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The Complainant alleged a superior court judge showed favoritism and failed 
to follow the law in a family law case. 

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 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, Roger D. Barton, Regina L. Nassen, 
and Christopher P. Staring did not participate in the consideration of this matter. 
 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on September 5, 2025. 







 
 

 
ORDER 

Pending before the Court are Respondent’s , Petition to Enforce Spousal 
Maintenance and Spousal Maintenance Arrears; Petitioner’s , Petition to Modify 
Child Support; Petitioner’s , Petition to Modify Spousal Maintenance; Petitioner’s 

, Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and Emergency Motion for Return of Minor 
Children; Respondent’s , Petition for Relocation of Minor Children and for 
Modification of Parenting Time; Petitioner’s , Petition to Enforce Parenting 
Time and Request for Order for Immediate Return of Minor Children; and Petitioner’s  

, Cross-Petition to Modify Parenting Time and Legal Decision-Making. 

The Evidentiary Hearing in this matter occurred on . The Court has 
considered the evidence which includes where applicable/presented, the demeanor of the 
witnesses, reviewed the exhibits as well as the case history and considered the parties’ arguments 
and agreements. The Court finds and orders as follows: 

The parties were previously married, have  children together and were divorced by a 
Decree of Dissolution of Marriage filed . This Court maintains exclusive and 
continuing jurisdiction over this matter and the children. 

Mother filed her Petition to Enforce Spousal Maintenance on . An Order to 
Appear was issued for a hearing on . On , Father filed a Petition to 
Modify Child Support. On , Father filed a Petition to Modify Spousal Maintenance. 
An Order to Appear was issued for a hearing on . 

On , mother unilaterally moved the children to the State of  
without advance notice to father or his consent.  On , Father filed his Petition for 
Writ of Habeas Corpus and Emergency Motion for Return of Minor Children. The Court denied 
father’s request for emergency orders and a Resolution Management Conference was set for 

. 

On , at the conference, the Court ordered mother to return the children 
to Arizona for father to exercise his parenting time. The court stated that failure to do so may 
result in the court issuing a warrant to take physical custody of the minor children.  Mother failed 
to return the children and failed to allow father the ability to exercise parenting time. 

A Status and Resolution Management Conference was set for . On 
, Mother filed her Petition for Relocation of Minor Children and for 

Modification of Parenting Time. On , Father filed his Petition to Enforce 
Parenting Time and Request for Order for Immediate Return of Minor Children. On  

 the Court set Trial on all outstanding matters for . On  
, Father filed his Response to Petition for Relocation and his Cross-Petition to Modify 

Parenting Time and Legal Decision-Making. He also filed a Motion to Dismiss Mother’s Petition 
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for Relocation. On , Mother filed her Motion to Dismiss Father’s Motion to 
Dismiss. Mother’s Motion was granted by the Court on . 

On , Father filed his Motion for Reconsideration of Order Granting 
Mother’s Motion to Dismiss Father’s Motion to Dismiss. This motion was discussed at the 
commencement of the trial on  and was denied by the Court. The Court allowed 
time for father and his counsel to discuss if they wanted to stay the Evidentiary Hearing to 
request a Special Action on the issue of jurisdiction over the relocation petition. After discussion, 
this option was declined. 

LEGAL DECISION-MAKING, PARENTING TIME AND RELOCATION 

Best Interest Findings: A.R.S. § 25-403 

A.R.S. § 25-403(A) enumerates specific factors for the Court to consider, among all 
factors that are relevant to the children’s physical and emotional well-being. The best interest of 
a child is the primary consideration in awarding legal decision-making authority and parenting 
time. Hays v. Gama, 205 99, 102, ¶ 18, 67 P.3d 695, 698, ¶ 18 (2003). 

In making the legal decision making and parenting time determination, the Court is 
mindful that as a matter of public policy, absent evidence to the contrary, “it is in a child’s best 
interest: (1) To have substantial, frequent, meaningful and continuing parenting time with both 
parents[; and] (2) To have both parents participate in decision making about the child.” See 
A.R.S. § 25-103(B). 

As a precursor to the analysis of the children’s best interest and because of the parents’ 
inability to reach an agreement, the Court considers the following issues regarding the parents. 
See A.R.S. § 25-403.01. 

• Whether a parent’s lack of agreement is unreasonable or is influenced by an issue not
related to the child’s best interests.

No agreement was reached in this case. The Court finds the lack of an agreement is 
unreasonable on the part of both parents. 

• The past, present and future abilities of the parents to cooperate in decision-making
about the children to the extent required by the order of joint legal decision-making.

The Court finds the parents have historically had difficulty in communicating civilly with 
each other. When the Decree of Dissolution was filed, the Court expressed hope that they 
would be able to communicate better. This has not happened. 

• Whether the joint legal decision-making arrangement is logistically possible.

The Court finds joint legal decision-making is not logistically possible. 



THE COURT FINDS as follows regarding the children’s best interests pursuant to 
A.R.S. § 25-403(A): 

1 The past, present and potential future relationship between the parent and the child. 

The Court entered a Decree of Dissolution of Marriage on . At that time, 
mother testified that she shared a loving relationship with the children. Father testified 
that the parents have been exercising an equal parenting time schedule, although he has 
alleged that mother has interfered with his parenting time. Since that time, mother has 
unilaterally moved the children to  without father's consent or knowledge and 
has since interfered with his parenting time. Despite these findings, the Court finds that 
both parents have a healthy past and future relationship with the minor children. Father's 
present relationship with the children has been hampered by mother's actions. However, 
the Court finds that the parents will continue to have healthy and bonded relationships 
with the children. 

2 The interaction and interrelationship of the child with the child’s parent or parents, the 
child’s siblings and any other person who may significantly affect the child’s best 
interest. 

Although father's relationship with the children recently has been hampered by mother, 
the Court finds that both parents share healthy interactions with the children and the 
children share healthy interactions with extended family. 

3 The child’s adjustment to home, school and community. 

The children appear to be well adjusted to both parent's homes and communities. 

4 If the child is of suitable age and maturity, the wishes of the child as to legal decision-
making and parenting time. 

The children were not interviewed. 

5 The mental and physical health of all individuals involved. 

Both parents challenge mental fitness of the other. The Court finds that both parents are 
physically healthy. The Court finds no evidence of a mental illness. The Court finds that 
the poor behavior by the parents is the result of their personal feelings about each other. 

6 Which parent is more likely to allow the child frequent meaningful and continuing 
contact with the other parent. (This paragraph does not apply if the Court determines 
that a parent is acting in good faith to protect the child from witnessing an act of 
domestic violence or being the victim of domestic violence or child abuse.) 

At the time of the dissolution trial, mother testified that she was the parent more likely to 
allow the children frequent, meaningful and continuing contact with Father. The Court 
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