
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
16TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, DIVISION 1 
 

FORMAL PROCEEDINGS DOCKET ENTRIES 
 

Date of Filing 

1. November 10, 2022  - Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charges 

2. November 18, 2022 -  Order for Extension  

3. November 30, 2022 -  Motion to Dismiss 

4. December 1, 2022 -  Order Denying Motion to Dismiss 

5. December 2, 2022 -  Response to Formal Proceedings and Charges 

6. December 2, 2022 -  Request for Production of Documents 

7. December 2, 2022 -  Motion for Oral Hearing   

8. December 15, 2022 -  Response to Motion for Oral Hearing 

9. December 15, 2022 -  Objections to Discovery Requests 

10. December 16, 2022 -  Order Denying Motion for Oral Hearing and Order for  
   Judge Ruttle to File Response to Objection to Request for  
   Production of Documents 
 
11. December 21, 2022 -  Response to Objections 

12. December 28, 2022 -  Order on Request for Production 

13. December 28, 2022 -  Notice of Time and Place for Hearing 

14. December 30, 2022  -  Motion to Reschedule Hearing Date 

15. January 24, 2023 -  Order Denying Motion to Reschedule Hearing 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
16TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, DIVISION 1 
 

NOTICE OF FORMAL PROCEEDINGS AND CHARGES 
 

Notice is hereby given of the initiation of formal proceedings under Rule 4.180 

of the Rules of the Supreme Court.  At the times set out in this Notice, you were 

District Court Judge for Kentucky’s 16th Judicial Circuit located in Kenton County. 

While serving as District Court Judge for Kenton County you have engaged in a 

pattern of conduct that constitutes misconduct in office and violates the Code of 

Judicial Conduct. As a result, the Commission has determined formal proceedings 

and charges are warranted. 

The factual basis supporting these charges arises from your conduct in 

Commonwealth v. Comer, 21-T-09354 and your practice in not applying the law 

concerning the appointment of counsel for indigent criminal defendants.  

A review of the record in that case shows that on September 23, 2021, the 

defendant appeared before you for arraignment for driving under the influence and 

other traffic citations.  The defendant requested the appointment of counsel, 

specifically representing that she could not afford an attorney. You replied “no, you 

will have to get your own.” The defendant inquired again about the appointment of 

an attorney and invoked her constitutional right to the appointment of counsel. You 

responded that she had a job, which the defendant denied. You then remarked the 
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defendant was out of custody and was driving, inferring the defendant owned a motor 

vehicle. You then informed the defendant she could return at the pre-trial conference 

with proof of income and you would review the information at that time but ended 

the court appearance for the defendant.  

At the pre-trial conference of November 9, 2021, the defendant again asked if 

an attorney could be appointed for her and you responded “no, you do not qualify for 

the public defender.”  After the defendant became emotional, you remanded her to 

custody of the court security and remarked “I wonder who the racist is, her or me. 

Ok. That made my day.” After the defendant returned before you, you explained that 

because the defendant was out of custody, was driving, had a car, and was employed 

that “generally under those circumstances” a criminal defendant would not qualify 

for a court-appointed attorney. You then continued the pre-trial conference for a later 

date and appointed the public defender as counsel. 

However, at the November 9, 2021, pre-trial conference, the County Attorney 

made a plea negotiation offer to Comer to dismiss the aggravating circumstances 

applicable under KRS 189A.010(11). With the continuance of the pre-trial, that offer 

was withdrawn. Comer eventually pled guilty to the DUI charge with the aggravator 

charge included, resulting in a sentence of additional jail time, rather than what 

would have been imposed if Comer had accepted the offer with the benefit of court-

appointed counsel available to her at the pre-trial conference.  
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A review of your felony arraignments reveals you have a pattern and practice 

of misadvising criminal defendants of their right to have an attorney appointed for 

them and the circumstances under which they qualify. 

