthorizes
the

Executive
D

irectorto
undertake

aprelim
inary

investigation
under

C
ob.R

JD
14,w

hich
includes

notice
to

the
judge

o
fthe

investiga
tion,the

nature
o

fthe
charge,and

the
nam

e
o

fthe
com

plainant(or
that

the
C

om
m

ission
com

m
enced

the
investigation

on
its

ow
n

m
otion).The

judge
is

afforded
an

opportunity
to

respond.
The

prelim
inary

investigation
involves

inquiries
appropriate

in
the

circum
stances,

such
as

an
exam

ination
o

fcourtrecords
and

transcripts,the
judge’s

response
to

the
com

plaint,interview
s

w
ith

potentialw
itnesses,and

requests
forfurther

inform
ation

from
the

com
plainantorthe

judge.Ifthe
prelim

inary
investigation

confirm
s

thatthere
is

a
reasonable

basis
forthe

allegations,furtherinvestiga
tion

w
illfollow

as
needed.

T
he

C
om

m
ission

has
authorized

the
E

xecutive
D

irector
to

noti5’ajudge
on

receipto
fa

com
plaint—

before
its

review
by

the
C

om
m

ission—
ifit

alleges
a

delay
in

diligently
m

anaging
the

court’s
docket.M

otions
forP

ost-C
onviction

R
eliefunderR

ule
35

o
fthe

Rules
o

fC
rim

inalProcedure
(C

ob.R
C

P
35)

are
a

com
m

on
subjecto

fsuch
com

plaints.Factors
that

typically
cause

delay
in

addressing
C

ob.
R

C
P

35
m

otions
are

the
need

for
the

judge
to

w
hom

the
case

is
currently

assigned
to

review
a

large
volum

e
o
f

m
aterials

from
a

trialthe
currentjudge

did
nothandle;the

passage
o

fseveralyears
since

the
trial;

the
reassignm

ento
fthe

trialjudge
from

the
crim

inaldocketto
the

civilordom
estic

relations
docket;

or
the

retirem
ento

fthe
trialjudge.Som

e
factors

m
ay

be
beyond

the
judge’s

control;
nonetheless,

the
judge

retains
the

ultim
ate

responsibility
fordiligently

m
anaging

his
orherdocket.The

State
C

ourtA
dm

inistrator’s
O

ffice
provides

additionaltraining
and

guidance
forjudges

in
handling

C
ob.R

C
P

35
m

otions.
W

hen
a

com
plainthas

been
fhlly

evaluated,the
dispositions

available
to

the
C

om
m

ission
include:

~
dism

issalo
fan

unfounded
com

plaintorform
alcharge

~
private

adm
onishm

entforbehaviorthatsuggests
the

appear
ance

o
fim

propriety,although
itm

eets
the

m
inim

um
standards

ofjudicialconduct
>

private
reprim

and
orprivate

censure
form

isconductthatdoes
notm

eritpublic
sanction

by
the

Suprem
e

C
ourt

>
the

deferral
o
fdisciplinary

proceedings
w

hile
the

judge
obtains

counseling,m
edical,orotherprofessionalsupport
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m
easures

to
im

prove
the

conductofthe
judge

(for
exam

ple,
training

orperiodic
docketm

anagem
entreports)

a
finding

ofprobable
cause

to
com

m
ence

form
alproceedings.

Form
alProceedings

Form
alproceedings

involve
a

trialto
address

m
isconductfor

w
hich

private
discipline

w
ould

notbe
sufficient.Ifthe

C
om

m
is

sion
finds

probable
cause

to
com

m
ence

form
alproceedings,

it
appoints

specialcounselto
review

the
allegations

and
evidence

o
f

m
isconduct.O

n
specialcounsel’s

concurrence
thatthere

is
probable

cause,specialcounselw
ill

serve
a

statem
ent

o
fcharges

on
the

judge.The
Suprem

e
C

ourtthen
w

illappointthree
specialm

asters
to

preside
overa

hearing
to

considerthe
charges.Such

proceedings
are

conducted
under

C
ob.

R
JD

18
through

33
and

C
olorado

R
ules

ofC
ivilProcedure.

