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Hope you enjoy!
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[8] Judges who maintain a presence on social
media or social networking platforms should be
aware of the potential for these sites to become an
unintended vehicle for ex parfe communications.

(Adopted July 1, 2022, eff. Jan. 1,2023.)

Rule 2.10 Judicial Statements on Pending

and Impending Cases

(A) A judge shall not make any public
statement about a matter pending® or impending*
in any court.

(B) A judge shall not, in connection with cases,
controversies, or issues that are likely to come
before the court, make pledges, promises, or
commitments that are inconsistent with the
impartial* performance of the adjudicative duties
of judicial office.

(C) A judge shall require court staff, court
officials, and others subject to the judge’s direction
and control to refrain from making statements that
the judge would be prohibited from making by
paragraphs (A) and (B).

(D) Notwithstanding the restrictions in
paragraph (A), a judge may make public
statements in the course of performing official
duties or giving scholarly presentations for
purposes of legal education, may explain court
procedures, and may comment on any proceeding
in which the judge is a litigant in a personal
capacity.

(E) Subject to the requirements of paragraph
(A), a judge may respond directly or through a
third party to allegations in the media or elsewhere
concerning the judge’s conduct in a matter.

COMMENTS

[1] This Rule’s restrictions on judicial speech
are essential to the maintenance of the
independence, integrity, and impartiality of the
judiciary.

[2] This Rule does not prohibit a judge from
commenting on proceedings in which the judge is
a litigant in a personal capacity. In cases in which
the judge is a litigant in an official capacity, such
as a writ of mandamus, the judge must not
comment publicly.

[3] Depending on the circumstances, the judge
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should consider whether it may be preferable for a
third party, rather than the judge, to respond or
issue statements in connection with allegations
concerning the judge’s conduct in a matter. The
Rule does not prohibit a judge from responding to
allegations concerning the judge’s conduct in a
proceeding that is not pending or impending in any
court.

[4] Judges who are active on social media or
social networking platforms should understand
how their comments in these forums might be
considered “public” statements implicating this
Rule. Judges should be aware of the nature and
efficacy of privacy settings offered by social media
or social networking platforms.

(Adopted July 1, 2022, eff. Jan. 1,2023.)

Rule 2.11 Disqualification

(A) A judge shall be disqualified in any
proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality™
might reasonably be questioned, including, but not
limited to, the following circumstances:

(1) The judge has a personal bias or
prejudice concerning a party or a party’s
lawyer or personal knowledge™ of facts that are
in dispute in the proceeding.

(2) The judge knows* that the judge, the
judge’s spouse or domestic partner,* a person
within the third degree of relationship* to
either of them, or the spouse or domestic
partner of such a person is:

(a) a party to the proceeding or an
officer, director, general partner, managing
member, or trustee of a party;

(b) acting as a lawyer
proceeding;

(c) a person who has more than a de
minimis*  interest that could be
substantially affected by the proceeding; or

(d) likely to be a material witness in the
proceeding.

(3) The judge knowingly, individually, or
as a fiduciary* or the judge’s spouse, domestic
partner, parent, or child, wherever residing, or
any other member of the judge’s family
residing in the judge’s household* has an

in the
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economic interest* in the subject matter in

controversy or is a party to the proceeding.

(4) The judge, while a judge or a judicial
candidate,* has made a public statement, other
than in a court proceeding, judicial decision, or
opinion that commits or appears to commit the
judge to reach a particular result or rule in a
particular way in the proceeding or
controversy.

(5) The judge:

(a) served as a lawyer in the matter;

(b) represented any party to the matter
while engaged in the private practice of law
within a period of seven years following
the last date on which the judge represented
the party;

(c) within the preceding three years
was associated in the private practice of
law with any law firm or lawyer currently
representing any party in the matter
(provided that referral of cases when no
monetary interest was retained shall not be
deemed an association within the meaning
of this paragraph);

(d) served in governmental
employment and in such capacity
participated personally and substantially as
a lawyer or public official concerning the
matter or has publicly expressed in such
capacity an opinion concerning the merits
of the particular matter;

(e) was a material witness concerning
the matter; or

(f) previously presided as a judge over
the matter in another court.

(B) A judge shall keep informed about the
judge’s personal and fiduciary economic interests
and make a reasonable effort to keep informed
about the personal economic interests of the
judge’s spouse or domestic partner and minor
children residing in the judge’s household.

(C) A judge subject to disqualification under
this Rule, other than for bias or prejudice under
paragraph (A)(1), may disclose on the record the
basis of the judge’s disqualification and may ask
the parties and their lawyers to consider, outside
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the -11- presence of the judge and court personnel,
whether to waive disqualification. If, following the
disclosure, the parties and lawyers agree, without
participation by the judge or court personnel, that
the judge should not be disqualified, the judge may
participate in the proceeding. The agreement shall
be incorporated into the record of the proceeding.
COMMENTS

[1] Under this Rule, a judge is disqualified
whenever the judge’s impartiality might
reasonably be questioned, regardless of whether
any of the specific provisions of paragraphs (A)(1)
through (6) apply. For example, the participation
in a matter involving a person with whom the
judge has an intimate relationship or a member of
the judge’s staff may require disqualification.

