	
	



QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Please provide detailed information, including disaggregated data, on the number of judges that have been subject to disciplinary proceedings in the last ten years. How many of them were found guilty of a disciplinary misconduct? How many of them were removed from office? 
The table below outlines the required information, based on data from previous financial years. Data for the financial year 2019-20 is not yet available. All cases in which a finding of misconduct is made result in a disciplinary sanction. In order of severity, these are: Formal Advice, Formal Warning, Reprimand and Removal.

	Year                                                (1st April – 31st March)
	Number of disciplinary complaints received
	Number of which resulted in a finding of misconduct
	Number of removals from office
	Disaggregation of removals

	2010-11
	1,638
	106
	29
	Courts Judiciary
	0

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	1

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	22

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	6

	2011-12
	1,615
	79
	30
	Courts Judiciary
	3

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	19

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	8

	2012-13
	2,154
	55
	20
	Courts Judiciary
	1

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	17

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	2

	2013-14
	2,018
	58
	17
	Courts Judiciary
	4

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	5

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	8

	2014-15
	2,432
	75
	32
	Courts Judiciary
	5

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	19

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	8

	2015-16
	2,609
	43
	16
	Courts Judiciary
	0

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	15

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	1

	2016-17
	2,126
	42
	19
	Courts Judiciary
	3

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	15

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	1

	2017-18
	2,147
	39
	17
	Courts Judiciary
	2

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	11

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	4

	2018-19
	1,672
	55
	15
	Courts Judiciary
	0

	
	
	
	
	Coroners
	0

	
	
	
	
	Magistrates
	13

	
	
	
	
	Tribunals
	2


2. Has any judge belonging to your association been subjected to any form of sanctions that were not previously established by law or that were imposed through a procedure that did not meet the procedural requirements established by the law? If yes, please provide information on the case(s).

No.
3. Apart from disciplinary proceedings, are there any other measures that may be used to interfere with the capacity of a judge to adjudicate cases before him or her in full independence? Are you aware of any case in which a judge has been promoted, transferred to another court, forced to take a training course, a vacation or medical leave, or coerced or pressured in similar ways in order to abandon a case pending before him or her? If yes, please provide information on the case(s). 

In this jurisdiction, disciplinary proceedings cannot be used to interfere with the performance of judicial functions; the disciplinary process exists to deal with complaints about the personal conduct of judicial office holders. As such, complaints about judicial decisions, or the way in which a judge has managed a case, are outside the remit of the disciplinary process. We are not aware of any case in which a judge has been promoted, transferred to another court, forced to take a training course, a vacation or medical leave, or coerced or pressured in similar ways in order to abandon a case pending before them.
4. What measures have been put in place in your country to enable judges to decide matters before them impartially and without any pressure or interference? 
In the UK, the principle of judicial independence means that judicial office holders are given immunity from prosecution for any acts which they carry out in performance of their judicial function. This includes immunity from being sued for defamation for things said about parties or witnesses in the course of hearing a case. In this way, judges are free from any improper influence, and can exercise their judicial powers without interference from litigants, the State, the media, and other powerful individuals or entities. Security of tenure for judicial office holders also means that judicial office holders do not need to win favour with the executive to seek re-election.

The separation of powers in the UK also means that the judiciary is independent from the executive and legislature branches of the state. The Constitutional Reform Act (2005) altered the office of the Lord Chancellor, removing the Lord Chancellor’s position as a judge and head of the judiciary of England & Wales, and as speaker of the House of Lords. The Act also placed an explicit statutory duty on government ministers to uphold the independence of the judiciary, specifically barring them from attempting to influence judicial decisions through special access to judges, and placed a specific statutory duty on the Lord Chancellor to defend the judiciary’s independence. Furthermore, the Act created the UK Supreme Court, which is separate from, and independent of, the House of Lords. 