Findings
by

the
specialm

asters
m

ay
resultin

the
C

om
m

ission’s
dism

issalo
fthe

com
plaintorits

recom
m

endation
to

the
Suprem

e
C

ourtforsanctions,w
hich

m
ay

include:
>

rem
ovalo

fthe
judge

from
office

>
retirem

ento
fthe

judge
fora

disability
>

public
reprim

and
orcensure

>
other

m
easures

necessary
to

curtailor
elim

inate
the

judge’s
m

isconduct.
As

provided
in

C
ob.C

onst.art.VT
§

23(3Xg),“allpapers
filed

w
ith

and
proceedings

before
the

C
om

m
ission”are

confidential,unless
and

untilsuch
tim

e
as

the
C

om
m

ission
files

a
recom

m
endation

for
sanctions

w
ith

the
C

olorado
Suprem

e
C

ourt.C
ob.R

JD
6(c)p

ro
vides

exceptions
to

the
confidentiality

requirem
ent.For

exam
ple,

the
C

om
m

ission
is

required
to

noti~’A
ttorney

R
egulation

o
fco

n
ductthatm

ay
be

in
violation

o
fC

ob.
R

P
C

and
to

disclose
disci

plinary
action

to
the

Suprem
e

C
ourt,on

requesto
fthe

C
ourt,w

ith
respectto

its
consideration

o
fthe

appointm
entorre-appointm

ent
ofajudge

to
the

seniorjudge
program

.
The

C
om

m
ission

generally
m

eets
bi-m

onthly
and

m
ay

hold
specialm

eetings
orconvene

by
conference

call,w
hen

necessary
In

2011,the
C

om
m

ission’s
regular

m
eetings

w
ere

held
in

January,
M

arch,June,A
ugust,O

ctober,and
D

ecem
ber.

Review
ofCom

plaints
Received

in
2011

The
Executive

D
irector

and
the

C
om

m
ission’s

adm
inistrative

assistantm
anage

the
intake

o
fcom

plaints
and

requests
for

in
fo

r
m

ation.W
hen

appropriate,callers
are

redirected
to

the
O

ffice
o

f
JudicialPerform

ance
E

valuation,to
A

ttorney
R

egulation,or,ifa
m

unicipaljudge
is

involved,to
the

city
or

tow
n

w
here

the
judge

presides.The
C

om
m

ission
also

responds
to

inquiries
from

the
ju

d
i

ciary
regarding

the
provisions

o
fthe

C
ode.

D
uring

2011,the
C

om
m

ission
received

181
w

ritten
com

plaints.
The

C
om

m
ission

received
211

com
plaints

in
2007,217

com
plaints

in
2008,190

com
plaints

in
2009,and

170
com

plaints
in

2010.In
2011,the

C
om

m
ission

also
received

approxim
ately

410
telephone

inquiries
and

w
ritten

requests
from

potentialcom
plainants

w
ho

w
ere

seeking
inform

ation
orw

ho
requested

a
copy

o
fthe

co
m

plaintform
.T

his
com

pares
w

ith
675

inquiries
in

2009,and
560

inquiries
in

2010.T
he

C
om

m
ission

attributes
the

decline
in

inquiries
to

the
launching

o
fits

w
ebsite

in
M

arch
2010,w

hich
p
ro

vides
essentialinform

ation
to

the
public,including

an
explanation

ofthe
C

om
m

ission’s
procedures;a

dow
uloadable

com
plaintform

;
frequently

asked
questions;recentannualreports;and

links
to

the

C
onstitution,C

ode,and
C

ob.R
JD

.In
2010,the

w
ebsite

registered
approxim

ately
100

hits
per

m
onth.For

2011,the
w

ebsite
experi

enced
2,008

page
view

s—
approxim

ately
160

to
170

perm
onth—

by
1,430

visitors.
The

com
plaints

received
in

2011
addressed

the
conducto

f
judges

ofthe
districtcourt,probate

court,juvenile
court,orcounty

courtin
each

o
fthe

state’s
tw

enty-tw
o

judicialdistricts.Three
com

plaints
w

ere
logged

againstjudges
on

the
courto

fappeals
and

one
againstajustice

o
fthe

Suprem
e

C
ourt.

O
fthe

181
com

plaints,69
arose

in
the

crim
inallaw

docket,o
f

w
hich

64
w

ere
filed

by
inm

ates
in

C
olorado

correctionalfacilities.
A

totalo
f38

com
plaints

involved
litigation

in
the

generalcivil
docket,42

in
dom

estic
relations

cases,6
in

juvenile
courtm

atters,8
in

probate
m

atters,and
10

in
m

entalhealth
m

atters.In
addition

to
com

plaints
from

litigants,
m

any
o

fw
hom

had
appeared

in
court

pro
Se,the

C
om

m
ission

received
com

plaints
from

individuals
on

probation;
attorneys

w
ho

alleged
delay

in
docketm

anagem
entor

judicialdem
eanorissues;and

persons
w

ho
w

ere
notparties

to
liti

gation
(forexam

ple,friends,witnesses,fam
ily

m
em

bers,the
m

edia,
or

courtroom
observers).N

o
com

plaints
w

ere
initiated

by
the

C
om

m
ission

on
its

ow
n

m
otion.

