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Introduction 

The establishment of judicial conduct 

commissions (JCC) was to maintain and 

restore public confidence in the integrity, 

independence, and impartiality of their 

judiciary. Beginning in 1960, California became 

the first state to establish such an 

organization. Now all fifty states have some 

form of a JCC. They have different names in 

different states, such as commission, board, 

council, court, or committee. For a broad 

overview and historical comparison, please 

How Judicial 

Conduct Commissions Work from 2007. Her 

work, although dated now, covered JCC 

membership, grounds for discipline, bifurcated 

systems, and supreme court review. Table 1 

authority in each state to establish a JCC. For 

here. The 

American Bar Association has published their 

2018 Model Rules for Judicial Disciplinary 

Enforcement, which covers JCC organization 

and authority.  

 

JCC Membership 

Although the composition of JCCs are unique 

in each state, there are some commonalities. 

The National Center for State Courts continues 

to track the membership of state JCCs with 

their most recent chart being revised August 

2019. Most states have term limits between 3 and 6 years. Many include members such as judges, attorneys, justices of the 

peace, public members, or clerks of court. Many states choose to further break down the membership of judges by the type 

of court they are in. For example, Tennessee requires 2 trial judges, 1 general sessions court judge, 1 municipal court judge, 

1 juvenile court judge, 1 court of appeals or court of criminal appeals judge, and 2 additional judges.  
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Available Sanctions 

Depending on the conduct being disciplined, JCCs use plethora of private and public disciplinary sanctions. NCSC has 

continued to track this information most recently in their 2019 document, Available Sanctions in Judicial Discipline 

Proceedings. When making public disciplinary sanctions, JCCs will either be subject to supreme court review for their 

actions or be limited to making recommendations for public sanctions to the supreme court to approve or deny.  

 

Confidentiality 

Confidentiality of the work JCCs oversee has continued 

to be a discussion of debate. For example, in Robert 

Judicial Disciplinary Hearings 

Should Be Open

questioned, and opening the process to public scrutiny 

would help to ensure that the process is and appears 

to be honest, which is a special concern whenever a 

-five states 

had already adopted sunshine laws or rules regarding 

formal judicial disciplinary hearings. Table 1 from 
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