COUNT I 

Your actions in this case show you have failed to follow the law or required 

litigants before you to take unnecessary measures by the following: 

1. Denying indigency status for reasons other than those identified by statute, 
including but not limited to whether a defendant in a criminal case is 
driving a vehicle or owns one; 

 
2. Reconsidering indigency status, and consequently appointment of counsel, 

without conducting the necessary hearings;  
 
3. Engaging in conduct during a court proceeding with a defendant 

unrepresented by counsel that could be construed as coercive in nature, 
seeking the defendant’ s waiver of certain rights and accepting the terms of 
the plea offer from the Commonwealth.  

 
This Count set out above violates the relevant portions of the following Canons of the 
Code of Judicial Conduct: 
 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.1, which requires a judge to comply with the law. 
 

• Canon 1, Rule 1.2, which requires a judge to act at all times in a manner 
that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and 
impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the 
appearance of impropriety. 
 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.2, which requires a judge to uphold and apply the law, and 
to perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially. 
 

• Canon 2, Rule 2.3(A), which requires a judge to perform the duties of 
judicial office, including administrative duties, without bias or prejudice. 

 
• Canon 2, Rule 2.5(A), which provides a judge shall perform judicial and 

administrative duties competently and diligently. 
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• Canon 2, Rule 2.8(B), which provides a judge shall be patient, dignified, and 
courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, 
and others with whom the judge deals in an official capacity, and shall 
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others 
subject to the judge’s direction and control. 

 
Jurisdiction 

The Judicial Conduct Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant 

to SCR 4.020(1)(b)(i) and (v); and (1)(c)-(d), which read, in pertinent part, as follows: 

(1) Commission shall have authority: 
 

(b) To impose the sanctions separately or collectively of (1) 
admonition, private reprimand, public reprimand, or censure; (2) 
suspension without pay or removal or retirement from judicial 
office, upon any judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a 
candidate for judicial office, who after notice and hearing the 
Commission finds guilty of any one or more of the following: 
 

(i) Misconduct in office. 
 

(v) Violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct, Rule 4.300 
 

(c) After notice and a hearing to remove a judge whom it finds to lack 
the constitutional statutory qualifications for the judgeship in 
question. 
 

(d) To refer any judge of the Court of Justice or lawyer while a 
candidate for judicial office, after notice and hearing found by the 
Commission to be guilty of misconduct, to the Kentucky Bar 
Association for possible suspension or disbarment from the 
practice of law. 
 

For your information, the Commission calls your attention to the following 

Supreme Court Rule: 

Rule 4.180 Formal Proceedings 

If the Commission concludes that formal proceedings should be 
initiated, it shall notify the Judge.  The Judge may file an answer within 
15 days after service of the notice.  Upon filing of her answer, or the 
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expiration of time for so filing, the Commission shall set a time and place 
for the hearing and shall give reasonable notice thereof to the judge. 

 
Please mail your answer to: Ms. Jimmy Shaffer, Executive Secretary, 

Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission, P.O. Box 4266, Frankfort, KY 40604-4266. 

            
     R. Michael Sullivan, Chair 
     Kentucky Judicial Conduct Commission 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Hon. Ann Ruttle by mailing 

same to her home address this 10th day of November 2022. 
 
 ________________________________  

 JIMMY SHAFFER,  
 EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 



 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT JUDGE, 16TH DISTRICT 
 

 
ORDER FOR EXTENSION 

 
 Upon consideration of the request by Judge Ruttle for an extension of time to file an 

Answer to the Notice of Formal Proceedings and Charges, pursuant to SCR 4.200, it is by the 

Commission, 

 ORDERED that the time for filing an Answer be and it is hereby extended.  The Answer 

shall be filed on or before December 3, 2022. 

__________________ ________________________________________  
 DATE R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRPERSON 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge Ann Ruttle, by mailing and 

emailing the same to her attorney James T. Gilbert, Coy, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wilson, 212 North 

Second Street, P.O. Box 1178, Richmond, KY 40476, jt@coygilbert.com, this 18th day of 

November, 2022. 

  _____________________________________________________  
JIMMY SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 





































 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT JUDGE, 16TH DISTRICT 
 

 
ORDER DENYING MOTION TO DISMISS 

 
 Having considered the motion by Judge Ruttle to Dismiss the Notice of Formal 

Proceedings and Charges, it is ORDERED that the motion be, and it is hereby, DENIED.  

