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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
FORMAL PROCEEDINGS DOCKET ENTRIES 

 
Date of Filing 

 
1. June 13, 2022  - Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charge 

2. June 23, 2022  - Entry of Appearance 

3. June 25, 2022  -  Order Substituting Counsel 

4. June 27, 2022  - Motion to Withdraw as Counsel 

5. June 28, 2022  - Motion for Extension of Time 

6. June 28, 2022  - Order Granting Extension of Time 

7. July 6, 2022  - Answer to JCC Proceedings 

8. July 11, 2022  - Order and Notice of Hearing 

9. July 21, 2022  - Amended Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charges 

10. August 8, 2022 - Amended Notice of Hearing 

11. August 15, 2022 - Order of Temporary Suspension 

12. August 15, 2022 - Motion to Alter, Amend or Vacate 

13. August 18, 2022 - Notice of Time and Place for Hearing 

14. August 22, 2022 -  Pre-hearing Order 

15. August 23, 2022 - Response in Opposition to Judge Jameson’s Motion to  
Alter, Amend or Vacate 

16. August 24, 2022 - Order Denying Motion to Alter, Amend or Vacate 

17. September 27, 2022  - Motion for Extension of Time to Exchange Exhibit and 
Witness Lists 
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18. September 28, 2022  - Response to Motion for Extension of Time to Exchange 
Exhibit and Witness Lists 

 
19. September 28, 2022  - Motion to Quash or Limit Subpoena 

20. September 29, 2022  - Order on Motion for Extension of Time and Amended   
Pre-Hearing Order 

21. September 30, 2022 - Response to Motion to Quash or Limit Subpoena 

22. October 3, 2022  - Supplemental Response to Motion to Quash or Limit   
Subpoena 

23. October 4, 2022 - Order on Motion to Quash or Limit Subpoena 

24. October 4, 2022  - Second Amended Notice of Formal Proceedings and  
Charges 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES 

Notice is hereby given of the initiation of formal proceedings under Rule 4.180 of 

Rules of the Supreme Court. At the times set out in this Notice, you were Circuit Court Judge 

for Kentucky's 42nd Judicial Circuit consisting of Calloway and Marshall counties. The charges 

are as follows: 

Count I 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the creation and development of an ankle monitoring program, failing to separate 

yourself as Circuit Judge from your duties at CCB, creating the appearance of impropriety to 

the public.  

A. You created the CCB for an improper purpose contrary to KRS §196.705. Your 

creation of this Executive Branch Board falls outside of the scope of your judicial 

duties and responsibilities and constitutes an improper use of judicial resources.  

B. In the creation and development of the CCB ankle monitoring program, you 

developed procedures and local rules without the approval from the Chief Justice of 

the Kentucky Supreme Court as required under SCR 1.040(3), the Administrative 

Office of the Courts (AOC), Kentucky statute, or other authority.  
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C. You attended meetings and had conversations with CCB ankle monitor vendors to 

solicit specifications and pricing for monitors, while also meeting with elected 

officials regarding those costs and specifications.  

D. You prepared and submitted CCB’s ankle monitoring program bid to the Calloway and 

Marshall County Fiscal Courts, using your influence to have a specific ankle monitor 

provider selected and approved. 

E. You were involved with drafting the Fiscal Court’s request for proposals for the ankle 

monitoring program in Marshall and Calloway Counties, hindering the competitive 

bid process.  

F. You submitted a grant application to the Kentucky Department of Corrections on 

behalf of CCB, listing yourself as the project coordinator, creating a conflict of interest 

with your position as Circuit Court Judge in Marshall and Calloway Counties.  

G. You used the prestige of your judicial office to influence various elected officials, 

agencies, and individuals, promoting the CCB ankle monitoring program as a cost-

saving measure and as means to raise funds for Re-Life, a proposed inpatient 

substance abuse disorder treatment facility project you are spearheading. 

H. You used the prestige of your judicial office to solicit support and personal donations 

from elected governmental bodies, elected officials, organizations, and individuals for 

the CCB and Re-Life/substance abuse disorder treatment facility.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including the Code 
of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (A) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that will interfere with the 
proper performance of the judge’s judicial duties.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (C) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that would appear to a 
reasonable person to undermine the judge’s independence, integrity, or 
impartiality.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (D) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not engage in conduct that would appear to a 
reasonable person to be coercive.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.2 which provides that a judge shall not appear voluntarily at 
a public hearing before, other otherwise consult with, an executive or 
legislative body or office. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.11 (B) which requires that a judge shall not serve as an 
officer, director, manager, general partner, advisor, or employee of any 
business entity.  

Count II 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the implementation and operation of CCB’s ankle monitoring program.  
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A. As Circuit Court Judge, you participated in communications with  CCB staff, whose 

work you directly supervised, including conversations regarding the ankle 

monitoring program rules, alleged violations, and Orders for cases over which you 

presided.  

B.  You received direct notifications of alleged ankle monitor violations and instructed 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised, to send ankle monitor violation 

reports directly to you.  

C. On more than one occasion, you issued arrest warrants for individuals participating 

in the ankle monitoring program upon receipt of notices of alleged violations from 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised. 

D. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you directed local authorities to arrest 

individuals alleged to be in violation of the ankle monitoring program before an arrest 

warrant had been properly issued.  

E. Despite presiding over cases where you ordered participation in CCB’s ankle 

monitoring program, you participated in the collection of fees, managed financial 

transactions, and wrote checks on behalf of CCB and Re-Life.  

F. You created the appearance of impropriety by ordering individuals participate in 

CCB’s ankle monitoring program when the costs associated with the program directly 

supported Re-Life.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (C) which requires that a judge shall not convey or permit 
others to convey the impression that any person or organization is in a 
position to influence the judge.    

• Canon 2, Rule 2.6 (A) which requires that a judge shall accord to every person 
who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, the right to 
be heard according to law.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (A) which provides that a judge shall not initiate, permit, 
or consider ex parte communications, or consider other communications 
made to the judge outside the presence of the parties or their lawyers, 
concerning a pending or impending matter.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (B) which provides if a judge inadvertently receives an 
unauthorized ex parte communication bearing upon the substance of a matter, 
the judge shall make provision promptly to notify the parties of the substance 
of the communication and provide the parties with an opportunity to respond.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (C) Which requires that a judge shall not investigate facts 
in a matter independently, and shall consider only the evidence presented and 
any facts that may properly be judicially noticed.  
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides a judge shall require court staff, court 
officials, and others subject to judge’s direction and control to act in a manner 
consistent with judge’s obligations under this Code.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.7(6)(a) which allows a judge to serve as an officer, director, 
trustee, or nonlegal advisor of a charitable organization unless it is likely that 
the organization or entity will be engaged in proceedings that would 
ordinarily come before the judge. 

COUNT III 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you mismanaged your courtroom, engaged 

in acts of retaliation, and deviated from acceptable standards of judicial conduct including 

but not limited to, 

A. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you ordered individuals to participate 

in CCB’s ankle monitoring services, but only allowed them to enroll with Track Group, 

the program that you had direct ties with through CCB, despite the availability of 

other ankle monitoring services.   

B. You required individuals in your courtroom to attend Riverwoods over other 

treatment options, because of your personal connection with the Riverwoods 

program.  

C. You regularly represented that Riverwoods was the only intensive out-patient (“IOP”) 

program available, even absent evidence that Riverwoods was licensed as an IOP 

provider in Kentucky.  

D. As Circuit Court Judge, you displayed behavior towards Court staff and attorneys that 

was not patient, dignified, and courteous.  

E. You have demonstrated clear bias against Assistant Public Defender Amy Harwood-

Jackson and other attorneys.  
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F. As Circuit Court Judge, you personally pressured an attorney who appears before 

your Court to file a bar complaint against another attorney, and asked that same 

attorney to draft a sworn statement on your behalf to rebut a complaint made against 

you.  

G. You retaliated against a Marshall County Sheriff's Department employee by seeking 

his termination or re-assignment after he reviewed Courthouse video footage of you 

because you believed, without any evidence, he leaked the video to media outlets.  

H. You directly requested that Marshall County Sheriff Eddie McGuire send deputies to 

find a vehicle you saw flying a flag with what you believed was an offensive political 

statement and to request the driver remove the sign. You suggested to the Sheriff that 

he should cite or bring criminal charges against the driver if they refused to remove 

the flag.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so. 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.8 (B) which requires that a judge shall be patient, dignified, 
and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court 
officials, and other with whom the judge deals in an official capacity, and shall 
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others 
subject to the judge's discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides that a judge shall require court staff, 
court officials, and others subject to the judge’s discretion and control to act in 
a manner consistent with the judge’s obligations under the Code of Judicial 
Conduct.   

COUNT IV 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you used your influence and the prestige 

of judicial office to pressure attorneys, individuals, and groups to fund and support your 

political campaign, going as far as saying that certain monetary contributions were not 

sufficient.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 4, Rule 4.8 which requires that a judge shall not personally solicit or 
accept financial or in-kind campaign contributions other than through a 
campaign committee.  

The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR 

4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which reads in pertinent part as follows: 

(1) Commission shall have authority: 

(b) To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition, 
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension 
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any 
judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial 
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any 
one or more of the following: 

(i) Misconduct in office. 

(v) Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300. 

(c) After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the 
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question. 

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following 

Supreme Court Rule: 

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS 

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it 
shall notify the judge.  He may file an answer within 15 days after service of 
the notice.  Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so filing, 
the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give 
reasonable notice thereof to the judge. 

Please mail your Answer to:  Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky 

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, KY  40604-4266. 



 10 

June _______, 2022   
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRMAN  
KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

  
  

Dr. Joe Ellis has recused himself from any consideration in this matter. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge James T. Jameson, by mailing and 

emailing the same to his attorney Charles E. English, Jr. (“Buzz”), English, Lucas, Priest & 

Owsley, LLP, 1101 College Street, P.O. Box 770, Bowling Green, KY 42102-0770 this ____ day 

of June, 2022. 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION

IN RE THE MATTER OF:

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

Comes Richard L. Walter of Boehi Stopher & Graves, LLP and hereby enters his

appearance as counsel for James T. Jameson.

Respectfully submitted,

BOEHL STOPHER & GRAVES, LLP

Richard L. Walter KBA #74082
410 Broadway
Pad ucah, KY 42001
(270) 442-4369
(270) 442-4689 fax
rwalter(äbsqpad .com
ATTORNEYS FOR JAMESON

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on Z3 day of June 2022, a copy of the foregoing was

served on Hon. R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, Judicial Conduct Commission; and Hon.

Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary.

Richard L. Walter











COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME  
 

 Comes James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge for the 42nd Judicial Circuit, and 

hereby petitions the Judicial Conduct Commission for an extension of time through and 

including Wednesday, July 6, 2022 to file any responsive pleadings necessary to any 

Complaints filed as against him.     

 In support of this Motion, the following is stated:    

 1. On Wednesday, June 22, 2022, it was determined that counsel for Judge 

Jameson would be changed from the Hon. Charles E. English, Jr., to the Hon. Richard L. 

Walter.    Attorney Walter has entered his appearance and on June 25, an Order was entered 

allowing the Hon. Charles E. English, Jr., to withdraw.   

 2. As soon as Attorney Walter entered his appearance, he began reviewing the 

outstanding Complaints and pleadings filed to date.    It was determined that the likely 

response time relative to the outstanding Complaints was Tuesday, June 28, 2022.   This 

was confirmed by Attorney Walter in a telephone conversation with Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, 

Executive Secretary for the Judicial Conduct Commission which occurred on Monday, June 

27, 2022.     

 3. The Commission should be apprised of the fact that Attorney Walter was 

scheduled for anterior cervical fusion surgery at the University of Kentucky Medical Center 

on June 27, 2022.   That physical condition and proposed treatment has limited his 



availability to work with Judge Jameson on the responsive pleadings necessary to be filed.    

In addition, as pre-op studies were performed, it was determined that Attorney Walter had 

an abnormal EKG.    That situation is presently being investigated with ongoing visit to the 

cardiologist on Tuesday, June 28, 2022.   The surgery was canceled with hopes of being 

rescheduled for Thursday, June 30 or Friday, July 1.     

 4. This requested extension through and including July 6, 2022 is not made to 

delay the process unnecessarily.   However, it is necessary so that the pursuit of justice can 

be accomplished in allowing Judge Jameson to have available to him the attorney of his 

choosing.   It is believed that Attorney Walter’s recovery will allow him to complete work with 

Judge Jameson on the appropriate answers so that they can be filed by the July 6 deadline.    

 WHEREFORE, it is respectfully requested that an appropriate Order be issued 

granting this requested extension of time.     

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
BOEHL STOPHER & GRAVES, LLP 
/s/ Richard L. Walter    

       Richard L. Walter KBA #74082 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
(270) 442-4369 
(270) 442-4689 fax 
rwalter@bsgpad.com 
ATTORNEYS FOR JAMESON  

 
  



 
 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 28th  day of June   2022, a copy of the foregoing was 

served on Hon. R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, Judicial Conduct Commission; and Hon. 

Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary.    

      /s/ Richard L. Walter 
       Richard L. Walter  
  
 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
 
 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
 

ORDER GRANTING EXTENSION OF TIME 
 

 Upon consideration of the Motion for an Extension of Time to file an Answer to the 

Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charges, pursuant to SCR 4.200, it is by the Commission, 

 ORDERED that the time for filing an Answer be and it is hereby extended.  The Answer 

shall be filed on or before July 6, 2022.   

 
             
      R. Michael Sullivan, Chair 
 
 
Dr. Joe E. Ellis recused from any consideration of this matter. 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this Order has this June 28, 2022, been 

served via electronic and first class mail upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
 
Judge James T. Jameson at his home address 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 





















































































































































 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
BOEHL STOPHER & GRAVES, LLP 

 
/s/ Richard L. Walter         

       Richard L. Walter KBA #74082 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
(270) 442-4369 
(270) 442-4689 fax 
rwalter@bsgpad.com 
ATTORNEYS FOR JAMESON  

 
 
 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 6th day of July   2022, a copy of the foregoing was served 

on Hon. R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, Judicial Conduct Commission; and Hon. Jimmy 

Shaffer, Executive Secretary.    

      /s/ Richard L. Walter   
       Richard L. Walter  
  
 



































































































































































































































































































































COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
 

ORDER AND NOTICE OF HEARING  
 

 Pursuant to SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii) it is hereby ORDERED that a hearing will be held on the 

12th day of August, 2022, at the time of 8:30 a.m., in District Courtroom 2 on the 1st Floor of the 

Christian County Justice Center, 100 Justice Way, Hopkinsville, Kentucky, as to whether it will 

be in the best interest of justice that Judge Jameson be suspended temporarily from acting in his 

official capacity as a judge and from the performance of his duties until final adjudication of the 

pending formal proceedings.   

             
      R. Michael Sullivan, Chair 
 
 
Dr. Joe E. Ellis recused from any consideration of this matter. 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this Order has this July 11, 2022, been 

served via electronic and first-class mail upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
 
Judge James T. Jameson at his home address 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

AMENDED NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES 

Notice is hereby given of the initiation of formal proceedings under Rule 4.180 of 

Rules of the Supreme Court. At the times set out in this Notice, you were Circuit Court Judge 

for Kentucky's 42nd Judicial Circuit consisting of Calloway and Marshall counties. The charges 

are as follows: 

Count I 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the creation and development of an ankle monitoring program, failing to separate 

yourself as Circuit Judge from your duties at CCB, creating the appearance of impropriety to 

the public.  

