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The parties further stipulated that the respondent 
pied guilty on the improper lane usage charge and the 
special prosecutor moved for the entry of a nolle 
prosequi on the driving under the influence charge. The 
respondent was required to submit to an alcohol 
evaluation and subsequently he completed an alcohol 
remedial education program. 

The Courts Commission finds, from stipulation of 
the parties, that the respondent admitted he had been 
drinking and he refused to cooperate with the requests 
of a statutory law enforcement officer to step out of his 
automobile when ordered, and that he refused to submit 
to a field sobriety test and he subsequently refused to 
take a breathalyzer test, is conduct that clearly brings the 
judicial office into disrepute. Supreme Court Rules 61 
and 62(A). 

In determining the sanction to be imposed, the 
Commission takes into account as a mitigating circum­
stance which hears upon the sanction we impose, the 
fact that · the respondent has undergone an alcohol 
remedial education program. 

It is ordered that the respondent be, and he is 
hereby, reprimanded. 

Respondent reprimanded. 
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dent with willful misconduct in office and conduct that is prejudicial 
to the administration of justice and that brings the judicial office into 
disrepute. In summary form, the complaint alleged that the respon­
dent, while a candidate for the nomination to the office of appellate 
court judge in the 1990 primary election, authorized and approved 
improper campaign advertisements and failed to properly oversee 
his campaign finances. 

Count I alleged that the respondent, a sitting judge of the circuit 
court, was a candidate, in the 1990 primary election, for the Demo­
cratic nomination for judge of the First District Appellate Court; that, 
during the course of the primary election campaign, the respondent 
approved and authorized a certain campaign advertisement on his 
own behalf, which was published in the March 19, 1990, issue of the 
Chicago Tribune; that in the advertisement the respondent made a 
series of representations, e.g., "Judge Tully-Tough on Crime[.] I 
went to a disabled Sr. Citizen's home to sign arrest warrants against 
two home invaders (Southtown Economist 3-7-90). The detective on 
the scene said, 'without Judge Tully going to see the woman, we 
wouldn't have made an arrest"' and "Judge Tully-Tough on 
Taxes[.] I saved Cook County taxpayers $2.5 million in 1989 in deci­
sion involving the CTA"; that said advertisement contained state­
ments that were inaccurate, misleading and cast doubt upon his ca­
pacity to decide impartially issues that may come before the respon­
dent; and that such conduct violated Supreme Court Rules 
67(B)(l)(c) (judicial candidate should not make pledges or promises 
of conduct in office other than faithful and impartial performance of 
judicial duties; should not misrepresent qualifications or other facts; 
etc.), 67(B)(l)(a} (judicial candidate should maintain dignity of judi­
cial office), 61 (judge should maintain high standards of conduct), 
and 62(A) (judge should comply with the law and always conduct 
himself in manner that promotes integrity and impartiality of judici­
ary}. Ill. Rev. Stat. 1989, ch. U0A, pars. 61, 62(A}, 67(B)(l)(a), (c). 

Counts II through VI realleged that the respondent was a judge 
and a candidate for the appellate court and that he, during the 
primary election campaign, "authorized and approved" campaign 
advertisements, and alleged that advertisements appeared in the 
Chicago Sun Times on March 19, 1990, Southtown Economist on 
March 19,1990, Chicago Shoreland News on March 17, 1990, The 
Beverly Review on March 14, 1990, and Chicago Defender on March 
19, 1990. These advertisements were very similar to those described 
in Count I and/ or included additional material, e.g., "highly qualified 


