
JUDICIAL INVESTIGATION COMMISSION 
City Center East- Suite 1200 A 

4700 MacCorkle Ave., SE 
Charleston, West Virginia 25304 

(304) 558-0169 • FAX (304) 558-0831 
July23,20l8 

The Honorable Margaret L. Workman, Chief Justice 
Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia 
Capitol Complex 
Building One, Room E-306 
Charleston, West Virginia 25305 

In re: Complaint No. 39-20 18 

Dear Justice Workman: 

EXHIBIT 

j aq 

On July 20, 2018, the Judicial Investigation Commission was presented with a 
complaint filed against you by Judicial Disciplinary Counsel. The complaint alleged potential 
violations of Rules 1.1 , 1.2, 1.3, 3.13 and 3.15 of the Code of Judicial Conduct pertaining to 
the justices' practice of buying lunches on a State purchasing card while at work at the 
Capitol on argument docket and administrative conference days. 1 The facts giving rise to the 
complaint are as follows: 

You were first elected to the Supreme Court in November 1988, took office on 
January I, 1989, and resigned in 2000 to return to private practice. You 'vvere next elected to a 
twelve-year term on the Court in November 2008, and took office on January I, 2009. Since 
that time, you have served as Chief Justice of the Court five separate times. 

Prior to 2012, the Cmut began each argument day at l 0:00 a.m. and recessed for lunch from 
12:30 to 2:00p.m. Thereafter, the Court would resume its work on the bench until the docket 
was complete. Afterward, the Court held conference to decide that day's cases. On days 
where there was an all-day administrative conference, the Court also took a lu nch break in 
the middle of the day. 

1 Soon after the complaint was opened , the Commission on Special Investigations contacted the Judicial 
Investigation Commission and alleged that you may have hired one or more people who worked on your 
2008 judicial campaign as "ghost" employees of the Court. A ghost employee is someone on the payroll 
who doesn't actually work or do work for an agency. Through falsification of personnel or payroll records 
paychecks are generated to the "ghost" for work that was never performed. The "ghost" then converts these 
paychecks. following a thorough investigation into this claim, the Judicial Investigation Commission finds 
there is no probable cause to charge you with any violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct. 
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Beginning in or around January 2012, the Court, then comprised of Justices Davis, 
Ketchum, Benjamin, McHugh, and you, informally changed the schedule on argument days 
by ceasing the 12:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. lunch break. Instead, the Court opted to stay on the 
bench until the docket was completed. The Court then immediately began the decision 
conference and held a working lunch paid for by the Court. Lunches were also provided for 
visiting circuit court judges who filled in for justices conflicted off specific cases. With 
respect to all day administrative conferences, the Court also elected to have a working lunch. 
The Court also provided lunches for various court employees who had to remain at their 
posts and copy, type and/or retrieve documents for the Justices while they were on the bench 
or in conference. 

According to Justices Davis, Ketchum, Benjamin and you, the change to a working 
lunch was brought about for several reasons. First, litigants, lawyers and other court 
participants who came from all over the state did not have to wait while the Court broke for a 
90 minute lunch during argument docket days but would instead be able to begin their travel 
home much earlier. Second, the practice proved more convenient for visiting judges who 
could return to their circuit the same day and perhaps engage in some work there. Third, 
eliminating the lunch break during argument and administrative conference days also allowed 
the Justices and certain staff additional time to work on research, writing and other Court 
matters. Fourth, the practice proved more efficient since the justices and staff members were 
no longer at the mercy of restaurants and traffic as to their ability to return to work in a 
timely manner. 

The custom of a paid working lunch on argument docket and administrative 
conference days remained in effect for several years, was well known throughout the Court 
system, and no one had ever questioned the correctness of the policy prior to the FOJA 
request. Importantly, the policy was never reduced to writing. While it was never an express 
written policy, it was clearly a longstanding practice by custom and habit. 

