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Chairman Johnson, Ranking Member Roby and members of the subcommittee:
Thank you for the invitation to testify today. My name is Gabe Roth, and I am executive director
of Fix the Court, a national nonpartisan organization that advocates for greater transparency and
accountability in our federal courts.
With Profs. Amanda Frost and Charles Geyh having discussed the constitutionality of protransparency reforms in the judiciary, and the history and wisdom of these proposals, I will spend
my time on why these reforms are necessary today in helping the public better understand the work
of our federal courts and fully trust the impartiality of its judges and justices.
The Supreme Court and lower courts often point to ways in which they have improved their public
engagement efforts in recent years, from permitting online filing 1 to presiding over mock cases in
their courtrooms with high school students 2. These are admirable efforts. But they do not absolve
the judiciary for refusing to adopt pro-transparency, bipartisan reforms that would restore faith in
our courts at a time that faith has declined precipitously. Now on to the proposals at hand—
First, on whether the Supreme Court should have a formal, binding code of conduct and whether
Congress should compel the justices to adopt one:
Profs. Frost and Geyh in their testimony today have described the history of the Judicial
Conference’s Code of Conduct for U.S. Judges, why the justices of the Supreme Court do not
believe it applies to them and how Congress could, by statute, compel the justices to draft their
own ethics code. I agree with their views and believe that the justices should welcome the
opportunity to demonstrate their commitment to ethics. This does, however, raise a question I have
often heard: is a Supreme Court Code of Conduct a solution in search of a problem?
I believe the answer is “no,” and it is an easy “no.” The impartiality of our judiciary should be
beyond reproach, so having a basic ethics code for its members to follow is a natural outgrowth of
that common value – one that should be no less rigorously applied to our nation’s highest court.
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It is not a coincidence that the top courts in nearly every U.S. state follow an ethics code that’s
modeled off the Judicial Conference’s. The Supreme Court of Georgia, for example, has replicated
the federal code’s five canons almost verbatim 3, albeit combining canons one and two. The justices
on the Supreme Court of Alabama abide by a seven-canon code 4, which takes the five canons of
the federal code and adds two more, encouraging judges to engage in extrajudicial activities that
promote justice and counseling them to file annual financial disclosure reports. Similarly, the
courts of last resort in nearly every modern democracy have formal conduct codes 5.
Yes, there are recusal statutes that assert a judge or justice shall not sit on a case in which he or
she has a financial interest or one in which a family member is taking part. But there arise gray
areas during the course of performing one’s duties as a judge or justice that are not directly covered
by the recusal statute but that would be considered by a conduct code. This would include a judge
or justice speaking publicly about a presidential candidate 6 or accepting gifts from a well-known
political donor 7. It would include a judge or justice appearing at an annual fundraiser for a partisan
organization 8 or sitting on a case involving a publishing company9 who has just paid her a hefty
book advance.
I present these examples not to single out any individual member of the Supreme Court but to
demonstrate that although the high court’s opinions may be final, its members are not infallible. I
am confident that most, if not all of the justices I just referred to would regret their actions in those
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instances; a congressional directive compelling the justices to draft and adopt a conduct code
would give the nine guidance in navigating through the gray areas we know they will encounter.
And there’s a reason that the Republican-led H.R. 6755 in the last Congress and the Democraticled H.R. 1 in this Congress both included the creation and adoption of a code of conduct for the
Supreme Court: it’s a nonideological solution that leaders in both parties see value in.
If Congress has an Office of Ethics, two ethics committees and a Code of Official Conduct 10, and
the executive branch has the Office of Government Ethics and Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Branch Employees 11, the Supreme Court should, at the least, have an ethics code.
Second, on whether judges’ and justices’ annual financial disclosures should be posted online:
Here we find another way in which the Supreme Court, and the judiciary as a whole, operates
differently from the other branches – and without good reason. There is currently no requirement
that judges’ and justices’ annual financial disclosure reports 12 be placed online. To the outside
observer, the current protocol makes it seem as if the judiciary is hiding something. Though there
have been legislative proposals to require judges and justices to provide greater detail in their
reports, from the value of their reimbursed transportation, lodging and food to closing the various
gift loopholes that exist in federal law, for now, I want to focus on how the courts are behind the
times digitally, and how easily that can be fixed.
The reports, as you know, since you as members of Congress fill out similar reports yourselves,
play a valuable role in ensuring the ethical conduct of judges and justices. They list investments,
so we can determine if a jurist has a financial entanglement that should compel a recusal. They list
gifts and travel, so we can determine if those funding such trappings have open cases and are
looking to curry favor. They list outside income, which has a statutory limit.
Transparency advocates are asking for something simple: the Administrative Office of U.S. Courts
should follow the lead of Congress and the executive branch and create a webpage to which all
Article III reports are uploaded each spring. They should be downloadable, machine-readable and,
importantly, maintain an appropriate level of privacy. It should not be left up to Fix the Court to
obtain the .tiff files of the reports we receive each year, covert them to .pdf files and then post them
online, as we just did last week. We are happy to do it, but this is far from ideal. After all, members
of the judiciary already must fill out and file their reports digitally, so the public should obtain
them the same way, without having my organization act as the middleman.
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Two years ago the AO’s Committee on Financial Disclosure began placing the reports on thumb
drives, which they now distribute to members of the press and public for free upon request. That
is a marked improvement over paper releases and has demonstrated that progress is possible. But
we are not there quite yet, as it still can take many weeks, and sometimes months, for the reports
to be prepared and distributed by an overworked committee staff (and I will explain why that delay
is problematic in the next section).
