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Judge Bruce Mills Contra Costa County Superior Court Five Instances of Judicial Misconduct Verified by the Commission on Judicial Performance 1. 2001 Private Admonishment
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“At arraignment on a failure to appear, [Judge Mills] proceeded without appointing counsel despite the defendant’s statements that he wanted counsel. The judge made comments that disparaged the defendant’s version of the case and fostered the appearance that the judge was attempting to pressure the defendant into pleading guilty.” 2. 2006 Public Admonishment
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“Judge Mills has engaged in a pattern of making comments that are discourteous, sarcastic, demeaning and belittling to those appearing before him. Such remarks towards a litigant or counsel are not consistent with the conduct required by canon 3B(4)… Judge Mills’ demeaning and insulting comments to the attorneys in open court were inappropriate and in violation of canon 3B(4).” 3. 2008 Advisory Letter
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“During a probation revocation proceeding, [Judge Mills] used a bail order for the improper purpose of collecting restitution by setting bail in cash and requiring the bail depositor to sign over the funds deposited as bail to pay restitution.” 4. 2011 Advisory Letter
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“[Judge Mills] met with an officer seeking issuance of a warrant on a weekend when the judge was serving as a duty judge. After the judge signed the warrant, the judge’s teenage child expressed interest in accompanying the officer when the warrant was executed. [Judge Mills] ascertained that it was acceptable to the officer for the judge’s child to accompany the officer. The judge’s child was thereby able to bypass the ordinary process for going on a police ride-along.” 5. 2013 Public Admonishment
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“By communicating his desired resolution of his son’s case to the courtroom clerk of the assigned pro tempore judge through channels not available to the public, [Judge Mills] created an appearance of impropriety that undermined public confidence in the impartiality and integrity of the judiciary. Moreover, the fact that both the courtroom clerk and the pro tempore judge were subordinate to the judge heightened the appearance and reality of impropriety. In aggravation, [Judge Mills] had been previously disciplined for using his judicial position to bypass proper channels on behalf of his son.”
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State of California Commission on Judicial Performance



2001 Annual R eport



455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 14400 San Francisco, California 94102 (415) 557-1200 http://cjp.ca.gov
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IV. Case Summaries



Gayle Gutierrez, Mr. Patrick M. Kelly, Mrs. Crystal Lui, Judge Rise Jones Pichon, Justice Vance W, Raye, and Ms. Ramona Ripston voted to issue the notice of formal proceedings, and to impose this public censure and bar from receiv ing assignm ents. Com m ission member Mr. Mike Farrell did not participate in this matter. There was one public member vacancy at the time of the decision. CM3 Public Censure of Judge Patrick B. Murphy, May 10, 2001 Judge Patrick B, Murphy of the Los Angeles Superior Court was publicly censured and barred from receiving any assignment, appointment or reference of work from any California state court. The Commission initially determined to remove Judge Murphy from office, but stated that if it was determined that the judge had re signed before its order of removal, the order would be considered one censuring former Judge Murphy and barring him from receiving assign m ents. It was later established that Judge Murphy had resigned, and the Commission de termined by resolution that its action was to be considered a censure and bar. The Commission's action concluded formal proceedings during which there was a hearing before special mas ters. Judge Murphy did not exercise his right to appear before the Commission. Claiming various illnesses, the judge was ab sent for multiple, extensive periods over four years. On days he claimed to be ill, the judge engaged in activities such as teaching evening law classes, sitting for depositions in civil liti gation, completing prerequisites for admission to medical school, and secretly enrolling in and briefly attending medical school in the Carib bean. The Commission found that the judge had persistently failed or had been unable to perform judicial duties, had failed to give judicial duties precedence over all other activities, had engaged in activities that interfered with the proper per formance of judicial duties, had exhibited a lack Hi



of candor to his presiding judge, had failed to cooperate in the administration of court busi ness and had malingered. In its Decision and Order of Removal dated May 10,2001, the Commission noted that it had received a copy of a letter from Judge Murphy in which he purported to resign from office, but that the Governor's office had not confirmed receipt of the letter. The Commission's deci sion stated; "If it is determined that Judge Murphy has resigned prior to this order of re moval, this decision shall be considered a pub lic censure of former Judge Patrick B. Murphy and a bar from receiving any assignment, ap pointment, or reference of work from any Cali fornia state court." Commission members Mr. Michael A. Kahn, Judge Rise Jones Pichon, Ms. Lara Bergthold, Judge M adeleine I. Flier, Mr. M arshall B, Grossman, Ms. Gayle Gutierrez, Mrs. Crystal Lui and Justice Vance W. Raye, voted in favor of all the findings and conclusions and in the dis cipline of Judge Patrick B. Murphy. Commis sion members Mr. Mike Farrell and Ms. Ramona Ripston did not participate in this proceeding. There was one public member vacancy at the time of the decision. By resolution at its July 19-20, 2001 m eet ing, the Commission indicated its receipt of in formation that Judge Murphy's letter of resigna tion was received and his pay terminated before the Commission's May 10, 2001 decision and further resolved that its decision was to be con sidered a public censure and bar from receiving any assignment, appointment or reference of work from any California state court. P r iv a t e D



is c ip l in e



P r iv a t e A d m o n is h m e n t s



Private admonishments are designed in part to correct problems at an early stage, thus serv ing the Commission's larger purpose of main taining the integrity of the California judiciary. A private admonishment also may be used
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IV. Case Summaries



to elevate discipline in subsequent proceedings. This is particularly true in cases where the judge repeats the conduct that was the subject of the earlier discipline. In 2001, the Commission imposed five pri vate admonishments. The admonishments are summarized below. In order to maintain confi dentiality, it has been necessary to omit certain details, making some summaries less informa tive than they otherwise would be. Because these examples are intended in part to educate judges and the public, and to assist judges in avoiding inappropriate conduct, the Commis sion believes it is better to describe them in ab breviated form than to omit them altogether. 1. A judge's off-bench conduct undermined public confidence in the integrity and impartial ity of the judiciary. In addition, in a matter over which the judge had presided, the judge made comments that appeared to criticize the jury af ter its verdict. 2. During a trial, the judge made comments to the jury reflecting bias about the case. In an other matter, the judge abused the judge's au thority in an order involving payment of fees. In a third matter, the judge improperly threat ened an attorney with contempt. 3. In two separate civil matters, the judge made remarks during court proceedings that dispar aged the litigants and counsel. Some remarks appeared to advocate one side of the case, and some remarks appeared to reflect bias against a particular class; some of the remarks had been made in the presence of the jury. In a third mat ter, the judge demeaned a potential juror. 4. A judge delayed in ruling on four matters and executed an inaccurate salary affidavit. 5. At arraignment on a failure to appear, the judge proceeded without appointed counsel de spite the defendant's statements that he wanted counsel. The judge made comments that dis paraged the defendant's version of the case and fostered the appearance that the judge was at tempting to pressure the defendant into plead ing guilty. 2001 Annual Repost



A d v is o r y L e t t e r s



The Commission advises caution or ex presses disapproval of a judge's conduct in an advisory letter. The Commission has issued advisory letters in a variety of situations. As noted by the California Supreme Court in O berholzer v. C om m ission on Ju dicial Perfor m an ce {1999), "Advisory letters may range from a mild suggestion to a severe rebuke." (20 Cal.4th 371, 393.) An advisory letter may be issued when the impropriety is isolated or rela tively minor, or when the impropriety is more serious but the judge has demonstrated an un derstanding of the problem and has taken steps to improve. An advisory letter is especially use ful when there is an appearance of impropriety. An advisory letter might be appropriate when there is actionable misconduct offset by substan tial mitigation. In 2001, the Commission issued 19 advisory letters. These advisory letters are summarized below. Delay, Dereliction of Duty Judges are required to perform the duties of judicial office diligently as well as impartially. (Canon 3.) 1. A judge engaged in activities away from the courthouse during working hours that under mined public confidence in the integrity of the judiciary, 2. In a family law matter, a judge delayed over five months between the filing of objections to a proposed statement of decision and the issu ance of a signed statement. Demeanor and Decorum A judge "shall require order and decorum in proceedings before the judge" and "shall be pa tient, dignified, and courteous to litigants, ju rors, witnesses, lawyers and others with whom the judge deals in an official capacity..." (Canon 3 B(3), (4),| 3.



In two juvenile dependency matters, a judge



Page 6



Pacl !:•)



INQUIRY CONCERNING MILLS



CJP Supp. 15



57 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 1 [July 2013]



III DISCIPLINE (8) In determining the appropriate level of discipline, we consider several factors, including the following: number of incidents of misconduct, the seriousness of the misconduct, whether the judge has prior discipline, whether the judge acknowledges and appreciates the impropriety of his actions, the impact of the misconduct on the judicial system, and the judge’s reputation for administering his or her duties in a fair, impartial, and dignified manner. (Policy Declarations of Com. on Jud. Performance, policy 7.1 [nonexclusive factors relevant to sanctions]; e.g., Ross, supra, 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. at p. 138.) Weighing heavily in aggravation is Judge Mills’s history of prior discipline. This is not the first time Judge Mills has been disciplined for using his judicial position to bypass proper channels on behalf of his son. In 2011, he received an advisory letter for, after signing a search warrant, allowing his son to accompany a police officer in executing the warrant without going through the ordinary application process for going on a ride-along. In addition, Judge Mills received an advisory letter in 2008 for improperly conditioning a defendant’s release in a misdemeanor probation revocation proceeding on posting bail for the improper purpose of collecting restitution. In 2006, he was publicly admonished for engaging in improper ex parte discussions and for a pattern of making discourteous, sarcastic, and demeaning comments to attorneys and litigants appearing before him. And, in 2001, he received a private admonishment for remarks suggesting a lack of impartiality and attempting to obtain a guilty plea from a defendant despite statements from the defendant indicating he wanted counsel. Another aggravating factor is Judge Mills’s failure to acknowledge or appreciate the impropriety of his actions. At the hearing before the special masters and in his briefs to the commission, he insisted that he did nothing improper. During his oral argument before the commission, Judge Mills stated that, in hindsight, he realizes he should not have met with the pro tempore judge in chambers. However, he immediately followed this acknowledgement with excuses and justifications for his conduct. The judge also deflected questions about the public perception of his actions by questioning Ms. Sims’s credibility and recollection of the time events occurred. His presentation before the commission leaves us with no confidence that he appreciates the impropriety of his actions. (9) “A judge’s failure to appreciate or admit to the impropriety of his or her acts indicates a lack of capacity to reform.” (Platt, supra, 48 Cal.4th CJP
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INQUIRY CONCERNING MILLS



CJP Supp. 16



57 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 1 [July 2013]



Supp. at p. 248; see Fletcher v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 19 Cal.4th 865, 920–921 [81 Cal.Rptr.2d 58, 968 P.2d 958]; Kloepfer v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 826, 866 [264 Cal.Rptr. 100, 782 P.2d 239].) The fact that Judge Mills was advised by the commission in February 2011 that it is improper to use his judicial position to bypass normal procedures for the benefit of a family member makes his failure to recognize the impropriety of his actions in October 2011 all the more troubling. (See Inquiry Concerning Van Voorhis (2003) 48 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 257, 301–302; Doan v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1995) 11 Cal.4th 294, 339–340 [45 Cal.Rptr.2d 254, 902 P.2d 272]; McCullough v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 186, 199 [260 Cal.Rptr. 557, 776 P.2d 259] [failure to respond to prior discipline “evidences a lack of regard for the Commission, [the Supreme Court] and his obligations as a judge”].) Judge Mills’s misconduct is further aggravated by the fact that Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters were his subordinates. The judge’s conduct and his subsequent response to the charges evidence a lack of sensitivity to the pressure he implicitly placed on them by virtue of his judicial position. (See Sarmiento, supra, No. 191 at p. 7.) We have already discussed the adverse impact of Judge Mills’s conduct on public confidence in the impartiality of the judicial system, which is another important factor in our assessment of the appropriate sanction. In imposing public discipline, we assure the public that using the influence of judicial office to obtain an advantage, no matter how slight, in a legal matter involving a family member or friend is impermissible. In determining to issue a public admonishment, rather than a higher level of discipline, we take into consideration that Judge Mills did not overtly pressure Ms. Sims or Ms. Peters to facilitate the meeting in chambers and told Ms. Peters to do what she wanted or words to that effect, and the requested disposition was not more lenient than would likely have occurred if the attorney had appeared in open court on behalf of the judge’s son.12 We also consider in mitigation the masters’ finding that Judge Mills was acting as 12