In December 2017, the Court, for the first time, was asked about paid lunches in a 
FOIA request from a local television reporter. The Court's Finance Director was tasked with 
gathering the information about the lunches for 2016 and 2017. From January 5, 2016, 
through November 15, 2016,2 the Court purchased lunches for the Justices and various staff 
members for a total of approximately 550 lunches on 51 separate days from some upscale 
Charleston restaurants and spent a total of approximately $9,107.12. The average with tip 
included cost approximately $16.56 per meal. You participated in 41 of these lunches. From 
January 4, 2017, through November 14, 2017, the Court purchased lunches for the Justices 
and various staff members for a total of approximately 602 lunches on 52 separate days and 

'Given that the practice was well known, the Commission's statute of limitations would only allow us to 
look back two years. Rule 2.12 of the Rules of Judicial Disciplinary Procedure provides that "[a]ny 
complaint filed more than two years after the complainant knew, or in the exercise of reasonable diligence 
should have known, of the existence of a violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, shall be dismissed by 
the Commission.n 



The Honorable Margaret L. Workman, Chief Justice 
July 23, 2018 
Page3 of4 

spent a total of approximately $10,096.20. The average with tip included cost approximately 
$16.77 per meal. You participated in 50 of the paid lunches. 

On or about April 18, 2018, Judicial Disciplinary Counsel opened a complaint against 
you alleging the aforementioned facts and potential Code violations. By letter dated April 
30, 2018, you denied violating the Code of Judicial Conduct. You also voluntarily submitted 
to an interview on May 21,2018. 

You stated that when you first served on the Court there was a regularly scheduled 
time for the lunch break. When you returned to the Court, the break time was "an ever
changing phenomenon, depending on how long the arguments went and who the chief justice 
was." Thereafter, you requested a return to a regularly scheduled lunch break. The following 
then occurred: 

One of the other Justices suggested that, rather than having an out-of Court 
break, we hear all arguments prior to leaving the bench and have lunch 
brought in to eat while working on decisions. The purpose of this was to 
accommodate lawyers who traveled from northern West Virginia or the 
Eastern Panhandle, as well as litigants who then didn't have to pay additional 
attorney fees for lawyers sitting around waiting. I don't believe that any 
decision was ever made fonmalizing this plan, so much as it just became a 
practice that was done to promote efficiency .... 

As to my administrative assistant, in addition to the regular work hours, she is 
required to be present anytime I am at the Court. Especially on argument, 
decision and administrative conference days, there is often a need to get 
copies of a brief, a case, or other information from the voluminous amount of 
material that flows through the Court on a daily basis. Consequently, on 
Court and administrative conference days, my assistant was not permitted to 
take an out-of-office break and therefore lunch was also provided to her. 

Like Justices Benjamin and Davis, you also indicated that the Court's power to 
control its own administrative business is established by Article VIII, § 3 of the West 
Virginia Constitution. You stated that a court has the power to do all things reasonably 
necessary for the administration of justice within the scope of its jurisdiction. You also 
indicated that the Court's inherent power extends not only to the facilitation of the prompt 
and efficient administration of its own docket, but also the administration of court system as a 
whole. You recognize that the Court's inherent powers are not limitless and may be limited 
by constitutional provisions. However, you also correctly noted that a court's inherent 
powers have been held to be broad especially in the area of court administration and case 
flow management and that a court's inherent power may supersede legislation to the contrary. 
You further noted that the Court is a governmental entity and as such, it has implied power to 
reasonably expend public funds where doing so is consistent with its public mission and 
where there is a commensurate benefit to the governmental body and to the public. You also 



fltt.:Jl,II\11Ltbk\1,\l&.,tl...:t( \\11d.,1111!1 (_,11\.'f fll·lll\." 

I , J·, 2_1 2' I~ 

I }IL' ... - 'II ' 

.trprorrial~l) 1111tCd lhat th.: rradlll' uf \\Llr!-lllg l unchc~ h 0•'1 ltnlllt:d II' the lu-..tl..:l.:~ but t ' d 

n:,\ ... nnabl~ and cusl\)11131') (X1I i c~ ulilltCJ b~ llth~.:r stal~ ag~nut:~ 1 

In urpl: ing thc foregoing r<~ch lL• th..: alk~..:J Ruk 'iol..ttilm'> the C nmnw;sion linJ -.. 
that there i ~ 11\1 r robahk t...ausc l<• bi.' IIC\ l' th;:ll ~nu \. io!Jt.:d tho.: C\Kk or Judit...t.ll (\•nJu~..t YLllt 

c:mpiL1yCJ an a! r.._·ad ) \\1-'ll-t::'itabli.;hcd poliL) Uti l iz~:J b~ llllwr 5t.tlC agenc ies In make the 
C<lllrt run ITHlfl.' efficient!~ and efkcti\d) ''11 ar:;uml.'nt thtc!...c:t and aJmint~ t r,HI\e cnnt~rc 1KC 

d.t)' · Pcrhal'~· the ,,nl: <: riti..:i-.m th,ll tile Jll .._·,m mal-..~ 1s l11J\ ~Llll laikJ C11 reduce tile p .... ,li~o~ 
1,, \\nting - \\ith \\Cll-c-.tabli::.h~::J guide linc-; for the purchase of tile \\Orh.ing lunchc~ B~ 

fai ling L11 d1) thi::.. )Ou unnccessuril) \)pcncd the door to unf,tir public cri tic ism of an nthcn,i ...... 
appropriatt: me thud for conJw.:ting the bltSitiCSS or the ( uurt. As 110 further act inn j , 