Those who work for the Committee of Financial Disclosure have said that the main obstacle to
more prompt, digital responses is staffing, as the same few individuals in charge of overseeing
judges’ and justices’ annual filings work with nominees to file their initial financial statements.
Given the current number of judicial vacancies, coupled with the pace of confirmations and the
number of judges eligible to take senior status, all of which are projected to continue for decades,
a greater investment in committee staff, coupled with an amendment to the disclosure statutes,
could hasten the ability to digitize and disseminate these reports to the public.
Third, on why judges’ and justices’ recusal explanations should be made public:
Each term, the Supreme Court receives about 7,000 petitions for review, and close to 99 percent
are denied. Among those denials, which are listed in batches in Monday orders lists, the following
phrase or a close variation appears about 200 times 13 per term, “Justice X took no part in the
consideration or decision of this petition.”
This phrase denotes that a justice has disqualified himself or herself from voting on whether to
hear a case. If that case is granted, then the docket will note a recusal in the same way. But that is
all the court will say – not “Justice Breyer took no part because his brother, a federal judge in
California, heard an earlier version of the case,” not “Justice Alito took no part because his sister,
a partner at a multinational law firm, worked on a brief in the case,” not “Chief Justice Roberts
took no part due to his stock ownership.”
The exercise of appending a few words to a recusal notice, as I described in the three examples
above, would accomplish several things. It would assist the justices in thinking more about their
potential conflicts of interest. Since Fix the Court was founded about four years ago, we have
identified 14 several missed recusals from the justices – instances in which a justice should have,
according to the federal recusal statute, disqualified himself or herself from hearing a case but did
not: for example, Chief Justice Roberts, Justice Breyer and Justice Alito have missed recusals due
to their stock ownership; Justice Kagan and Justice Kennedy have overlooked their involvement
in earlier versions of high court cases; and Justice Sotomayor failed to recuse from a suit against
her publisher.
Recusal explanations would let the public evaluate the reason for there being fewer than nine
justices considering a petition. In October Term 2016, for example, Chief Justice Roberts recused
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from at least four Verizon petitions 15, even though he sold his Verizon shares in June 2015 16. That
gave petitioners an unfortunate disadvantage, as it still takes four votes to grant a petition whether
eight or nine justices are eligible to hear a case.
Finally, due to the timing of the release of the justices’ disclosure reports, it is possible that a
justice could recuse from a case and the public would be left in the dark for more than a year before
learning the reason behind the disqualification. That’s because, unlike top officials in the other
branches, the justices are not beholden to the STOCK Act’s requirement to report a securities
transaction within 45 days. This information gap is not theoretical. In January 2016 Chief Justice
Roberts sold his Microsoft shares in order to sit on a case 17, but there was no official confirmation
until his subsequent disclosure report was released in June 201718.
You may be surprised to learn that the Supreme Court used to list recusal explanations 19. In the
late 19th and early 20th centuries, when a justice was not able to hear a case for any number of
reasons – a prior vacancy, an illness and a delay due to riding circuit chief among them – the
weekly orders list would state, and I will quote from a 1904 orders list 20 here, “Mr. Justice
[Edward] White, not having been present at the argument, took no part in [the] decision” regarding,
in this case, a Georgia waterworks contract. This one from 1889 21: “Mr. Justice [David] Brewer,
not having been a member of the court when this case was argued, took no part in [a] decision”
involving elevated rail tracks and eminent domain.
The high court – and, truth be told, lower courts, whose judges face the same types of conflicts –
should resume that practice in a nod to transparency. Since we know the judiciary tends not to
make these types of improvements of their own volition, Congress could write a law requiring it
to do so.
The measure could be structured so a disqualified jurist would refer back to the language of the
recusal statute when announcing his or her recusal – e.g., that it was triggered by personal bias (28
U.S.C. §455(b)(1)), prior involvement in a case as an attorney or judge (§455(b)(2)), prior
involvement as a government employee (§455(b)(3)), one’s finances §455(b)(4) or one’s family
involvement §455(b)(5).
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In closing, I believe that Congress has an important role to play in building a more open and
accountable third branch – whether by encouraging a new code of conduct, granting greater access
to financial disclosures or compelling explanations for judicial disqualifications.
I have been honored to work with members of this subcommittee and the full Judiciary Committee
over the past few years on proposals that would build a more open and honest judiciary. That has
included work on the Judiciary ROOM Act in the last Congress, which passed the full committee
by voice vote 22 and would have vastly improved transparency in the third branch, by requiring live
audio and video in federal appellate courts; a formal code of conduct and recusal explanations for
Supreme Court justices; and improved public access to court documents.
I am pleased that this and related efforts are continuing in this Congress, as both Chairman Nadler
and Ranking Member Collins 23 spoke positively about instituting an ethics code for the Supreme
Court during a hearing in January, and members in both parties have in previous Congresses, as
well.
These nonpartisan, good-government reforms would fortify the public’s faith in our courts at a
time when such faith is not a given, and the judiciary’s consideration of reform remains
underwhelming. I appreciate the subcommittee’s attention to these issues.
Chairman Johnson, Ranking Member Roby and members of the subcommittee, thank you again
for the opportunity to testify. I look forward to answering any questions you may have.
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