The
frequency

ofvarious
grounds

alleged
in

the
181

com
plaints

is
sum

m
arized

below
.Som

e
com

plaints
alleged

m
ultiple

grounds.
>

adm
inistrative

issues
w

ith
colleagues

and
staff

1
>

bias
orprejudice

21
>

courtroom
dem

eanor
5

>
disputed

rulings
154

>
docketm

anagem
ent

16
>

exparte
com

m
unications

2
>

extrajudicialactivities
0

>
financial,personalorfam

ily
interests

1
>

im
properpublic

orcyberstatem
ents

1
>

im
propriety

4
>

inappropriate
personalrelationships

w
ith

staff
0

>
incom

petence
0

>
personaluse

o
fcourtresources

0
>

prejudicialrelationships
w

ith
attorneys

orlitigants
I

>
delay

in
C

ob.R
C

P
35

m
otions

17
>

allegations
directed

atthe
conducto

fofficials
otherthan

state
judges:
•m

agistrates
14

•attorneys,districtattorneys,orpublic
defenders

17
•courtrecords/clerk

errors/transcripts
2

•police,sheriff,jail
5

•probation,parole,departm
ento

fcorrections
I

•m
unicipaljudges

12
•federaljudiciary

5
•otherstate

agencies
2

•no
judge

orofficialnam
ed

10
•other

(e.g.,requests
forlegaladvice)

5
M

ostincidents
ofm

isconductare
addressed

by
private

disciplinary
letters

thatinclude
the

dispositions
described

above
in

“C
om

plaints
and

D
isciplinary

Proceedings.”
A

fter
the

Executive
D

irector’s
screening,

155
o

fthe
181

co
m

plaints
w

ere
dism

issed.Through
its

D
ecem

berm
eeting,the

C
o

m
m

ission
had

considered
37

com
plaints

that
survived

screening,
including

11
carried

overfrom
2010

and
26

received
in

2011.
Follow

ing
its

prelim
inary

investigation,the
C

om
m

ission
d
is

m
issed

25
o

fthe
37

com
plaints

as
unfounded

or
appellate.It

car-
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CO
LO

RADO
CO

M
M

ISSIO
N

ON
JUDICIAL

DISCIPLINE

>
disregard

o
fcourt-im

posed
gag

orders
>

lack
ofcooperation

w
ith

judicialcolleagues
>

inappropriate
rem

arks
to

litigants
and

law
yers

during
trials.

Proactive
M

easures
The

C
om

m
ission

participates
in

judicialeducation
program

s
to

inform
new

and
continuing

judges
o
ftheir

ethicalduties
and

responsibilities
under

the
C

anons
and

to
explain

the
C

om
m

ission’s
responsibilities

foroversightand
discipline.In

2010,the
Executive

D
irectorbegan

periodic
visits

to
each

judicialdistrictto
update

the
judiciary

on
currentdevelopm

ents
and

the
C

om
m

ission’s
proce

dures.In
2010

and
2011,the

E
xecutive

D
irector

held
m

eetings
w

ith
the

judiciary
in

thirteen
o

fthe
tw

enty-tw
o

judicialdistricts.
The

C
om

m
ission’s

w
ebsite

has
enhanced

the
public’s

understand
ing

o
fthe

disciplinary
process.

The
Com

m
ission

and
Staff

The
C

om
m

ission
operates

independently
from

the
Suprem

e
C

ourt,the
JudicialD

epartm
ent,and

A
ttorney

R
egulation,butw

ith
their

support.It
is

essentialthatthe
C

om
m

ission
operate

effec
tively

and
w

ith
the

public’s
confidence

in
m

onitoring
the

judiciary’s
conductunderthe

C
anons.

A
s

o
fD

ecem
ber

31,2011,the
C

om
m

ission’s
m

em
bership

in
cluded:

ned
over2

m
atters

into
2012

forfhrtherevaluation.Follow
ing

the
C

om
m

ission’s
finalm

eeting
o

fthe
year,the

E
xecutive

D
irector

referred
one

additionalcom
plaint

to
the

C
om

m
ission,w

hich
was

carried
overto

2012.
The

C
om

m
ission

applied
the

dispositions
authorized

by
C

ob.
RJ1)35

to
address

the
m

isconducto
f10judges.D

isciplinary
action

included
a

private
letter

o
fadm

onition;6
private

letters
o

fre
p
ri

m
and;and

3
private

letters
ofcensure.In

addition,there
were

several
situations

in
w

hich
the

C
om

m
ission

found
insufficientevidence

o
f

m
isconduct,butcautioned

the
judges

regarding
dem

eanor.The
C

om
m

ission
also

m
onitored

periodic
reports

from
judges

in
w

hich
disciplinary

action
from

previous
years

required
continuing

docket
m

anagem
entm

easures,counseling,oradditionaltraining.
The

corrective
action

taken
in

these
10

cases
com

pared
w

ith
corrective

action
taken

in
one

case
in

2007,4
such

cases
in

2008,3
cases

in
2009,and

7
in

2010.N
ojudges

declined
to

stand
forreten

tion
after

com
plaints

w
ere

filed
in

2011,com
pared

w
ith

none
in

2007,7
in

2008,3
in

2009,and
3

in
2010.There

was
one

retire
m

entfor
m

edicaldisability
in

each
o

f2006
and

2007,butnone
in

2008,2009,2010,
or

2011.There
w

ere
no

resignations
in

2011
w

hile
com

plaints
w

ere
pending.