''lltT.111LcJ. the complaint against )Oil i:. di;,misscd. and the file in this mnuer has been ciLl:o.cJ. 

Rl \\ 1.11 

t ·nmptamt :-;., 1t).].tJII\ 

-------

/f:L/t7JJI~ 
Ronald E. \\ ilson Chairpt:rson 
Judtc ial ltt\C\Iigatiun Commission 

I he Internal Rcvcm11: S.:n 1c.: rccoglll /.1.'~ 11 urkmg lundH.:\ to l'..: a h:,giuma1.: bu:.111es~ 1:.\p~:n~c wht:n ,uch 
i!Cl iv itics an.' rl!lawd to a kg.itimJ te busua·~s purpo~e and is nola IWn-IIOrk·ldat.:J perk. ~unilarly. th.: IRS 
r t.:U)!.IllLC:, I he l.:gitilll .tC~ or \IUI'klllg !UIIdlt!~ in furtherance (If publiC t:IHIIIC::. \1 hcrt.' ~urh meal~ art: 
turni~hcd al lh!! 1\nrk sight ;~nd art' for the cumciHcn,·.: of tho: .tg.em:~ In hrs i\lun:h I. :!008 Charleston 
(i.tlc llc-j\olail an 1cl!! emit lcd ··v, V LlhiL' Ct•mmi.,, lon Che" ~ on Issues·· Phd Kabler stJ!cd that lh.: usc ot 
1\0rt..ing lunch<:~ IS a "'fair!)' C(11111ll0ll pr.KliCc ot' St.Jll' agcncic5 nnd Olher public UOdlt:S '' Rd) in g. in r"110n 

th~ II{S Guide li1r Public I mplo).:r~. tht: Ethk~ C:ommis;.um round thJl ··[g)cnc:ra ll) the c:-.pcnditurc of 
public funds ts pcrmi;.~ihlc ifth.:re '" ,1 l..:g. tllllhltc gon:mmcra purpn~.: for the C\pcndilun: ·· \\1 V.t. Fth1cs 
Ad II SOl) Optnron 20 12-27 (Oo 2S. 2012 1 n m ... ~ puhhc IJonrd prupl."rl~ h<.~d a lh1rkmg lunch II lt~:rc it Cdt 
thttt doing so ensured ils ahil it) to a<:ulmphsh th 1\0rlo. IJ l·a<:lor\ ~1hicl1thl." 8 oJrd considered in nwt..IIH!. 

lh decision indudcd the amoum of ih IHIIt.. for the Ja) . th~: anticipah:d length of time 11 1\0uld lake 1~ 
accomplish 11~ 1~ort... !ht: tr<t\cl rcljuiremcnls of its mt>mber~. the ulnH:ni..:n~oc of the Board. and 11hcthcr 
h:lltllg a \\OI'k tng lunch permitted the no;trd to accomplt!ih its 111i~~1on rmm.: I.'!Te~:ti\e (v. th~reb~ scrvmg. !he 
public ld \\.'here thcr..: 11:1'• n !.:gitimat..: busine~., or govcmmcntal rea\llll for ~udt u practi..:r and 11here 

the m.·al I\ a~ provided on-premise~. thlo' St.ltc Lthi.:s CommiS~Ion round no etlul'aJ 'tu!J!I(In 11hen a 
g\11 emmentnl cnt it) ··pn>l 1dt!['] a ''Lit kin:; ntL'a l 111 it~ mcmhcr-; and nny st:1ff 11ho ur\· n:qtmcd hJ be 
prcscm at the llll:!cting a.:> po~n nflh~ir J 1h dutle~ wh~?ll th~ m~al "prl'l idcJ for the.> b.:neli t ul the Bo.m! 1..: 
II} oiCI..Oillplbh liS IHW!o..' f</ 