[2] A judge’s obligation not to hear or decide
matters in which disqualification is required
applies regardless of whether a motion to
disqualify is filed.

[3] The rule of necessity may override the rule
of disqualification. For example, a judge might be
required to participate in judicial review of a
judicial salary statute or might be the only judge
available in a matter requiring immediate judicial
action, such as a hearing on probable cause or a
temporary restraining order. In matters that require
immediate action, the judge must disclose on the
record the basis for possible disqualification and
make reasonable efforts to transfer the matter to
another judge as soon as practicable.

[4] The fact that a lawyer in a proceeding is
affiliated with a law firm with which a relative of
the judge is affiliated does not itself disqualify the
judge. If, however, the judge’s impartiality might
reasonably be questioned under paragraph (A) or
the relative is known by the judge to have an
interest in the law firm that could be substantially
affected by the proceeding under paragraph
(A)(2)(c), the judge’s disqualification is required.

[5] A judge should disclose on the record
information that the judge believes the parties or
their lawyers might reasonably consider relevant
to a possible motion for disqualification, even if
the judge believes there is no basis for
disqualification.





[6] “Economic interest,” as set forth in the
Terminology section, means ownership of more
than a de minimis legal or equitable interest.
Except for situations in which a judge participates
in the management of such a legal or equitable
interest or the interest could be substantially
affected by the outcome of a proceeding before a
judge, it does not include:

(1) an interest in the individual holdings
within a mutual or common investment fund;

(2) an interest in securities held by an
educational, religious, charitable, fraternal, or
civic organization in which the judge or the
judge’s spouse, domestic partner, parent, or
child serves as a director, officer, advisor, or
other participant;

(3) a deposit in a financial institution or
deposits or proprietary interests the judge may
maintain as a member of a mutual savings
association or credit union, or similar
proprietary interests; or

(4) an interest in the issuer of government
securities held by the judge.

[7] A judge’s use of social media or social
networking platforms may create the appearance
of a relationship between the judge and litigants or
lawyers who may appear before the judge.
Whether a relationship would cause the judge’s
impartiality to “reasonably be questioned”
depends on the facts. While the labels used by the
social media or social networking platform (e.g.,
“friend”) are not dispositive of the nature of the
relationship, judges should consider the manner in
which the rules on disqualification have been
applied in traditional contexts and the additional
ways in which social media or social networking
platforms may amplify any connection to the
judge.

(Adopted July 1, 2022, eff. Jan. 1,2023.)

Rule 2.12 Supervisory Duties

(A) A judge shall require court staff, court
officials, and others subject to the judge’s direction
and control to act in a manner consistent with the
judge’s obligations under this Code.

(B) A judge with supervisory authority for the
performance of other judges shall take reasonable

CJC Rule 2.12

measures to ensure that those judges properly

discharge their judicial responsibilities, including

the prompt disposition of matters before them.
COMMENTS

[1] A judge is responsible for personal conduct
and for the conduct of others, such as staff, when
those persons are acting at the judge’s direction or
control. A judge may not direct court personnel to
engage in conduct on the judge’s behalf or as the
judge’s representative when such conduct would
violate the Code if undertaken by the judge.

[2] Public confidence in the judicial system
depends upon timely justice. To promote the
efficient administration of justice, a judge with
supervisory authority must take the steps needed to
ensure that supervised judges administer their
workloads promptly. See Ill. S. Ct. R. 21(b) (eff.
Oct. 1, 2021).

(Adopted July 1, 2022, eff. Jan. 1,2023.)

Rule 2.13 Administrative
and Hiring

(A) In making or facilitating administrative
appointments and hiring court employees, a judge:

(1) shall exercise the power of appointment
or election impartially* and on the basis of
merit; and

(2) shall avoid nepotism, favoritism, and
unnecessary appointments.

(B) A judge shall refrain from casting a vote
for the appointment or reappointment to the office
of associate judge of the judge’s spouse, domestic
partner, or of any person known by the judge to be
within the third degree of relationship to the judge,
the judge’s spouse, or domestic partner (or the
spouse or domestic partner of such a person).

(C) A judge shall not approve compensation of
appointees beyond the fair value of services
rendered.

Appointments

COMMENTS
[1] Unless otherwise defined by law, nepotism
is the appointment or hiring of any relative within
the third degree of relationship of either the judge
or the judge’s spouse or domestic partner, or the
spouse or domestic partner of such relative.
(Adopted July 1, 2022, eff. Jan. 1,2023.)
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