A. You created the CCB for an improper purpose contrary to KRS §196.705. Your 

creation of this Executive Branch Board falls outside of the scope of your judicial 

duties and responsibilities and constitutes an improper use of judicial resources.  

B. In the creation and development of the CCB ankle monitoring program, you 

developed procedures and local rules without the approval from the Chief Justice of 

the Kentucky Supreme Court as required under SCR 1.040(3), the Administrative 

Office of the Courts (AOC), Kentucky statute, or other authority.  
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C. You attended meetings and had conversations with CCB ankle monitor vendors to 

solicit specifications and pricing for monitors, while also meeting with elected 

officials regarding those costs and specifications.  

D. You prepared and submitted CCB’s ankle monitoring program bid to the Calloway and 

Marshall County Fiscal Courts, using your influence to have a specific ankle monitor 

provider selected and approved. 

E. You were involved with drafting the Fiscal Court’s request for proposals for the ankle 

monitoring program in Marshall and Calloway Counties, hindering the competitive 

bid process.  

F. You submitted a grant application to the Kentucky Department of Corrections on 

behalf of CCB, listing yourself as the project coordinator, creating a conflict of interest 

with your position as Circuit Court Judge in Marshall and Calloway Counties.  

G. You used the prestige of your judicial office to influence various elected officials, 

agencies, and individuals, promoting the CCB ankle monitoring program as a cost-

saving measure and as means to raise funds for Re-Life, a proposed inpatient 

substance abuse disorder treatment facility project you are spearheading. 

H. You used the prestige of your judicial office to solicit support and personal donations 

from elected governmental bodies, elected officials, organizations, and individuals for 

the CCB and Re-Life/substance abuse disorder treatment facility.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including the Code 
of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (A) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that will interfere with the 
proper performance of the judge’s judicial duties.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (C) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that would appear to a 
reasonable person to undermine the judge’s independence, integrity, or 
impartiality.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (D) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not engage in conduct that would appear to a 
reasonable person to be coercive.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.2 which provides that a judge shall not appear voluntarily at 
a public hearing before, other otherwise consult with, an executive or 
legislative body or office. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.11 (B) which requires that a judge shall not serve as an 
officer, director, manager, general partner, advisor, or employee of any 
business entity.  

Count II 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the implementation and operation of CCB’s ankle monitoring program.  
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A. As Circuit Court Judge, you participated in communications with  CCB staff, whose 

work you directly supervised, including conversations regarding the ankle 

monitoring program rules, alleged violations, and Orders for cases over which you 

presided.  

B.  You received direct notifications of alleged ankle monitor violations and instructed 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised, to send ankle monitor violation 

reports directly to you.  

C. On more than one occasion, you issued arrest warrants for individuals participating 

in the ankle monitoring program upon receipt of notices of alleged violations from 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised. 

D. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you directed local authorities to arrest 

individuals alleged to be in violation of the ankle monitoring program before an arrest 

warrant had been properly issued.  

E. Despite presiding over cases where you ordered participation in CCB’s ankle 

monitoring program, you participated in the collection of fees, managed financial 

transactions, and wrote checks on behalf of CCB and Re-Life.  

F. You created the appearance of impropriety by ordering individuals participate in 

CCB’s ankle monitoring program when the costs associated with the program directly 

supported Re-Life.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (C) which requires that a judge shall not convey or permit 
others to convey the impression that any person or organization is in a 
position to influence the judge.    

• Canon 2, Rule 2.6 (A) which requires that a judge shall accord to every person 
who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, the right to 
be heard according to law.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (A) which provides that a judge shall not initiate, permit, 
or consider ex parte communications, or consider other communications 
made to the judge outside the presence of the parties or their lawyers, 
concerning a pending or impending matter.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (B) which provides if a judge inadvertently receives an 
unauthorized ex parte communication bearing upon the substance of a matter, 
the judge shall make provision promptly to notify the parties of the substance 
of the communication and provide the parties with an opportunity to respond.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (C) Which requires that a judge shall not investigate facts 
in a matter independently, and shall consider only the evidence presented and 
any facts that may properly be judicially noticed.  
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides a judge shall require court staff, court 
officials, and others subject to judge’s direction and control to act in a manner 
consistent with judge’s obligations under this Code.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.7(6)(a) which allows a judge to serve as an officer, director, 
trustee, or nonlegal advisor of a charitable organization unless it is likely that 
the organization or entity will be engaged in proceedings that would 
ordinarily come before the judge. 

COUNT III 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you mismanaged your courtroom, engaged 

in acts of retaliation, and deviated from acceptable standards of judicial conduct including 

but not limited to, 

A. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you ordered individuals to participate 

in CCB’s ankle monitoring services, but only allowed them to enroll with Track Group, 

the program that you had direct ties with through CCB, despite the availability of 

other ankle monitoring services.   

B. You required individuals in your courtroom to attend Riverwoods over other 

treatment options, because of your personal connection with the Riverwoods 

program.  

C. You regularly represented that Riverwoods was the only intensive out-patient (“IOP”) 

program available, even absent evidence that Riverwoods was licensed as an IOP 

provider in Kentucky.  

D. As Circuit Court Judge, you displayed behavior towards Court staff, attorneys, and 

others in your courtroom that was not patient, dignified, and courteous.  

E. You have demonstrated clear bias against Assistant Public Defender Amy Harwood-

Jackson and other attorneys.  
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F. As Circuit Court Judge, you personally pressured an attorney who appears before 

your Court to file a bar complaint against another attorney, and asked that same 

attorney to draft a sworn statement on your behalf to rebut a complaint made against 

you.  

G. You retaliated against a Marshall County Sheriff's Department employee by seeking 

his termination or re-assignment after he reviewed Courthouse video footage of you 

because you believed, without any evidence, he leaked the video to media outlets.  

H. You directly requested that Marshall County Sheriff Eddie McGuire send deputies to 

find a vehicle you saw flying a flag with what you believed was an offensive political 

statement and to request the driver remove the sign. You suggested to the Sheriff that 

he should cite or bring criminal charges against the driver if they refused to remove 

the flag.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so. 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.8 (B) which requires that a judge shall be patient, dignified, 
and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court 
officials, and other with whom the judge deals in an official capacity, and shall 
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others 
subject to the judge's discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides that a judge shall require court staff, 
court officials, and others subject to the judge’s discretion and control to act in 
a manner consistent with the judge’s obligations under the Code of Judicial 
Conduct.   

COUNT IV 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you used your influence and the prestige 

of judicial office to pressure attorneys, individuals, and groups to fund and support your 

political campaign, going as far as saying that certain monetary contributions were not 

sufficient.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 4, Rule 4.8 which requires that a judge shall not personally solicit or 
accept financial or in-kind campaign contributions other than through a 
campaign committee.  

The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR 

4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which reads in pertinent part as follows: 

(1) Commission shall have authority: 

(b) To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition, 
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension 
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any 
judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial 
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any 
one or more of the following: 

(i) Misconduct in office. 

(v) Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300. 

(c) After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the 
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question. 

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following 

Supreme Court Rule: 

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS 

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it 
shall notify the judge.  He may file an answer within 15 days after service of 
the notice.  Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so filing, 
the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give 
reasonable notice thereof to the judge. 

Please mail your Answer to:  Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky 

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, KY  40604-4266. 
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July _______, 2022   
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRMAN  
KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

  
  

Dr. Joe Ellis has recused himself from any consideration in this matter. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this Order has this July 21, 2022, been 

served via electronic and first-class mail upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
 
Judge James T. Jameson at his home address 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 
 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
 

AMENDED NOTICE OF HEARING  
 

 Notice is hereby given that the temporary suspension hearing scheduled on the 12th day 

of August, 2022, at the time of 8:30 a.m., will now be held in Circuit Courtroom 1, Division 1, 

on the 2nd Floor of the Christian County Justice Center, 100 Justice Way, Hopkinsville, 

Kentucky.   

             
      R. Michael Sullivan, Chair 
 
 
Dr. Joe E. Ellis recused from any consideration of this matter. 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this notice has been served this 8th day of 

August 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
 
Judge James T. Jameson at his home address 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42N D JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

ORDER OF TEMPORARY SUSPENSION FROM DUTIES  
PENDING FINAL ADJUDICATION 

 
 On August 12, 2022, pursuant to SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii) and jurisdiction thereby, and after 

proper notice, the Judicial Conduct Commission (“Commission”) conducted a temporary 

suspension hearing in this matter involving James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge of the 42nd 

Judicial Circuit, against whom a preliminary investigation was initiated under SCR 4.170. 

Pursuant to SCR 4.220(3), not less than five (5) voting members of the Commission were 

present at this hearing when evidence was presented, those being R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, 

Judge Jeff S. Taylor, Judge Eddy Coleman, Judge Karen Thomas, and Janet Lively McCauley.  

Alternate members Judge Mitch Perry and Carroll M. “Trip” Redford, III, were also present. 

Following the completion of the hearing, by a vote of 3-2, the Commission finds that it 

will be in the best interest of justice that Judge Jameson be temporarily suspended from the 

performance of judicial duties and acting in his official capacity as a judge until final 

adjudication of the complaint, including charges set forth in the Amended Notice of Formal 

Proceedings and Charges dated July 21, 2022.  Judge Jameson is hereby immediately suspended, 

without affecting his pay status, pending final adjudication of said charges.  During his 

suspension, Judge Jameson shall not access or utilize court resources, and shall not appear at the 

Marshall County or Calloway County Judicial Centers. This Order shall not be confidential. 

 
Date:     , 2022         
      R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 
 
  

 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this 15th day of 

August 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
 
Judge James T. Jameson at his home address 
 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 
 



 

 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

MOTION TO ALTER, AMEND, OR VACATE    
 

 Comes James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge for the 42nd Judicial Circuit, and 

pursuant to SCR 4.160 and KRCP 59.05, hereby petitions the Judicial Conduct Commission 

to vacate its Order of Temporary Suspension entered on August 15, 2022 and attached 

hereto as Exhibit A.   As grounds for this motion, Circuit Judge Jameson states as follows: 

Relevant Facts 

1.  On Friday, August 12th, 2022, a hearing was held in the Christian County 

Justice Center at the command of the Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission, a body that, 

by rule is made up of a member of the Court of Appeals elected by the Judges of the 

Kentucky Court of Appeals (SCR 4.040), a Kentucky Circuit Court Judge elected by the 

body of Circuit Judges from across the state (SCR 4.050), a Kentucky District Court Judge 

elected by the body of District Judges from across the state (SCR 4.060), a member of the 

Kentucky Bar Association that is not a Judge, and a member of the general public chosen 

by the Governor.   

2. During the hearing, it was the burden of the Commission to prove by clear and 

convincing evidence that it was in the “best interest of justice” that Judge Jamie Jameson 

be suspended from acting as Circuit Court Judge for Kentucky’s 42nd Judicial Circuit, 

Division I, the 7th busiest Circuit Court in Kentucky, according to the Administrative Office 

of the Courts. 



 

 

3. As far as he is aware, all of the complaints that have been filed against Judge 

Jameson were all filed within the last approximately one year just prior to an election year.  

Additionally, all of the complaints have come from individuals supporting Judge Jameson’s 

opponent, and only from Marshall County.  No complaints have been filed by attorneys or 

citizens residing in Calloway County.  Calloway County has dozens of attorneys living and 

practicing law within its borders while Marshall County has only approximately ten or less. 

4. The Commission chose to litigate two issues during the hearing:  (1) whether 

Judge Jameson had acted inappropriately with respect to a phone call he had with attorney 

Lisa DeRenard by allegedly asking her for financial support for his campaign or otherwise 

conducting himself inappropriately during that call, (2) whether Judge Jameson had acted 

inappropriately by requesting Marshall County Sheriff Eddie McGuire to transfer the head of 

security for the Marshall County Judicial Building. 

5. The Commission called only two witnesses, attorney Lisa DeRenard, and 

Sheriff Eddie McGuire.  Counsel for the Commission had notified Judge Jameson and his 

counsel that a third witness was to be called during the hearing, but that witness, Dennis 

Foust, was not called and did not appear. 

6. Ms. DeRenard, changed her testimony during the hearing, and testified 

inconsistently with her previous recorded statement to the Commission.  Ms. DeRenard 

testified that, in fact, she was the first person to mention money during her phone call with 

Judge Jameson, and that she was “intimidated” simply by an email from Judge Jameson’s 

wife inviting her to a campaign event, an email she, in fact, requested.   

7. Sheriff McGuire testified consistent with his statement to the Commission. 

 



 

 

Argument 

 1. According to SCR Rule 4.160, the Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure are to 

be  followed by the Judicial Conduct Commission relative to any inquiry.    Specifically, SCR 

4.160 states that to the extent applicable and not inconsistent with these Rules, the Kentucky 

Rules of Civil Procedure shall apply to proceedings before the Commission.    The only 

exception concerns the standard of proof in that the burden requires that the proof submitted 

be of clear and convincing evidence.     

 2. Kentucky Rule of Civil Procedure 59.05 authorizes the trial court, in this case, 

the Judicial Conduct Commission, to alter, amend, or vacate its judgment and enter a new 

judgment on a motion properly filed  within 10 days of the entry of the Order.    Rule 59 exists 

in part to correct manifest errors of law upon which a judgment is based.   In this instance, 

there are numerous errors of law that occurred, all of which require that the Order of 

Temporary Suspension  be withdrawn and vacated.     

3. The first and potentially the most egregious error of the Commission in 

ordering a temporary suspension of Judge Jameson’s ability to serve as Circuit Judge of the 

42nd Judicial Circuit, concerns the number of votes cast by the Judicial Conduct Commission 

ordering the temporary suspension.     

The only Supreme Court rule that governs the votes necessary for a suspension of 

a Circuit Judge is contained in SCR 4.120.  SCR 4.120 advises that for a quorum to be 

present, there be four members of the Commission in attendance.    The Commission 

complied with that part of the rule.    The rule goes on to state that the Commission may act 

by a majority vote of members present.   However, the affirmative vote of at least four 

members shall be required for the suspension, removal, or retirement of a Judge for 



 

 

good cause.  The rule in its entirety is set out herein below:    

  Rule 4.120.  Quorum.     
A quorum shall be four members.   The Commission may act by majority vote 
of members present; however, the affirmative vote of at least four 
members shall be required for the suspension, removal, or retirement of 
a judgment for good cause.    Absence of a member or vacancy upon the 
Commission shall not invalidate its action.    If because of disqualification or 
other inability of members and alternates to serve, a quorum cannot be 
achieved, the Chairperson shall certify that fact to the respective appointed 
authorities for selection of sufficient special members to bring the Commission 
to full membership in the matter.   (Emphasis added.) 

 
In this action, and as evidenced by the Order of Temporary Suspension, the vote 

was 3 – 2, with the Commission finding that it will be in the best interest of justice that Judge 

Jameson be temporarily suspended from the performance of judicial duties and acting in his 

official capacity as a Judge.     That Order, on its face, violates its SCR 4.120.    