Judge Salvador Sarmiento was censured pursuant to a stipulation in 2012 for communications with a commissioner in nonpublic areas of the courthouse concerning his wife’s traffic ticket. While there are factual similarities with the present case, Judge Sarmiento’s conduct was more aggravated. He approached the commissioner in the courthouse hallway and followed her into her chambers where he asked her to address his wife’s $300 penalty assessment fee and left the ticket on the commissioner’s desk. The judge admitted he was seeking to have the commissioner vacate the fine—something that would not necessarily occur through proper channels. Moreover, he returned to the commissioner’s chambers later that day and told her nothing had been done on the ticket. The commissioner told the judge she would give him a trial date, but did not vacate the fee.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE



IN THE MATTER CONCERNING



DECISION AND ORDER IMPOSING



JUDGE BRUCE CLAYTON MILLS



PUBLIC ADMONISHMENT



This disciplinary matter concerns Judge Bruce Clayton Mills, a judge of the Contra Costa County Superior Court since 1995, whose current term began January 2003. Judge Mills and his attorney, James A. Murphy, Esq., appeared before the commission on May 10, 2006, pursuant to rule 116 of the Rules of the Commission on Judicial Performance, to contest the imposition of a public admonishment. Having considered the written and oral objections and argument submitted by Judge Mills and his counsel, and good cause appearing, the Commission on Judicial Performance issues this public admonishment pursuant to article VI, section 18(d) of the California Constitution, based upon the following Statement of Facts and Reasons: STATEMENT OF FACTS AND REASONS I. In 1997 and 1998, Judge Mills engaged in and took action upon a series of improper ex parte communications regarding the matter of People v. Mendell (No. 104058-3), in violation of canon 3B(7) of the California Code of Judicial Ethics, as follows: On November 4, 1997, Judge Mills presided over the Mendell misdemeanor theft case, which was scheduled for jury trial that day. Ms. Mendell appeared with her attorney, David Larkin, and entered a no contest plea. Two deputy district attorneys were present during the plea. After the plea was taken, the deputy district attorneys left the building, and Mr. Larkin left the courtroom, while Judge Mills and Ms. Mendell remained in the courtroom. Judge Mills and Ms. Mendell then engaged in a conversation about her plea and the possibility of diversion, meaning the criminal charges against her would be suspended while she fulfilled certain conditions (such as working a certain number of community service hours and participating in a theft awareness seminar), after which the charges would be dismissed. No prosecutor was present during this conversation between the judge and Ms. Mendell.
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Ms. Mendell’s attorney, Mr. Larkin, then returned to the courtroom and discussed Ms. Mendell’s case briefly with Judge Mills. No prosecutor was present during this conversation between the judge and Ms. Mendell’s defense attorney. Judge Mills and Mr. Larkin then went into Judge Mills’s chambers and continued discussing the Mendell case; Ms. Mendell remained in the courtroom. While Judge Mills and Mr. Larkin were in the judge’s chambers, Judge Mills summoned probation officer Susan Cruz to his chambers. Ms. Cruz previously had determined that Ms. Mendell was “not suitable” for diversion because she had been convicted of misdemeanor theft from Nordstrom in 1991. This was indicated on a “Diversion Eligibility” form Ms. Cruz had prepared for the Mendell court file, on which Ms. Cruz had noted: “Same victim as ’91 Grand Theft which received 1203.4 P.C. in ’94.” This notation indicated that the pending charges involved the same victim as a case in which Ms. Mendell had been convicted in 1991 (although the 1991 charges were removed from the record in 1994). After Ms. Cruz arrived in Judge Mills’s chambers, the case was discussed further. Again, no prosecutor was present for this discussion. Following Judge Mills’s initial ex parte courtroom conversation with Ms. Mendell, he reviewed the Mendell court file and told Mr. Larkin that he would set aside Ms. Mendell’s no contest plea and grant her diversion. Thereafter, following Judge Mills’s discussion in chambers with Mr. Larkin and Ms. Cruz, the judge summoned defendant Mendell, who had been waiting in the courtroom, to his chambers and informed her that he was granting her diversion. Mr. Larkin and Ms. Cruz were present for this in-chambers discussion, but no prosecutor was present. Judge Mills thereupon set aside the no contest plea Ms. Mendell had entered earlier that day in the presence of the two prosecutors, and he granted her diversion. These post-plea proceedings were not reported, and no prosecutor was present for them. After Judge Mills granted Ms. Mendell diversion, she immediately began fulfilling the conditions of diversion, including attending the theft awareness seminar and performing the required community service. After the Contra Costa District Attorney’s Office received a copy of Judge Mills’s order setting aside Ms. Mendell’s plea and granting her diversion, a supervising attorney from the district attorney’s office telephoned Judge Mills to object to the diversion order and to the judge’s having taken action on the Mendell matter without notifying or involving any prosecutor. Ms. Mendell’s defense attorney, Mr. Larkin, did not know of, or participate in, this telephone communication between Judge Mills and the prosecutor about the Mendell case. Because the district attorney’s office objected to Judge Mills’s having set aside Ms. Mendell’s plea and granting her diversion without its knowledge or consent, Judge Mills put the Mendell case back on calendar and, at a hearing on January 12, 1998, terminated Ms. Mendell’s diversion and reinstated criminal proceedings against her. By that time, Ms. Mendell had
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completed 130 hours of her 200 hours of community service, completed a 12-hour theft awareness program, and paid $315 in fees. Canon 3B(7) prohibits a judge from initiating, permitting, or considering ex parte communications. In the Mendell case, Judge Mills committed multiple violations of this prohibition. First, Judge Mills engaged in a conversation with Ms. Mendell about her case outside the presence of her counsel or any prosecutor. Second, Judge Mills engaged in a conversation with Ms. Mendell’s attorney, Mr. Larkin, about the case without any prosecutor present. Third, Judge Mills conferred with Mr. Larkin and probation officer Cruz about the case in his chambers with no prosecutor present. Fourth, Judge Mills further discussed the case with Mr. Larkin, Ms. Cruz and Ms. Mendell in his chambers, and, following that discussion, took action contrary to the previously-entered plea to which the prosecutor had agreed. Each of the foregoing conversations about the Mendell case that occurred without any prosecutor’s knowledge or consent constituted an improper ex parte communication in violation of canon 3B(7). Judge Mills’s later communications with a prosecutor about the Mendell case without the knowledge or participation of defense counsel also was in violation of the prohibition against ex parte communications set forth in canon 3B(7). In addition to these violations of canon 3B(7), Judge Mills’s conduct was inconsistent with canon 2A, which states that a judge “shall act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary.” In connection with Judge Mills’s objections under rule 116 to the commission’s Notice of Intended Public Admonishment, the judge and his counsel asserted in writing and during their appearance before the commission on May 10, 2006 that discipline cannot rest on the underlying Mendell matter because of the lapse of time since 1997 when the alleged misconduct occurred. The argument proceeds from an assumption the complaint was filed in 2001; the judge contends the commission has violated its own rules and policy declarations by the assumed five-year delay of its ensuing investigation. The judge also postulates the commission may have removed the matter from its active calendar, in which case he contends there was no proper basis for such action under Commission Policy Declaration 1.8. That policy declaration specifies nonexclusive circumstances under which the commission may remove a case from its active calendar. The current proceedings before the commission represent the consolidation of seven separate complaints to the commission concerning Judge Mills. The first complaint was not filed in 2001, but rather in June 2003. Thereafter, six additional complaints were filed, beginning in January 2004 and spanning the period to late-March 2005. Consistent with commission policy, each subsequent complaint was consolidated with the first-filed complaint. The commission consolidates multiple open and pending complaints against a judge for reasons that include the need to ascertain whether there are patterns of behavior, and in order to assess the aggregate magnitude and severity of possible wrongdoing. The commission did not remove the
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consolidated investigations from the active calendar at any time. Rather, the seven consolidated complaints, involving a wide variety of subject matters and witnesses, were investigated in a timely manner and consistent with standard commission policies and procedures. Judge Mills also contends in his rule 116 objections he was prejudiced because former Judge Cunningham, “who would have supported [Judge Mills’s] explanation of his conduct,” died during the pendency of the commission’s investigation. According to Judge Mills, the lateJudge Cunningham would have substantiated that at the time of the Mendell matter in 1997, the District Attorney of Contra Costa County did not staff misdemeanor arraignment calendars and did not object to a judge granting diversion or accepting a plea in the absence of a prosecutor at such proceedings. In support of Judge Mills’s rule 116 objections to the proposed public admonishment, the judge did present declarations to the commission from another Contra Costa County judge and two attorneys that substantiated the practices in question. However, the prosecutor’s general policy of not staffing certain hearings is irrelevant to Mendell and the judge’s misconduct in handling that matter. Notwithstanding the general practice, two deputy district attorneys were present at the plea hearing in Mendell; further, the prosecutor thereafter objected when Judge Mills set aside the plea and granted the defendant diversion. Thus, Judge Mills has not been prejudiced by the lack of further substantiation by Judge Cunningham of the general policies, because, unlike the general situation, the prosecutor was present and active in Mendell. As respects the Mendell post-plea ex parte communications between the district attorney’s office and Judge Mills, the judge submitted a declaration in support of his rule 116 objections. The declarant was one of the two deputy district attorneys who were present at the plea hearing, who attested he never engaged in any ex parte communication with Judge Mills. However, the post-plea ex parte communications between the judge and the prosecutor’s office did not involve the attorney who filed the declaration. Rather, there is clear and convincing evidence that an attorney in the district attorney’s office, who was senior to the two deputies who were present for Ms. Mendell’s plea, had substantive ex parte communications with Judge Mills that resulted in the case being rescheduled for the purpose of setting aside the diversion order. Judge Mills also urges in his rule 116 objections that his post-plea communications with the prosecutor falls within exception (d) to canon 3B(7), which permits a judge to have ex parte communications for scheduling purposes. However, at the outset of the hearing on January 12, 1998 that was scheduled because of the prosecutor’s protest over the granting of diversion, Judge Mills made a statement that undermines his claim the conversation involved only scheduling. The judge stated as follows: “After the grant of diversion was made, the district attorney’s office advised me of other factors I was not aware of. I telegraphed that immediately to Mr. Larkin, your counsel, and indicated that the case would have to be put back on calendar for further discussions.” (1/12/98 R.T. 2:17–22, italics added.) The judge’s introductory comment confirms
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the evidence that the communications with the prosecutor involved substance, beyond scheduling. The scheduling exception of canon 3B(7)(d) therefore was inapplicable. II. On January 5, 2005, while presiding over an arraignment, disposition and plea conference in People v. Rieboldt (No. 122979-9), Judge Mills assumed the role of the prosecutor in the case and engaged in conduct that was inconsistent with the proper role of a judge as a neutral arbiter. In that case, two co-defendants were charged with misdemeanors for having stolen windows from a construction site. Judge Mills was asked to give the defendants an indication of the sentence he would impose if they were to plead guilty to the misdemeanor charges. The transcript indicates that after Judge Mills reviewed the court file in the case, he made the following remarks: THE COURT: In addition, the district attorney’s office has not charged a violation of 182 of the Penal Code which is felony conspiracy, which is a straight felony. It’s not even a wobbler. [¶] This conduct of these two co-defendants is felony conduct, for a variety of reasons. [¶] One, because it is a criminal conspiracy to commit grand theft. When grand theft is, say, between $400, which is the bottom, and say, up to somewhere between 2,000 and $4,000, there could be some debate about whether it should be treated as a misdemeanor or as a felony. [¶] When the losses exceed $4,000, then generally in my experience, which runs back in the county some twenty years, it’s generally been the policy of the district attorney’s office to pursue the cases on the felony level. [¶] … [¶] THE COURT: I’m appalled by this case, I’ve got to tell you. [¶] You know, I sit here day in and day out, and frankly, a lot of the cases are misdemeanor cases, that in the grand scheme of what comes through the courts in California, I can think it’s fairly fair to say, are de minimis in nature. [¶] This is not one of them. [¶] And one thing that Mr. Torres hopefully can appreciate, is that the breadth of my experience is not limited to handling misdemeanor cases here. [¶] In this county, I spent two years of my life as a felony filing deputy. I am one of only two people, to my knowledge, in the history of this county to have held that job twice … [¶] which means that, I have as much if not more experience than any person in the history of this county, in reviewing felony cases to decide what charges should be filed, and if so, at what level, be it felony or misdemeanor. [¶] This is felony conduct. [¶] The fact that this got filed as a misdemeanor, I’m just absolutely appalled. My hair is on fire.
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I can’t tell you how stunned I am that somebody could be caravanning away from construction sites, using two trucks to more efficiently steal thousands of dollars worth of windows, to have not only admitted to having done it on numerous other occasions, but having checks issued by the fence company that’s getting rid of and disposing these thousands of dollars of stolen property, and to have everybody think that this is one misdemeanor count of grand theft that is going to be dealt with de minimisly [sic]. [¶] Frankly, I can’t understand how it got to this posture. I am stunned. Miss Hamoy [deputy district attorney], I know that apparently you didn’t file this case. [¶] I don’t know how the deputy DA who received this at the misdemeanor desk didn’t run it up the flag pole. Maybe they did. Maybe they took it to the felony filing deputy and got marching orders to pursue it as a misdemeanor case. [¶] I can’t understand that. I don’t know how. [¶] It’s not a question of problems of proof. [¶] Not only do we have full confessions, but we have the checks issued by the company that paid Mr. Torres for these windows, on multiple different dates. [¶] So it’s not a question of problems of proof. [¶] I just don’t know how we got to this point. So my thought is as follows. [¶] One of two things is going to happen. [¶] Based on my comments here today, either Mr. Torres is going to plead and the case is going to get resolved today, or somebody is going to go back to the drawing board, have this reviewed by somebody that can intelligently assess what ought to have been charged, and I would think that it would be more likely than not that an amended pleading would come down the pike, charging, among other things, a violation of Section 182 of the California Penal Code, felony criminal conspiracy, between the two charged co-defendants. (1/5/05 R.T. 4:10–7:23, italics added.) Judge Mills’s conduct was contrary to canon 1, which requires judges to maintain “high standards of conduct ... so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary will be preserved,” and canon 2A, which requires that a judge “… shall act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary.” The authority to charge criminal cases is outside the scope of judicial power. (Ryan v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1988) 45 Cal.3d 518, 535.) It is improper for a judge to use his or her judicial



