
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 15-062 

Judge: Jeanne M. Garcia  

Complainant: Dennis Wells  

ORDER 

The complainant alleges a superior court judge had improper ex parte 
communications and conducted an independent investigation. 

 
Rule 2.9 of the Code of Judicial Conduct states: 
 

(A) A judge shall not initiate, permit, or consider ex parte communications, or 
consider other communications made to the judge outside the presence of the 
parties or their lawyers, concerning a pending or impending matter, except as 
follows: 
 
(1) When circumstances require it, ex parte communication for scheduling, 

administrative, or emergency purposes, which does not address 
substantive matters, is permitted, provided: 
 
(a) The judge reasonably believes that no party will gain a procedural, 

substantive, or tactical advantage as a result of the ex parte 
communication; and 
 

(b) The judge makes provision to promptly notify all other parties of the 
substance of the ex parte communication, and gives the parties an 
opportunity to respond. 

  . . . 
 

(5) A judge may initiate, permit, or consider any ex parte communication 
when expressly authorized by law to do so. 

 . . . 
 

(C) Except as otherwise provided by law, a judge shall not investigate facts in a 
matter independently, and shall consider only the evidence presented and 
any facts that may properly be judicially noticed. 
 
In a family law case, Judge Garcia advised the self-represented parties that 

she intended to contact a caseworker for the Department of Child Safety (DCS). 
Judge Garcia thereafter had an ex parte conversation with the caseworker and, 



without allowing the parties an opportunity to be heard about the substantive 
information she received, issued a ruling that discussed and cited the ex parte 
conversation as a basis for denying relief sought by the mother. The mother filed a 
motion for reconsideration, alleging that Judge Garcia had made her decision based 
on incorrect information. DCS confirmed that the information Judge Garcia stated 
in her order was not, in fact, correct. Judge Garcia admitted that contacting DCS 
caseworkers off the record and outside the presence of the parties is a typical 
practice for her on her family law calendar. 

 
Judge Garcia’s contact with the DCS caseworker in this case was an 

improper ex parte communication and an improper independent investigation of the 
facts of the case. Judge Garcia should immediately cease such conduct. 

 
Accordingly, Superior Court Judge Jeanne M. Garcia is hereby publicly 

reprimanded for her conduct as described above and pursuant to Commission Rule 
17(a). The record in this case, consisting of the complaint, the judge’s response, and 
this order shall be made public as required by Rule 9(a).  

 
Dated: May 12, 2015 

 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Louis Frank Dominguez 
Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were mailed 
to the complainant and the judge 
on May 12, 2015. 

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





   
  

           
         

              
            

              

      

            
            

        

 
 

   
    

 
     

                 

          



SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 
From the Chambers of IN MARICOPA COUNTY Phone: (602) 372-0610 
Judge Jeanne Garcia Northwest Regional Center 

14264 West Tierra Buena Lane, Suite B 
Surprise, Arizona 85374 

June 26, 2015 

Commission on Judicial Conduct 
1501 West Washington Street, Suite 229 
Phoenix, AZ  85007 

Re:  SUPPLEMENT to Motion for Reconsideration 
 Case No. 15-062  

Dear Commission Members: 

I file this Supplement to my Motion for Reconsideration to request that as you 
reconsider my case, you take into account the panel discussion held at the Judicial 
Conference presentation I attended last Wednesday, June 17, 2015 from 3:30-5:00 p.m.  
(“Ethics:  Current Trends in Judicial Discipline and Judicial Ethics”)  I found the 
discussion relating to ex parte communication noteworthy in light of my circumstances. 

On the topic of ex parte communications, Judge Kreamer shared how he has spoken to 
probation officers about criminal defendants on his sex crimes caseload.  I found myself 
wondering how that could be acceptable but my situation was not, especially when:  

1. In my situation, after the parties told me there was a pending investigation
with DCS, I told the parties I would be contacting DCS to ascertain the status
and I then reported what I thought I was told.

2. I subsequently corrected the misinformation; and

3. My initial ruling did not change the status quo.

As I earlier stated, I have ceased the practice.  However, if you are going to publish my 
reprimand, please explain the differences between the two situations to educate all 
those reading it.      

Very truly yours, 

Jeanne Garcia 

15-062
Judge MR Supp
6/26/15









  

   
  

  

 

   
    

  
   

  

  

              
             
               

          

              
               
           
     

                
              

             
              

               
                

              
               

             
               

             
            
               

           

   
 

  
      

  





   
     

  

 

  
 
 

  

  

  

  

   

  

   
  

          

     

          

            

               

             

  

      

  

   
   

 



            

  
   
  

     
  

          

  
      

 

  
   



    
 

    
     

  
  

   

 

  
 
 

  

   

  

  

   

   

    
 

         

           

           

        

          

         

          

              

      

           

             

           



           

              

             

           

           

            

                

  

        

           
         

          
    

        
      

      

          
       

     

         
         

      

         
        

           
         

         



           

           

           

            

         

            

           

             

            

            

              

           

    

             

            

           

    

            

             

              

             

            

    



       

         

             

             

            

             

             

            

              

           

         

             

            

           

     

       

         

          

       

     



           

             

            

           

             

            

       

       

             

             

          

         

          

              

            

          

              

       

    

           

      



       

            

          

             

            

             

       

         

           

           

       

         
  

        

         

          
      

          

         

            

        

           
   

        



        
         

    

          

            

        
          

 

          

      

        
       

        

         
   

           

       

         
        

     

            

       

         

             

         

             



             

 

       

            

   

      

   

 

              

  
   
  

      
  

       

   



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

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 15-062 

Judge: Jeanne M. Garcia 

Complainant: Dennis Wells 
 

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT JUDGE’S 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 
The respondent judge filed a motion for reconsideration of the commission’s 

reprimand as set forth in its previous order. Pursuant to Commission Policy 23, 
disciplinary counsel was requested to file a response to the motion, and did so. 

On August 7, 2015, the commission denied the motion for reconsideration. As 
provided in Commission Policy 23, the respondent judge’s motion for 
reconsideration, disciplinary counsel’s response, and this order denying the motion 
for reconsideration shall be made a part of the record that is posted to the 
commission’s website with the other public documents (the complaint, the judge’s 
response, and the reprimand order). 

Dated: August 14, 2015 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Louis Frank Dominguez 
Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were mailed 
to the complainant and the judge 
on August 14, 2015.p 



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

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 15-062 

Judge: Jeanne M. Garcia 

Complainant: Dennis Wells 
 

AMENDED 
ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT JUDGE’S 

MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
 

The respondent judge filed a motion for reconsideration of the commission’s 
reprimand as set forth in its previous order. Pursuant to Commission Policy 23, 
disciplinary counsel was requested to file a response to the motion, and did so. 

On August 7, 2015, the commission denied the motion for reconsideration. As 
provided in Commission Policy 23, the respondent judge’s motion for 
reconsideration, disciplinary counsel’s response, and this order denying the motion 
for reconsideration shall be made a part of the record that is posted to the 
commission’s website with the other public documents (the complaint, the judge’s 
response, and the reprimand order). 

Dated: August 17, 2015 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Louis Frank Dominguez 
Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were mailed 
to the complainant and the judge 
on August 17, 2015. 