The importance of SCR 4.120 has been stressed in Gentry v. Judicial Conduct 

Commission, 2020 – SC – 0434 – RR.   In that Opinion, it states that safeguards are built in 

to protect a Judge’s rights.    Charges are required to be proved by clear and convincing 

evidence, citing SCR 4.160, and the affirmative vote of four members is required for 

suspension, citing SCR 4.120.    It matters not whether this is a temporary hearing or a final 

hearing.    A suspension for any time is a suspension as contemplated under the rules.   

The aforementioned rule requires that four members vote to suspend Judge 

Jameson.    As is evident by the attached Order (Exhibit A), that did not occur.   As such, 

the Order of Temporary Suspension should be vacated and Judge Jameson should be 

restored to his position of Circuit Judge for Marshall and Calloway Counties of the 42nd 

Judicial Circuit.     

As an aside, and consistent with the requirements of at least four votes being cast in 

favor of the suspension, the Commission is directed to SCR 4.240.    In that rule, it states 



 

 

that at any hearing, only evidence admissible under the Kentucky Rules of Evidence shall 

be received.   The proof against any Judge must rise to the level of clear and convincing 

evidence as is stated herein above.    That rule goes further to state that at least 67% of the 

Commission must agree.   In this case, 60% of the Commission agreed, not the required 

67%.     Had the Commission followed the rules, and had at least four votes in favor of 

suspension, then it would be conceded that the requisite votes were obtained.    Once again, 

an insufficient number of votes were cast to temporarily suspend Judge Jameson.    

4.  Insufficient Proof.  The evidence presented by the Commission is insufficient to 

prove the burden required to temporarily suspend Judge Jameson.  The evidence must 

prove by clear and convincing evidence that it is in the best interest of justice that Judge 

Jameson be suspended prior to whether a hearing can be had on whether he even violated 

any supreme court rule for certain.  To meet the “clear and convincing” standard of proof, 

the Commission had to show that evidence, “of a probative and substantial nature carrying 

the weight of evidence sufficient to convince ordinarily prudent-minded people.”  F.V. v. 

Comm. Cab. for Health and Family Services, 567 S.W.3d597 (Ky. App. 2018).  In other 

words, the testimony and other evidence put on by the Commission on August 12th had to 

be of a probative and substantial nature, sufficient enough to convince an ordinarily 

prudent-minded person that it was in the best interest of justice that Judge Jameson be 

temporarily suspended prior to is final substantive hearing.  This standard was clearly not 

met by the Commission. 

The Commission called only two witnesses to prove its case.  The testimony of the 

first witness, attorney Lisa DeRenard, was significantly modified from the statement she had 

given the Commission in March of this year.  The original statement gave a story of how 



 

 

Judge Jameson intentionally and almost in a bullying fashion antagonized Ms. DeRenard 

into giving a donation to his campaign.  Not only that, the March statement of Ms. DeRenard 

stated that Judge Jameson even rejected the first offer of a donation from Ms. DeRenard of 

$250 and told her she needed to give more.  All of this was abandoned by Ms. DeRenard 

at the August 12th hearing.  In fact, Ms. DeRenard made it clear on cross-examination 

that Judge Jameson never asked her for money and that she had in fact been the first 

to mention a financial donation during their conversation early this year.  Additionally, the 

“intimidation” Ms. DeRenard spoke of in her original unsworn statement to the JCC turned 

out to simply be an email that Ms. DeRenard had asked to receive from Judge Jameson’s 

campaign committee so she would know when campaign events were occurring.  That’s 

correct.  The “intimidation” turned out to actually only be a flyer inviting people to a campaign 

event at Marcella’s Kitchen in Benton that was emailed to Ms. DeRenard, at her request, by 

Judge Jameson’s wife, not him, which is permitted under the rules.  Judge Jameson’s wife 

confirmed this during her testimony.  No evidence was presented to the contrary. 

The Commission’s second witness, Sheriff Eddie McGuire, had nothing negative to 

say about Judge Jameson.  His testimony consisted of stating that Judge Jameson had 

reached out to him, as Chief Circuit Court Judge (the judge over safety of the judicial 

building), and stated that the head of court security should be removed from his duties at 

the judicial building “if possible.”1  Judge Jameson is permitted to have his own opinion about 

who should and should not be the head of security at the judicial buildings he has authority 

over.  That’s all this statement was:  a request based on his opinion, based on facts he had 

observed or been made aware of.  In fact, Judge Jameson acknowledged during his 

 
1 The employee in question was set to retire in August of 2022, and he did.   



 

 

testimony that he knew he did not have the authority to remove the head of security 

unilaterally and that all he could do was ask the Sheriff to do so, which is all that occurred.   

Testimony and documents confirmed that the head of court security at the time had 

reviewed secure video that was the property of AOC without their permission and then 

shared that video with county attorney Jason Darnall, who informed the head of security to 

hold the video so that Commonwealth’s Attorney, Dennis Foust, could come by later to get 

the video.  Mr. Foust had no right or reason (other than political ones) to review that video 

and, according to testimony, still has it even though AOC investigated the matter and 

determined that no one should have given anyone the video because, as the Sheriff testified, 

the security protocols, location of secured doors, patterns of behavior of court personnel, 

could all potentially be gathered from that video creating a potential threat to the employees 

in the building, especially the Judges like Judge Jameson.  It is uncontested that Marshall 

Co. Deputy Clerk Lacey Cavitt, who very openly supports Judge Jameson’s opponent.  All 

of this was set out in yet another complaint to this Commission (that was dismissed upon 

initial consideration by the Commission) that was part of the coordinated effort of public 

defender Amy Harwood-Jackson, Commonwealth Attorney Dennis Foust, Cheri Riedel 

(director of the public defender’s office), and others to submit complaints to the Commission, 

specifically during the 2022 campaign period, in order to damage Judge Jameson’s 

reputation among the citizens of the counties he serves.  All of this was testified to by the 

Commission’s own witness, Lisa DeRenard, and was not contradicted by any other 

evidence or testimony. 

5. The Order of Temporary Suspension is deficient in that the Order does not comport 

with the Supreme Court Rules.     According to SCR 4.260, the following is noted: 



 

 

SCR 4.260.  Commission Findings; Order 
(1) The Commission shall make written Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law which shall be filed with the record in the case.     
(2)  A certified copy of the Commission’s Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law and Final Order shall be served on the Judge or 
counsel immediately after entry.    
  

*** 

 There are absolutely no Findings of Fact or Conclusions of Law.   There is nothing 

contained in the Order that indicates to Judge Jameson why he is being suspended.    The 

requirements of requiring the Judicial Conduct Commission to follow the Supreme Court 

rules provides those safeguards mentioned in Gentry, supra, to Judge Jameson the rule 

intends to protect. Judge Jameson has no understanding of the rationale of the Judicial 

Commission members who voted to suspend him.  They only state that it is in the best 

interest of justice that he be temporarily suspended.  They cite to no facts. They cite to no 

specific charges. Not one of the witnesses called by counsel for the Judicial Conduct 

Commission made those statements.  However, every witness called by Judge Jameson 

stated under oath to the contrary.      

 6. An additional error in the temporary suspension hearing concerns SCR 4.170.    

In subparagraph 4, it is stated that after the preliminary investigation is completed, but before 

formal proceedings are initiated under SCR 4.180, the Commission must afford the Judge 

an opportunity to examine all factual information. Requests were made by Judge Jameson 

and his counsel to obtain all of the factual information. However, the Commission failed to 

afford all such factual investigation files to Judge Jameson.  In fact, it has admitted there is 

factual information that it has considered but has not made available to Judge Jameson. It 

is likely to be argued that this is important only on final hearing when the adjudication is by 

clear and convincing evidence on the charges made.  However, during this hearing, claims 



 

 

were made by the Judicial Conduct Commission of improper actions of Judge Jameson, 

none of which affected the best interest of justice standard that must be used for a temporary 

suspension order.  As such, it is submitted that the Judicial Conduct Commission is likely to 

have considered factual information Judge Jameson never saw.  Had the Judicial Conduct 

Commission prepared Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, this question may be 

answered.  However, it did not and accordingly, it is error to allow the temporary suspension 

to be levied against Judge Jameson.     

 7.  Ten Days Have Not Passed.  SCR 4.270 states, “Commission orders shall 

become effective 10 days after service on the judge unless the judge appeals therefrom 

within that time.”  There is no other rule that address this issue.  As such, this rule controls 

all orders of the Commission against a Judge.  As such, the Commission’s “immediate” 

suspension of Judge Jameson with pay was inappropriate.  The Commission has been 

dealing with this matter for over a year.  There is nothing known to counsel that would 

suggest that not waiting the required 10 days is appropriate or allowed.  It is only reasonable 

to allow such a timeframe so that the matters Judge Jameson presides over do not go 

unattended due to Judge Jameson’s lack of an ability to do his job. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated, it is respectfully requested that this Motion to Alter Amend or 

Vacate be granted and the Order of Temporary Suspension be set aside and held for 

naught, as is clearly required by Kentucky law.    

  

  



 

 

 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
BOEHL STOPHER & GRAVES, LLP 
/s/ Richard L. Walter    

       Richard L. Walter KBA #74082 
Bradley A. Sears KBA #91053 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
(270) 442-4369 
(270) 442-4689 fax 
rwalter@bsgpad.com 
ATTORNEYS FOR JAMESON  

 
 

 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 18th   day of August   2022, a copy of the foregoing was 

served on Hon. R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, Judicial Conduct Commission; Hon. Jimmy 

Shaffer, Executive Secretary; and the Hon. Jeffrey C. Mando. 

      /s/ Richard L. Walter 
       Richard L. Walter  
  



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42N D JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

ORDER OF TEMPORARY SUSPENSION FROM DUTIES  
PENDING FINAL ADJUDICATION 

 
 On August 12, 2022, pursuant to SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii) and jurisdiction thereby, and after 

proper notice, the Judicial Conduct Commission (“Commission”) conducted a temporary 

suspension hearing in this matter involving James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge of the 42nd 

Judicial Circuit, against whom a preliminary investigation was initiated under SCR 4.170. 

Pursuant to SCR 4.220(3), not less than five (5) voting members of the Commission were 

present at this hearing when evidence was presented, those being R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, 

Judge Jeff S. Taylor, Judge Eddy Coleman, Judge Karen Thomas, and Janet Lively McCauley.  

Alternate members Judge Mitch Perry and Carroll M. “Trip” Redford, III, were also present. 

Following the completion of the hearing, by a vote of 3-2, the Commission finds that it 

will be in the best interest of justice that Judge Jameson be temporarily suspended from the 

performance of judicial duties and acting in his official capacity as a judge until final 

adjudication of the complaint, including charges set forth in the Amended Notice of Formal 

Proceedings and Charges dated July 21, 2022.  Judge Jameson is hereby immediately suspended, 

without affecting his pay status, pending final adjudication of said charges.  During his 

suspension, Judge Jameson shall not access or utilize court resources, and shall not appear at the 

Marshall County or Calloway County Judicial Centers. This Order shall not be confidential. 

 
Date:     , 2022         
      R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this 15th day of 

August 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
 
Judge James T. Jameson at his home address 
 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 
 

NOTICE FOR TIME AND PLACE FOR HEARING 
 

Notice is hereby given that the hearing in these formal proceedings will be held 

commencing on the 17th day of October 2022, at the time of 8:30 a.m., in District Courtroom 

1 on the 1st Floor of the Christian County Justice Center, 100 Justice Way, Hopkinsville, 

Kentucky.  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this notice has been served this 18th day of 

August 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 

  _____________________________________________________  
JIMMY SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

PRE-HEARING ORDER 
 
The Judicial Conduct Commission (“Commission”) enters this pre-hearing order in this case. 
 

IT IS ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. That this case is assigned for a hearing on October 17, 2022 at 8:30 A.M.  Five (5) days have 

been allotted. 
 
2. A telephonic pre-hearing conference shall take place on October 10, 2022, at 1:00 p.m. CST. 

 The Commission shall initiate the call.  
 
3. On or before September 27, 2022, the attorneys for each party shall exchange, and file with 

the Commission, a list of the names and addresses of all persons who will testify at the 
hearing.  If a party intends to offer any witness as an expert witness, then the party shall also 
disclose the substance of the facts and opinions to which the witness is expected to testify 
and a summary of the grounds for each opinion. 

  
4. The video record and all exhibits of the hearing on temporary suspension in this case 

conducted August 12, 2022, shall be admitted as evidence as part of the hearing record 
without the necessity of playing the video at the hearing, and all Commission members 
presiding at the hearing shall review the video and exhibits before commencement of the 
hearing. 

 
5. The taking of all depositions for evidentiary purposes shall be completed on or before 

September 21, 2022.  The parties shall confer on whether to stipulate that any deposition 
identified to be used at trial may be either read or viewed by Commission members before 
the hearing and will be admitted into evidence as part of the hearing record without the 
necessity or playing the video of the deposition or reading the deposition into evidence at the 
hearing. 

 
6. On or before September 27, 2022, counsel for each party shall make available to opposing 

counsel a copy of all documentary evidence and exhibits of any kind to be presented at trial. 
 
7. Objections to any exhibits or portions of any depositions shall be in writing and filed with 

the Commission, and a copy shall be emailed to opposing counsel, on or before October 3, 
2022.  Such objections shall state with specificity the basis for the objections and shall refer 
to specific authority with copies of such authorities attached.  As to objections to depositions, 
in addition to the objectionable question and answer being tendered in writing, counsel shall 
indicate the page and line of a written transcript if available, and/or date and time if the 
deposition was taken by video.  Responses to any objections shall be in writing and filed on 



  

or before October 7, 2022.  The Commission will require a "clean-edit" for any video 
deposition to be shown at the hearing.  Any exhibit or deposition identified by a party 
pursuant to this order shall be admitted into evidence if probative, unless written objections 
are filed as set forth in this order. 

 
8. All motions in limine shall be filed, and a copy emailed to opposing counsel, not later than 

October 3, 2022, and any responses shall be filed, and a copy emailed to opposing counsel, 
on or before October 7, 2022. 

  
9. Exhibits to be used at the hearing shall be marked with the case number and appropriate 

adhesive labels prior to the hearing.  These labels are available to the attorneys if requested 
from Jimmy Shaffer at the Commission at least one (1) week in advance of the hearing.  The 
number of the exhibit will be entered on the label at the time of introduction into evidence.  
Pursuant to Rule 98(2)(c), a photograph must be taken of any exhibit, other than documents, 
to be introduced at trial.  Said photograph will be included in the Commission file and the 
exhibit will be returned to the party. 

 
10. Failure on the part of any attorney/party to comply with any requirements outlined 

hereinabove may result in exclusion of the evidence sought to be introduced at the hearing, 
waiver of objection, or any other sanctions against the offending party as deemed appropriate 
by the Commission.  

  
      KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISION 
 

                                                                             
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 

 
Date: ____________________________ 

  
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this 22nd day of 
August 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

 
Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
Counsel for Judge Jameson Counsel for the Commission 
  

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

COUNSEL FOR THE COMMISSION’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO  
JUDGE JAMESON’S CR 59.05 MOTION TO ALTER, AMEND OR VACATE  

 
The Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission (“JCC”), by and through counsel, for its 

Response in Opposition to Judge Jameson’s CR 59.05 Motion to Alter, Amend or Vacate, states 

the following: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Judge Jamie Jameson is a Circuit Court Judge for Kentucky’s 42nd Judicial Circuit 

consisting of Calloway and Marshall counties. On June 13, 2022, the JCC initiated formal 

proceedings against Judge Jameson, including four charges alleging violations of the 

Kentucky Code of Judicial Conduct. Pending final adjudication of these charges, the JCC 

sought to temporarily suspend Judge Jameson from his duties pursuant to 

SCR4.020(1)(a)(ii) and set a hearing for the same on August 12, 2022.  