Page 15



7



authority to attempt to influence officers of the court concerning criminal matters. (Gonzalez v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1983) 33 Cal.3d 359, 366-369.) As the California Supreme Court stated in Kloepfer v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 826, 845 (Kloepfer), “the court must not undertake the role of prosecutor or defense counsel if public confidence in the integrity of the criminal justice system is to be maintained.” Repeating its earlier admonition in People v. Carlucci (1979) 23 Cal. 3d 249, 258, the court in Kloepfer stated, “It is fundamental that the trial court … must refrain from advocacy and remain circumspect in its comments on the evidence, treating litigants and witnesses with appropriate respect and without demonstration of partiality or bias.” (Kloepfer, supra, 49 Cal.3d at 845.) III. In 2004 and 2005, Judge Mills engaged in a pattern of conduct that is inconsistent with canon 3B(4), which requires a judge to be patient, dignified, and courteous with persons with whom the judge deals in an official capacity. The judge’s conduct included making sarcastic, demeaning and belittling comments to attorneys and litigants appearing before him, and referring to “malpractice” when admonishing attorneys while their clients were present. This conduct is exemplified by the following: A. People v. Milla On November 22, 2004, Judge Mills presided over People v. Milla (No. 122374-2), a misdemeanor theft case involving the use of a stolen credit card. Deputy Public Defender Jivaka Candappa, who was representing defendant Milla, told Judge Mills that the defendant was unwilling to accept the disposition offered by the court. The transcript reflects the following exchange, which occurred in open court in the presence of the defendant: THE COURT: Fine. Sometimes I can’t protect people from themselves, and sometimes I can’t protect people from an attorney that is giving them the wrong advice. [¶] What I can tell you, Mr. Candappa, is that this is just stupidity and arrogance. [¶] Your client absolutely has an opportunity to get out from under this for a $250 fine, and you are helping steer her into a path of jeopardy where she can go to jail for up to a year and a fine -MR. CANDAPPA: Your Honor -THE COURT: You know what? Fine. I don’t need to talk about it any more. If that’s what you want to do and that’s the way you want to play it, go ahead. We’ll see where this gets you. MR. CANDAPPA: Your Honor, your Honor, in fact, I advised Miss Milla to consider diversion but, and [sic] the probation officer spoke with her and then Miss Milla didn’t want to
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do it. So I have not been steering her anywhere in that context, as your Honor would suggest -THE COURT: Well, you ought to be steering her somewhere, Mr. Candappa. You ought to be steering her to take care of this for a $250 fine and no criminal history, that’s what you ought to be doing. [¶] But far be it for me, who’s been in the system for some twenty years now, to tell you how to do your job. God knows, I tell the DA’s how to do it often enough, maybe it’s time I tell the defense how to do their job once in a while, too. [¶] Mr. Candappa, to do anything other than taking this offer to resolve this case along the lines I am suggesting, is akin to malpractice, in my view. But you go how you want to go. [¶] After twenty years, how this case ought to be disposed of is selfevident to me, and I suspect to everybody else in this room. Except perhaps you. [¶] I don’t know what else to tell you. MR. CANDAPPA: Well, your Honor, I am not responsible -- just as when clients want to take pleas against my counsel, when clients don’t want to take pleas against my counsel, this is one area where I do not steer, I convey the advice, I give analysis, I give the advice. But it is the client’s decision to accept or reject the offer. I have been very clear on both sides, with one way or the other. [¶] And that is how I have chosen to do because that is how, I don’t apply undue pressure either to take or not take it. THE COURT: Yes, we wouldn’t want you to apply undue pressure to somebody to avoid a year in the county jail, a potential consequence of court probation, and a criminal history, we wouldn’t want you to pressure them into getting out from under that, and pressure them into paying a $250 fine and resolving the case for an infraction that doesn’t start a criminal history, yeah, that would be wrong, Mr. Candappa. And if you detect sarcasm in my voice, that’s the way it’s intended. [¶] And I try not to be sarcastic from the bench, but in this case I just can’t help myself, because I am just so irritated at the folly of what you are doing here. (1/22/04 R.T. 13:1–15:7, italics added.) At the end of the hearing, Judge Mills said to Mr. Candappa, “Perhaps it’s time you start picking up the books and figuring out what you’re doing.” (1/22/04 R.T. 17:13–14, italics added.)
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The foregoing remarks by Judge Mills evidence a lack of patience, dignity and courtesy toward Mr. Candappa, contrary to the requirements of canon 3B(4). B. People v. Gilmer On January 19, 2005, Judge Mills presided over the arraignment in People v. Gilmer (No. 123268-5). Deputy Public Defender Jivaka Candappa attempted to file a peremptory challenge against Judge Mills under Code of Civil Procedure section 170.6. That section grants a litigant the right to disqualify a judge from hearing a case based on an affidavit of prejudice; only one section 170.6 challenge may be exercised in any action. The transcript indicates that when Mr. Candappa presented his 170.6 affidavit, Judge Mills made the following remarks: THE COURT: Mr. Candappa, I received a document encaptioned Peremptory Challenge Under 170.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure, on this department. And I am somewhat puzzled. [¶] Maybe you could explain. [¶] ... [¶] The court has already reviewed and made an offer on the case. And therefore, has already determined a contested issue of fact relating to the merits of the case. [¶] I can’t be challenged pursuant to 170.6 with regard to the conducting of this ADP [arraignment, disposition and plea conference]. [¶] You can’t come before the court on ADP, obtain an offer from a judge, and then after you hear the offer, if you don’t like the offer, decide to enter a peremptory challenge. [¶] Peremptory challenges don’t work that way, it’s prohibited. [¶] … [¶] Exercising the peremptory challenge, in my view, would be malpractice because you are now waiving your ability to exercise a peremptory challenge on a trial department that you may be assigned out to. [¶] But that’s your decision to make. [¶] Do you want to file this now? [¶] . . . [¶] THE COURT: Mr. Candappa, in this case, this case has previously been on for ADP, before this court. [¶] This court has previously made an offer on this case. And you can’t now forum shop by circumventing the offer made by this court on this case by papering this department. [¶] It doesn’t work that way. As much as you might like to. [¶] You’re not under any obligation to take the offer. So I find it puzzling that you would exercise a peremptory challenge prior to going to the master calendar department. [¶] In fact, there is some case law that might indicate that that is bordering on malpractice, but, because there is no practical effect of this peremptory challenge [sic]. [¶] You can’t get out from under the offer that’s been previously made by this
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department on this case. Because you can’t exercise a peremptory challenge after hearing the offer of the court. (1/19/05 R.T. 2:11–5:7, italics added.) Judge Mills eventually accepted the filing of the 170.6 challenge. Judge Mills’s remarks to Mr. Candappa about “malpractice” were improper, in violation of canon 3B(4), which requires a judge to treat those appearing before the judge with patience, dignity, and courtesy. In addition, Judge Mills improperly attempted to dissuade Mr. Candappa from exercising a Code of Civil Procedure section 170.6 challenge against him. A judge may only inquire into the timeliness of a section 170.6 challenge or its technical sufficiency, not into the reasons for the challenge. (McCartney v. Commission on Judicial Qualifications (1974) 12 Cal.3d 512, 531-532.) C. People v. Ibrahim On January 26, 2005, Judge Mills presided over the arraignment of the defendant in People v. Ibrahim (Nos. 121353-7 and 123639-7). Mr. Candappa again attempted to file a peremptory challenge under Code of Civil Procedure section 170.6. Judge Mills previously had conducted an arraignment, disposition and plea hearing at which the defendant appeared in pro per. At that hearing, Judge Mills had made a settlement offer directly to the defendant, who did not accept the offer and was referred to the public defender’s office for representation. Mr. Candappa was appearing for the defendant for the first time on January 26, 2005. In response to Mr. Candappa’s submission of the section 170.6 challenge at that appearance, Judge Mills said: THE COURT: Fine. Do you want a trial date? [¶] Again, I reiterate, you cannot have an offer from a court, and after hearing the offer, decide you don’t like it after the court has already reviewed the case and made the offer, and then forum shop. The system does not permit that, Mr. Candappa. [¶] For purposes of the pretrial offer, it’s too late to do what you’re attempting to do. That’s why it’s not done. In fact, to do it is malpractice. (1/26/05 R.T. 5:27–6:8, italics added.) Judge Mills’s characterization of Mr. Candappa’s decision as “malpractice” in front of the client was discourteous, in violation of canon 3B(4).
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D. People v. Datta On August 29, 2003, Judge Mills presided over the misdemeanor theft case of People v. Datta (No. 118628-7), which was set for trial that day. The prosecutor handling the case, Deputy District Attorney Crystal Howard, had learned that morning, before trial was to begin, that the police officer whose availability she had confirmed two days before was now unavailable for trial that day. Ms. Howard made an oral motion to continue the trial, following which Judge Mills and Ms. Howard had the following exchange: THE COURT: You are going to have to change the manner in which you prepare for your cases. You are going to have to do preparation. You are going to have to contact your witnesses in advance. If you continue to proceed this way and you continue to choose not to do it, you’re not going to be welcome any longer in this court. MS. HOWARD: May I respond, your Honor? THE COURT: I don’t know how else to put it. I have had this discussion with you. And it’s not that I don’t understand your position. I have been in your position. I have been a deputy district attorney with numerous cases to prepare for trial on a particular day. I have spent hours toiling on the phone contacting witnesses in advance so that I am prepared when I show up on trial day. [¶] In 107 jury trials I never showed up on trial day once without having talked to my witnesses in advance, and without having prepared my witnesses before they took the stand. [¶] This is a chronic problem with you. It is a problem for which you and I have discussed the remedy. And it’s a problem for which you choose not to pursue the remedy. [¶] I’m exceedingly disappointed, I don’t know how else to put it. I don’t understand this, showing up on trial day and not knowing the status of your witnesses, it’s a mystery to me. MS. HOWARD: Could I respond, your Honor, please? THE COURT: I don’t know what you could say. What could you possibly say? You waited until trial day and you got burned again. What could you possibly say? MS. HOWARD: I could tell the court I did, in fact, call the Sheriff’s Department last night, asked to speak with Officer
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Heuerman and Deputy Moore. Was informed they were not working. [¶] Called the Fremont Police Department, asked to speak with Officer Barrett and Officer Wack. Officer Barrett called me back. He told me both he and Officer Wack are working and are available. [¶] I spoke with Deputy Moore who told me he is, in fact, available. [¶] I spoke with our subpoena clerk at our office who told me, when I had explicitly told them, please find out if they’re not available because we need declarations ahead of time, I was told everyone had been told it was trailing until today, no declarations had been returned. [¶] So I realize that I may not have spoken to everyone last night, I did what I could. [¶] … [¶] THE COURT: You can’t call witnesses to the stand that you haven’t prepped, that you haven’t sat down and talked to and gone over the case and their testimony with. It is quote, “malpractice,” end quote, to call witnesses to the stand that have not been prepared. It’s malpractice. (8/29/03 R.T. 3:25–6:12, italics added.) Judge Mills failed to treat Ms. Howard with patience, dignity and courtesy, as required by canon 3B(4), particularly when he told her she would not be welcome in his court and when he accused her of “malpractice” in open court. E. People v. Contreras In mid-December 2004, Judge Mills presided over the jury trial of People v. Contreras (No. 121632-4). At trial, the deputy public defender representing defendant Contreras, Joni Spears, requested a court interpreter on the basis that her client did not understand, or proficiently speak, English. Judge Mills initially allowed a court interpreter for the defendant. Partway through the trial, however, Judge Mills conducted a hearing outside the presence of the jury to determine the defendant’s need for an interpreter and concluded that the defendant was sufficiently fluent in English and that an interpreter was not warranted. Judge Mills then dismissed the interpreter. After the defendant was convicted by the jury, Ms. Spears argued that the dismissal of the interpreter had been the basis for the jury’s conviction of her client. During this argument, Judge Mills made the following comments to Deputy Public Defender Spears while the defendant was present:
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But I am not going to continue to spend $180 per interpreter, per half day, to conduct a charade with the defendant that, if I believe he can clearly understand English, is having the interpreters here to establish the fictional defense. (12/10/04 R.T. 72:23–27, italics added.) Unfortunately, you know, while this is entertaining that you have this opinion, it is not founded in the law. (12/10/04 R.T. 227:16–18, italics added.) THE COURT: Because Mr. Contreras was feigning he didn’t understand the questions, and it was just a game. It was a dog and pony show, Miss Spears. (12/13/04 R.T. 255:11–13, italics added.) A judge has discretion to make a credibility determination with regard to whether a defendant is entitled to a court-ordered interpreter. (In re Raymundo B. (1988) 203 Cal.App.3d 1447, 1452-1458.) Nevertheless, the foregoing comments Judge Mills made in connection with exercising his discretion were sarcastic and discourteous to the defendant and to his attorney in violation of canon 3B(4). Judge Mills has engaged in a pattern of making comments that are discourteous, sarcastic, demeaning and belittling to those appearing before him. Such remarks toward a litigant or counsel are not consistent with the conduct required by canon 3B(4). (See, e.g., Kennick v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1990) 50 Cal.3d 297, 323-327 [disapproving the use of demeaning, rude, impatient and abusive behavior toward counsel]; Cannon v. Commission on Judicial Qualifications (1975) 14 Cal.3d 678, 703 [disapproving the ridiculing of attorneys].) In Judge Mills’s written rule 116 objections and at his appearance before the commission on May 10, 2006, the judge acknowledged his “malpractice” language was inappropriate and he apologized to the commission for using it. He also submitted the declarations of a judge and two attorneys in support of his contention that the conduct of the attorneys in some of these cases fell below the standard of care expected of a competent attorney. However, the issue before the commission is not whether there was attorney malpractice, but rather, whether there was judicial misconduct. Irrespective of whether the attorneys in question were acting in a competent manner, Judge Mills’s demeaning and insulting comments to the attorneys in open court were inappropriate and in violation of canon 3B(4).
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In determining to issue this public admonishment, the commission noted that Judge Mills received a private admonishment in 2001 for ignoring a defendant’s request for counsel and attempting to coerce him into a guilty plea. Commission members Mr. Marshall B. Grossman, Judge Frederick P. Horn, Justice Judith D. McConnell, Ms. Patricia Miller, Mr. Jose Miramontes, Mrs. Penny Perez and Ms. Barbara Schraeger voted for a public admonishment. Commission members Judge Risë Jones Pichon and Mr. Lawrence Simi voted for a private admonishment that would not base any discipline on the Mendell matter because of the passage of time since Judge Mills presided over that case. Commission members Mr. Michael Kahn and Mrs. Crystal Lui did not participate.



