
This order may not be used as a basis for disqualification of a judge. 

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 16-302 

Judge: 
Complainant: 

ORDER 

The complainant alleged a superior court judge refused to allow her to be 
heard, denied her an attorney, and made improper rulings in a dependency 
proceeding. 

The responsibility of the Commission on Judicial Conduct is to impartially 
determine if the judge engaged in conduct that violated the provisions of Article 6.1 
of the Arizona Constitution or the Code of Judicial Conduct and, if so, to take 
appropriate disciplinary action. The purpose and authority of the commission is 
limited to this mission. 

The commission does not have jurisdiction to review the legal sufficiency of 
the judge’s rulings. In addition, the commission found no evidence of ethical 
misconduct and concluded that the judge did not violate the Code in this case. 
Accordingly, the complaint is dismissed in its entirety, pursuant to Rules 16(a) and 
23(a). 

Dated: December 14, 2016 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ George A. Riemer 
George A. Riemer 
Executive Director 

 
Copies of this order were mailed 
to the complainant and the judge 
on December 14, 2016. 











This is additional information on the complaint from  on . She 

has now informed  me that she will not be advisory council through my termination trial either, 

and lets me know the hearing to withdraw is set for ; however as far as I know, the  trial 

to terminate my rights to my children is set for  This is very disturbing as

told me she and  have a “great Rapport” and has refused to appoint any 

effective Counsel and has made negative bias comments towards me. Additionally, the transcript 

for the hearing the comments were made in is coincidentally not available(see below 

explanation)  

My case and entire record and every file from to

needs to be removed fro and reviewed by   

1. A parent has a fundamental, constitutional right to the care, custody and control of his of 

her child, absent a compelling state interest. Santosky v. Kramer, 455 U.S. 745, 747 

(1982). This Court has characterized the parent child bond as “one of the oldest 

fundamental liberty interests.” In re KAW and KAW, 133 S.W.3d 1, 12 (Mo. 2004). 

Precisely because of the fundamental nature of the right to raise one’s  biological 

children, courts have routinely admonished that great care be taken in proceedings 

seeking to terminate that right, and that adequate protections be afforded the parent 

whose parental rights are the subject of the proceeding: “The fundamental liberty interest 

of natural parents in raising their children does not evaporate simply because they have 

not been model parents or have lost temporary custody of their children to the State.” 

Santosky v. Kramer, 455 U.S. at 753, 102 S.Ct. 1388; In the Interest of M.D.R., 124 

S.W.3d 469, 472 (Mo. Banc 2004).  

 



THE COMMISSION’S POLICY IS 
TO POST ONLY THE FIRST FIVE 

PAGES OF ANY DISMISSED 
COMPLAINT ON ITS WEBSITE. 

 
FOR ACCESS TO THE 
REMAINDER OF THE 

COMPLAINT IN THIS MATTER, 
PLEASE MAKE YOUR REQUEST 

IN WRITING TO THE 
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL 
CONDUCT AND REFERENCE 

THE COMMISSION CASE 
NUMBER IN YOUR REQUEST. 

 
 

 