The JCC heard approximately eight hours of testimony, including over two hours of 

testimony from Judge Jameson, and considered numerous video hearings and document 

exhibits at the hearing. Five (5) voting members of the Commission were present at the 

hearing - R. Michael Sullivan, Chair, Judge Jeff S. Taylor, Judge Eddy Coleman, Judge Karen 

Thomas, and Janet Lively McCauley. At the conclusion of the hearing, the JCC voted 3 to 2 to 

suspend Jameson with pay pending final adjudication of the charges. The JCC entered its 

Order of Temporary Suspension on August 15, 2022.  
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On August 18, 2022, Judge Jameson filed a motion pursuant to CR 59.05 asking the 

JCC to vacate its August 15, 2022 Order of Temporary Suspension. Judge Jameson’s Motion 

should be denied for the following reasons. 

II. BECAUSE THE JCC’S AUGUST 15, 2022 ORDER IS NOT A FINAL JUDGMENT, IT IS 
NOT SUBJECT TO A CR 59.05 MOTION 

Judge Jameson seeks to vacate the JCC’s Order of Temporary Suspension pursuant to 

CR 59.05, which permits an aggrieved party to file a motion “to alter or amend a judgment, 

or to vacate a judgment and enter a new one.” (emphasis added) The plain text of the Rule 

demonstrates it does not apply. The JCC’s August 15 Order is not a final a judgment – it is a 

temporary order suspending Judge Jameson from his duties as a Circuit Judge “pending final 

adjudication of said charges” against him. (08.15.22 Order Temporary Suspension, 1)  

A “court’s authority for reconsidering an interlocutory order as opposed to a final 

judgment is not found in CR 59.05.” Tax Ease Lien Invs. 1, LLC v. Brown, 340 S.W.3d 99, 103 

(Ky. Ct. App. 2011). As the federal courts note, "Rule 59(e) [from which CR 59.05 is derived] 

is . . . applicable only to a final judgment." Id. (quoting Fayetteville Investors v. Commercial 

Builders, Inc., 936 F.2d 1462, 1469 (4th Cir. 1991)). Because the JCC’s August 15, 2022 Order 

is not a final judgment, it is not subject to a CR 59.05 motion. For this reason, Judge Jameson’s 

motion must be denied. 

III. JUDGE JAMESON HAS FAILED TO ESTABLISH GROUNDS TO ALTER, AMEND OR 
VACATE THE JCC’S AUGUST 15, 2022 ORDER 

Assuming arguendo that CR 59.05 provides a mechanism for vacating the August 15, 

2022 Order, Judge Jameson has nonetheless failed to demonstrate entitlement to such relief. 

CR 59.05 relief is an extraordinary remedy which should be used sparingly. Gullion v. Gullion, 

163 S.W.2d 888 (Ky. 2005). To ensure that it is, Kentucky law limits the grounds on which a 
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judgment can be altered, amended, or vacated. A motion can only be granted to: (a) correct 

manifest errors of law or fact upon which the judgment is based; (b) account for newly 

discovered or previously unavailable evidence that would affect the judgment; (c) prevent 

manifest injustice; or (d) account for an intervening change in controlling law. CR 59.05  

In his Motion, Judge Jameson alleges numerous errors of law which he claims merit 

the vacation of the JCC’s Order of Temporary Suspension. He is incorrect.  

A. THE JCC PROPERLY TEMPORARILY SUSPENDED JUDGE JAMESON WITH A 
3-2 VOTE 

The Supreme Court recognizes that Ky. Const. § 121 gives the JCC the authority to take 

three different types of actions with regard to judicial misconduct or unfitness for office. Ky. 

Judicial Conduct Comm'n v. Woods, 25 S.W.3d 470, 473 (Ky. 2000). These three types of 

actions are as follows: “A judge may be retired for disability, suspended without pay, or 

removed for good cause.” Id. However, the Supreme Court has also designated other 

circumstances which may require the JCC to take action, as evidenced by the authority 

provided in SCR 4.020. In relevant part, the JCC is vested with the authority to: 

suspend temporarily from the performance of judicial duties, without 
affecting his/her compensation any judge . . . after notice and an opportunity 
to be heard, and upon a finding that it will be in the best interest of justice that 
the judge be suspended from acting in his/her official capacity as a judge until 
final adjudication of the complaint, any judge as to whom a preliminary 
investigation has been initiated under Rule 4.170. 

SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii). This authority—to temporarily suspend a judge in the best interest of 

justice—is distinctly separate from the authority vested by SCR 4.020(1)(b) and Ky. Const. § 

121 to impose sanctions upon a judge for good cause. This authority is likewise separate 

from the authority vested under SCR 4.020(1)(a)(i) to order the temporary or permanent 

retirement of any judge suffering from mental illness or physical disability that interferes 
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with the performance of his or her duties. Finally, it is separate from the JCC’s authority to 

remove a judge whom it finds to lack the requisite qualifications for judgeship under SCR 

4.020(1)(c). 

Indeed, aside from the fact that they are set out in distinct provisions of SCR 4.020, 

the JCC’s authority to temporarily suspend a judge is further separated from the other 

authority provided therein. Every authority vested to the JCC in SCR 4.020 must be preceded 

by “notice and hearing” except for the authority to temporarily suspend which, instead, must 

only be preceded by “notice and an opportunity to be heard.” See generally SCR 4.020(1). 

Moreover, unlike the other provisions of SCR 4.020 requiring specific factual findings about 

a judge’s ability to serve on the bench, SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii) only requires that the JCC make a 

general finding that the judge’s temporary suspension “will be in the best interest of justice.” 

Calling the August 12, 2022 proceeding a “Temporary Suspension Hearing” is a 

misnomer. When reading the plain language of SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii), a formal “hearing” was 

not even required. Instead, to temporarily suspend a judge without affecting his 

compensation pending final adjudication of the charges, the JCC need only provide that judge 

with “the opportunity to be heard.” Id. This jurisdiction and authority is entirely independent 

from all other authority provided by rule or constitutional provision. It cannot, therefore, be 

automatically presumed to be subject to the same procedural rules or restrictions.  

“Under the plain meaning rule, when the language of a statute is clear and 

unambiguous, we need not look beyond it for further indications of legislative intent.” Lee v. 

Ky. Dep't of Corr., 610 S.W.3d 254, 262 (Ky. 2020) (citing Richardson v. Louisville/Jefferson 

Cnty. Metro Gov't, 260 S.W.3d 777, 779 (Ky. 2008)). And “[a]s with statutes, courts are 

obligated to interpret our formally-adopted rules in accordance with their plain language.” 
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Sturgeon v. Commonwealth, 521 S.W.3d 189, 193 (Ky. 2017) (citing Hazard Coal Corporation 

v. Knight, 325 S.W.3d 290, 296 (Ky. 2010) ("[W]e interpret the civil rules in accordance with 

their plain language . . . .”)). Here, based on the plain language of SCR 4.020, the Supreme 

Court clearly intended to differentiate the JCC’s authority to impose a temporary suspension 

with pay from the authority to impose sanctions – including the authority to suspend or 

remove a judge without pay – provided by this Rule.  

Because the procedural mechanism to temporarily suspend a judge with pay is clearly 

distinct, so, too, are the governing rules. While SCR 4.120 requires “the affirmative vote of at 

least four members . . . for the suspension, removal, or retirement of a judgement for good 

cause,” that requirement does not apply to the temporary suspension with pay of a judge.1 

By the plain language of the Rule, “suspension” is not a singular category because it comes in 

two separate forms (temporary vs. disciplinary). The disciplinary sanctions of suspending, 

removing, or forcibly retiring a judge for good cause contemplated in that Rule align with 

those in SCR 4.020(1)(b), not the preliminary remedies to serve the best interest of justice 

in SCR 4.020(1)(a). Thus, to temporarily suspend a judge, the JCC need only a majority vote 

to act. 

Here, the JCC voted 3-2 that it was in the best interest of justice to temporarily 

suspend Judge Jameson with pay pending the final adjudication of the charges against him. 

 
1  Judge Jameson’s reliance on Gentry v. Judicial Conduct Comm'n, 612 S.W.3d 832, 841 (Ky. 2020) and the 
general proposition that “safeguards are built in to protect a judge's rights” is misguided. In Gentry,  the 
Supreme Court noted that “the affirmative vote of four members is required for suspension or removal” when 
evaluating an appeal to the JCC’s Final Order removing Judge Gentry from office. Id. Judge Gentry did not 
challenge the JCC’s order of temporary suspension. See id. at 840. As argued above, temporary suspension and 
final disposition (even if such disposition is suspension without pay) are separate and distinct under SCR 4.020. 
Thus, the cherry-picked quote from the Gentry decision does not have the dispositive effect in this circumstance 
that Judge Jameson believes it does.  
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Because a quorum was present and the majority voted in favor of temporary suspension, the 

JCC’s Order complies with SCR 4.120 and should not be vacated. 

B. BASED ON CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE, THE JCC CONCLUDED 
THAT IT IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF JUSTICE THAT JUDGE JAMESON 
SHOULD BE TEMPORARILY SUSPENDED WITH PAY 

In proceedings before the JCC, charges are required to be proven by clear and 

convincing evidence. SCR 4.160. The JCC’s evaluation of the evidence presented is given great 

deference, as reviewing courts "must accept the findings and conclusions of the commission 

unless they are clearly erroneous; that is to say, unreasonable." Maze v. Judicial Conduct 

Comm'n, 612 S.W.3d 793, 800 (Ky. 2020) (quoting Wilson v. Judicial Ret. & Removal Comm'n, 

673 S.W.2d 426, 427-28 (Ky. 1984)). 

Judge Jameson claims that the JCC’s Order of Temporary Suspension fails to meet the 

requisite evidentiary standard because “[t]he Commission only called two witnesses to 

prove its case.” (Jameson 59.05 Mot., 5) But, the fact that Counsel for the Commission only 

called two witnesses is irrelevant,  as those two witnesses – in addition to Judge Jameson, 

himself – testified to sufficient facts for the JCC to reasonably conclude that it was in the best 

interest of justice to temporarily suspend Judge Jameson from the performance of his judicial 

duties pending final adjudication of the charges against him.   

The JCC heard testimony that Judge Jameson acted inappropriately by soliciting 

campaign donations from local attorney, Lisa DeRenard. DeRenard testified that Judge 

Jameson said he really needed more than the $250.00 campaign contribution she pledged to 

make to his campaign. Judge Jameson did not stop asserting his influence against DeRenard 

there. DeRenard testified that Judge Jameson directly pressured her to file a bar complaint 

against another attorney and draft a sworn statement on his behalf. DeRenard’s testimony 
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showed that this display of abuse of power was not limited to one phone call. The evidence 

presented at the hearing showed that Judge Jameson initiated follow up calls and text 

messages to DeRenard, inquiring as to whether DeRenard had complied with his requests. 

DeRenard clearly felt pressured to assist and comply. When she did not, and after Judge 

Jameson saw that DeRenard had given a statement to the JCC, he retaliated in July by entering 

an Order denying DeRenard’s client relief in Commonwealth v. Howard. 

Additionally, the JCC heard testimony that Judge Jameson retaliated against the head 

of security at the Marshall County Judicial Building. Despite Judge Jameson’s narrative that 

he simply requested Marshall County Sheriff Eddie McGuire transfer the deputy out of the 

Judicial Building, the JCC was presented with a text message Judge Jameson sent to Sheriff 

McGuire. The text message that Judge Jameson sent Sheriff McGuire demonstrated a more 

open-ended request to take action against the deputy stating: “I need him out of the building, 

if possible.” Sheriff McGuire testified to the pressure Judge Jameson asserted, as he 

confirmed that he would not have removed the deputy from his role at the courthouse but-

for the request from Judge Jameson.  

Absent from Judge Jameson’s view of the evidence presented at the hearing are the 

introduction of courtroom videos displaying his deviation from acceptable standards of 

judicial conduct while on the bench. The videos displayed his behavior to attorneys, jail staff, 

and others and demonstrated a demeanor that was not patient, dignified, or courteous. The 

videos illustrated how Judge Jameson used his contempt power in an unacceptable manner. 

The evidence presented depicted Judge Jameson imposing contempt charges at individuals 

who disagreed with him, accusing attorneys of unethical conduct, and handcuffing a Marshall 

County jailer and threatening him with contempt for a COVID-19 jail policy conflict.  
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In his Motion, Judge Jameson also neglected to address the fact that the JCC heard over 

two hours of his own testimony, testimony that supported his temporary removal being in 

the best interest of justice.   

“Clear and convincing evidence” is evidence “of a probative and substantial nature 

carrying the weight of evidence sufficient to convince ordinarily prudent-minded people.” 

J.L.C. v. Cabinet for Health & Family Servs., 539 S.W.3d 692, 694 (Ky. App. 2017) (quoting Com., 

Cabinet for Health and Family Servs. v. T.N.H., 302 S.W.3d 658, 663 (Ky. 2010)). However, 

“[c]lear and convincing evidence is not necessarily uncontradicted evidence.” Id. Great 

deference is given to fact-finders, as they have “the superior position to judge the credibility 

of the [ ] witness and to assess the reasonableness of the [his or her] inferences. See Moore v. 

Asente, 110 S.W.3d 336, 354 (Ky. 2003); see also Coffman v. Rankin, 260 S.W.3d 767, 770 (Ky. 

2008). 

Judge Jameson’s Motion does not cite any new or previously unavailable evidence, 

any intervening change in controlling law, or any justification for a belief that the JCC’s 

August 15, 2022 Order must be vacated to prevent manifest injustice. To the contrary, Judge 

Jameson relies on the same law, the same evidence, and the same arguments as he did at the 

hearing. As such, his Motion is nothing more than a request that the JCC reassess the evidence 

presented at the hearing and make factual findings in accordance with his views of the 

evidence.   

C. THE JCC IS NOT REQUIRED TO PROVIDE FACTUAL FINDINGS IN A 
TEMPORARY SUSPENSION ORDER 

SCR 4.260(1) requires the JCC to “make written findings of fact and conclusions of law 

which shall be filed with the record in the case.” This provision is followed by the 

requirement that “[a] certified copy of the Commission's findings of fact, conclusions of law 
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and final order shall be served on the judge or counsel immediately after entry.” SCR 4.260(2) 

(emphasis added) Because the JCC’s August 15 Order of Temporary Suspension is not a final 

order, it is not subject to the findings and conclusions of law requirement of KRS 4.260.  

Nonetheless, assuming arguendo SCR 4.260(1) imposed an obligation on the JCC to 

make findings of fact and conclusions of law, failure to do so would not serve as grounds to 

vacate the Order. Instead, it would merely necessitate amendment of the Order, which can 

be done without disturbing the JCC’s conclusion—that it is in the best interest of justice to 

temporarily suspend Judge Jameson. 

