PRIVATE DISCIPLINE SUMMARIES
Admonitions




Admonitions are issued for misconduct that “appears to be of an isolated and non-serious
nature.” Board Rule 6(f)(5)(ii). See also Board Rule 6(f)(6).
The Board has been authorized to issue private admonitions since August 1, 2009. Since that
date, the Board has issued 30 admonitions. All of the admonitions are summarized below.
Rules cited below refer to the rules in the Code of Judicial Conduct unless otherwise noted.

File no.

Conduct

2017-04

A judge imposed a monetary sanction on an attorney whose conduct placed unnecessary
burdens on the court and opposing party, without providing him advance notice and
without giving him an opportunity to be heard. The Board found a violation of Rule
2.6(A).

2016-32

A judge issued an order in which he made a negative statement about the character of a
person associated with one of the parties. The statement related to a matter affecting the
judge’s personal interests. This matter was unrelated to the case before the judge. The
Board found a violation of Rules 1.3, 2.4(B), and 2.10(A). In addition, the order was
issued ten days after the 90-day deadline in violation of Minn. Stat. § 546.27. The Board
found a violation of Rules 1.1 and 2.5(A).

2016-30

A judge issued an order eleven days after the 90-day deadline in violation of Minn. Stat.
§ 546.27. Two years earlier, the Board had issued a letter of caution to the judge for
delayed decisions in two other cases. The Board found a violation of Rule 2.5(A).

2015-21

A judge failed to properly supervise two employees: a court reporter and paralegal.
Contrary to judicial branch policy, the judge allowed one employee to take comp time
and allowed the other employee to work from home without a written agreement. A
judicial branch auditor found that the two employees were paid for hours not worked.
The employees’ annual leave balances were reduced in order to repay the judicial branch.
The Board found a violation of Rules 1.2, 2.5(A), and 2.12(A).

2015-07

A judge’s interest in a local controversy was personal and unrelated to judicial duties.
The judge sent communications regarding the controversy to persons potentially
interested in the matter. One communication connected the private controversy with an
earlier official act by the judge. The Board found a violation of Rule 1.3. The
admonition memorandum cited Matter of Mosley, 102 P.3d 555 (Nev. 2004) (disciplining
a judge who, among other things, used judicial letterhead to write a letter on family
members’ behalf).

1

File no.

Conduct

2014-68

In connection with a child welfare proceeding, a judge interviewed the 12 year old child.
The judge denied the county attorney’s request to be present, contrary to Minn. Stat.
§ 260C.163, subds. 6, 7 (2014) and Minn. R. Juv. Pro. P. 27.04. The Board found a
violation of Rule 2.9(A) and (C). The child was moved from one family to a second
family for a pre-adoption placement.
The second family had the right to be heard in any hearing in the case. Minn. R. Juv.
Pro. P. 22.02, subd. 2. When the judge was informed of a therapist’s recommendation
that the child remain with the first family, the judge scheduled a hearing on three and a
half hours’ notice. The judge did not attempt to learn whether the second family could
participate in the hearing. Court staff informed the second family’s mother and gave her
a dial-in number. The mother was able to listen to only part of the hearing and did not
otherwise participate, and the judge was not aware that she was on the call. At the
hearing, the judge ordered that the child be returned to the first family immediately. The
Board found the judge violated Rule 2.6(A) by not giving the second family a reasonable
opportunity to be heard.

2014-54

Using the judge’s official position to obtain and retain the judge’s own divorce file,
which the judge then lost, in violation of Rules 1.2, 1.3, 2.1, 2.4(B), 2.5(A), and 3.1(E).

2014-15

Not ruling on a habeas corpus petition for more than four and a half months after the case
was submitted, 51 days beyond the statutory 90-day period, despite receiving notice from
court administration that the case was aging, in violation of Rule 2.5(A) and Minn. Stat.
§ 546.27.

2014-11

Ordering judgment in favor of a landlord in an eviction case without receiving any
evidence and without affording a trial to the tenants who contested the eviction, in
violation of Rules 1.2, 2.5(A), and 2.6(A). The admonition is available in redacted form
at http://www.bjs.state.mn.us/file/private-discipline/1411PrivAdmonRedacted.pdf.

2013-70

Contacting a police chief to criticize a plea agreement proposed by the city attorney in a
case that was pending before the judge, in violation of Code Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, and
2.4(B) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2013-38

Engaging in a pattern of disparaging comments about other judges, attorneys, parties, and
court staff that served no legitimate purpose and reasonably appeared to the targeted
attorneys and parties to be close-minded about their cases, in violation of Rules 2.2,
2.5(A), 2.6(A), and 2.8(B). The admonition is available in redacted form at
http://www.bjs.state.mn.us/file/private-discipline/1338PrivAdmonRedacted.pdf.

2013-01

Not ruling on a submitted case for 171 days after the case was submitted, 81 days beyond
the statutory 90-day period, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5)
and (6), and Minn. Stat. § 546.27.
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2012-60

Presiding in a criminal trial without disclosing to the defendant that a retainer contract to
act as an expert witness was at that time in existence with the county in which the trial
was taking place, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 2.2, and 2.11(A) and Board Rule
4(a)(5) and (6).

2012-48

Not ruling on a submitted case for 97 days, seven days beyond the statutory 90-day
period, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6), and Minn. Stat.
§ 546.27.