Dated: June _12_, 2006



______________/s/__________________ Marshall B. Grossman Chairperson
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IV. CASE SUMMARIES SSaSSSg£S3S3S*aaS*SiSS535£^SKK2Sa^



8. A judge, while presiding over post-trial proceedings, made comments about the parties and the prospects of settlement that reflected embroil ment and created an appearance of lack of impar tiality. On-Bench Abuse of Authority Acts in excess of judicial authority may consti tute misconduct, particularly where a judge delib erately disregards the requirements of fairness and due process. (See Gonzalez v. Commission on Judicial Performance(1983)33 Cal.3d 359,371,374; Cannon v. Commission on Judicial Qualifications (1975) 14 CalJd 678, 694.) 9. A judge threatened to terminate the repotting of a juvenile proceeding, contrary to Welfare and Institutions Code section 677 which requires that "all of the testimony and statements and remarks" of the judge and all persons appearing at all juvenile court proceedings be reported. 10. During a probation revocation proceeding, a judge used a bail order for the improper purpose of collecting restitution by setting bail in cash and requiring the bail depositor to sign over the funds deposited as bail to pay restitution. 11. A judge's use of a research attorney to confer with counsel regarding a motion appeared incon sistent with according the parties a full right to be heard and created an appearance of impropriety. Disclosure and Disqualification Judges must disqualify themselves under certain circumstances and trial judges must make appro priate disclosures to those appearing before them. (Canon 3E.) 12. A judge failed to disclose a relationship with an attorney appearing before the judge until the end of a hearing, after the judge had granted the relief sought by the attorney's client. Off-Bench Improprieties A judge is required to respect and comply with the law and to act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary. The prohibition against behaving with impropriety or the appear-
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ance of impropriety applies to both the professional and personal conduct of a judge. (Canon 2A and Commentary.) 13. A judge failed to cooperate with the pre siding judge in administrative matters concern ing time off from court. Failure to Ensure Rights Society's commitment to institutional justice requires that judges be solicitous of the rights of persons who come before the court. (See Geiler v. Commission on Judicial Qualifications (1973) 10 CalJd 270, 286.) 14. When a criminal defendant's counsel of record failed to appear for trial, the judge said that the defendant was nevertheless going to trial or pleading that day. The defendant pled that day, assisted by another attorney. Administrative Malfeasance Judges are required to diligently discharge their administrative responsibilities. (Canon 3C.) 15. A judge failed to obtain prior approval from the presiding judge for absences of more than onehalf day, as required by California Rules of Court, rule 10.603. Abuse of Contempt/Sanctions Before sending a person to jail for contempt or imposing a fine, judges are required to provide due process of law, including strict adherence to the procedural requirements contained in the Code of Civil Procedure. Ignorance of these procedures is not a mitigating but an aggravating factor. (Ryan v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1988) 45 Cal.3d 518, 533.) 16. A judge held a juror in contempt without following required procedures and displayed sarcasm toward the juror. The judge later improp erly remanded the juror to a lockup area before adjudicating further contempt by the juror. More T h a n One Type of Misconduct Some cases involved more than one type of misconduct.
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III DISCIPLINE (8) In determining the appropriate level of discipline, we consider several factors, including the following: number of incidents of misconduct, the seriousness of the misconduct, whether the judge has prior discipline, whether the judge acknowledges and appreciates the impropriety of his actions, the impact of the misconduct on the judicial system, and the judge’s reputation for administering his or her duties in a fair, impartial, and dignified manner. (Policy Declarations of Com. on Jud. Performance, policy 7.1 [nonexclusive factors relevant to sanctions]; e.g., Ross, supra, 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. at p. 138.) Weighing heavily in aggravation is Judge Mills’s history of prior discipline. This is not the first time Judge Mills has been disciplined for using his judicial position to bypass proper channels on behalf of his son. In 2011, he received an advisory letter for, after signing a search warrant, allowing his son to accompany a police officer in executing the warrant without going through the ordinary application process for going on a ride-along. In addition, Judge Mills received an advisory letter in 2008 for improperly conditioning a defendant’s release in a misdemeanor probation revocation proceeding on posting bail for the improper purpose of collecting restitution. In 2006, he was publicly admonished for engaging in improper ex parte discussions and for a pattern of making discourteous, sarcastic, and demeaning comments to attorneys and litigants appearing before him. And, in 2001, he received a private admonishment for remarks suggesting a lack of impartiality and attempting to obtain a guilty plea from a defendant despite statements from the defendant indicating he wanted counsel. Another aggravating factor is Judge Mills’s failure to acknowledge or appreciate the impropriety of his actions. At the hearing before the special masters and in his briefs to the commission, he insisted that he did nothing improper. During his oral argument before the commission, Judge Mills stated that, in hindsight, he realizes he should not have met with the pro tempore judge in chambers. However, he immediately followed this acknowledgement with excuses and justifications for his conduct. The judge also deflected questions about the public perception of his actions by questioning Ms. Sims’s credibility and recollection of the time events occurred. His presentation before the commission leaves us with no confidence that he appreciates the impropriety of his actions. (9) “A judge’s failure to appreciate or admit to the impropriety of his or her acts indicates a lack of capacity to reform.” (Platt, supra, 48 Cal.4th CJP
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CJP Supp. 16



57 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 1 [July 2013]



Supp. at p. 248; see Fletcher v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 19 Cal.4th 865, 920–921 [81 Cal.Rptr.2d 58, 968 P.2d 958]; Kloepfer v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 826, 866 [264 Cal.Rptr. 100, 782 P.2d 239].) The fact that Judge Mills was advised by the commission in February 2011 that it is improper to use his judicial position to bypass normal procedures for the benefit of a family member makes his failure to recognize the impropriety of his actions in October 2011 all the more troubling. (See Inquiry Concerning Van Voorhis (2003) 48 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 257, 301–302; Doan v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1995) 11 Cal.4th 294, 339–340 [45 Cal.Rptr.2d 254, 902 P.2d 272]; McCullough v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 186, 199 [260 Cal.Rptr. 557, 776 P.2d 259] [failure to respond to prior discipline “evidences a lack of regard for the Commission, [the Supreme Court] and his obligations as a judge”].) Judge Mills’s misconduct is further aggravated by the fact that Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters were his subordinates. The judge’s conduct and his subsequent response to the charges evidence a lack of sensitivity to the pressure he implicitly placed on them by virtue of his judicial position. (See Sarmiento, supra, No. 191 at p. 7.) We have already discussed the adverse impact of Judge Mills’s conduct on public confidence in the impartiality of the judicial system, which is another important factor in our assessment of the appropriate sanction. In imposing public discipline, we assure the public that using the influence of judicial office to obtain an advantage, no matter how slight, in a legal matter involving a family member or friend is impermissible. In determining to issue a public admonishment, rather than a higher level of discipline, we take into consideration that Judge Mills did not overtly pressure Ms. Sims or Ms. Peters to facilitate the meeting in chambers and told Ms. Peters to do what she wanted or words to that effect, and the requested disposition was not more lenient than would likely have occurred if the attorney had appeared in open court on behalf of the judge’s son.12 We also consider in mitigation the masters’ finding that Judge Mills was acting as 12



Judge Salvador Sarmiento was censured pursuant to a stipulation in 2012 for communications with a commissioner in nonpublic areas of the courthouse concerning his wife’s traffic ticket. While there are factual similarities with the present case, Judge Sarmiento’s conduct was more aggravated. He approached the commissioner in the courthouse hallway and followed her into her chambers where he asked her to address his wife’s $300 penalty assessment fee and left the ticket on the commissioner’s desk. The judge admitted he was seeking to have the commissioner vacate the fine—something that would not necessarily occur through proper channels. Moreover, he returned to the commissioner’s chambers later that day and told her nothing had been done on the ticket. The commissioner told the judge she would give him a trial date, but did not vacate the fee.
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IV. CASE SUMMARIES



17. At sentencing after a negotiated plea, the judge failed to afford the crime victim the opportunity to present a victim impact statement in person in open court, as required by law. The judge had read a victim impact statement submitted earlier. 18. Ajudge with administrative responsibilities adopted procedures for filings by pro per litigants that raised an appearance that the litigants received unequal treatment based on their indigency or lack of counsel. 19. While presiding over a misdemeanor probation violation, the judge refused the defendant's attorney's request to be heard on the issue of bail, denied the defendant bail and remanded the defendant into custody. 2 0 . A judge to whom a case had been assigned for all purposes told the attorneys that their case was not going to trial because the judge settles every case, which appeared coercive and intended to deny their clients' right to trial. Improper Political Activities "A judge or judicial candidate shall refrain from inappropriate political activity." {Canon 5.) 2 1 . While a judge was a candidate for judicial office, the judge's campaign materials created a false impression about the judge's prior judicial experience.