D. THE COMMISSION PROVIDED JUDGE JAMESON WITH ALL INFORMATION 
IN THE FACTUAL FILE 

SCR 4.170(4) directs that “[a]fter the preliminary investigation is completed and 

before formal proceedings are initiated under Rule 4.180, the Commission shall afford the 

judge under investigation an opportunity to examine all factual information, including the 

name of the complainant if relevant, and shall afford the judge an opportunity to furnish to 

the Commission any information the judge may desire bearing on the investigation.” SCR 

4.170 is not ongoing in nature. It is instead intended to provide a judge with certain rights 

prior to the initiation of formal charges – i.e., to participate in an informal conference and 

review the factual file– in hopes of achieving amicable resolution. See Maze, 612 S.W.3d at 

802 (“The purpose of [SCR 4.170] is to permit the Commission and judge to discuss and 

resolve the matter without the initiation of contested Formal Proceedings.”) SCR 4.170 does 

not, however, create an ongoing obligation for the Commission. 

Prior to the initiation of formal proceedings, and in compliance with this Rule, the 

Commission provided Judge Jameson with a complete copy of the factual file on April 25, 

2022. (See 04.25.22 Factual File Letter, attached as Exhibit 1) Any additional evidence which 
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may have been discovered after this date was obtained by Counsel for the JCC after the 

initiation of formal proceedings on June 13, 2022. Any such information is, therefore, not 

subject to SCR 4.170. 

In his motion, Judge Jameson asserts that “[r]equests were made by [him] and his 

counsel to obtain all of the factual information. However, the Commission failed to afford all 

such factual investigation files to [him.]” (Jameson 59.05 Mot., 8) Judge Jameson further 

alleges that “[i]n fact, [the JCC] has admitted there is factual information that it has 

considered but has not made available to Judge Jameson.” Id. These allegations are baseless. 

The Commission provided Judge Jameson with all information and evidence to which he is 

entitled (See Exhibit 1). Moreover, Judge Jameson has failed to identify any actual 

information which was allegedly requested and withheld by the Commission. He likewise 

fails to identify any evidence considered by the Commission which was not provided to him. 

Instead, he merely assumes that the JCC considered extraneous information because he 

refuses to believe the evidence presented was sufficient to merit temporary suspension. 

Judge Jameson’s unsupported claims are without merit and are insufficient to support his 

request to vacate the JCC’s August 15, 2022 Order of Temporary Suspension.  
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E. THE LANGUAGE DIRECTING JUDGE JAMESON’S IMMEDIATE SUSPENSION 
IS NOT INCONSISTENT WITH SCR 4.270 

As with all proceedings in Kentucky courts and administrative tribunals, the Supreme 

Court Rules provide a window for aggrieved litigants to appeal or otherwise challenge the 

JCC’s decisions. SCR 4.270 and 4.290 provide the mechanisms for review in JCC proceedings. 

Thus, SCR 4.270’s directive that JCC Orders “shall become effective 10 days after service on 

the judge unless the judge appeals therefrom within that time” is a procedural mechanism 

to allow an opportunity for review of final judgments. But just as a temporary injunction can 

be immediately effective while still subject to review, see 65.07, the JCC’s temporary 

suspension order was also immediately effective.  

IV. CONCLUSION 

For these reasons, Counsel for the JCC respectfully requests that the JCC deny Judge 

Jameson’s CR 59.05Motion to Alter, Amend, or Vacate its Order of Temporary Suspension. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq. (#43548) 
Joseph K. Hill, Esq. (#97492) 
ADAMS LAW, PLLC 
40 West Pike Street 
Covington, KY  41011 
859.394.6200 
859.3.92.7263 – Fax  
jmando@adamsattorneys.com 
jhill@adamsattorneys.com 
 
Counsel for the Kentucky Judicial Conduct 
Commission 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served via 
electronic mail on this 23rd day of August, 2022, upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter, Esq. 
Bradley A. Sears, Esq. 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
rwalter@bsgpad.com  

Ms. Jimmy Shaffer 
Executive Secretary 
KY Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604 
JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net 

 
 

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
 
 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
 

ORDER DENYING MOTION TO ALTER, AMEND OR VACATE 
 

** ** ** ** ** ** ** 
 

 Judge Jameson filed a motion pursuant to Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure (CR) 59.05 

to alter, amend, or vacate the Commission’s August 15, 2022, Order of Temporary Removal.  

For the following reasons we deny the motion. 

The Kentucky Rules of Civil Procedure (“Civil Rules”) apply to proceedings before the 

Commission except when those rules conflict with Rules of the Supreme Court (SCR) 4.000, et 

seq.  SCR 4.160.  Judge Jameson cites CR 59.05 as authority for his motion, alleging the 

Commission committed “manifest errors of law upon which the judgment is based.”  The motion 

alleges specific errors, and this order will address each in turn.  

Motion was brought under inapplicable Civil Rule  

CR 59.05 is not the proper vehicle to challenge the temporary suspension order.  That 

Civil Rule only authorizes a party to ask the tribunal “to alter or amend a judgment, or to vacate 

a judgment and enter a new one . . . .”  CR 59.05 (emphasis added).  The temporary suspension 

order is not a judgment, but an interlocutory order.  CR 54.01.  “[A]uthority for reconsidering an 

interlocutory order is actually found under common law and in CR 54.02 which make such 

orders ‘subject to revision at any time before the entry of judgment adjudicating all the claims 
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and the rights and liabilities of all the parties.’ ”  Tax Ease Lien Investments 1, LLC v. Brown, 

340 S.W.3d 99, 103 (Ky. App. 2011) (quoting CR 54.02(1)).  

The Commission therefore shall treat Judge Jameson’s motion as one seeking 

reconsideration pursuant to CR 54.02(1).  

SCR 4 is frequently inconsistent with the Civil Rules and, when it is, SCR 4 prevails 

Judge Jameson argues “[t]he only exception [to the Commission’s requirement to follow 

the Civil Rules] concerns the standard of proof in that the burden requires that the proof 

submitted be of clear and convincing evidence.”  (Motion, Argument, ¶ 1).  This is not correct.  

The Civil Rules are quite in harmony with SCR 4 once formal proceedings are initiated 

pursuant to SCR 4.180.  Before that event, however, the Civil Rules provide little assistance.  

The proceedings of the Commission preceding initiation of formal proceedings are unique.  

Special rules are necessary, and the Supreme Court provided them.  They conflict with the Civil 

Rules and, therefore, prevail to guide the Commission. 

For example, when judicial proceedings commence under the Civil Rules, public access 

to the proceedings is required.  There is “a general presumption that criminal and civil actions 

should be conducted publicly” and there is a concomitant “common law right of access [that] 

includes the right to inspect and copy public records and documents.”  Courier-Journal, Inc. v. 

McDonald-Burkman, 298 S.W.3d 846, 849 (Ky. 2009).  The Civil Rules provide some 

exceptions to this default position of openness. See, e.g., CR 7.03; CR 26.03; CR 45.02; CR 

76.03(12).1  The Commission’s rules take the opposite approach—confidentiality is the default. 

“All papers and information obtained by or on behalf of the Commission shall be 

confidential except as provided in this rule or by order of the Supreme Court.”  SCR 4.130.  It is 

 
1 Of course, statutes and case law also allow exceptions. See Roman Catholic Diocese of Lexington v. Noble, 92 
S.W.3d 724, 731 (Ky. 2002).  
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only after the Commission decides to pursue formal proceedings, SCR 4.170(5), and after an 

answer is filed or such time for answering passes that the blanket confidentiality rule is lifted, 

subject to exceptions provided by another special Commission rule.  SCR 4.130(1) (“[T]he 

Commission’s internal papers such as investigative reports and staff memoranda, and similar 

matters, shall remain confidential and shall not be a part of the formal file.”). 

Bearing tangentially upon Judge Jameson’s rationale for reconsidering the order but 

enlightening nonetheless, there is an exception to pre-formal proceedings’ blanket 

confidentiality.  “The Commission may direct that an order suspending a judge pursuant to SCR 

4.020(1)(a) shall not be confidential.”  SCR 4.130(1).  The special rule excepting such orders 

from the special rule of blanket confidentiality was necessary because temporary suspension 

pursuant to certain portions of SCR 4.020(1)(a) can occur before initiating formal proceedings 

when the confidentiality rule is lifted.  That happened in Cornett v. Judicial Ret. & Removal 

Comm’n, 625 S.W.2d 564 (Ky. 1981). 

In Cornett, “[t]he Commission voted unanimously to authorize an investigation under 

SCR 4.170 of the conduct of Judge Cornett as judge . . . ”; the judge “was notified in writing of 

said investigation and he was afforded an opportunity to appear informally before the 

Commission on December 5, 1980.”  Id. at 565 (emphasis added).  The Commission had not 

initiated formal proceedings and yet, on the date of the informal hearing, December 5, 1980, 

“[t]he Commission entered an order temporarily suspending Judge Cornett from the performance 

of his duties without affecting his pay status.”  Nearly two months later, on “1/30/81 Written 

notice was given to Judge Cornett that the Commission had instituted formal proceedings against 

him pursuant to SCR 4.180.”  Id. at 565. 
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Cornett is a practical illustration that the species of jurisdictional authority granted by 

SCR 4.020(1)(a) is not merely separate but also distinct from that granted in SCR 4.020(1)(b).  

Judge Cornett’s suspension with pay under SCR 4.020(1)(a) was not a sanction.2  Imposition of 

sanctions is separately authorized by SCR 4.020(1)(b) and Judge Cornett’s sanction was his 

removal from office pursuant to SCR 4.020(1)(b)(vii).  Id. at 566, 569. 

When the Commission considered Cornett’s temporary suspension, it was at an informal 

meeting where he was entitled to an opportunity to appear and be heard but not much else. SCR 

4.020(1)(a)(ii); SCR 4.170(2). The opportunity to appear and be heard was based on just the 

indictments returned against him and others in the United States District Court.   Under SCR 4, 

the proceedings and the meeting itself were still confidential and, because the investigation 

appears to have been incomplete, he would not have been given “an opportunity to examine all 

factual information” the Commission compiled.  Cornett, 625 S.W.2d at 565; SCR 4.170(4).  By 

contrast, the subsequent formal hearing “involving removal” and not mere suspension with pay 

would have required far more as the opinion suggests.  Cornett, 625 S.W.2d at 565-566.  The 

judge would have been afforded the procedural safeguards of the Civil Rules (SCR 4.160), and 

the supplemental SCR 4 provisions (SCR 4.210-4.270), and the hearing would have been public 

(SCR 4.130(3)) and recorded (SCR 4.230).    

Notwithstanding these obvious distinctions, Judge Jameson cites SCR 4.120 and SCR 

4.160 to argue that: (1) “the affirmative vote of at least four members shall be required for the 

suspension”; (2) the standard is “for good cause”; and (3) that the “proof shall be by clear and 

convincing evidence.”  We acknowledge the rules regarding these points are not the model of 

 
2 SCR 4.020(1)(a) authorizes temporary suspension of judges “suffering from a mental or physical disability” but 
suspension under those circumstances is unquestionably not intended as a sanction.  The word “sanction” only 
appears in subsection (1)(b) of SCR 4.020. 
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clarity.  They must be read in context and by the application of logic and common sense.  We 

will address each of these three assertions seriatim.  

SCR 4.120 does not require a vote by at least four (4) members to take any action except 

ordering sanctions following a hearing in formal proceedings on the charges appearing in the 

Commission’s complaint.  When Judge Jameson met with the Commission to address its 

responsibilities under SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii), he was not there to defend the charges in the 

complaint because that meeting was not a “proceeding[] involving removal” or any lesser 

sanction.3  SCR 4.120 cannot be understood in any other way. 

SCR 4.120 is captioned “Quorum.”  By this rule there must be a quorum for the 

Commission to act.  With a quorum of as few as four (4) members “[t]he Commission may act 

by majority vote of members present.”  SCR 4.120.  But there is an exception regarding a 

quorum needed to conduct a hearing in formal proceedings.  “In a hearing before the 

Commission, not less than five (5) members shall be present when the evidence is produced.”  

SCR 4.220(3).  Clearly, SCR 4.220 relates only to hearings in formal proceedings because it 

presumes the judge has had the opportunity to answer the Commission’s complaint containing 

charges and that counsel for the Commission “shall present the case in support of the charges.”  

SCR 4.220(1).   

The only way to make sense of the exception to the majority vote rule in SCR 4.120 

requiring four member votes is to acknowledge that it relates to the five-member “super” quorum 

rule in SCR 4.220, both of which apply only in the formal hearing at which evidence of the 

 
3 The Kentucky Constitution implies the Commission’s authority to impose lesser sanctions than those expressed in 
Ky. Const. § 121.  Nicholson v. Judicial Ret. & Removal Comm’n, 562 S.W.2d 306, 310 (Ky. 1978) (“If the 
Commission can remove a judge from office, it can certainly impose lesser sanctions in order to achieve the ultimate 
goal of judicial purification. We hold that the express grant of authority to retire, suspend or remove judges for good 
cause contained in Section 121 of the Kentucky Constitution includes by implication the authority to impose the 
lesser sanctions set forth in RAP 4.020(b) [now SCR 4.020].”). 
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charges in the complaint is taken.  For every other action by the Commission there must be a 

quorum of at least four members and any motion made and seconded will be carried my majority 

vote. 

Regarding the “good cause” standard Judge Jameson believes was not satisfied, we begin 

by saying it is part and parcel of the exception to the majority voting standard of the quorum 

rule, SCR 4.120.  We also note that the Supreme Court linked the “good cause” standard directly 

to “[t]he authority to remove members of the judiciary for good cause . . . .”  Nicholson v. 

Judicial Ret. & Removal Comm’n, 562 S.W.2d 306, 308 (Ky. 1978).  The standard for 

suspending a judge while the Commission pursues a hearing in formal proceedings has an 

expressly different rule—what the Commission perceives “will be in the best interest of 

justice[.]” SCR 4.020(1(a)(ii) states in relevant part as follows: 

Commission shall have authority: . . . after notice and an 
opportunity to be heard, and upon a finding that it will be in the 
best interest of justice that the judge be suspended from acting in 
his/her official capacity as a judge until final adjudication of the 
complaint, any judge as to whom a preliminary investigation has 
been initiated under Rule 4.170. 
 

SCR 4.020(1)(a)(ii). 

The basic rule in Kentucky was expressed in Kentucky State Racing Commission v. 

Fuller, as follows: 

Under a doctrine too well recognized to require citation of 
authority, the credibility of witnesses and the weight to be given 
their evidence are matters exclusively within the province of a 
jury.  A jury may accept the evidence of one set of witnesses to the 
exclusion of that of another or the evidence of one witness as 
against the evidence of a number of witnesses and may also judge 
and determine the weight as between the conflicting statements of 
a single witness. 
 

481 S.W.2d 298, 308 (Ky. 1972) (citations omitted). 
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Judge Jameson’s challenge of the evidence presented which resulted in the Order of 

Temporary Removal is simply his view of the evidence presented at the hearing.  The 

Commission heard the same evidence presented and reached its conclusion by majority vote of 

the quorum, and consistent with the standard set forth in the rule for temporary removal.   

Any other argument presented by Judge Jameson to challenge the Order of Temporary 

Suspension, including manifest error of law, is without merit.   

Based on the foregoing, by a vote of 5-0, Judge Jameson’s motion to alter, amend, or 

vacate is DENIED.  

