NEBRASKA JUDICIAL ETHICS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
_ Advisory Opinion No. 91-1

'f_ A.. Question

May a judge respond to a request from Martlndale—Hubbell

asklng for a ratlng and recommendatlon of an attorney.w_
B. Answer

It is the oplnlon of the commlttee that a Judge may . express
a prefe551onal evaluatlon or oplnlon of a prac£1c1ng attorney .
ri_for use by Martlndale—Hubbell, Inc., or a s;mllar legal ratlng
perlodlcal e e

The evaluation should remain confidential; :I£wsﬁ6uld"ih
no way be used to create the public impresson -that:a ‘judge endorses

a partlcular lawyer. ¢

2E¢;* Codefdffdﬁdicial Conduct Provisions

- Canon 2 (B) provides . . . A judge should not lend the
prestige 6f his or her office to advance the'private interests
bf'others; nor should a judge convey or permit others-to convey
"the impression that they are in a spec1a1 p051t10n to 1nf1uence

the judge. . .
D. Discussion
The question has been dealt with by Judicial Ethics Committees

in a number of states. All have reached the conclusion that

an evaluation'ofithis nature is not only permissible, but constructive.




Judges have:aﬁdutﬁdunder £ﬁé'c5h6£g”to promote and improve
the iegal‘system. Evaluations of this nature tend to fulfill-
that duty. Judges are in an 1dea1 p051tlon to express an opinion
as to the ability of a partlcular lawyer.

Slnce these forms are confldentlal and are never made publlc,
the danger that prlvate 1nterests mlght be advanced 1mproperly

is not present;
" E. Summary

This type evaluatlon is perfectly perm1551ble under the .
Code. However; 1t ‘would be prudent for a judge to assure hlmself
that the legal publlcatlon will malntaln the confldentlallty U

of the response.
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