The Commission first reviewed the complaint against Judge Ruttle at its meeting on 

November 19, 2021, as noted on the face of the complaint. The CourtNet reports are printed by 

Commission staff for all complaints before they are considered by the Commission. A 

preliminary investigation may only be initiated by a vote of the Commission, which took place 

on November 19, 2021. The first 180 days would have expired on May 18, 2022, however that 

time was extended to July 17, 2022, by Order entered on May 17, 2022. The time was again 

extended on July 11, 2022, to November 14, 2022. The Notice of Formal Proceedings and 

Charges were filed against Judge Ruttle on November 10, 2022. 

 
__________________ ________________________________________  
 DATE R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRPERSON 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge Ann Ruttle, by mailing and 

emailing the same to her attorney James T. Gilbert, Coy, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wilson, 212 North 

Second Street, P.O. Box 1178, Richmond, KY 40476, jt@coygilbert.com, this 1st day of 

December, 2022. 

  _____________________________________________________  
JIMMY SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
16TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, DIVISION 1 
 

RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR ORAL HEARING 
 

 Counsel for the Judicial Conduct Commission files this response to Judge 

Ruttle’s motion for an oral hearing. 

 Judge Ruttle seemingly argues no Order can be entered by the Commission 

without first conducting an oral hearing. Her motion misconstrues the use of the 

term “hearing” as synonymous to oral argument. But motions are routinely decided 

by Judges throughout the Commonwealth based on written filings and without first 

conducting an oral hearing. In fact, a substantial amount of cases is decided every 

month by the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals with no oral hearing, 

including most every type of motion. 

 Judge Ruttle’s citation to CR 12.04 changes nothing. First, as the Rules of the 

Supreme Court clearly articulate and the Commission has traditionally held, not 

every civil rule of procedure controls this matter. See SCR 4.160 (“[t]p the extent 

applicable and not inconsistent with these Rules, the Rules of Civil Procedure shall 

apply…”). Thus, virtually all the civil rules concerning pleadings (rules 7 through 

25), the discovery rules (rules 26 through 37), and trials (rules 38 through 53) do not 

apply to Judicial Conduct Commission matters as those are in conflict with SCR 

4.170-4.190 (concerning the pre-hearing procedure, i.e., the pleadings), SCR 4.170 
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(concerning the material provided to the judge, i.e., discovery), and SCR 4.210-4.270 

(concerning the conduct of the hearing, i.e., the trial). 

Perhaps more importantly, the substance of Judge Ruttle’s motion to dismiss 

very well may serve as one of her dispositive defenses to these charges and she is 

free to raise this argument at the Commission’s hearing on this matter which is yet 

to be scheduled. Nothing about the Commission’s prior Order denying the motion to 

dismiss forecloses Judge Ruttle from presenting supporting evidence and making 

arguments at the ultimate hearing of this matter concerning the same issues raised 

in her motion to dismiss. Her motion was denied without prejudice. Thus, Judge 

Ruttle will have the opportunity to present the merits of her argument, in person 

and in an oral hearing, at a point in the future. However, there is no authority 

under the Rules of the Supreme Court for Judge Ruttle to short-circuit the process 

and insist on an oral argument on a preliminary motion to dismiss. 

Finally, to the extent Judge Ruttle has any procedural authority to have an 

oral argument on her motion, she has waived that by her prior failure to meet with 

the Commission or provide any information. On July 12, 2022, by written 

communication from the Commission’s Executive Secretary, Judge Ruttle was 

provided notice of the complaint against her and invited to attend an informal 

conference on September 23, 2022. She could have then presented any of these 

arguments she now poses in her motion to dismiss. Judge Ruttle refused to appear 

and meet with the Commission. When presented the factual file on October 12, 

2022, Judge Ruttle was provided the Commission’s entire factual file and notified 
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she could provide any additional information by October 27, 2022. She could have 

then presented any of these arguments she now poses in her motion to dismiss. She 

declined to do so. Her refusal to engage the Commission on at least two prior 

occasions waives any insistence to now have an oral argument before the formal 

hearing. 

For these reasons, among others, Judge Ruttle’s motion for an oral hearing 

should be denied.  