 
  
Date:     , 2022         
      R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 
 
  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this 24th day of 

August 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
Counsel for Judge Jameson Counsel for the Commission 
  

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 
 
Dr. Joe E. Ellis recused from any consideration of this matter. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO EXCHANGE WITNESS AND EXHIBIT LISTS  

 
Counsel for the Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission respectfully moves the 

Commission to extend the deadline to exchange and file Witness and Exhibit Lists to October 

5, 2022. As grounds for the Motion, Counsel for the Commission states as follows: 

1. Under the Commission’s August 20, 2022 Prehearing Order, the parties must 

exchange and file Witness and Exhibit Lists by September 27, 2022. 

2. Despite due diligence in attempting to meet the mandates of the Prehearing 

Order, due to previously scheduled vacations, Counsel’s involvement as lead attorney in an 

election challenge suit that was recently adjudicated on an expedited schedule, and the 

volume of documents in the Commission’s Factual File, Counsel needs an extra eight (8) days 

to finalize the Witness and Exhibit Lists.  

3. All of the individuals that Counsel for the Commission intends to call to testify 

at the October 17, 2022 hearing and any exhibits Counsel intends to introduce into evidence 

are identified and contained within the Factual File previously produced to Judge Jameson.  

4. Under these circumstances, and with no significant prejudice to Judge 

Jameson, Counsel believes good cause has been shown for the requested extension.  
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Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq. (#43548) 
Joseph K. Hill, Esq. (#97492) 
ADAMS LAW, PLLC 
40 West Pike Street 
Covington, KY  41011 
859.394.6200 
859.3.92.7263 – Fax  
jmando@adamsattorneys.com 
jhill@adamsattorneys.com 
 
Counsel for the Kentucky Judicial Conduct 
Commission 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served via 
electronic mail on this 27th day of September, 2022, upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter, Esq. 
Bradley A. Sears, Esq. 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
rwalter@bsgpad.com  

Ms. Jimmy Shaffer 
Executive Secretary 
KY Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604 
JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net 

 
 

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq 

mailto:jmando@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:jhill@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:rwalter@bsgpad.com
mailto:JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 
TO EXCHANGE WITNESS AND EXHIBIT LISTS 

 
 Comes James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge for the 42nd Judicial Circuit, by and 

through counsel, and for his response to the motion for extension of time to exchange 

witness and exhibit lists in this matter filed by counsel for the Commission, hereby states as 

follows: 

 Judge Jameson agrees with and has no objection to the motion filed by counsel for 

the Commission to extend the time in which the Commission is to file and exchange witness 

and exhibit lists in this matter to and including October 5, 2022.  Judge Jameson joins said 

motion and respectfully requests the Commission provide him with the same extension of 

time such that the parties hereto will file and exchange their respective witness and exhibit 

lists on or before October 5, 2022. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
BOEHL STOPHER & GRAVES, LLP 
 
/s/ Richard L. Walter    

       Richard L. Walter, KBA #74082 
Bradley A. Sears, KBA #91053 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
(270) 442-4369 
(270) 442-4689 fax 
rwalter@bsgpad.com 
bsears@bsgpad.com 
ATTORNEYS FOR JAMESON  

mailto:rwalter@bsgpad.com
mailto:bsears@bsgpad.com
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 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 28th day of September 2022 a copy of the foregoing was 
served via electronic mail upon the following: 

 
Ms. Jimmy Shaffer 
Executive Secretary 
Ky Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604 
jimmyshaffer@kycourts.net 
 
Hon. Jeffrey C. Mando 
Hon. Joseph K. Hill 
40 West Pike Street 
Covington, KY 41011 
jmando@adamsattorneys.com 
jhill@adamsattorneys.com 
 
 

      /s/ Richard L. Walter 
       Richard L. Walter  
  
 

mailto:jimmyshaffer@kycourts.net
mailto:jmando@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:jhill@adamsattorneys.com


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

MOTION TO QUASH OR LIMIT SUBPOENA    
 

 Comes James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge for the 42nd Judicial Circuit, by and 

through counsel, and pursuant to CR 45.02 hereby moves the Commission to quash or limit 

the subpoena duces tecum and supplemental subpoena duces tecum (collectively 

“subpoenas”), attached hereto as Exhibits A and B, respectively, served on or about 

September 6, 2022, on the Kentucky Court of Justice c/o Laurie K. Dudgeon.  In support of 

this motion, Judge Jameson states as follows: 

 The subpoenas served by the Commission on the Kentucky Court of Justice are 

overly broad and potentially encompass documents that are protected under attorney-client 

privilege or otherwise protected as attorney work product.  Kentucky Civil Rule 26.02 states 

that, in general, parties may obtain discovery regarding any matter not privileged, which is 

relevant to the subject matter involved in the pending action.  It is the carefully considered 

position of movant that the application of CR 26.02 is not inconsistent with SCR 4.030.  See 

SCR 4.160.   

 In particular, Judge Jameson is aware that there is a box of documents remaining in 

his judicial office at the Marshall County Judicial Building, 80 Judicial Drive, Benton, 

Kentucky, that he verily believes contains documents subject to the aforementioned 

privileges and protections against disclosure.  Additionally, Judge Jameson is aware that 

there are privileged and otherwise protected documents located in his judicial office in 
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Marshall County that are likewise privileged or otherwise protected.  As these documents 

are otherwise not subject to discovery, Judge Jameson respectfully requests the 

Commission either quash the subpoenas in their overly broad description of documents and 

things to be produced, or otherwise limit the scope and reach of the subpoenas such that 

any documents subject to the attorney-client privilege and/or attorney work product are 

protected from production and disclosure. 

 Movant further submits that if he is able to physically review these documents in their 

last known location in his judicial office in Marshall County, disclosure and production of 

otherwise non-discoverable documents and other tangible information would so be limited. 

Upon locating any such protected documents, counsel for Judge Jameson will create and 

supply a privilege log identifying the privileged documents. Alternatively, and if the 

Commission does not approve of Judge Jameson and/or his counsel reviewing and 

identifying such protected and privileged documents, undersigned counsel requests either 

appointment of a neutral third-party to review the contested documents prior to submission 

to the Commission, or at the very least, a hearing on this matter at the first available date.  

If the physical review or alternative requests are not possible or permissible under the 

circumstances in this matter, then and in that event Judge Jameson respectfully requests 

the subpoenas be quashed or limited as requested herein. 

 WHEREFORE, movant Judge Jameson prays for the appropriate order of this 

Commission.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

 
BOEHL STOPHER & GRAVES, LLP 
 
/s/ Richard L. Walter    

       Richard L. Walter, KBA #74082 
Bradley A. Sears, KBA #91053 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
(270) 442-4369 
(270) 442-4689 fax 
rwalter@bsgpad.com 
ATTORNEYS FOR JAMESON  

 

 

 

 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on the 28th day of September 2022 a copy of the foregoing was 
served via electronic mail upon the following: 

 
Ms. Jimmy Shaffer 
Executive Secretary 
Ky Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604 
jimmyshaffer@kycourts.net 
 
Hon. Jeffrey C. Mando 
Hon. Joseph K. Hill 
40 West Pike Street 
Covington, KY 41011 
jmando@adamsattorneys.com 
jhill@adamsattorneys.com 
 
 

      /s/ Richard L. Walter 
      Richard L. Walter 

mailto:jimmyshaffer@kycourts.net
mailto:jmando@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:jhill@adamsattorneys.com


 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 
 

TO: Kentucky Court of Justice 
c/o Laurie K. Dudgeon  
1001 Vandalay Drive 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

 
IN RE: James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge, 42nd Judicial Circuit 

 
Pursuant to SCR 4.030, you are commanded to produce at the place set forth 

below the following documents, electronically stored information, or objects and/or to 

permit inspection, copying, testing or sampling of the material: 

1. All documents including, but not limited to, internal emails, external emails, 
text messages, letters, reports, audio recordings and handwritten notes in the 
possession of the Kentucky Court of Justice pertaining to, relating to and/or 
arising from any of the allegations, events or incidents described in the 
attached Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission Charges against 42nd Judicial 
Circuit Judge James Jameson. 
 
 Location: Jeffrey C. Mando, Adams Law, LLC 40 W. Pike     
                                                  St., Covington, KY 41011 
 
 Date/time: September 16, 2022 at 11:00 a.m. 

 
  

Jimmy Shaffer, Executive 
Secretary Kentucky Judicial 
Conduct Commission 

 
 
This subpoena was served by delivery of a true copy to: Laurie Dudgeon via 
email this 6th day of September 2022. 
 
By:      

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

P.O. BOX 4266 
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40604-4266 

PHONE 502-564-1231   FAX 502-564-1233 
 
 

ALTERNATES: 
 

CARROLL M. “TRIP” REDFORD, III 
LEXINGTON 
 

JUDGE GLENN E. ACREE 
LEXINGTON 
 

JUDGE MITCH PERRY 
LOUISVILLE 
 

JUDGE ELIZABETH A. CHANDLER 
CARROLLTON 
 
 
 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
MS. JIMMY SHAFFER 
 

 
 

MEMBERS: 
 

R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 
OWENSBORO 
 

JUDGE JEFF S. TAYLOR 
OWENSBORO 
 

JUDGE EDDY COLEMAN 
PIKEVILLE 
 

JUDGE KAREN THOMAS 
COVINGTON 
 

DR. JOE E. ELLIS 
BENTON 
 

JANET LIVELY MCCAULEY 
LOUISVILLE 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES 

Notice is hereby given of the initiation of formal proceedings under Rule 4.180 of 

Rules of the Supreme Court. At the times set out in this Notice, you were Circuit Court Judge 

for Kentucky's 42nd Judicial Circuit consisting of Calloway and Marshall counties. The charges 

are as follows: 

Count I 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the creation and development of an ankle monitoring program, failing to separate 

yourself as Circuit Judge from your duties at CCB, creating the appearance of impropriety to 

the public.  

A. You created the CCB for an improper purpose contrary to KRS §196.705. Your 

creation of this Executive Branch Board falls outside of the scope of your judicial 

duties and responsibilities and constitutes an improper use of judicial resources.  

B. In the creation and development of the CCB ankle monitoring program, you 

developed procedures and local rules without the approval from the Chief Justice of 

the Kentucky Supreme Court as required under SCR 1.040(3), the Administrative 

Office of the Courts (AOC), Kentucky statute, or other authority.  
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C. You attended meetings and had conversations with CCB ankle monitor vendors to 

solicit specifications and pricing for monitors, while also meeting with elected 

officials regarding those costs and specifications.  

D. You prepared and submitted CCB’s ankle monitoring program bid to the Calloway and 

Marshall County Fiscal Courts, using your influence to have a specific ankle monitor 

provider selected and approved. 

E. You were involved with drafting the Fiscal Court’s request for proposals for the ankle 

monitoring program in Marshall and Calloway Counties, hindering the competitive 

bid process.  

F. You submitted a grant application to the Kentucky Department of Corrections on 

behalf of CCB, listing yourself as the project coordinator, creating a conflict of interest 

with your position as Circuit Court Judge in Marshall and Calloway Counties.  

G. You used the prestige of your judicial office to influence various elected officials, 

agencies, and individuals, promoting the CCB ankle monitoring program as a cost-

saving measure and as means to raise funds for Re-Life, a proposed inpatient 

substance abuse disorder treatment facility project you are spearheading. 

H. You used the prestige of your judicial office to solicit support and personal donations 

from elected governmental bodies, elected officials, organizations, and individuals for 

the CCB and Re-Life/substance abuse disorder treatment facility.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including the Code 
of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (A) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that will interfere with the 
proper performance of the judge’s judicial duties.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (C) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that would appear to a 
reasonable person to undermine the judge’s independence, integrity, or 
impartiality.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (D) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not engage in conduct that would appear to a 
reasonable person to be coercive.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.2 which provides that a judge shall not appear voluntarily at 
a public hearing before, other otherwise consult with, an executive or 
legislative body or office. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.11 (B) which requires that a judge shall not serve as an 
officer, director, manager, general partner, advisor, or employee of any 
business entity.  

Count II 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the implementation and operation of CCB’s ankle monitoring program.  
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A. As Circuit Court Judge, you participated in communications with  CCB staff, whose 

work you directly supervised, including conversations regarding the ankle 

monitoring program rules, alleged violations, and Orders for cases over which you 

presided.  

B.  You received direct notifications of alleged ankle monitor violations and instructed 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised, to send ankle monitor violation 

reports directly to you.  

C. On more than one occasion, you issued arrest warrants for individuals participating 

in the ankle monitoring program upon receipt of notices of alleged violations from 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised. 

D. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you directed local authorities to arrest 

individuals alleged to be in violation of the ankle monitoring program before an arrest 

warrant had been properly issued.  

E. Despite presiding over cases where you ordered participation in CCB’s ankle 

monitoring program, you participated in the collection of fees, managed financial 

transactions, and wrote checks on behalf of CCB and Re-Life.  

F. You created the appearance of impropriety by ordering individuals participate in 

CCB’s ankle monitoring program when the costs associated with the program directly 

supported Re-Life.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (C) which requires that a judge shall not convey or permit 
others to convey the impression that any person or organization is in a 
position to influence the judge.    

• Canon 2, Rule 2.6 (A) which requires that a judge shall accord to every person 
who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, the right to 
be heard according to law.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (A) which provides that a judge shall not initiate, permit, 
or consider ex parte communications, or consider other communications 
made to the judge outside the presence of the parties or their lawyers, 
concerning a pending or impending matter.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (B) which provides if a judge inadvertently receives an 
unauthorized ex parte communication bearing upon the substance of a matter, 
the judge shall make provision promptly to notify the parties of the substance 
of the communication and provide the parties with an opportunity to respond.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (C) Which requires that a judge shall not investigate facts 
in a matter independently, and shall consider only the evidence presented and 
any facts that may properly be judicially noticed.  
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides a judge shall require court staff, court 
officials, and others subject to judge’s direction and control to act in a manner 
consistent with judge’s obligations under this Code.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.7(6)(a) which allows a judge to serve as an officer, director, 
trustee, or nonlegal advisor of a charitable organization unless it is likely that 
the organization or entity will be engaged in proceedings that would 
ordinarily come before the judge. 

COUNT III 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you mismanaged your courtroom, engaged 

in acts of retaliation, and deviated from acceptable standards of judicial conduct including 

but not limited to, 

A. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you ordered individuals to participate 

in CCB’s ankle monitoring services, but only allowed them to enroll with Track Group, 

the program that you had direct ties with through CCB, despite the availability of 

other ankle monitoring services.   

B. You required individuals in your courtroom to attend Riverwoods over other 

treatment options, because of your personal connection with the Riverwoods 

program.  

C. You regularly represented that Riverwoods was the only intensive out-patient (“IOP”) 

program available, even absent evidence that Riverwoods was licensed as an IOP 

provider in Kentucky.  

D. As Circuit Court Judge, you displayed behavior towards Court staff and attorneys that 

was not patient, dignified, and courteous.  

E. You have demonstrated clear bias against Assistant Public Defender Amy Harwood-

Jackson and other attorneys.  



 7 

F. As Circuit Court Judge, you personally pressured an attorney who appears before 

your Court to file a bar complaint against another attorney, and asked that same 

attorney to draft a sworn statement on your behalf to rebut a complaint made against 

you.  

G. You retaliated against a Marshall County Sheriff's Department employee by seeking 

his termination or re-assignment after he reviewed Courthouse video footage of you 

because you believed, without any evidence, he leaked the video to media outlets.  

