1
2 BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT ' JUD/c -
3 B OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON | NDUCT
In Re the Matter of: ) v :
5 : ) CJC No. 7716-F-165
The Honorable Fred Bonner, ) o
6 || Former Judge of the ) STIPULATION, AGREEMENT
e Seattle Municipal Court. % AND ORDER OF CENSURE
8
9 The CommissiononJudic.ial Conduc\t (“Commission™) ,and Fred B‘onner, former
10 || J udge of the_ Seattle Municipal Court (“Respondent™), stipnlate and agree es provided herein.
11 || This stipulation is submitted pursuant to Article IV, Section 31 of ’;he ‘Washington
12 || Constitution and Rule 23 ef the Commission’s Rules of Precedure. |
13 | | |
14 I STIPULATED FACTS
15 1. Respondent was at all times referred to in this document a Judge of the Seattle ‘
1 6 Municipal Court. Respondent served in tnat e’apacity for tWenty-ﬁve years, having been first
17 || elected to the bench in 1989. He did not prevail in the contest for his _]udlclal position in the
18|l November 2014 election, and is.. currenﬂy_retlred S e -
19 | 2. - OnJanuary 2, 2004, Respondent applied for a three-person carpool parking |
20 || permit through the City of Seattle Fleets and F Facilities Depait Lmenf At the time, the cost for.
21 || the three-person carpool parking permit was $70 per month less than a standard, non-
22 || reserved parking permlt Respondent s apphcatlon for this discounted parkmg permit was
23 |l approved on January 8,2004, and remained in effect, without renewal or recertification, from
24 thnt date until August 2014, When Respondent voluntarily withdrew from the program.
- 25 | 3.’ From January 2004 until August 2014, Respondent received a discounted
26 earpool parking rate — saving between $70 -$140 per month over those years—but he did not
27 || in fact carpool often enough to qualify for the carpool parking rate. The Commission’s
28 1nvest1gat10n mdlcates that, although Respondent occas1onally carpooled wrth colleagues,
|| STIPULATION, AGREEMENT AND ORDER OF CENSURE =1 -
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neighbors or friends, such ride sharing was irregular and infrequent, and did not meet the

minimum requirements of the City’s ride share program.

II. AGREEMENT

A Respondgnf Violated the Code of Judicial Conduct.

L Respondent agrees he violated Canon 1, Rules 1.1 and 1.2, of the Code of |
Judicial Conduct by receiving a I-)ublic benefit to which he was not entitled.

2. Canon 1, Rule 1.1 provides, “A judge shall comply with the law, including
the Code of Judicial Conduct.” Rule 1.2 provides, “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.” Rules 1.1 and 1.2
express the ovérarching principles of the Code of Judicial Conduct: because of théir central
role in administering justice and enforcing the rule of léw, in Qrder to preserve public
confidence in our legal system, judgés must act in é manner that is always above reproach.

| 3. ° For overlten years, Respondent received a monthly discounted parking rate -
under fhe City’s ride-éh_are program, even though he knew or should have known his aétib‘ns
did not qualify him for that reduced rate. This conduct reflected a continuing disregard of
_’[hehigh_siandardS_Qf_pAeISQflal .,,int‘cgrj,ty__tgﬂhi_c‘h_ judges are held underthe Code. .~
B. Imposition of Sanction - | }
- 1.~ The sanction imposed by the Cdmmission must be commensurate to the level
of Respondent’s éulpability, sufficient to restore and maintain the public’s conﬁdénce inthe
integrity of thé judiciary, and sufficient to dé_ter similar acts of misconduct in the future.
2. In deterf_nining thé appropriate level 0f discipline to impose, the Commission -
takes into account those factors listed in CJCRP 6(c). The paramount consideration here
“concerns the nature of‘ the misconduct. Misconduct involving dishonesty. substantially
undermines public confidence in Respohdent’s iﬁtegrity, and consequently diminishes
resiaect for the judiciary in general. Discipliﬁary actions for similar miscoﬁduct have

vhistorically been treated as extrémely serious by the Commission and by our State Supreme
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Court. (See, In re Ritchie, 123 Wn.2d 725 (1994) and In re Anderson, 138 Wn.2d 830
-(1999) and most recently In re Johnson, CJC No. 7711-F-164 (May 2015).) In addition,

Respondent’s actions were on-going and took place over an extended period of time. In

mitigation, the conduct did not take place in the courtroom, nor was it particularly related to -

his judicial status, but rather his status as an employee of the city. In that regard, he did not

exploit his judicial capacity to satisfy personal desires. The Commission recognizes that

Respondent served as a judicial officer for 25 years with distinction. He is no longer a

judicial officer, and has stated that he has no intentions of returning to the bench. He has

been cooperative with the Commission in this proceeding. The Commission further
‘acknowledges that, by enterlng into thls stipulation, Respondent has accepted responsibility
for his 1mpropr1ety

3. Based upon the stlpulated facts and upon weighing the factors in CJ CRP 6(c),

Respondent and the Comrmsswn agree that Respondent’s stipulated misconduct shall be

sanctioned by the 1mp051t10n of a “censure.” A “censure” is a written action of the
Commission that finds that the conduct of the respondent violates a rule of judicial conduct,
detrimentally affects the integrity of the judiciary, and undermines public confidence in the

administration of justice. It is the highest level of discipline the Commission can impose. -

_'_A_.,_A_4,.___.Respondent_agrees_that_he_nyill_tht._seek‘nQr“thd_any_ judicial office, nor
perform any judicial duties.in the future without first securing approval from the Commission
in the rnannerr provided in CJCRP 28, or its successor or repl_acement rule.

5. Respondent further agrees he will reimburse the City of Seattle the total cost
difference between the three-perSOn carpool parking permit rate for which he was charged
and the non-reserved parking permit rate from January 2004 to August 2014. Respondent
will make full restitution within one-year from the date this‘stipulation is entered and shall
notify the Comm1ss1on in wr1t1ng that he has done so. .

Sz‘andard Addzz‘zonal Terms
6. Respondent agrees he will not retaliate, or appear to retaliate, against any

\

personknown or suspected to have cooperated with the Commission, or otherwise associated

‘,STIPULATION, ‘AGREEMENT AND-ORDER -OF CENSURE - 3
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with this matter.

7. Respondent affirms that he has consulted with, or has had the opportunity to

_consult with, counsel prior to entering this stipulation.

8. Respondent agrees that by entering into this stipulation and agreement, he
hereby waives his procgdural rights and appeal rights pursuant to the Commission on Judicial
Conduct Rules of Procedure and Afticle IV, Section 31 of the Washingfon State Constitution
in this proceeding. | | |

/1
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Judge Fred Bonner, Ret. Dafe 7 .

gl oo
" J. Réiko ‘Callner . T Date '
Exécutive Director -

Commission on Judicial Conduct
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ORDER OF CENSURE

Based on the above Stipulation and Agreement, the Commission on Judicial Conduct

hereby orders Respondent, Fred Bonner, CENSURED for the above set forth violations of

i the Code of Judicial Conduct. Respondent shall fulfill all of the terms of the Stipulation and

Agreement as set forth therein.

" DATED this ZZ day of 7/}&«/@/1 2015

Michael Pontarolo/Chalr

ommission o/nVGd101a1 Conduct
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