O
fthe

155
com

plaints
thatw

ere
dism

issed,17
involved

alleged
delays

in
addressing

C
ob.

R
C

P
35

m
otions.H

ow
ever,the

C
o

m
m

ission’s
notice

to
the

judge
aboutthese

delays
had

a
constructive

im
pactby

draw
ing

attention
to

stafferrors,delays
by

the
prosecu

tion
or

defense,the
effects

o
fretirem

ent
or

reassignm
ent

o
fthe

originaltrialjudge,and
otherfactors

notinvolving
ethics

issues
or

requiring
disciplinary

m
easures.

Severalo
fthese

com
plaints

involved
repeated

or“successive”m
otions

by
inm

ates
thatdid

not
require

a
ruling,because

they
involved

issues
thatpreviously

had
been

addressed.
Private

letters
o

fdiscipline
in

recentyears
have

been
directed

at
the

follow
ing

m
isconduct:

~
failure

to
respond

to
C

om
m

ission
letters

and
disciplinary

m
easures

>
exparte

com
m

unications
abouta

pending
m

atteroutside
the

presence
o

fthe
otherparties

orattorneys
>

docketm
anagem

ent,including
delays

in
issuing

decisions
>

loss
o

ftem
perorcontrolo

fthe
courtroom

>
disrespectthlrem

arks
to

the
m

edia
orthrough

e-m
ails

regard
ing

the
conducto

fa
litigant,an

attorney,oranotherjudge
>

hearing
a

case,as
a

part-tim
e

judge,involving
a

cliento
fthe

judge’s
law

firm
>

intem
perance

orverbalabuse
tow

ard
an

em
ployee,persons

dealing
w

ith
courtstaff;or

a
custom

ero
fa

business
estab

lishm
ent

>
driving

w
hile

im
paired

orunderthe
influence

o
falcohol

>
sexualharassm

entor
other

inappropriate
personalconduct

involving
a

courtem
ployee

orlitigant
>

irrelevant,m
isleading,or

incoherent
statem

ents
during

a
r

raignm
ents

and
sentencing

>
failure

to
com

ply
w

ith
rules

applicable
to

retention
elections

>
appearing

on
behalfofa

spouse
in

a
m

agistrate’s
hearing

C
ategory

o
f

M
em

ber
C

ity
A

ppointm
ent

Federico
C

.A
lvarez

D
enver

A
ttorney

H
on.R

oxanne
B

ailin,C
hair

B
oulder

D
istrictjudge

A
lbus

Brooks
D

enver
C

itizen
R

ichard
0
.

C
am

pbell
D

enver
A

ttorney
D

avid
D

ill
Pueblo

C
itizen

K
athleen

Kelley
M

eeker
C

itizen
D

avid
Kenney

D
enver

C
itizen

H
on.Leroy

K
irby

B
righton

C
ounty

judge
H

on.M
arthaT

.M
inot

D
urango

C
ountyjudge

H
on.D

ouglas
R

.Vannoy
Ft.M

organ
D

istrictjudge

The
C

om
m

ission
greatly

appreciates
the

distinguished
service

o
f

N
orm

a
A

nderson
and

Joseph
Sam

uel,w
ho

retired
from

the
C

om
m

ission
in

2011
after

one-and-halfand
tw

o
years

o
fservice,

respectively.
W

illiam
J.C

am
pbellis

the
Executive

D
irectoro

fthe
C

om
m

is
sion.H

e
was

appointed
on

February
11,2009

as
Interim

E
xecu

tive
D

irector
and

appointed
Executive

D
irector

on
July

1,2010.
C

am
pbell’s

appointm
entfollow

ed
a

thirty-seven-year
careeras

a
practicing

attorney.H
e

is
not

related
to

C
om

m
ission

m
em

ber
R

ichard
0
.C

am
pbell.JenniferM

.C
lay

serves
as

the
C

om
m

ission’s
adm

inistrative
assistant.

To
obtain

further
inform

ation,requesta
copy

o
fthe

com
plaint

form
,orfile

a
com

plaint,please
contact:C

olorado
C

om
m

ission
on

JudicialD
iscipline,1560

Broadw
ay,Ste.1925,D

enver,C
O

80202;
telephone:

(303)
866-6434;fax:

(303)
861-6822.V

isit
the

C
o

m
m

ission’s
w

ebsite
atw

w
w

.coloradojudicialdiscipline.com
.
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