H. You directly requested that Marshall County Sheriff Eddie McGuire send deputies to 

find a vehicle you saw flying a flag with what you believed was an offensive political 

statement and to request the driver remove the sign. You suggested to the Sheriff that 

he should cite or bring criminal charges against the driver if they refused to remove 

the flag.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so. 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.8 (B) which requires that a judge shall be patient, dignified, 
and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court 
officials, and other with whom the judge deals in an official capacity, and shall 
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others 
subject to the judge's discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides that a judge shall require court staff, 
court officials, and others subject to the judge’s discretion and control to act in 
a manner consistent with the judge’s obligations under the Code of Judicial 
Conduct.   

COUNT IV 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you used your influence and the prestige 

of judicial office to pressure attorneys, individuals, and groups to fund and support your 

political campaign, going as far as saying that certain monetary contributions were not 

sufficient.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 4, Rule 4.8 which requires that a judge shall not personally solicit or 
accept financial or in-kind campaign contributions other than through a 
campaign committee.  

The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR 

4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which reads in pertinent part as follows: 

(1) Commission shall have authority: 

(b) To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition, 
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension 
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any 
judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial 
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any 
one or more of the following: 

(i) Misconduct in office. 

(v) Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300. 

(c) After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the 
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question. 

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following 

Supreme Court Rule: 

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS 

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it 
shall notify the judge.  He may file an answer within 15 days after service of 
the notice.  Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so filing, 
the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give 
reasonable notice thereof to the judge. 

Please mail your Answer to:  Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky 

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, KY  40604-4266. 
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June _______, 2022   
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRMAN  
KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

  
  

Dr. Joe Ellis has recused himself from any consideration in this matter. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge James T. Jameson, by mailing and 

emailing the same to his attorney Charles E. English, Jr. (“Buzz”), English, Lucas, Priest & 

Owsley, LLP, 1101 College Street, P.O. Box 770, Bowling Green, KY 42102-0770 this ____ day 

of June, 2022. 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 



 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
SUPPLEMENTAL SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 

 
TO: Laurie K. Dudgeon, AOC Director 

1001 Vandalay Drive 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

 
IN RE: James T. Jameson, Circuit Court Judge, 42nd Judicial Circuit 

 
Pursuant to SCR 4.030, you are commanded to produce at the place set forth 

below the following documents, electronically stored information, or objects and/or to 

permit inspection, copying, testing or sampling of the material: 

1. All documents including, but not limited to, internal emails, external emails, 
text messages, letters, reports, audio recordings and handwritten notes in the 
possession of the Administrative Office of the Courts pertaining to, relating to 
and/or arising from any of the allegations, events or incidents described in 
the attached Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission Charges against 42nd 
Judicial Circuit Judge James Jameson. 
 
 Location: Jeffrey C. Mando, Adams Law, LLC 40 W. Pike     
                                                  St., Covington, KY 41011 
 
 Date/time: September 16, 2022 at 11:00 a.m. 

 
  

Jimmy Shaffer, Executive 
Secretary Kentucky Judicial 
Conduct Commission 

 
 
This subpoena was served by delivery of a true copy to: Laurie Dudgeon via 
email this 6th day of September 2022. 
 
By:      

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

P.O. BOX 4266 
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 40604-4266 

PHONE 502-564-1231   FAX 502-564-1233 
 
 

ALTERNATES: 
 

CARROLL M. “TRIP” REDFORD, III 
LEXINGTON 
 

JUDGE GLENN E. ACREE 
LEXINGTON 
 

JUDGE MITCH PERRY 
LOUISVILLE 
 

JUDGE ELIZABETH A. CHANDLER 
CARROLLTON 
 
 
 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
MS. JIMMY SHAFFER 
 

 
 

MEMBERS: 
 

R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 
OWENSBORO 
 

JUDGE JEFF S. TAYLOR 
OWENSBORO 
 

JUDGE EDDY COLEMAN 
PIKEVILLE 
 

JUDGE KAREN THOMAS 
COVINGTON 
 

DR. JOE E. ELLIS 
BENTON 
 

JANET LIVELY MCCAULEY 
LOUISVILLE 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES 

Notice is hereby given of the initiation of formal proceedings under Rule 4.180 of 

Rules of the Supreme Court. At the times set out in this Notice, you were Circuit Court Judge 

for Kentucky's 42nd Judicial Circuit consisting of Calloway and Marshall counties. The charges 

are as follows: 

Count I 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the creation and development of an ankle monitoring program, failing to separate 

yourself as Circuit Judge from your duties at CCB, creating the appearance of impropriety to 

the public.  

A. You created the CCB for an improper purpose contrary to KRS §196.705. Your 

creation of this Executive Branch Board falls outside of the scope of your judicial 

duties and responsibilities and constitutes an improper use of judicial resources.  

B. In the creation and development of the CCB ankle monitoring program, you 

developed procedures and local rules without the approval from the Chief Justice of 

the Kentucky Supreme Court as required under SCR 1.040(3), the Administrative 

Office of the Courts (AOC), Kentucky statute, or other authority.  
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C. You attended meetings and had conversations with CCB ankle monitor vendors to 

solicit specifications and pricing for monitors, while also meeting with elected 

officials regarding those costs and specifications.  

D. You prepared and submitted CCB’s ankle monitoring program bid to the Calloway and 

Marshall County Fiscal Courts, using your influence to have a specific ankle monitor 

provider selected and approved. 

E. You were involved with drafting the Fiscal Court’s request for proposals for the ankle 

monitoring program in Marshall and Calloway Counties, hindering the competitive 

bid process.  

F. You submitted a grant application to the Kentucky Department of Corrections on 

behalf of CCB, listing yourself as the project coordinator, creating a conflict of interest 

with your position as Circuit Court Judge in Marshall and Calloway Counties.  

G. You used the prestige of your judicial office to influence various elected officials, 

agencies, and individuals, promoting the CCB ankle monitoring program as a cost-

saving measure and as means to raise funds for Re-Life, a proposed inpatient 

substance abuse disorder treatment facility project you are spearheading. 

H. You used the prestige of your judicial office to solicit support and personal donations 

from elected governmental bodies, elected officials, organizations, and individuals for 

the CCB and Re-Life/substance abuse disorder treatment facility.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including the Code 
of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (A) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that will interfere with the 
proper performance of the judge’s judicial duties.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (C) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not participate in activities that would appear to a 
reasonable person to undermine the judge’s independence, integrity, or 
impartiality.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.1 (D) which provides that when engaging in extrajudicial 
activities, a judge shall not engage in conduct that would appear to a 
reasonable person to be coercive.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.2 which provides that a judge shall not appear voluntarily at 
a public hearing before, other otherwise consult with, an executive or 
legislative body or office. 

• Canon 3, Rule 3.11 (B) which requires that a judge shall not serve as an 
officer, director, manager, general partner, advisor, or employee of any 
business entity.  

Count II 

You acted as the alter ego for the 42nd Judicial Circuit Community Corrections Board 

(“CCB”) in the implementation and operation of CCB’s ankle monitoring program.  
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A. As Circuit Court Judge, you participated in communications with  CCB staff, whose 

work you directly supervised, including conversations regarding the ankle 

monitoring program rules, alleged violations, and Orders for cases over which you 

presided.  

B.  You received direct notifications of alleged ankle monitor violations and instructed 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised, to send ankle monitor violation 

reports directly to you.  

C. On more than one occasion, you issued arrest warrants for individuals participating 

in the ankle monitoring program upon receipt of notices of alleged violations from 

CCB staff, whose work you directly supervised. 

D. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you directed local authorities to arrest 

individuals alleged to be in violation of the ankle monitoring program before an arrest 

warrant had been properly issued.  

E. Despite presiding over cases where you ordered participation in CCB’s ankle 

monitoring program, you participated in the collection of fees, managed financial 

transactions, and wrote checks on behalf of CCB and Re-Life.  

F. You created the appearance of impropriety by ordering individuals participate in 

CCB’s ankle monitoring program when the costs associated with the program directly 

supported Re-Life.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law, 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (C) which requires that a judge shall not convey or permit 
others to convey the impression that any person or organization is in a 
position to influence the judge.    

• Canon 2, Rule 2.6 (A) which requires that a judge shall accord to every person 
who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, the right to 
be heard according to law.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (A) which provides that a judge shall not initiate, permit, 
or consider ex parte communications, or consider other communications 
made to the judge outside the presence of the parties or their lawyers, 
concerning a pending or impending matter.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (B) which provides if a judge inadvertently receives an 
unauthorized ex parte communication bearing upon the substance of a matter, 
the judge shall make provision promptly to notify the parties of the substance 
of the communication and provide the parties with an opportunity to respond.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.9 (C) Which requires that a judge shall not investigate facts 
in a matter independently, and shall consider only the evidence presented and 
any facts that may properly be judicially noticed.  
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides a judge shall require court staff, court 
officials, and others subject to judge’s direction and control to act in a manner 
consistent with judge’s obligations under this Code.  

• Canon 3, Rule 3.7(6)(a) which allows a judge to serve as an officer, director, 
trustee, or nonlegal advisor of a charitable organization unless it is likely that 
the organization or entity will be engaged in proceedings that would 
ordinarily come before the judge. 

COUNT III 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you mismanaged your courtroom, engaged 

in acts of retaliation, and deviated from acceptable standards of judicial conduct including 

but not limited to, 

A. Throughout your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you ordered individuals to participate 

in CCB’s ankle monitoring services, but only allowed them to enroll with Track Group, 

the program that you had direct ties with through CCB, despite the availability of 

other ankle monitoring services.   

B. You required individuals in your courtroom to attend Riverwoods over other 

treatment options, because of your personal connection with the Riverwoods 

program.  

C. You regularly represented that Riverwoods was the only intensive out-patient (“IOP”) 

program available, even absent evidence that Riverwoods was licensed as an IOP 

provider in Kentucky.  

D. As Circuit Court Judge, you displayed behavior towards Court staff and attorneys that 

was not patient, dignified, and courteous.  

E. You have demonstrated clear bias against Assistant Public Defender Amy Harwood-

Jackson and other attorneys.  
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F. As Circuit Court Judge, you personally pressured an attorney who appears before 

your Court to file a bar complaint against another attorney, and asked that same 

attorney to draft a sworn statement on your behalf to rebut a complaint made against 

you.  

G. You retaliated against a Marshall County Sheriff's Department employee by seeking 

his termination or re-assignment after he reviewed Courthouse video footage of you 

because you believed, without any evidence, he leaked the video to media outlets.  

H. You directly requested that Marshall County Sheriff Eddie McGuire send deputies to 

find a vehicle you saw flying a flag with what you believed was an offensive political 

statement and to request the driver remove the sign. You suggested to the Sheriff that 

he should cite or bring criminal charges against the driver if they refused to remove 

the flag.   

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so. 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2 which requires that a judge shall uphold and apply the law 
and shall perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially.   
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (A) which requires that a judge perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3 (B) which requires that a judge shall not, in the 
performance of judicial duties, by words or conduct, manifest bias or 
prejudice, or engage in harassment and shall not permit court staff, court 
officials, or others subject to the judge’s discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.4 (B) which requires that a judge shall not permit family, 
social, political, financial, or other interests or relationships to influence the 
judge’s judicial conduct or judgment.   

• Canon 2, Rule 2.8 (B) which requires that a judge shall be patient, dignified, 
and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court 
officials, and other with whom the judge deals in an official capacity, and shall 
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others 
subject to the judge's discretion and control.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides that a judge shall require court staff, 
court officials, and others subject to the judge’s discretion and control to act in 
a manner consistent with the judge’s obligations under the Code of Judicial 
Conduct.   

COUNT IV 

During your tenure as Circuit Court Judge, you used your influence and the prestige 

of judicial office to pressure attorneys, individuals, and groups to fund and support your 

political campaign, going as far as saying that certain monetary contributions were not 

sufficient.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law, including 
the Code of Judicial Conduct.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner that 
promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality of 
the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety.  
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• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which requires that a judge shall not abuse the prestige of 
judicial office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or 
others, or allow others to do so.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.1 which requires that the duties of judicial office shall take 
precedence over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.  

• Canon 4, Rule 4.8 which requires that a judge shall not personally solicit or 
accept financial or in-kind campaign contributions other than through a 
campaign committee.  

The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR 

4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which reads in pertinent part as follows: 

(1) Commission shall have authority: 

(b) To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition, 
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension 
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any 
judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial 
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any 
one or more of the following: 

(i) Misconduct in office. 

(v) Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300. 

(c) After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the 
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question. 

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following 

Supreme Court Rule: 

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS 

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it 
shall notify the judge.  He may file an answer within 15 days after service of 
the notice.  Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so filing, 
the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give 
reasonable notice thereof to the judge. 

Please mail your Answer to:  Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky 

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, KY  40604-4266. 
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June _______, 2022   
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRMAN  
KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

  
  

Dr. Joe Ellis has recused himself from any consideration in this matter. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge James T. Jameson, by mailing and 

emailing the same to his attorney Charles E. English, Jr. (“Buzz”), English, Lucas, Priest & 

Owsley, LLP, 1101 College Street, P.O. Box 770, Bowling Green, KY 42102-0770 this ____ day 

of June, 2022. 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

ORDER ON MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME  
AND AMENDED PRE-HEARING ORDER 

 
Upon consideration of the Motion for Extension of Time to Exchange Witness and Exhibit 

Lists and the Response stating no opposition, it is by the Commission ORDERED that the time for 
filing Witness and Exhibit Lists be and it is hereby extended. The Pre-Hearing Order is amended 
accordingly as follows: 
 
1. All motions in limine shall be filed, and a copy emailed to opposing counsel, no later than 

October 10, 2022, and any responses shall be filed on or before October 14, 2022. 
 
2. On or before October 5, 2022, the attorneys for each party shall exchange, and file with the 

Commission, a list of the names and addresses of all persons who will testify at the hearing.  
If a party intends to offer any witness as an expert witness, then the party shall also disclose 
the substance of the facts and opinions to which the witness is expected to testify and a 
summary of the grounds for each opinion. 

 
3. On or before October 5, 2022, counsel for each party shall make available to opposing 

counsel a copy of all documentary evidence and exhibits of any kind to be presented at 
trial. 

  
4. Objections to any exhibits shall be in writing and filed with the Commission, and a copy 

shall be emailed to opposing counsel, on or before October 10, 2022.  Such objections shall 
state with specificity the basis for the objections and shall refer to specific authority with 
copies of such authorities attached.  Responses shall be filed and served by email on 
opposing counsel by October 13, 2022.   

 
5. A final telephonic pre-hearing conference shall take place on October 10, 2022, at 1:00 

p.m. CST. The Commission shall initiate the call.  
 
6. Failure on the part of any attorney/party to comply with any requirements outlined 

hereinabove may result in exclusion of the evidence sought to be introduced at the hearing, 
waiver of objection, or any other sanctions against the offending party as deemed 
appropriate by the Commission.  