2 3 . A judge met with an officer seeking issuance of a warrant on a weekend when the judge was serving as duty judge. After the judge signed the warrant, the judge's teenage child expressed interest in accompanying the officer when the warrant was executed. The judge ascertained that it was acceptable to the officer for the judge's child to accompany the officer. The judge's child was thereby able to bypass the ordinary process for going on a police ride-along. O n - B e n c h Abuse of Authority Acts in excess of judicial authority may constitute misconduct, particularly where a judge deliberately disregards the requirements of fairness and due process. (See Gonzalez v. Commission on judicial Performance (1983) 33 C a l J d 359, 371, 374; Cannon v. Commission on]udicial Qualifications (1975) H C a l . 3 d 6 7 8 . 6 9 4 . ) 24- A judge occasionally spoke in a language other than English during court proceedings, including while giving criminal defendants group advisements of their constitutional tights. In a civil case, the judge made a ruling based only on speculation that a litigant had not fulfilled a certain procedural requirement, and misstated the law in articulating a different basis for the ruling, thus creating a misleading record. More T h a n One Type of Misconduct Some cases involved more than one type of misconduct.



Off-Bench Improprieties A judge is required to respect and comply with the law and to act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary. The prohibition against behaving with impropriety or the appearance of impropriety applies to both the professional and personal conduct of a judge. (Canon 2A and Commentary.) 22. A judge used judicial stationery to write to a court in another county regarding payment of the judge's traffic ticket because the judge was having trouble getting the court clerk to acknowledge that payment had been made.



2 5 . A judge made unduly harsh and disparaging remarks to a pro per criminal defendant during a pretrial hearing. The judge also denied the defendant's motion to disqualify the judge for cause. 26. A judge engaged in ex parte communica tions with a witness. The judge improperly inferred the consent of the pro per parties from the fact that they did not object when the judge stated the intention to telephone the witness. When one party continued to express concern about the judge's ruling, the judge threatened to make an adverse ruling and used unduly harsh language.
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III DISCIPLINE (8) In determining the appropriate level of discipline, we consider several factors, including the following: number of incidents of misconduct, the seriousness of the misconduct, whether the judge has prior discipline, whether the judge acknowledges and appreciates the impropriety of his actions, the impact of the misconduct on the judicial system, and the judge’s reputation for administering his or her duties in a fair, impartial, and dignified manner. (Policy Declarations of Com. on Jud. Performance, policy 7.1 [nonexclusive factors relevant to sanctions]; e.g., Ross, supra, 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. at p. 138.) Weighing heavily in aggravation is Judge Mills’s history of prior discipline. This is not the first time Judge Mills has been disciplined for using his judicial position to bypass proper channels on behalf of his son. In 2011, he received an advisory letter for, after signing a search warrant, allowing his son to accompany a police officer in executing the warrant without going through the ordinary application process for going on a ride-along. In addition, Judge Mills received an advisory letter in 2008 for improperly conditioning a defendant’s release in a misdemeanor probation revocation proceeding on posting bail for the improper purpose of collecting restitution. In 2006, he was publicly admonished for engaging in improper ex parte discussions and for a pattern of making discourteous, sarcastic, and demeaning comments to attorneys and litigants appearing before him. And, in 2001, he received a private admonishment for remarks suggesting a lack of impartiality and attempting to obtain a guilty plea from a defendant despite statements from the defendant indicating he wanted counsel. Another aggravating factor is Judge Mills’s failure to acknowledge or appreciate the impropriety of his actions. At the hearing before the special masters and in his briefs to the commission, he insisted that he did nothing improper. During his oral argument before the commission, Judge Mills stated that, in hindsight, he realizes he should not have met with the pro tempore judge in chambers. However, he immediately followed this acknowledgement with excuses and justifications for his conduct. The judge also deflected questions about the public perception of his actions by questioning Ms. Sims’s credibility and recollection of the time events occurred. His presentation before the commission leaves us with no confidence that he appreciates the impropriety of his actions. (9) “A judge’s failure to appreciate or admit to the impropriety of his or her acts indicates a lack of capacity to reform.” (Platt, supra, 48 Cal.4th CJP
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Supp. at p. 248; see Fletcher v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 19 Cal.4th 865, 920–921 [81 Cal.Rptr.2d 58, 968 P.2d 958]; Kloepfer v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 826, 866 [264 Cal.Rptr. 100, 782 P.2d 239].) The fact that Judge Mills was advised by the commission in February 2011 that it is improper to use his judicial position to bypass normal procedures for the benefit of a family member makes his failure to recognize the impropriety of his actions in October 2011 all the more troubling. (See Inquiry Concerning Van Voorhis (2003) 48 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 257, 301–302; Doan v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1995) 11 Cal.4th 294, 339–340 [45 Cal.Rptr.2d 254, 902 P.2d 272]; McCullough v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 186, 199 [260 Cal.Rptr. 557, 776 P.2d 259] [failure to respond to prior discipline “evidences a lack of regard for the Commission, [the Supreme Court] and his obligations as a judge”].) Judge Mills’s misconduct is further aggravated by the fact that Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters were his subordinates. The judge’s conduct and his subsequent response to the charges evidence a lack of sensitivity to the pressure he implicitly placed on them by virtue of his judicial position. (See Sarmiento, supra, No. 191 at p. 7.) We have already discussed the adverse impact of Judge Mills’s conduct on public confidence in the impartiality of the judicial system, which is another important factor in our assessment of the appropriate sanction. In imposing public discipline, we assure the public that using the influence of judicial office to obtain an advantage, no matter how slight, in a legal matter involving a family member or friend is impermissible. In determining to issue a public admonishment, rather than a higher level of discipline, we take into consideration that Judge Mills did not overtly pressure Ms. Sims or Ms. Peters to facilitate the meeting in chambers and told Ms. Peters to do what she wanted or words to that effect, and the requested disposition was not more lenient than would likely have occurred if the attorney had appeared in open court on behalf of the judge’s son.12 We also consider in mitigation the masters’ finding that Judge Mills was acting as 12



Judge Salvador Sarmiento was censured pursuant to a stipulation in 2012 for communications with a commissioner in nonpublic areas of the courthouse concerning his wife’s traffic ticket. While there are factual similarities with the present case, Judge Sarmiento’s conduct was more aggravated. He approached the commissioner in the courthouse hallway and followed her into her chambers where he asked her to address his wife’s $300 penalty assessment fee and left the ticket on the commissioner’s desk. The judge admitted he was seeking to have the commissioner vacate the fine—something that would not necessarily occur through proper channels. Moreover, he returned to the commissioner’s chambers later that day and told her nothing had been done on the ticket. The commissioner told the judge she would give him a trial date, but did not vacate the fee.
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[No. 192. July 30, 2013.] INQUIRY CONCERNING JUDGE BRUCE CLAYTON MILLS



SUMMARY A disciplinary matter was commenced concerning a superior court judge. The Commission on Judicial Performance publicly admonished the judge. The commission concluded that the judge engaged in prejudicial misconduct and violated Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canons 1, 2, 2A and 2B(2). By communicating his desired resolution of his son’s case to the courtroom clerk of the assigned pro tempore judge and participating in a favorable disposition of the matter with the pro tempore judge through channels not available to the public, the judge created an appearance of impropriety that undermined public confidence in the impartiality and integrity of the judiciary. Moreover, the fact that both the courtroom clerk and the pro tempore judge were subordinate to the judge heightened the appearance and reality of impropriety. In aggravation, the judge had been previously disciplined for using his judicial position to bypass proper channels on behalf of his son. In mitigation, the commission took into consideration that the judge did not overtly pressure the courtroom clerk or the pro tempore judge to facilitate the meeting in chambers and told the pro tempore judge to do what she wanted or words to that effect, and the requested disposition was not more lenient than would likely have occurred if the attorney had appeared in open court on behalf of the judge’s son. The commission also considered in mitigation the finding that the judge was acting as a concerned parent and the testimony of a number of character witnesses that the judge was hardworking, conscientious, and fair. (Opinion by Lawrence J. Simi, Chairperson.)
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HEADNOTES (1) Judges § 6—Discipline—Prejudicial Misconduct—Nonpublic Areas of Courthouse—Outside Normal Process—Appearance of Impropriety.—A superior court judge engaged in prejudicial misconduct and violated Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canons 1, 2, 2A and 2B(2). By allowing discussion and resolution of his son’s case to take place in nonpublic areas of the courthouse and outside the normal process, the judge created an appearance of impropriety that undermined public confidence in the impartiality and integrity of the judiciary. [Cal. Forms of Pleading and Practice (2013) ch. 317, Judges, § 317.85.] (2) Judges § 6—Discipline—Burden of Proving Charges—Clear and Convincing Evidence.—The examiner for the Commission on Judicial Performance has the burden of proving the charges against a judge by clear and convincing evidence. Evidence of a charge is clear and convincing so long as there is a high probability that the charge is true. (3) Judges § 6—Discipline—Special Masters—Factual Findings—Legal Conclusions.—While the Commission on Judicial Performance gives special weight and deference to the factual findings of the special masters because they had the advantage of observing the demeanor of the witnesses, legal conclusions of the masters are entitled to less deference because the commission has expertise in evaluating judicial misconduct. (4) Judges § 6—Discipline—Prejudicial Misconduct.—Prejudicial misconduct is the second most serious type of judicial misconduct. Prejudicial conduct is distinguishable from willful misconduct in that a judge’s acts may constitute prejudicial conduct even if not committed in a judicial capacity, or, if committed in a judicial capacity, not committed in bad faith. Prejudicial conduct is either conduct which a judge undertakes in good faith but which nevertheless would appear to an objective observer to be not only unjudicial conduct but conduct prejudicial to public esteem for the judicial office or willful misconduct out of office, i.e., unjudicial conduct committed in bad faith by a judge not then acting in a judicial capacity. The provision that the conduct must be that which brings the judicial office into disrepute does not require actual notoriety, but only that the conduct, if known to an objective observer, would appear to be prejudicial to public esteem for the judicial office.
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The subjective intent or motivation of the judge is not a significant factor in assessing whether prejudicial conduct has occurred under this standard. (5) Judges § 6—Discipline—Improper Action.—The least serious type of misconduct is improper action. Improper action consists of unjudicial conduct that violates the Code of Judicial Ethics, but does not rise to the level of prejudicial misconduct because, viewed objectively, the conduct would not adversely affect the esteem in which the judiciary is held by members of the public. (6) Judges § 6—Judicial Conduct—Requirements.—Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canon 2, provides that a judge shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety in all the judge’s activities. Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canon 1, provides that a judge is required to observe high standards of conduct so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary is preserved. Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canon 2A, provides that a judge shall act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary. Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canon 2B(2), provides that a judge shall not lend the prestige of judicial office to advance the personal interests of the judge or others. (7) Judges § 1—Solicitation of Civic or Charitable Contributions— Subordinate Judicial Officer.—A judge is prohibited from seeking civic or charitable contributions from a subordinate judicial officer or temporary judge, although such solicitation is permitted among judges (Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canon 4C(3)(d)(i)). (8) Judges § 6—Discipline—Factors.—In determining the appropriate level of discipline, the Commission on Judicial Performance considers several factors, including the following: number of incidents of misconduct, the seriousness of the misconduct, whether the judge has prior discipline, whether the judge acknowledges and appreciates the impropriety of his actions, the impact of the misconduct on the judicial system, and the judge’s reputation for administering his or her duties in a fair, impartial, and dignified manner. (9) Judges § 6—Discipline—Capacity to Reform.—A judge’s failure to appreciate or admit to the impropriety of his or her acts indicates a lack of capacity to reform.
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OPINION SIMI, Chairperson.— I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY This disciplinary matter concerns Judge Bruce Clayton Mills, a judge of the Contra Costa County Superior Court. The commission commenced this inquiry with the filing of its Notice of Formal Proceedings (Notice) on November 1, 2012. The Notice charges Judge Mills in a single count with engaging in judicial misconduct through his communications with a courtroom clerk and a pro tempore judge in nonpublic areas of the courthouse concerning his son’s scheduled court appearance on an order to show cause for failure to complete volunteer work ordered in a tobacco infraction case. The Notice alleges that the judge sought and received credit for time his son spent in a residential program in lieu of the required community service. The Supreme Court appointed three special masters who held an evidentiary hearing and reported to the commission. The masters are the Honorable Dennis M. Perluss, Associate Justice of the Court of Appeal, Second Appellate District; the Honorable Gail A. Andler, Judge of the Orange County Superior Court; and the Honorable Vincent J. O’Neill, Jr., Judge of the Ventura County Superior Court. Judge Mills is represented by James A. Murphy, Esq., of Murphy, Pearson, Bradley & Feeney in San Francisco, California. The examiners for the commission are Gary W. Schons, Esq., and Valerie Marchant, Esq. A three-day evidentiary hearing was held before the special masters commencing February 19, 2013, followed by oral argument on April 8, 2013.1 The masters’ report to the commission, containing their findings of fact and conclusions of law, was filed on April 25, 2013. Oral argument before the commission was heard on June 26, 2013. (1) The masters found that Judge Mills communicated his desired disposition of his son’s case and showed supporting documents to the courtroom clerk in an area not accessible to the public and participated in a favorable 1