CONCLUSION 
 

For these reasons, Judge Ruttle’s Motion to Dismiss should be denied in its 
entirety. 
 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/  Bryan H. Beauman     
Bryan H. Beauman 
Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC 
333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 
bbeauman@sturgillturner.com 
Telephone: (859) 255-8581 
COUNSEL FOR JUDICIAL CONDUCT 
COMMISSION 

 
  

mailto:bbeauman@sturgillturner.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

    I hereby certify that on December 15, 2022, I served a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing by U.S. Mail and electronic mail to the following: 

 
J. T. Gilbert  
Coy Gilbert Shepherd & Wilson 
212 N. Second Street 
P.O. Box 1178 
Richmond, KY 40476 
(859) 623-3877 
jt@coygilbert.com 
COUNSEL FOR JUDGE RUTTLE 
 
Jimmy Shaffer 
Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604-4266 
(502) 564-1231 
JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY FOR 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 
 

/s/  Bryan H. Beauman             
COUNSEL FOR  
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 

mailto:jt@coygilbert.com
mailto:JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
16TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, DIVISION 1 
 

OBJECTION TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 
 

On December 5, 2022, undersigned counsel received Requests for Production 

of Documents directed to the Judicial Conduct Commission. These items were 

received these via email from the Commission Executive Director which appear to 

be signed by Judge Ruttle’s counsel. In response to these discovery requests, counsel 

objects for the following grounds. 

First, written discovery requests of this type are not appropriate in matters 

pending before the Judicial Conduct Commission. The Kentucky Judicial Conduct 

Commission is governed by the Supreme Court Rules 4.000-4.310. Specifically, Rule 

4.210 governs the procedural rights for a judge subject to a disciplinary hearing. 

The Supreme Court Rules for these judicial conduct procedures nowhere authorize 

any civil discovery prior to a disciplinary hearing.  

Second, some of the documents sought by the discovery requests from Judge 

Ruttle include material from the investigative factual file. All of these materials 

have been provided to Judge Ruttle. The factual file at this time consists of eight 

distinct documents or categories of documents which were provided to Judge Ruttle 

via U.S. Mail on October 12, 2022.  
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Third, the remainder of Judge Ruttle’s discovery requests seek materials 

from other disciplinary actions involving other judges. Other filings in other cases 

not involving Judge Ruttle are not relevant to this matter. Nevertheless, the 

materials Judge Ruttle seeks are publicly available documents. For those dating to 

approximately 2013, they would be included in each case’s respective proceedings 

file and each is available on the Commission's public-facing website found at: 

https://kycourts.gov/Courts/Pages/Judicial-Conduct-Commission.aspx. 

For these reasons, counsel respectfully requests this objection to the Request 

for Production of Documents propounded by Judge Ruttle be sustained. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/  Bryan H. Beauman     
Bryan H. Beauman 
Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC 
333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 
bbeauman@sturgillturner.com 
Telephone: (859) 255-8581 
COUNSEL FOR  
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
  

https://kycourts.gov/Courts/Pages/Judicial-Conduct-Commission.aspx
mailto:bbeauman@sturgillturner.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
  I hereby certify that on December 15, 2022, I served a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing by U.S. Mail and electronic mail to the following: 

J. T. Gilbert  
Coy Gilbert Shepherd & Wilson 
212 N. Second Street 
P.O. Box 1178 
Richmond, KY 40476 
(859) 623-3877 
jt@coygilbert.com 
COUNSEL FOR JUDGE RUTTLE 
 
Jimmy Shaffer 
Judicial Conduct Commission 
P.O. Box 4266 
Frankfort, KY 40604-4266 
(502) 564-1231 
JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net  
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY FOR 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 
 

/s/ Bryan H. Beauman           
COUNSEL FOR  
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 

mailto:jt@coygilbert.com
mailto:JimmyShaffer@kycourts.net


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT JUDGE, 16TH DISTRICT 
 

 
ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR ORAL HEARING ON MOTION TO DISMISS 

AND  
ORDER FOR JUDGE RUTTLE TO FILE RESPONSE TO OBJECTION TO REQUEST 

FOR PRODUCTION 
 

 Judge Ruttle filed a Motion for Oral Hearing on her Motion to Dismiss, and Counsel for 

the Judicial Conduct Commission has filed a Response.  The Commission, by a unanimous vote 

of 5-0,1 denies the motion for the reasons set forth below. 