  
     KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
 

_____________________________________________ 
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 

 

iPad



  

Date: ____________________________ 
  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this 29th day of 

September 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
Counsel for Judge Jameson Counsel for the Commission 
  

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 
 
 

iPad

iPad



 1 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

RESPONSE TO MOTION TO QUASH OR LIMIT SUBPOENA  

 
Counsel for the Commission, for his Response to Judge Jameson’s Motion to Quash or 

Limit Subpoena, states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

Judge Jameson seeks to “quash or limit” separate Subpoenas Duces Tecum issued and 

served upon the Kentucky Administrative Office of the Courts (“AOC”) and the Kentucky 

Court of Justice (“KCOJ”) contending that they are overly broad and compel the production 

of documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or constitute attorney work 

product. Judge Jameson’s Motion should be denied for the following reasons: 

ARGUMENT 

1. Pursuant to SCR 4.030, Counsel for the Commission requested, and the 

Commission issued, a Subpoena Duces Tecum to the AOC on September 6, 2022 calling for 

the production of documents in its possession pertaining to, relating to, and/or arising from 

any of the allegations, events, or incidents described in the Charges against Judge Jameson. 

The Subpoena called for the AOC to produce the documents on September 16, 2022. A copy 

of the Subpoena was served on Judge Jameson’s counsel on September 6, 20221. The AOC 

responded to the Subpoena and produced responsive documents on September 7, 2022. 

 
1 See Exhibit A attached. 
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Copies of all responsive documents were forwarded to Judge Jameson’s counsel on 

September 13, 20222. Because Judge Jameson did not seek to quash or limit the Subpoena 

until after the AOC had produced responsive documents, his challenge to the Subpoena is 

moot.  

2. Without waiving the mootness of Judge Jameson’s Motion, the concern about 

the AOC’s production of attorney-client privileged communications or documents protected 

by the attorney work product is for naught. None of the documents that AOC produced were 

privileged.  

3. Judge Jameson also challenges a Subpoena Duces Tecum issued to the KCOJ on 

September 6, 2022. Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 4.030, Counsel for the Commission 

requested, and the Commission issued, a Subpoena Duces Tecum to the KCOJ seeking the 

production of documents in its possession pertaining to, relating to, and/or arising from any 

of the allegations, events, or incidents described in the Charges against Judge Jameson. That 

subpoena was superseded by an Amended Subpoena Duces Tecum to KCOJ that was served 

on September 21, 2022. Counsel for the Commission served a copy of the Amended Subpoena 

Duces Tecum on Judge Jameson’s counsel on September 21, 20223. Since Judge Jameson does 

not seek to limit or quash that Amended Subpoena Duces Tecum, his Motion must be denied. 

4. While the KCOJ has yet to respond with responsive documents to the Amended 

Subpoena Duces Tecum, KCOJ was specifically instructed that Counsel for the Commission 

was not requesting, and they should not produce, any communications to or from Judge 

Jameson and any of his attorneys that may have been sent or received on AOC computer 

 
2 See Exhibit B attached.  
3 See Exhibit C attached. 
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servers4. As a result, KCOJ should not be producing any privileged documents when it 

responds to the Subpoena. 

5. Judge Jameson contends that there is a “box of documents remaining in his 

judicial office at the Marshall County Judicial Building” that contains privileged and protected 

documents. Accepting the veracity of that representation, Counsel for the Commission has 

no intent to secure or review the box of documents in Judge Jameson’s office. Consequently, 

there is no legitimate need, much less a compelling one, to appoint a neutral third party to 

review the documents in the box as requested by Judge Jameson.  

CONCLUSION  

For all these reasons, and having failed to satisfy his burden as movant, Counsel for 

the Commission requests that Judge Jameson’s Motion to Quash or Limit Subpoena be 

denied. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq. (#43548) 
Joseph K. Hill, Esq. (#97492) 
ADAMS LAW, PLLC 
40 West Pike Street 
Covington, KY  41011 
859.394.6200 
859.3.92.7263 – Fax  
jmando@adamsattorneys.com 
jhill@adamsattorneys.com 
 
Counsel for the Kentucky Judicial Conduct 
Commission 

  

 
4 See Exhibit D attached. 

mailto:jmando@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:jhill@adamsattorneys.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served via 
electronic mail on this 30th day of September, 2022, upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter, Esq. 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
rwalter@bsgpad.com  

Ms. Jimmy Shaffer 
Executive Secretary 
KY Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604 
JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net 

 
 

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq 

mailto:rwalter@bsgpad.com
mailto:JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net


Exhibit A



Exhibit B



Exhibit C



Exhibit D
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO MOTION TO QUASH OR LIMIT SUBPOENA 

Counsel for the Commission, for his Supplemental Response to Judge Jameson’s 

Motion to Quash or Limit Subpoena, states as follows: 

6. After filing and serving his Response to the Motion to Quash or Limit

Subpoenas, Counsel received an email from Margaret Ivie, Deputy General Counsel 

at Administrative Office of the Courts on September 30, 2022 at 4:46 p.m. with KCOJ’s 

Response to the Subpoena Duces Tecum5.  

7. On October 3, 2022 at 10:07 a.m., Counsel for the Commission sent the link

with the KCOJ documents to Counsel for Judge Jameson6. 

CONCLUSION 

For all these reasons, and having failed to satisfy his burden as movant, Counsel for 

the Commission requests that Judge Jameson’s Motion to Quash or Limit Subpoena be 

denied. 

5 Email attached as Exhibit E 
6 Email attached as Exhibit F 
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Respectfully submitted,  

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq. (#43548) 
Joseph K. Hill, Esq. (#97492) 
ADAMS LAW, PLLC 
40 West Pike Street 
Covington, KY  41011 
859.394.6200 
859.3.92.7263 – Fax  
jmando@adamsattorneys.com 
jhill@adamsattorneys.com 
 
Counsel for the Kentucky Judicial Conduct 
Commission 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served via 
electronic mail on this 3rd day of October, 2022, upon the following: 

Richard L. Walter, Esq. 
410 Broadway 
Paducah, KY 42001 
rwalter@bsgpad.com  

Ms. Jimmy Shaffer 
Executive Secretary 
KY Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604 
JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net 

 
 

/s/ Jeffrey C. Mando  
Jeffrey C. Mando, Esq 

mailto:jmando@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:jhill@adamsattorneys.com
mailto:rwalter@bsgpad.com
mailto:JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net


Exhibit E



Exhibit F



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 

ORDER ON MOTION TO QUASH OR LIMIT SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM 
 

Judge Jameson has moved to quash or limit a Subpoena Duces Tecum served on September 

6, 2022, and an Amended Subpoena Duces Tecum served on September 21, 2022, by counsel for 

the Commission on the Kentucky Court of Justice (“KCOJ”).  Judge Jameson’s main concern is 

that the subpoenas may require the KCOJ to produce documents protected by the attorney-client 

privilege or that constitute attorney work product.  Judge Jameson specifically identifies a box in 

his office in the Marshall County Judicial Center that may contain such protected documents.  He 

also states in his motion that such protected documents may be located elsewhere in that office.  

Finally, Judge Jameson requests the opportunity to physically review these documents in his office. 

In its response, Counsel for the Commission notes that the initial subpoena served on the 

KCOJ was superseded by an Amended Subpoena Duces Tecum served September 21, 2022.  

Exhibit B attached to Judge Jameson’s motion was a “Supplemental Subpoena" served on the 

Administrative Office of the Courts, not KCOJ.  The Commission interprets Judge Jameson’s 

motion as relating to the Amended Subpoena served on the KCOJ September 21, 2022. 

Counsel for the Commission filed a supplemental response stating that KCOJ provided the 

documents responsive to the Amended Subpoena to counsel for the Commission on Friday, 

September, 30, 2022, and they were provided to counsel for Judge Jameson on October 3, 2022.   

Therefore, it appears Judge Jameson’s motion to quash may be moot as to the documents already 

produced. 

As stated above, Judge Jameson identifies “a box of documents remaining in his judicial 

office at the Marshall County Judicial Building…that he verily believes contains documents 



subject to the aforementioned privileges and protections against disclosure.”  Motion, p. 1.  His 

motion is still germane as to this box of documents if it has not yet been produced.  

Judge Jameson’s motion is granted in part and denied in part. 

The Commission agrees that any documents protected by the attorney-client privilege 

should not be produced, and that any documents that constitute attorney work product should not 

be produced unless counsel for the Commission makes the required showing under CR 26.02(3)(a). 

  Other than this box of documents, or boxes of documents if there is more than one, that 

Judge Jameson claims to contain attorney-client privileged information and attorney work product, 

KCOJ shall produce all documents responsive to the Supplemental Subpoena Duces Tecum.   

Further as to this box or boxes of documents, the Commission directs counsel for Judge 

Jameson, on or before October 6, 2022, to make arrangements with Judge Jameson’s secretary, 

Sarah Gipson, for counsel or his designee to go to the Marshall County Judicial Center and take 

possession of this box, or boxes, of documents identified by Judge Jameson, if Judge Jameson’s 

secretary can identify it, or them.  Judge Jameson shall not be the person designated by his counsel 

to go to the Judicial Center to take possession of the documents.  Counsel for Judge Jameson shall, 

on or before October 11, 2022 provide to counsel for the Commission a copy of any documents in 

the box or boxes that are responsive to the subpoena and not protected by the attorney-client 

privilege or the work product doctrine, and submit in the record a confirmation notice of his 

retrieval of the box or boxes.  If Counsel for the Commission requests it, Counsel for Judge 

Jameson shall on or before October 11, 2022, provide a privilege log to Counsel for the 

Commission that describes the nature of each document not produced in a manner that, without 

revealing information itself privileged or protected, will enable counsel for the Commission to 

assess the claim of privilege or protection from disclosure. Counsel for the Commission shall 

provide to counsel for Judge Jameson a copy of any other documents obtained by this subpoena, 

and if counsel for Judge Jameson believes any of those documents are protected, counsel may file 



  

an appropriate motion requesting return of those documents, or that they be ruled inadmissable at 

the hearing.  Any other requested relief is denied.  

  
 KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

 
_____________________________________________ 
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIR 

 
Date: ____________________________ 

  
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this 4th day of 

October 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
Counsel for Judge Jameson Counsel for the Commission 
  

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 

JAMES T. JAMESON, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 
42ND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

 

 

SECOND AMENDED NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES 

Counts I through IV in the June 13, 2002, Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charges 

are incorporated by reference and reaffirmed as if fully set forth herein. 

COUNT V 

During the course of the JCC’s proceedings, you have repeatedly attempted to obstruct 

justice and impede the JCC’s authority to investigate the charges against you. Specifically, you 

have intimidated witnesses involved in these proceedings and attempted to dissuade your 

judicial staff from complying with a JCC subpoena. 

On September 21, 2022, upon request by Counsel for the Commission, the JCC issued 

a subpoena for Kentucky Court of Justice records as follows:   

All documents including, but not limited to, internal emails, external emails, 
text messages, letters, reports, audio recordings and handwritten notes in the 
possession of any and all Marshall and Calloway County elected judges, judicial 
staff, elected clerks, and elected clerk staff pertaining to, relating to and/or 
arising from any of the allegations, events or incidents related to 42nd Judicial 
Circuit Judge James Jameson’s involvement with the 42nd Circuit’s Community 
Corrections Board (“CCB”), Track Group ankle monitoring services, or Re-life 
substance abuse disorder treatment program. 

Your counsel was provided a copy of the subpoena upon service.     

On September 26, 2022, you contacted AOC to complain about the subpoena and 

asked AOC not to comply with the subpoena. AOC denied your request and cautioned you 
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that it would be inappropriate to ignore a valid subpoena. You also contacted your 

administrative support specialist via telephone to discuss the subpoena. During that call, you 

instructed your judicial staff not to cooperate with the JCC’s subpoena. You instructed your 

administrative support specialist and staff attorney to remove boxes from your office and to 

refuse to provide any documents from your office to the Commission per the subpoena. In 

short, you instructed your judicial staff to blatantly violate the law and to further act in 

contradiction to their duties and responsibilities as AOC employees. 

Upon learning that AOC instructed your judicial staff to disregard your demands, you 

again contacted your staff and, this time, instructed them to send all documents they 

intended to produce to you for review before sending them to AOC. After this revised 

instruction, AOC was again forced to intervene and advise your judicial staff that they should 

once again disregard your unlawful instructions.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2 which provides that a judge shall act at all times in a manner 
that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and 
impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety, and the appearance 
of impropriety.  

• Canon 1, Rule 1.3 which prohibits a judge from abusing the prestige of judicial 
office to advance the personal or economic interests of the judge or others, or 
allowing others to do so. 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.12 (A) which provides a judge shall require court staff, court 
officials, and others subject to judge’s direction and control to act in a manner 
consistent with judge’s obligations under this Code. 
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.16(B) which prohibits a judge from retaliating, directly or 
indirectly, against a person known or suspected to have assisted or cooperated 
with an investigation of a judge or a lawyer.  

COUNT VI 

Following your temporary suspension, you engaged in a pattern of noncompliance 

and interference with JCC orders. Specifically, you failed to adhere to the terms of your 

temporary suspension by contacting your judicial staff and availing yourself of judicial 

resources. 

As a part of your temporary suspension on August 15, 2022, you were prohibited 

from accessing court resources. However, notwithstanding your suspension, you have 

continued to access your judicial e-mail account and contact your staff members for 

purposes related to your judicial role. For example, you accessed your AOC e-mail account 

on August 19, 2022 and set up a Teams meeting with your staff attorney and administrative 

support specialist.  Then in September 2022, you contacted your staff to request delivery of 

an AOC laptop docking station. You continue to have in your possession and to use two KCOJ 

laptops. You have also contacted your staff to request copies of AOC documents and 

materials to which you no longer had access.  

Your actions violate SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and constitute misconduct in office. 

Furthermore, your actions violate SCR 4.300 and the relevant portions of the following 

Canons of the Code of Judicial Conduct: 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1 which requires a judge to comply with the law.  

• Canon 2, Rule 2.16(A) which requires that a judge shall cooperate and be 
candid and honest with judicial and lawyer disciplinary agencies, including the 
Judicial Conduct Commission. 
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The jurisdiction of the Judicial Conduct Commission in this matter is under SCR 

4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v), and (1)(c) which reads in pertinent part as follows: 

(1) Commission shall have authority: 

(b) To impose the sanctions, separately or collectively of (1) admonition, 
private reprimand, public reprimand or censure; (2) suspension 
without pay or removal or retirement from judicial office, upon any 
judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a candidate for judicial 
office, who after notice and hearing the Commission finds guilty of any 
one or more of the following: 

(i) Misconduct in office. 

(v) Violation of the code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300. 

(c) After notice and hearing, to remove a judge whom it finds to lack the 
constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in question. 

For your information, the Commission wishes to call your attention to the following 

Supreme Court Rule: 

RULE 4.180 FORMAL PROCEEDINGS 

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be initiated, it 
shall notify the judge.  He may file an answer within 15 days after service of 
the notice.  Upon the filing of his answer, or the expiration of time for so filing, 
the Commission shall set a time and place for the hearing and shall give 
reasonable notice thereof to the judge. 

Please mail your Answer to:  Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, Kentucky 

Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, KY  40604-4266. 

_____________________________, 2022   
R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRMAN  
KENTUCKY JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

  
  

Dr. Joe Ellis has recused himself from any consideration in this matter. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a true and correct copy of this order has been served this ____ day of 

October 2022 via electronic and first-class mail upon: 

Richard L. Walter (rwalter@bsgpad.com) Jeffrey C. Mando (JMando@adamsattorneys) 
Boehl Stopher and Graves, LLP  Adams Law, PLLC 
410 Broadway 40 W. Pike St. 
Paducah, KY 42001 Covington, KY 41011 
Counsel for Judge Jameson Counsel for the Commission 
 

  
JIMMY SHAFFER,  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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