State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 24-461

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
January 6, 2026

The Complainant alleged a superior court commissioner made factual errors
in the decree and issued biased and erroneous rulings.

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 Denise K. Aguilar, Colleen E. Concannon, and

Christopher P. Staring did not participate in the consideration of this matter.

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on January 6, 2026.



JUDGE - JUDICIARY COMPLAINT

Judge is bound by judicial conduct rules, specifically:

Canon 1. A judge shall uphold and promote the independence, integrity, and
impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety and the appearance
of impropriety.

Canon 2. A judge shall perform the duties of judicial office impartially,
competently, and diligently.

In the matter ,Judge clearly lacked integrity,
impartiality, fairness, and competence. The Judge issued a Divorce Decree
that contains well over 50 statements that are factually incorrect, not in
testimony, in testimony but contextually do not accurately represent
testimony, and/or that are purely speculative statements. The Decree is highly
biased and heavily favored the Husband. The decree does not promote
confidence in the judiciary and clearly depicts Judge as
incompetent, lazy, lacks impartiality and fairness and intentionally
disregarded or does not have the mental acuity to comprehend governing
case law.

As a result of the Judges incompetence as shown in her positions within the
Decree, | was forced file a Rule 83 and an appeal given the outcome of the
Rule 83 concerning the Business Checking account that was
opened/established during marriage and the level of spousal maintenance
awarded to Husband - based on a spousal maintenance calculator that did
not apply to my case. Additionally, the award improved Husband's monthly
after-tax income by 3x while Wife's was reduced by 37%. Her actions have
caused me financial and mental harm.

Given my experience with the Judge, | no longer have confidence in the
judicial system. More importantly, | am highly concerned the Judge has acted
similarly in other cases. | am confident a review of her cases would reveal she
is consistently biased and prejudice against women. | urge the court to review
her cases as should the review confirm Judge is biased, she should
be removed from her position.

1. The decree (page 5, line 17) gave Wife  -days to remove Husband from

the mortgage obligation/note/deed of trust and Husband an
additional -months after Wife removes Husband from the deed
and all financial obligation on the property. The decree also

contained tolling language. The Rule 83 Order removed the tolling






corrected AFI as is customary. Husband's testimony can be found in the
Transcript of Proceedings beginning on page 156, line 17.
Testimony: Husband testified that the AFl included the following business
expenses, and they should not be on the AFI:
¢ Business telephone -
e Business truck insurance -
¢ Business truck oil & gas - B
*Curiously this amount is exactly the amount Wife receives monthly
for an automobite allowance.
TOTAL =
Other: Husband remained silent and/or no testimony, and/or description
identifies intentions, and/or duplicate:
¢ Replace business truck -
The "vehicle” reference can be found as support for spousal
maintenance award, page 27 of the decree, *
" and Wife's testimony, page 248,
starting on line 20. Additionally, husband’s AF| stated the
had the brakes recently replaced and the car needed a new engine
which had yet to be replaced, and the AFI contains /monthin
auto maintenance, testimony supports the same. The AFl amount
for the new truck is plus another for insurance.
e Uniforms/special work cloths -
The AFI contains for uniforms/special work clothes which
Husband was silent in testimony but clearly is a business expense.
e Pets-
The AFl lists pet expense of /month. Husband does not have
pets, he was silent on this expense while Wife testified that she took
the dogs not Husband, trial transcripts page 250, line 15.
e Onetime Property Tax Payment - month/ lyear
The Judge failed to notice Husband asked for onetime property tax
payment in two areas - one is on the equalization table, and one is
within the AFI. The equalization table accurately listed the onetime
property tax payment in the amount of (Husband's exhibit 6,
trial transcripts page 121, line 16) while the AFI listed a month
which is the amount Husband paid for the additional state
income tax | /trial transcripts page 183, line 23 and
Husband's exhibits 54-55). Husband perjured himself when he
testified, he believed he should be reimbursed by Wife but he was
not asking to be reimbursed. The judge ruled against Husband on
this issue, Rule 83 corrected the equalization table, appeal should



correct this intentional manipulation of expenses on the AFl and the
judge's oversight.

e Clothing/golf clothing -*
Any reasonable person would see this request for a monthly
clothing spend as unreasonable and ridiculous. The fact the line
item is asterisk is nothing more than an attempt to inflate expenses
to obtain as much spousal maintenance as possible. Husband'’s
testimony reflected he has never spent this much on clothing but
he"

Trial transcripts page 158, line 1
Q-
A-

5. For spousal maintenance, the judge did not rule on the merits of the case
but used the spousal maintenance calculator that did not apply to this
case because it was filed priorto ‘
implementation of the calculator. Not only did the judge state she
considered the spousal maintenance calculator, but she also stated in the
decree, *

"and
the judge attached the calculator to the adopted form of order. The judge
failed to use the merits of the case to determine the amount of spousal
rmaintenance.

6. The Judge concluded Husband had no debt, was able to pay his monthly
obligations, and the Judge ruled that Husband,

" (Page
39, line 15), then the judge awarded Husband in spousal
maintenance! The award is the exact amount requested by Husband even
though he testified that numerous expenses on the AFI should not be on
the AF| as they were business expenses. Additionally, it's obvious the judge
did not rule on the merits of the case but relied on the Spousal
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