 First, Judge Ruttle is wrong when she states in her Motion, “[I]t is evident that the 

Chairperson of the commission acted unilaterally without input from any of the commission.”  

Judge Ruttle’s Motion to Dismiss was denied by a 6-0 vote of the Commission. 

 Second, Judge’s Ruttle’s due process rights are not violated by consideration of her 

motion without a hearing, as the Commission duly considered her position and denied the motion 

for the reasons set forth in its Order, i.e., the Commission timely brought the charges because the 

Commission’s preliminary investigation was not initiated until the Commission’s vote that took 

place November 19, 2021.  As noted by counsel for the Commission, the Kentucky Supreme 

Court, the Court of Appeals, and Kentucky administrative bodies as well, decided motions 

without an oral hearing on the matter.  As also noted by counsel for the Commission, not all the 

Rules of Civil Procedure apply to the Commission’s proceedings, including CR 12.04.  The 

Commission does not routinely grant hearings on motions.  Moreover, Judge Ruttle may still 

raise the issue raised in her Motion to Dismiss at the hearing on this matter, and argue it at that 

time.  

 
1 One of the two citizen members, Janet Lively McCauley, did not attend the Commission’s December 16, 2022, 
where the vote was taken to deny Judge Ruttle’s Motion for Oral Hearing. 



 

For the foregoing reasons, it is ORDERED that the Motion for Oral Hearing be, and it is 

hereby, DENIED.  

Counsel for the Commission has filed an Objection to Request for Production of 

Documents filed by Judge Ruttle.  It is ORDERED that Counsel for Judge Ruttle shall have 10 

days from this date to respond to the Objection to the Request for Production of Documents, at 

which time the objection shall be submitted for a decision. 

 
__________________ ________________________________________  
 DATE R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRPERSON 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge Ann Ruttle, by mailing and 

emailing the same to her attorney James T. Gilbert, Coy, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wilson, 212 North 

Second Street, P.O. Box 1178, Richmond, KY 40476, jt@coygilbert.com; and on counsel for the 

Judicial Conduct Commission, Bryan H. Beauman, Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC, 

333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500, Lexington, KY 40507, bbeauman@sturgillturner.com, this 

16th day of December, 2022. 

  _____________________________________________________  
JIMMY SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

 

mailto:jt@coygilbert.com
mailto:bbeauman@sturgillturner.com
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT JUDGE, 16TH DISTRICT 
 

 
ORDER SUSTAINING OBJECTION TO JUDGE RUTTLE’S REQUEST FOR 

PRODUCTION 
 
 

 This matter comes before the Judicial Conduct Commission on the Objection to Request 

for Production of Documents filed by counsel for the Commission on or about December 15, 

2022, to which counsel for Judge Ruttle filed a Response on or about December 21, 2022.  

 Judge Ruttle propounded the Request for Production of Documents “pursuant to SCR 

4.160 and CR 34.”  SCR 4.160 provides, “To the extent applicable and not inconsistent with 

these rules, the Rules of Civil Procedure shall apply to proceedings before the Commission, 

except that the proof shall be by clear and convincing evidence.”  Since the Request for 

Production was propounded under CR 34, which sets forth the rules applicable to requests for 

production, the issue is whether CR 34 applies to proceedings before the Commission.  The 

Commission has long held that CR 34 and the other civil rules applicable to discovery do not 

apply to Commission procedures.  See, e.g., July 29. 2020 Order on Pending Motion, In Re: The 

Matter of Dawn M. Gentry, Family Court Judge, 16th Judicial Circuit [DN 55]1, and June 21, 

2016 Order on Discovery Motions, In Re: The Matter of Gregory T. Popovich, District Court 

Judge, 17th Judicial District [DN 10].2   

SCR 4.210 governs procedural rights for a judge subject to a disciplinary hearing and it 

does not include discovery available under the civil rules.  In addition, SCR 4.170(4) provides 

