State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 24-005

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
May 24, 2024

The Complainant alleged a superior court judge made improper rulings in a
child support matter and did not adequately disclose that she followed the opposing
party on social media in 2020.

The role of the Commission on Judicial Conduct is to impartially determine
whether a judicial officer has engaged in conduct that violates the Arizona Code of
Judicial Conduct or Article 6.1 of the Arizona Constitution. There must be clear and
convincing evidence of such a violation in order for the Commission to take
disciplinary action against a judicial officer.

The Commission does not have jurisdiction to overturn, amend, or remand a
judicial officer’s legal rulings. The Commission reviewed all relevant available
information and concluded there was not clear and convincing evidence of ethical
misconduct in this matter. The complaint is therefore dismissed pursuant to
Commission Rules 16(a) and 23(a).

Commission members Barbara Brown and Delia R. Neal did not participate
in the consideration of this matter.

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on May 24, 2024.















replied, “

Judge | continued “ " (She
literally put the words into mouth).
responded, “ ". (Note: The NCP’s argument has been

that he wanted to pay child support directly to the child vs to the mother. | would have no problem with
that, but Arizona apparently won'’t allow him to pay our son directly. {set up an ABLE Account for our
son a few years ago that his father could contribute to, but he has made zero contributions to it).

Judge D

" (Note: The NCP was
challenging whether support should continue to the CP of the adult child; he did NOT say it should be
recalculated or reduced. Judge appeared to be acting as his lawyer applying legal advice,
providing him with verbiage; she was the one who subsequently sought to calculate how it could be
reduced or stopped)

. A r

Judge

1 replied “ "(i.e.lna
hearing/stipulation, the NCP and 1 ended up agreeing child support would continue beyond the age of
majority due to disability).

Judge completely changed the course of the hearing. She made no mention of what the initial
request had been for the madification (the insurance issue).

| felt completely sabotaged and shocked at what was quickly happening. | was not prepared for this at
all. It truly felt as if it had all been planned or played out. | had no doubt that she was fully aware of the
NCP’s desire to stop child support — he had made this well-known in the community over the years and
sometimes he was able to have it stopped. Judge certainly did not offer any words to put into my
mouth. She changed the trajectory of the modification hearing — from what started off as an amicable,
agreed-upon request regarding medical insurance between the parents — to a hearing that would (once
again) require me to “prove” that our son met the disability requirement for the AZ Child Support
Guidelines AND to argue for continued support. Our son has been on the since birth
and will continue to have . With the proper supports in place {which take a lot of time and access
to resources), my hope is that he will be able to live independently, but he will continue to need many
different types of support. After almost years of arguing for this repeatedly in court, | thought that
argument was over and settled.

Judge then said, “
(I have no idea what she meant by “
)
” The Court had never asked me what our son’s SSI since age had been

funding, so | was completely caught off-guard.
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