On January 29, 2013, Judge Mills filed a motion with the special masters to dismiss these proceedings, contending that the allegations as charged did not constitute judicial misconduct. The special masters declined to rule on the motion as beyond their purview. (See Rules of Com. on Jud. Performance, rules 119(a), 121(b).)
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disposition of the matter in chambers with the pro tempore judge.2 We adopt the factual findings of the masters. Based on these factual findings, we reach our own independent legal conclusion that Judge Mills engaged in prejudicial misconduct, which is unjudicial conduct prejudicial to public esteem for the judiciary. By allowing discussion and resolution of his son’s case to take place in nonpublic areas of the courthouse and outside the normal process, Judge Mills created an appearance of impropriety that undermines public confidence in the impartiality and integrity of the judiciary. Moreover, the fact that both the courtroom clerk and the pro tempore judge were subordinate to the judge heightens the appearance and reality of impropriety. For reasons discussed in this decision, we conclude that the purpose of judicial discipline—protection of the public, enforcement of rigorous standards of judicial conduct, and maintenance of public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary—can best be accomplished through the imposition of a public admonishment. II FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW A. Findings of Fact (2) The examiner has the burden of proving the charges by clear and convincing evidence. (Broadman v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 18 Cal.4th 1079, 1090 [77 Cal.Rptr.2d 408, 959 P.2d 715] (Broadman).) “Evidence of a charge is clear and convincing so long as there is a ‘high probability’ that the charge is true. [Citations.]” (Ibid.) Factual findings of the masters are entitled to great weight because the masters have “the advantage of observing the demeanor of the witnesses.” (Broadman, supra, 18 Cal.4th at p. 1090; see Inquiry Concerning Freedman (2007) 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 223, 232 (Freedman).) We adopt the factual findings of the masters, which we have determined are supported by clear and convincing evidence. The evidence presented at the hearing before the special masters concerned, for the most part, Judge Mills’s conduct surrounding his son’s scheduled court appearance at 1:30 p.m. on October 4, 2011, in Department 59 of the Walnut Creek courthouse to show proof of completion of volunteer 2 A pro tempore judge is an attorney who serves as a temporary judge once, sporadically, or regularly on a part-time basis by appointment of the superior court. (See Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, Terminology.)
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work in a tobacco infraction case. The son had not completed the volunteer work because he enrolled in a residential treatment program out of state shortly after his guilty plea. The disputed evidence involved Judge Mills’s communications before the scheduled hearing with Jane Sims, the clerk in Department 59, and Helen Peters, a pro tempore judge who was scheduled to preside in Department 59 that day. The conflicts in the testimony primarily concerned the number, location, and substance of the judge’s conversations with Ms. Sims. Most of the disputes in the evidence were resolved by the masters in accord with Judge Mills’s testimony based on the masters’ observation of the manner in which the witnesses testified and the extent to which the testimony was consistent or inconsistent with other evidence. Judge Mills has no objections to the factual findings of the masters. The examiner “notes concern” as to one factual finding relevant to the masters’ credibility determination as discussed later in this decision. In deference to the masters’ evaluation of the demeanor of the witnesses and based on our own independent review of the record, we adopt the following factual findings. On March 2, 2011, Judge Mills appeared with his minor son in Department 59 for his son’s arraignment on a charge of possession of tobacco by a minor. Former Commissioner Joel Golub was assigned to Department 59. For more than a decade, Judge Mills and his ex-wife Judge Cheryl Mills3 had a strained relationship with Commissioner Golub. Shortly after taking office, Judge Mills recommended that Commissioner Golub be replaced. In 2002, Commissioner Golub unsuccessfully ran against Cheryl Mills for judicial office. During the campaign, Commissioner Golub filed a lawsuit against Cheryl Mills that was ultimately dismissed. Cheryl Mills subsequently filed a lawsuit against a person aligned with Commissioner Golub’s campaign. The masters aptly described the relationship between Judge Mills and Commissioner Golub as being “marked by strong, mutual antipathy.” Judge Mills expected Commissioner Golub to recuse himself under Code of Civil Procedure section 170.1 from hearing a matter concerning the son of Judge Mills and Judge Cheryl Mills. However, the commissioner did not recuse himself and Judge Mills did not move to disqualify him.4 Instead, 3



We refer to respondent Judge Bruce Clayton Mills as Judge Mills throughout this decision. We refer to his former wife, Judge Cheryl Mills, by both her first and last names. 4 See Rothman, California Judicial Conduct Handbook (3d ed. 2007) section 7.52, page 358 (“Where the party, victim or defendant is a fellow judge or a spouse of a fellow judge, there would at least be a perception of bias, or a reasonable doubt that any judge on the same court would be able to maintain impartiality.”); California Judges Association, Formal Ethics Opinion No. 56 (2006) Ethical Considerations When a Judge or a Member of a Judge’s Family
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Judge Mills asked the commissioner to clarify whether the offense was a misdemeanor or infraction, and the commissioner explained that it was an infraction and accepted the son’s plea to the infraction. The son was ordered to complete 20 hours of volunteer work with the American Lung Association or the American Cancer Society and to submit proof of completion to the court. Shortly after the March court appearance, the son entered a 10-month out-of-state residential rehabilitation program. Consequently, he did not complete the required volunteer work. In mid-September 2011, an order to show cause (OSC) why proof of community service had not been submitted was issued by the court, setting the matter for 1:30 p.m. on October 4, 2011, in Department 59. The son was still in the out-of-state program. Judge Mills and Judge Cheryl Mills discussed the OSC and agreed an attorney should appear for their son because Commissioner Golub would be handling the matter. Judge Mills asked Attorney Elle Falahat, a close friend, to appear on his son’s behalf and asked her to request that the community service requirement be satisfied through performance in the rehabilitation program. The judge explained that the therapeutic goal of volunteer work at the American Cancer Society or American Lung Association was served through his son’s participation in the rehabilitation program that included counseling related to smoking. On the morning of the October 4, 2011 scheduled hearing, Judge Mills and Ms. Falahat spoke on the phone several times concerning her anticipated court appearance at 1:30 p.m. Judge Mills asked her to arrive early so he could provide her with documents concerning his son’s participation in the rehabilitation program. At 10:21 a.m. Ms. Falahat called Judge Mills on his cell phone and told him she could not appear at the hearing because of an emergency. She told Judge Mills, “We have to continue it obviously.” According to Ms. Falahat, Judge Mills was “in a state of panic” and responded, “Let me see how I can handle this.” (Judge Mills testified he told Ms. Falahat, “Let me think about what I want to do, and then I’ll let you know.” He subsequently testified he said to her, “Well, I’ll figure out what we’re going to do.”) Judge Mills did not ask Ms. Falahat to call the clerk’s office to obtain a continuance and Ms. Falahat did not offer to do so.5 Has Been Arrested or Is Being Prosecuted for Criminal Activity, page 2 (“If the arrest occurs within the jurisdiction of the judge’s court, it is recommended that the judge notify the Presiding Judge, so that the case may be assigned to a judge whose impartiality will not be questioned.”) 5 The masters found Ms. Falahat’s failure to offer to contact the court to seek a continuance to be a mitigating factor on Judge Mills’s behalf. We do not consider this fact to be mitigating because Judge Mills told Ms. Falahat that he would let her know once he decided how he wanted to proceed.
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According to Judge Mills’s clerk, Joane Quontamatteo, the judge was upset after Ms. Falahat informed him that she could not appear. Ms. Quontamatteo offered to go to Department 59 and inform Ms. Sims that the attorney could not appear and find out what needed to be done. Judge Mills told her he would take care of it himself because it was a personal matter. Judge Mills went downstairs to seek out Ms. Sims, the clerk in Department 59. He encountered her in the main clerk’s office and informed her that neither his son nor the attorney engaged to represent him could attend the OSC hearing that afternoon. Judge Mills responded positively when Ms. Sims informed him that Commissioner Golub was not in that day and Helen Peters would be presiding in Department 59. He said something along the lines of “Well, great; that’s better.” Ms. Sims asked, “What is it on for?” The judge explained it was an order to show cause for proof of community service and the “lawyer was going to present the records from the program that [his son] is in and ask for credit for time served for the program that he’s doing in lieu of the community service.” Ms. Sims indicated that the pro tempore judge would want to review such documents to determine if the volunteer service obligation had been satisfied. Judge Mills then went back to his chambers to retrieve the documents and brought them to Ms. Sims in the administration area of the courthouse. The documents included the parent handbook for the program and invoices for payments to the program. Judge Mills showed the documents to Ms. Sims, but she declined to take them. As Judge Mills was leaving the courthouse for lunch at around noon that day, he stopped by Ms. Sims’s office because he wanted to know “what was going to occur” and what they wanted him to do. Ms. Sims told the judge to come back when he returned from lunch. Pro Tempore Judge Peters thought she arrived at the Walnut Creek courthouse between 12:30 p.m. and 1:00 p.m. on October 4, 2011. She testified Ms. Sims first told her Judge Mills’s son’s case was on calendar, an attorney would be appearing, and there was a question of whether the attorney could be given priority on the calendar. Sometime later, Ms. Sims came into chambers and told Ms. Peters the attorney was not available and Judge Mills needed to know whether he could take care of the matter before the start of his own calendar. The windows in Department 59 chambers look directly into the judges’ parking area. Ms. Peters testified that she noticed Judge Mills’s car arrive shortly before the beginning of the afternoon calendar. The masters found that Ms. Peters knew an attorney would not be appearing for Judge Mills’s son
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before she saw the judge arrive in the parking lot.6 The masters concluded that this fact refutes Ms. Sims’s testimony that Judge Mills initially told her an attorney would appear and did not disclose that Ms. Falahat had a conflict until after he returned from lunch. The examiner urges the commission to reject this finding because Ms. Peters’s observation was based on a “flash” of a car outside the chambers window7 and because such a scenario is inconsistent with Ms. Sims’s testimony on this issue. We believe the evidence taken in its totality supports the masters’ finding that Ms. Peters knew an attorney would not be appearing when she saw Judge Mills enter the parking lot. On cross-examination, Ms. Peters testified, “I knew before Judge Mills’[s] vehicle flashed, if that’s what it was, that the lawyer was not going to be appearing. I knew that before he had entered the building that day.” And, two other times in her testimony Ms. Peters stated or suggested that she knew the lawyer would not be appearing before she saw the judge enter the parking lot.8 Court security records reflect that Judge Mills returned from lunch at precisely 1:30:11 p.m. He immediately went to Ms. Sims’s office. Ms. Sims asked the judge to wait while she went to confer with Ms. Peters. In a matter of seconds, Ms. Sims returned and asked Judge Mills to come and talk to Ms. Peters. Judge Mills and Ms. Sims entered the chambers of Department 59 where Ms. Peters was sitting behind the commissioner’s desk. Judge Mills and Ms. Peters greeted each other, and Judge Mills expressed pleasure or relief that she was there instead of Commissioner Golub. When Ms. Peters asked 6