 
1 In Re the Matter of: Dawn M. Gentry, Family Court Judge, 16th Judicial Circuit, Division 5 
 
2 In Re the Matter of: Gregory T. Popovich, District Court Judge, 17th Judicial District 
 

https://kycourts.gov/Courts/JCC%20Actions%20Documents/2020formalproceedingsgentry.pdf
https://kycourts.gov/Courts/JCC%20Actions%20Documents/2016FormalProceedingsPopovich_2.pdf


2 
 

 

that “before formal proceedings are initiated under Rule 4.180, the Commission shall afford the 

judge under investigation an opportunity to examine all factual information, including the name 

of the complainant, if relevant . . . .”  Pursuant to this rule, on October 12, 2022, the Commission 

provided Judge Ruttle all of the factual information in the Commission’s possession related to 

this matter.  

 Based on the foregoing, the Commission SUSTAINS the objection to Judge Ruttle’s 

Request for Production.   

The Commission further notes that in Judge Ruttle’s Response, her counsel states that he 

“accepts the response” of counsel for the Commission to his Requests 3-6.  In regard to Requests 

1-2, the Commission hereby informs counsel that all of its procedural rules are set forth in SCR 

4.000 – 4.290.  In regard to Request 7, no reply is required since the objection to all requests, 

including Request 7, is sustained. 

 
__________________ ________________________________________  
 DATE   R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRPERSON 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge Ann Ruttle, by mailing and 

emailing the same to her attorney James T. Gilbert, Coy, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wilson, 212 North 

Second Street, P.O. Box 1178, Richmond, KY 40476, jt@coygilbert.com; and on counsel for the 

Judicial Conduct Commission, Bryan H. Beauman, Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC, 

333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500, Lexington, KY 40507, bbeauman@sturgillturner.com, this 

___ day of December, 2022. 

  _____________________________________________________  
JIMMY SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
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mailto:bbeauman@sturgillturner.com
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

 
IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT JUDGE, 16TH DISTRICT 

 
 

NOTICE FOR TIME AND PLACE FOR HEARING 
 

Notice is hereby given that the hearing in these formal proceedings will be held 

commencing on the 22nd day of March 2023, at the time of 9:00 a.m., in District Courtroom 

1-A of the Campbell County Courthouse, 330 York St., Newport, Kentucky.  

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge Ann Ruttle, by mailing and emailing 

the same to her attorney James T. Gilbert, Coy, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wilson, 212 North Second 

Street, P.O. Box 1178, Richmond, KY 40476, jt@coygilbert.com; and on counsel for the Judicial 

Conduct Commission, Bryan H. Beauman, Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC, 333 West 

Vine Street, Suite 1500, Lexington, KY 40507, bbeauman@sturgillturner.com, this 28th day of 

December, 2022. 

  _____________________________________________________  
JIMMY A. SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

mailto:jt@coygilbert.com
mailto:bbeauman@sturgillturner.com






COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
JUDICIAL CONDUCT COMMISSION 

IN RE THE MATTER OF: 
ANN RUTTLE, DISTRICT JUDGE, 16TH DISTRICT 
 

 
ORDER DENYING MOTION TO RESCHEDULE HEARING DATE 

 
 Having considered Judge Ruttle’s Motion to Reschedule Hearing Date, it is ORDERED 

that the motion be, and it is hereby, DENIED, by unanimous vote of the Commission.  

__________________ ________________________________________  
 DATE R. MICHAEL SULLIVAN, CHAIRPERSON 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copy hereof was served on Judge Ann Ruttle, by mailing and 

emailing the same to her attorney James T. Gilbert, Coy, Gilbert, Shepherd & Wilson, 212 North 

Second Street, P.O. Box 1178, Richmond, KY 40476, jt@coygilbert.com; and on counsel for the 

Judicial Conduct Commission, Bryan H. Beauman, Sturgill, Turner, Barker & Moloney, PLLC, 

333 West Vine Street, Suite 1500, Lexington, KY 40507, bbeauman@sturgillturner.com, this 

___ day of January, 2023. 

  _____________________________________________________  
 JIMMY SHAFFER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 

mailto:jt@coygilbert.com
mailto:bbeauman@sturgillturner.com
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