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forbids the acceptance of these types of gifts and favors 
for this very reason. The acceptance of the free use of 
rental vehicles violated the high standards of judicial 
conduct required of members of the judiciary. 

In addition, the respondent was also required by 
Rule 6l(c)(4) to avoid improper conduct and the 
appearance of impropriety in his official conduct. (87 Ill. 
2d R. 6l(c)(4).) As the court stated in Corboy: ''Canon 2 
of the Code of Judicial Conduct now requires that a 
judge should avoid impropriety or the appearance of 
impropriety. Former Rule 6l(c)(4) [citation] contained a 
similar requirement. The general public would certainly 
consider it an appearance of impropriety if a judge were 
to accept a gift from a lawyer who has matters in the 
court on which that judge sits. Even if the matter were 
not to be heard by the judge to whom the gift is given, 
the public's perception would be one of suspicion, 
enhanced, no doubt, by the potential subliminal 
influence on the favored judge's colleagues." (In re

Corboy (1988), 124 Ill. 2d 29, 44.) The acceptance of free 
use of rental cars by a sitting judge which is paid for by 
a large law firm would certainly appear improper to the 
general public. Judges are required to avoid conduct 
which could give rise to the appearance of impropriety. 

We also note the appearance of impropriety in the 
repeated instances where the respondent served as a 
conduit for the handling of jury summonses. Rule 
6l(c)(23) stated: "A judge should be particularly careful 
to avoid any action that tends reasonably to arouse the 
suspicion that his social or business relations or 
friendships influence his judicial conduct." (87 Ill. 2d R. 
6l(c)(23).} The respondent stated that when he received 
the requests he would forward them to the jury 
commissioners' office or the presiding judge of the 
particular court. If this was all he did, then why would 
Friedman & Koven repeatedly send them to the respon-
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dent? Why not send them directly to the appropriate 
entity? We find the respondent's explanation of his 
activity in the matter of the jury summonses to be less 
than frank. The fact the respondent was receiving "gifts 
or favors" from D'Angelo and Friedman & Koven, while 
at the same time he was facilitating the speedy release 
from jury obligations for Friedman & Koven employees 
and clients, at the very least gives rise to an appearance 
of a quid pro quo. 

We find the respondent violated the Standards of 
Judicial Conduct, and that such violation� were of such
substance and significance that the sanction of suspen­
sion from office is required. Based on the foregoing set 
of considerations, it is hereby ordered that the respon­
dent, Judge James E. Murphy, be suspended and 
relieved of his duties as a judge of the circuit court of 
Cook County for a period of two months without pay, 
commencing April 1, 1990. 

Respondent suspended for two months without pay. 
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