The masters accepted Ms. Peters’s testimony that Ms. Sims initially told her an attorney would be appearing for Judge Mills’s son and asked that the matter be given priority on the calendar. However, the masters found that there was not clear and convincing evidence that Judge Mills actually told Ms. Sims that an attorney would be appearing or asked for priority. We have difficulty understanding why Ms. Sims would convey this information to Ms. Peters if Judge Mills had not reported it to her. Nevertheless, we defer to the masters’ finding that the examiner did not prove this allegation by clear and convincing evidence based on the masters’ credibility determinations and inconsistencies and conflicts in the evidence with respect to when Judge Mills allegedly made this statement to Ms. Sims. 7 When asked on direct examination if she saw Judge Mills park his car, Ms. Peters replied, “I wasn’t really watching. I was just in chambers and it’s a view directly outside my window. So I didn’t look and say, ‘Oh, there’s Judge Mills; he [sic] parking.’ I just looked up and saw a flash . . . . And I said, ‘Oh, that’s Judge Mills.’ ” 8 “Q. [Mr. Murphy] So before you saw Judge Mills pull into the parking spot and get out of his car, you knew that the lawyer now could not attend the hearing; right? [¶] A. [Ms. Peters] I believe so, yes.” Ms. Peters later testified that when she saw Judge Mills pull into the parking lot, “It was my expectation that he would be entering my chambers in order to dispose of [his son’s case], yes.” She also testified that she knew a lawyer would not be appearing before Ms. Sims came into chambers to tell her the judge had returned from lunch.
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what was going on in the case, Judge Mills told her the matter was on calendar for an OSC regarding failure to complete required volunteer work. The judge explained that his son was in an out-of-state program. According to Judge Mills, he then told Ms. Peters his attorney intended to ask for “credit for time served” in the program. According to Ms. Peters, Judge Mills himself asked for that disposition when he entered the chambers. The masters did not expressly resolve this conflict in the testimony because the “practical effect and legal consequences are no different whether Judge Mills himself asked for the disposition or told Ms. Peters the lawyer he engaged to represent [his son] had intended to ask for that disposition.” We agree. Judge Mills said something to Ms. Peters like, “[D]o what you want.” Ms. Peters asked Judge Mills about the nature of the rehabilitation program but did not receive or review any documents. Judge Mills explained that his son was participating in outreach in the community while in the program. Ms. Peters concluded that participation in the program would qualify for the community service requirement. As they were leaving chambers, each to begin their own court calendars, Ms. Peters gave Judge Mills a hug. In assessing her own actions, Ms. Peters testified, “I felt that I made the right decision in the wrong place.” The resulting disposition was within her discretion and in all likelihood would have been the same if an attorney had appeared in open court and made the request. When asked if she felt pressured to grant Judge Mills’s request because he was a judge, Ms. Peters replied, “Yeah. I did.” Ms. Peters wrote “credit for time served, accepted” on the judge’s notes that Ms. Sims had retrieved from her office and brought into chambers. Ms. Sims made a similar notation on the clerk’s docket and minutes and also filled in “DAD” on the line for appearances. Judge Mills did not sign the stipulation for a pro tempore judge to hear the matter until the following day, October 5, 2011. However, Ms. Peters’s signature on the stipulation is dated October 4, 2011. Although all proceedings in Department 59 are recorded, neither party submitted any evidence of this matter having been recorded. When Commissioner Golub returned to court on October 6, 2011, Ms. Sims told him about how Judge Mills’s son’s case was handled. The commissioner told Ms. Sims to contact the supervising judge at the Walnut Creek courthouse, which she did. B. Conclusions of Law (3) While we give special weight and deference to the factual findings of the masters because they had the advantage of observing the demeanor of the
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witnesses, legal conclusions of the masters are entitled to less deference because the commission has “expertise in evaluating judicial misconduct.” (Broadman, supra, 18 Cal.4th at p. 1090; see Freedman, supra, 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. at p. 232.) For reasons explained below, we diverge from the masters in our legal conclusions. There are three types of judicial misconduct: willful misconduct, prejudicial misconduct and improper action. Only the latter two are pertinent in this case.9 (4) Prejudicial misconduct is the second most serious type of judicial misconduct. “Prejudicial conduct is distinguishable from willful misconduct in that a judge’s acts may constitute prejudicial conduct even if not committed in a judicial capacity, or, if committed in a judicial capacity, not committed in bad faith. Prejudicial conduct is ‘either “conduct which a judge undertakes in good faith but which nevertheless would appear to an objective observer to be not only unjudicial conduct but conduct prejudicial to public esteem for the judicial office” [citation] or “willful misconduct out of office, i.e., unjudicial conduct committed in bad faith by a judge not then acting in a judicial capacity.” [citation].’ [Citation.]” (Broadman, supra, 18 Cal.4th at pp. 1092–1093.) “The provision that the conduct must be that which ‘brings the judicial office into disrepute’ does not require actual notoriety, but only that the conduct, if known to an objective observer, would appear to be prejudicial to public esteem for the judicial office. [Citation.]” (Adams v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1995) 10 Cal.4th 866, 878 [42 Cal.Rptr.2d 606, 897 P.2d 544] (Adams).) “The subjective intent or motivation of the judge is not a significant factor in assessing whether prejudicial conduct has occurred under this standard. [Citation.]” (Ibid.) (5) The least serious type of misconduct is improper action. Improper action consists of unjudicial conduct that violates the Code of Judicial Ethics, but does not rise to the level of prejudicial misconduct because, viewed objectively, the conduct would not adversely affect the esteem in which the judiciary is held by members of the public. (Inquiry Concerning Ross (2005) 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 79, 89 (Ross); Adams, supra, 10 Cal.4th at pp. 897–899.) The masters concluded that by discussing the case with Ms. Peters outside the courtroom and participating in a favorable disposition of the matter in 9 Willful misconduct, the most serious type of judicial misconduct, is defined by the Supreme Court as unjudicial conduct committed in bad faith by a judge acting in his or her judicial capacity. (Broadman, supra, 18 Cal.4th at p. 1091.) Although the Notice charges Judge Mills with willful misconduct, the examiner did not argue before the masters or the commission that the judge engaged in willful misconduct.
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chambers, the judge created an appearance of impropriety in violation of canon 2 of the California Code of Judicial Ethics and engaged in improper action, but not prejudicial misconduct. Further, the masters concluded the judge’s communications with Ms. Sims did not constitute misconduct. (6) The examiner contends that Judge Mills engaged in prejudicial misconduct by meeting with Ms. Peters and in his interactions with Ms. Sims. In addition to violating California Code of Judicial Ethics, canon 2 (a judge shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety in all the judge’s activities), the examiner contends that Judge Mills violated California Code of Judicial Ethics, canons 1 (a judge is required to observe high standards of conduct so that the integrity and independence of the judiciary is preserved),10 2A (a judge shall act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary), and 2B(2) (a judge shall not lend the prestige of judicial office to advance the personal interests of the judge or others).11 Judge Mills urges the commission to reject the masters’ legal conclusion that he engaged in misconduct. He maintains in his written brief to the commission that “[t]here was absolutely nothing improper” about his conduct and that he “acted as any concerned parent would in his situation and used the proper channels available to him after he was notified that his son’s attorney could not make the 1:30 [p.m.] appearance.” We conclude that Judge Mills engaged in prejudicial misconduct by conveying his desired disposition of his son’s case to Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters through channels not available to the public. His conduct falls within the category of prejudicial misconduct arising out of conduct, which, even if not done in bad faith, would appear to an objective observer to be conduct prejudicial to public esteem for the judicial office. (Broadman, supra, 18 Cal.4th at p. 1092; Inquiry Concerning Hall (2006) 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 146, 154.) Further, through his communications with Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters, Judge Mills used the prestige of his judicial office to influence the disposition of his son’s case in violation of canon 2B(2), and created an appearance of impropriety and compromised the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary in violation of canons 1, 2, and 2A. (See Inquiry Concerning Platt (2002) 48 10 The California Code of Judicial Ethics was amended effective January 1, 2013. Canon 1 was amended to add the word “impartial,” so that it now reads, “An independent, impartial, and honorable judiciary is indispensable to justice in our society.” The amendments are not applicable in this case because they were not in effect at the time of the charged conduct. 11 The Notice also charges Judge Mills with a violation of canon 3B(7), which prohibits a judge from engaging in or considering ex parte communications. The masters concluded Judge Mills did not violate this canon because no party other than his son was involved in the hearing, and the evidence established that the district attorney’s office has a policy of not appearing on the calendar at issue in this case. The examiner does not object to this conclusion. We adopt the conclusion of the masters.
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Cal.4th CJP Supp. 227, 244–246 (Platt); Censure of Judge Sarmiento (2012) No. 191 at p. 6 (Sarmiento).) When Judge Mills learned the attorney could not appear, he could properly have asked the attorney to seek a continuance, appeared himself at the scheduled hearing, or called the clerk to ask for another date. These are all courses of action available to members of the public faced with a similar situation. Instead, he went beyond what was necessary to inform Ms. Sims of the status of the case and bypassed normal procedures—he approached Ms. Sims in an area not accessible to the public, told her not just that his attorney could not appear but also of his desired resolution, and showed her documents in support of his request. By so doing, he created the appearance that he was using Ms. Sims as a conduit to the assigned judicial officer on behalf of his family member. He also discussed the matter with Ms. Peters in her chambers and off the record before the start of the afternoon calendar. The masters summarized Judge Mills’s actions accordingly: “Although aware he was about to enter an ethical minefield, he elected not to follow the safest path and simply notify the clerk’s office of the situation and request a continuance.” The path he chose created the appearance that he obtained special access to the court clerk and the pro tempore judge and was able to bypass ordinary procedures by virtue of his position as a judge to the benefit of his son and his own schedule. The case was heard before the start of the calendar to accommodate Judge Mills’s need to start his own court calendar on time. When asked to describe the judge’s demeanor, Ms. Peters replied, “We were in a hurry. It felt like it was a stop along the way, an inconvenience, something to be done quickly and be finished.” Members of the public are required to take time off of work to come to court and do not have the advantage of having their case called before the start of the calendar and off the record to accommodate their work schedule and do not have special access to the judge’s clerk in nonpublic areas of the courthouse to provide documentation and arguments in support of their desired disposition. Further, Judge Mills was allowed to discuss the sensitive nature of his son’s situation in chambers without going through the same process expected of members of the public who request that their matter be heard in closed session. The commission has condemned conduct that creates the appearance of a “twotrack system of justice—one for those with special access to the judge, and the other for everyone else. The nub of the problem is the appearance or reality that Lady Justice is not blindfolded.” (Inquiry Concerning Wasilenko (2005) 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 26, 51.) The masters concluded that an objective observer aware of all the facts would not consider Judge Mills’s actions prejudicial to public esteem for the judicial office because the difference between what actually occurred and
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what Judge Mills could properly have done is slight and because the same result would likely have occurred had the judge appeared in court. Whether or not his son received an unusually lenient disposition as a result of Judge Mills’s actions is not a determinative factor in our analysis of the level of misconduct. Regardless of the final disposition, judges must be sensitive to the appearance of impropriety inherent in discussing a family member’s court case with the judicial officer presiding over the matter behind closed doors and off the record. It leads to suspicions of favoritism and backdoor deals for the select few with connections to the judicial officer hearing the matter. (7) The fact that Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters are subordinate to Judge Mills magnifies the appearance of impropriety and further undermines public confidence in the integrity of the judiciary. Judge Mills maintains he did not take advantage of his judicial position because he was acting in the role of a father, not a judge, and emphasizes that he told Ms. Peters to do what she wanted. However, Ms. Peters testified that she felt pressured to grant Judge Mills’s request because he was a judge. It is not surprising that a person in a subordinate position to the judge would feel pressure to comply with a judge’s request. For this reason, the canons prohibit a judge from seeking civic or charitable contributions from a subordinate judicial officer or temporary judge, while permitting such solicitation among judges. (Cal. Code Jud. Ethics, canon 4C(3)(d)(i); see Rothman, Cal. Judicial Conduct Handbook, supra, § 10.43, p. 557.) As a judge for 16 years, the ethical boundaries between judges and their subordinates should have been apparent to Judge Mills. In Platt, supra, 48 Cal.4th CJP Supp. at pp. 244–246, the judge called a court commissioner, asked her questions about a traffic ticket issued to the judge’s godfather, and conveyed information that his godfather was active in the community. The commission noted that even though the facts showed Judge Platt did not ask that any action be taken and that the commissioner was not influenced by the judge’s call, it did not mean the commissioner did not perceive the call as an attempt to influence. The commission observed: “The attempt to influence is inherent in the unsolicited telephone call and the ex parte conveyance of positive information about the offender. The judge’s failure to explicitly ask the referee to do anything does not change the nature of the communication.” (Id. at p. 245.) Judge Mills also suggests that he was simply following the directives of Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters. However, as a judge, he was responsible for ensuring that his son’s case was handled no differently than any other matter before the court and that he was not granted procedural shortcuts because of his judicial position, particularly when dealing with those who are subordinate to him.