2012-15,
2012-16

Following a hearing in a CHIPS proceeding, the judge, without giving the parties timely
notice and opportunity to be heard, initiated and engaged in an ex parte communication
with a social worker who had previously acted as a witness in the case. The Board found
a violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, and 2.9(A) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2012-13

Not ruling on a submitted case for 110 days, 20 days beyond the statutory 90-day period,
in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6), and Minn. Stat. §
546.27.

2012-07

Issuing a warrant for the arrest of a party who failed to comply with an order to remain in
court for an indefinite period because her cell phone accidently rang in court during
proceedings, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, and 2.8(A) and (B) and Board Rule
4(a)(5) and (6).

2011-05

Not ruling on a submitted case for 101 days, 11 days beyond the statutory 90-day period,
in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6), and Minn. Stat. §
546.27.

2010-113

Not ruling on a submitted case for 96 days, six days beyond the statutory 90-day period,
in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6), and Minn. Stat. §
546.27.

2010-73,
2010-74

Not ruling on one submitted case for 97 days and a second submitted case for 100 days,
respectively seven days and ten days beyond the statutory 90-day period, in violation of
Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6), and Minn. Stat. § 546.27.

2010-21

The judge stated to a criminal defendant that the judge automatically disqualified himself
from all matters involving his lawyer and that the judge had “absolutely no faith in any
representations” made by the lawyer. The judge was motivated in whole or in part by the
lawyer’s filing complaints about the judge with the Board. The Board found violations
of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.8(A), and 2.16 and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2010-17

Not ruling on two submitted cases for 98 days, eight days beyond the statutory 90-day
period, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.5, Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6), and Minn. Stat.
§ 546.27.
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2010-08

The judge permitted staff to search the Internet for a video that was the subject of the
case. Then, without first hearing from either party, the judge viewed the video and made
a preliminary determination that one of the parties and his attorney may not have been
truthful with the court. The Board found violations of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.6(A), and
2.9(A)(3) and (C) and Board Rules 4(a)(5) and (6).

2010-03

Frequently interrupting a party, questioning her in an aggressive tone, and not allowing
her an adequate opportunity to address the court, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.6(A),
and 2.8(A) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2010-02

Offering to bet a defendant that he would not prevail in a trial of his case, in violation of
Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.8(a) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2009-126

Making inappropriate comments and failing to treat a party with appropriate courtesy, in
violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.8(A) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2009-120

Ordering newspaper reporter to leave the courtroom without providing the newspaper
company an opportunity to be heard and treating the reporter discourteously, in violation
of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.6(A), and 2.8(B) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2009-113

A judge sought to promote his business of presiding at weddings for a fee. The audience
for the judge’s promotional activity was the general public, especially persons interested
in weddings. The judge appeared as an exhibitor at a wedding trade show event, where
he personally solicited attendees to hire him. The judge also created and maintained a
website to promote his wedding service. He was identified and pictured as a judge on the
website. The website flashed the phrases “strong eloquent voice,” “professional and
dignified,” “friendly and flexible,” and contained testimonials from satisfied customers.
The Board found violations of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 3.1(A) 3.11(C), and 4.2(A)(1) and
Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2009-101

Issuing a final order without providing one of the parties an opportunity to be heard, in
violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.3, 2.6(A), and 2.9(A) and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2009-92

Meeting separately with the parties in an effort to settle a case despite the objection of
one of the parties, in violation of 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.9(A)(4) and Board Rule 4(a)(5)
and (6).

2009-65,
2009-66

After he was removed from a case, the judge initiated an ex parte communication with
the newly assigned judge in an attempt to influence the latter’s decision, in violation of
Rules 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.9 and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).

2009-59

Making inappropriate comments at a hearing and issuing a final order without providing
one of the parties an opportunity to be heard, in violation of Rules 1.2, 2.8(A) and (B),
and 2.9 and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and (6).
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2009-58

Conducting himself in an impatient, undignified, and discourteous manner toward court
participants, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.8 and Board Rule 4(a)(5)
and (6).

2008-99

Conducting himself in an impatient, undignified, and discourteous manner toward court
participants, in violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.8 and Board Rule 4(a)(5) and
(6).
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Deferred Disposition Agreement(s)




The Board has the authority to enter into a private deferred disposition agreement with a judge
under Board Rule 6(f)(5)(i). After the period of time provided in the agreement, the Board issues
a specified disposition. The specified disposition may be public discipline, private discipline, or
no discipline, depending on the seriousness of the original misconduct and whether there has
been further misconduct.
The Board has been authorized to issue deferred disposition agreements since August 1, 2009.
Since that date, the Board has entered into four deferred disposition agreements. Only one of
these agreements contemplated that the judge would receive discipline after the period of time
provided in the agreement. That matter is summarized below.

File no.

Conduct

2015-05

A mother filed a petition for an order for protection regarding the father of her children.
The mother did not present evidence sufficiently supporting the petition. At the hearing,
the judge stated to the mother: “You need counseling badly, because your kids are
suffering. Not because of [their father]. Because of you. . . . I don’t believe your children
are afraid of their father. I think they’re afraid of you.” The record did not support the
statements that the children were afraid of the mother or were suffering because of her.
The judge had a previous disciplinary history. The Board found violations of Rules 1.2,
2.2, and 2.8(B) and entered into a deferred disposition agreement with the judge. If the
Board does not learn of any further violations within two years, the judge will receive an
admonition for the judge’s conduct in the OFP case. If the Board learns of further
violations within two years, the Board may seek public discipline.

05/03/2017
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