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indefendant, Ellis, RochesterDuggan, was convictedJ. WalterThe
2005).(1996) (amended635:2RSAtrespassing.Court of criminalDistrict

J.) erred not(Cappiello, bythe Trial Courthe thatappeal, arguesOn
Wea motion for recusal. affirm.granting

Blaisdell, a non-by Georgeat trialrepresenteddefendant wasThe
trial, ofpriorOn the of to the commencementrepresentative. daylawyer

merits, trial to recuse himselfjudgeasked thehearing on the Blaisdellthe
inin a civilmatterjudge representedthat the had Blaisdellgroundson the

thatIn trial first stated: “I do recall —nowjudge1970’s. theresponse,the
it, long ago.”That was time Afterrepresent you.I did ayou mention

discussion, partyBlaisdell not a to thejudgethe noted that wasfurther
judge anyand the not had contactthe court that hadaction now before

conflict,have ajudge that he did notthe defendant. The concludedwith
he from thewhyhe saw reason should recuse himself case.and that no

notargues judge bythe himselfthe defendant that erredappeal,On
torelationship by refusingBlaisdell and recusedisclosing priorthe with

issue, transcriptthe it is from theWith to first obviousrespecthimself.
itrepresentation broughtthe until wasjudge priorthat the did not recall

reasonable, objectiveBlaisdell. Nor would a observerbyto his attention
mayrecall client whom heimmediately everythat a wouldexpect judge

becoming judge.his to a Exrepresented throughout priorcareerhave Cf.
(Ala. 1998).271,725 So. 2d 274Partnership,Kenneth D.parte McLeod

twenty-four yearsat least earlierrepresentationthat the occurredGiven
matter,single judgea we cannot fault the forinvolved civilapparentlyand

it. Nor fault the for not aimmediately recalling judge disclosingcan wenot
recalled, recalled,havethat he neither nor shouldrepresentationprior

Co., 714LightMcCuin v. Texas Power & F.2dreminded of it.until Cf
(5th 1983) “as1255, 1260 (judge duty disqualifyhas to himself soon asCir.

disqualification).that exist” forgroundshe is aware the

Furthermore, priorthe was disclosed at therepresentation
Blaisdell,bythe and was considered andproceedingscommencement of

aby judge. agree judgeWe that should discloseuponruled the
lawyersjudge parties mightinformation that the believes the or their

if thequestion disqualification, judgerelevant to the of evenconsider
Sup. 38,Ct. R.disqualification.there no real basis for Seebelieves is

3E(1) Rochester, 589,v. 135 N.H.commentary; CityBlaisdellCanon ofcf.
(1992). toprovides parties opportunitySuch disclosure the with the593
recusal, present arguments authority maythem to or thatallowingseek

Here,required appropriate.recusal in fact orjudgethe that ispersuade
a in aassuming representation party’s representativeofprioreven that

that occurredproceedingsto the before the courtcivil matter unrelated
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more atwenty-four yearsthan earlier is in fact information that
party lawyer the ofmight questionreasonable or consider relevant to

disqualification, danger partywe note that the that either would have been
the indeprived opportunity argueof to favor of recusal was not present.

proceedingBlaisdell’s disclosure at the commencement of the thatensured
Thus,both parties opportunityhad the to issue. the primaryaddress the

satisfied,purpose requiringof disclosure and no error in thewas we find
alleged failure to disclose.

issue,Turning perto the second note that sewe no rule of
disqualification Bader, 265, (2002),applies here. See v. 148State N.H. 270

Sup.denied, 3E(1).(2003); 38,cert. 538 1014U.S. Ct. CanonR. The Code
Conduct, however,of Judicial requires disqualificationalso of a in ajudge

inproceeding which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be
questioned and to appearanceavoid even the of v.impropriety. State

(2003).Whittey, 463, 465149 N.H.

an appearanceWhether of impropriety exists is determined
ie.,an objective standard,under person,would a reasonable not

[himself],judgethe thequestion ofimpartiality the court. The
one,test for the ofappearance partiality objective is,is an that

observer,whether an objective, disinterested fully informed of
facts,the would entertain significant justicedoubt that would be

done in the case.

Id.

It has been held elsewhere that it is not necessarily improper for a
judge presideto a inover case which a party was a former client of the
judge in (Ind.an unrelated Edwards,matter. See Matter 694 N.E.2d 701of
1998). Relevant considerations in such a case include the nature of the
prior representation, the ofduration the attorney-client therelationship,
extent to which it might case,relate to the and lapsecurrent the of time

priorbetween the representation Thus,and the current case. Id. at 710-11.
for example, judgewhere a represented regarda withcouple to child
support issues,custodyand judgethe disqualifiedwas not presidingfrom
over an unrelated disputelandlord-tenant involving couplethe yearsthree
later. Id. 711.at

Here, the representation occurred in an civilunrelated matter at
twenty-fourleast years ago having Thus,no torelation the current case.

representationeven if case,that had involved a toparty this ofapplication
the Edwards factors towould lead us that judgeconclude the trial notwas
required Plainly,to recuse himself. the prior representationwhere
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himself, thethan therepresentative partyrathera party’sinvolved
that aAccordingly, we concludefor are weaker.recusal evengrounds
judge,the trialimpartiality ofquestionnot thepersonreasonable would

no doubt thatwould entertainobjective, observerand an disinterested
notTherefore, bytrial did errjudgein thedone this case.justice would be

forthe motion recusal.denying

Affirmed.

JJ.,Galway,C.J., concurred.Broderick, and Dalianis and
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