Page 48



INQUIRY CONCERNING MILLS



CJP Supp. 15



57 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 1 [July 2013]



III DISCIPLINE (8) In determining the appropriate level of discipline, we consider several factors, including the following: number of incidents of misconduct, the seriousness of the misconduct, whether the judge has prior discipline, whether the judge acknowledges and appreciates the impropriety of his actions, the impact of the misconduct on the judicial system, and the judge’s reputation for administering his or her duties in a fair, impartial, and dignified manner. (Policy Declarations of Com. on Jud. Performance, policy 7.1 [nonexclusive factors relevant to sanctions]; e.g., Ross, supra, 49 Cal.4th CJP Supp. at p. 138.) Weighing heavily in aggravation is Judge Mills’s history of prior discipline. This is not the first time Judge Mills has been disciplined for using his judicial position to bypass proper channels on behalf of his son. In 2011, he received an advisory letter for, after signing a search warrant, allowing his son to accompany a police officer in executing the warrant without going through the ordinary application process for going on a ride-along. In addition, Judge Mills received an advisory letter in 2008 for improperly conditioning a defendant’s release in a misdemeanor probation revocation proceeding on posting bail for the improper purpose of collecting restitution. In 2006, he was publicly admonished for engaging in improper ex parte discussions and for a pattern of making discourteous, sarcastic, and demeaning comments to attorneys and litigants appearing before him. And, in 2001, he received a private admonishment for remarks suggesting a lack of impartiality and attempting to obtain a guilty plea from a defendant despite statements from the defendant indicating he wanted counsel. Another aggravating factor is Judge Mills’s failure to acknowledge or appreciate the impropriety of his actions. At the hearing before the special masters and in his briefs to the commission, he insisted that he did nothing improper. During his oral argument before the commission, Judge Mills stated that, in hindsight, he realizes he should not have met with the pro tempore judge in chambers. However, he immediately followed this acknowledgement with excuses and justifications for his conduct. The judge also deflected questions about the public perception of his actions by questioning Ms. Sims’s credibility and recollection of the time events occurred. His presentation before the commission leaves us with no confidence that he appreciates the impropriety of his actions. (9) “A judge’s failure to appreciate or admit to the impropriety of his or her acts indicates a lack of capacity to reform.” (Platt, supra, 48 Cal.4th CJP
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Supp. at p. 248; see Fletcher v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1998) 19 Cal.4th 865, 920–921 [81 Cal.Rptr.2d 58, 968 P.2d 958]; Kloepfer v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 826, 866 [264 Cal.Rptr. 100, 782 P.2d 239].) The fact that Judge Mills was advised by the commission in February 2011 that it is improper to use his judicial position to bypass normal procedures for the benefit of a family member makes his failure to recognize the impropriety of his actions in October 2011 all the more troubling. (See Inquiry Concerning Van Voorhis (2003) 48 Cal.4th CJP Supp. 257, 301–302; Doan v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1995) 11 Cal.4th 294, 339–340 [45 Cal.Rptr.2d 254, 902 P.2d 272]; McCullough v. Commission on Judicial Performance (1989) 49 Cal.3d 186, 199 [260 Cal.Rptr. 557, 776 P.2d 259] [failure to respond to prior discipline “evidences a lack of regard for the Commission, [the Supreme Court] and his obligations as a judge”].) Judge Mills’s misconduct is further aggravated by the fact that Ms. Sims and Ms. Peters were his subordinates. The judge’s conduct and his subsequent response to the charges evidence a lack of sensitivity to the pressure he implicitly placed on them by virtue of his judicial position. (See Sarmiento, supra, No. 191 at p. 7.) We have already discussed the adverse impact of Judge Mills’s conduct on public confidence in the impartiality of the judicial system, which is another important factor in our assessment of the appropriate sanction. In imposing public discipline, we assure the public that using the influence of judicial office to obtain an advantage, no matter how slight, in a legal matter involving a family member or friend is impermissible. In determining to issue a public admonishment, rather than a higher level of discipline, we take into consideration that Judge Mills did not overtly pressure Ms. Sims or Ms. Peters to facilitate the meeting in chambers and told Ms. Peters to do what she wanted or words to that effect, and the requested disposition was not more lenient than would likely have occurred if the attorney had appeared in open court on behalf of the judge’s son.12 We also consider in mitigation the masters’ finding that Judge Mills was acting as 12



Judge Salvador Sarmiento was censured pursuant to a stipulation in 2012 for communications with a commissioner in nonpublic areas of the courthouse concerning his wife’s traffic ticket. While there are factual similarities with the present case, Judge Sarmiento’s conduct was more aggravated. He approached the commissioner in the courthouse hallway and followed her into her chambers where he asked her to address his wife’s $300 penalty assessment fee and left the ticket on the commissioner’s desk. The judge admitted he was seeking to have the commissioner vacate the fine—something that would not necessarily occur through proper channels. Moreover, he returned to the commissioner’s chambers later that day and told her nothing had been done on the ticket. The commissioner told the judge she would give him a trial date, but did not vacate the fee.
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a concerned parent and the testimony of a number of character witnesses that the judge is hardworking, conscientious, and fair.13 Balancing the foregoing factors leads us to the conclusion that a public admonishment is the appropriate sanction. IV ORDER Pursuant to the provisions of article VI, section 18 of the California Constitution, we hereby impose this public admonishment. Commission members Mr. Lawrence J. Simi, Hon. Erica R. Yew, Ms. Mary Lou Aranguren, Anthony P. Capozzi, Esq., Nanci E. Nishimura, Esq., Hon. Ignazio J. Ruvolo, Mr. Richard Simpson, Ms. Maya Dillard Smith, Ms. Sandra Talcott, and Mr. Adam N. Torres voted in favor of all of the findings and conclusions expressed herein and in the foregoing order of a public admonishment. Commission member Hon. Thomas M. Maddock was recused.



13



The character witnesses testifying on Judge Mills’s behalf were a retired Contra Costa County Superior Court judge, a Contra Costa County Superior Court commissioner, the Contra Costa County District Attorney, five private attorneys, and one retired senior deputy district attorney. One of the attorney witnesses was the attorney who participated in ex parte communications with Judge Mills in the matter that resulted in the judge’s 2006 public admonishment.



Page 51



























[image: 28 DEC. 16 ARIZONA JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT COMMISSION ...]
28 DEC. 16 ARIZONA JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT COMMISSION ...












[image: MPSC Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Recruitment 2017 ...]
MPSC Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Recruitment 2017 ...












[image: Commission On Judicial Performance-Conflict Samples-Code of ...]
Commission On Judicial Performance-Conflict Samples-Code of ...












[image: Transcript of Cheryl D. Mills, Esq. - Judicial Watch]
Transcript of Cheryl D. Mills, Esq. - Judicial Watch












[image: Transcript of Cheryl D. Mills, Esq. - Judicial Watch]
Transcript of Cheryl D. Mills, Esq. - Judicial Watch












[image: Rajasthan High Court Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Vacancies ...]
Rajasthan High Court Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Vacancies ...












[image: judge decision on poland spring.pdf]
judge decision on poland spring.pdf












[image: Code of Judicial Ethics - Canons 1, 2, 6D(9)(a) Temporary Judge ...]
Code of Judicial Ethics - Canons 1, 2, 6D(9)(a) Temporary Judge ...












[image: Digests Compilation]
Digests Compilation












[image: v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy]
v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy












[image: Digests Compilation]
Digests Compilation












[image: PAKISTAN Factsheet - United States Commission on International ...]
PAKISTAN Factsheet - United States Commission on International ...












[image: v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy]
v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy












[image: Report Of The Commission On The National]
Report Of The Commission On The National












[image: v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy]
v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy












[image: Commission on Sovereign Gold Bonds Scheme 2016]
Commission on Sovereign Gold Bonds Scheme 2016












[image: Hon. Anthony P. Wartnik_ Judicial perspective on issues impacting ...]
Hon. Anthony P. Wartnik_ Judicial perspective on issues impacting ...












[image: Textile Mills Limited]
Textile Mills Limited












[image: European judicial systems]
European judicial systems















Judge Bruce Mills Misconduct Compilation: Commission on Judicial ...






2016 Public Misconduct Report. Hon. ... Five Instances of Judicial Misconduct. Verified by the .... [08.04.2016 01:47] Manual:....e-1mg-cheap.pdf#volume">buy. 






 Download PDF 



















 804KB Sizes
 1 Downloads
 224 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





28 DEC. 16 ARIZONA JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT COMMISSION ... 

28 DEC. 16 ARIZONA JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT COM ... AINT AGAINST JUDGE G. MURRAY SNOW LTR..pdf. 28 DEC. 16 ARIZONA JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT ...














[image: alt]





MPSC Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Recruitment 2017 ... 

MPSC Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Recruitment [email protected]. MPSC Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Recruitment [email protected]. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu. Displaying MPSC Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Recruitm














[image: alt]





Commission On Judicial Performance-Conflict Samples-Code of ... 

favor, but he awarded her less than the full amount of damages she sought. Page 6 of 6. Commission On Judicial Performance-Conflict Samples-Code of Judicial Ethics-Sacramento Family Court.pdf. Commission On Judicial Performance-Conflict Samples-Code 














[image: alt]





Transcript of Cheryl D. Mills, Esq. - Judicial Watch 

27 May 2016 - Q -- with respect to records management? 9. MS. WILKINSON: Objection. Beyond the. 10 scope. And I'm going to instruct her not to answer. 11. MS. BERMAN: I am going to object as well. 12. If you have a document that you're reading from,.














[image: alt]





Transcript of Cheryl D. Mills, Esq. - Judicial Watch 

27 May 2016 - Q Ms. Mills, did you have a different. 5 practice of searching your e-mail in response to. 6. FOIA, as opposed to other document requests that. 7 came? 8. A So my practice when I was asked for my. 9 records was to do the best I could to














[image: alt]





Rajasthan High Court Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Vacancies ... 

Rajasthan High Court Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Vacancies Notification.pdf. Rajasthan High Court Civil Judge & Judicial Magistrate Vacancies Notification.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main menu. Whoops! There was a problem previewing














[image: alt]





judge decision on poland spring.pdf 

... shall] with respect to such. products, protect the public health by ensuring thatâ€”(A) foods are safe, wholesome, sanitary, and properly. labeledâ€�). Page 2 of 22 ...














[image: alt]





Code of Judicial Ethics - Canons 1, 2, 6D(9)(a) Temporary Judge ... 

Code of Judicial Ethics - Canons 1, 2, 6D(9)(a) Tempor ... nia - Tani Cantil-Sakauye California Supreme Court.pdf. Code of Judicial Ethics - Canons 1, 2, ...














[image: alt]





Digests Compilation 

technology (e.g. Sociology) or (3) a creator of business value derived from technological and social structures of the new web (e.g. Business Administration). From the perspective of the authors of this paper, Web 2.0 is a natural evolution of the we














[image: alt]





v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy 

56. 58. 60. 62. 64. 68. 70. 72. 74. 76. 78. 80. 82. 84. 86. 88. 90. 92. 94. 96. 98. 100. 102. 104. G2. 6. 5e. 5a. Termination II - 130 ka. Termination I - 14 ka.














[image: alt]





Digests Compilation 

annotate the content and express implicit relations among wiki concepts. This aids users to gradually ... typed links, concept types and properties. In addition, it ...














[image: alt]





PAKISTAN Factsheet - United States Commission on International ... 

Aug 2, 2014 - gunned.html. Mudabbir. Raza and. Haider Raza both killed by pro-Taliban terrorists in. Karachi. 12/2/13 Karachi. 2 killed. Targeted killings.














[image: alt]





v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy 

40 50. 5 m_. 20 m_. 40 m_. 50 m_. 60 m_. 70 m_. 30 m_ composite core depth. 0. 100. 0. 75. SUS 10 m / kg. -8 3 depth down section. 252 m_. S0. L1. S1. L2. S2.














[image: alt]





Report Of The Commission On The National 

Report of the Commission on the National and the Colonial Questions. Comrades, I shall ... by some big imperialist power, have become greatly dependent on that power by virtue of peace .... but more and more data will gradually accumulate.














[image: alt]





v. 2016a - International Commission on Stratigraphy 

20 m_. 40 m_. 50 m_. 60 m_. 70 m_. 30 m_ composite core depth. 0. 100. 0. 75. SUS 10 m / kg. -8 3 depth down section. 252 m_. S0. L1. S1. L2. S2. L3. S3. S4.














[image: alt]





Commission on Sovereign Gold Bonds Scheme 2016 

Oct 24, 2016 - trading members on existing web based E-IPO platform. ... Fax No. Email id. 26598142. 26598394 [email protected] / [email protected].














[image: alt]





Hon. Anthony P. Wartnik_ Judicial perspective on issues impacting ... 

Anthony P. Wartnik_ Judicial perspective on issues impacting the trial courts.pdf. Hon. Anthony P. Wartnik_ Judicial perspective on issues impacting the trial ...














[image: alt]





Textile Mills Limited 

Statement of Ethics and Business Practices prepared by the company for the observance of each director and ...... All other repair and maintenance costs are charged ... Computer software is stated at cost less accumulated amortization.














[image: alt]





European judicial systems 

2015, in order to receive new data at the end of 2015, using the electronic ...... In some States or entities, the court budget comprises a very large share ...... prosecutors participate in the planning of surveillance necessary to combat and detect


























×
Report Judge Bruce Mills Misconduct Compilation: Commission on Judicial ...





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















