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I hereby certify on this iﬁh‘day of January 2018, 1 transmitted a copy of the foregoing
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William B. Terry, Esq.

William B. Terry, Chartered Attorney at Law

530 South Seventh Street
Las Vegas, NV 89101-6011

Info@williamterrylaw.com

Thomas C. Bradley, Esq.

~ Sinai, Schroder, Mooney, Boetsch, Bradley & Pace

448 Hill Street
Reno,NV 89501

Tom@TomBradleyl aw.com

APP249

Tarah L. Hansen, Commission Clerk

Docket 76117 Document 2019-04453




00:43:40
00:43:41
00:43:41
00:43:44
00:43:47
00:43:52
00:43:58
00:44:05
00:44:10
00:44:15
00:44:20
00:44:25
00:44.26
00:44:27
00:44:28
00:44:30
00:44:38
00:44:45
00:44:53
00:44:55
00:44:55
00:44:56

00:44:56

AW: Right.

WS: -- and said: Look, | had the same judge, and here's what
she did to me. And it was all -- every case was just

horrific. And it was violations, same as mine, just

violations. No regard for what really is in the best interest

of the child. Children are being put in dangerous situation.

So | think that she is a danger to Clark Cbunty by sitting on

that bench. Every day that she's there, there is - it's
dangerous. Like I said, | would like to see the woman go to

jail because she abused and traumatized Annie. She absolutely

abused her.

AW: Okay.

WS: In my -- my case personally, | would like a fair hearing.
| would like her orders reversed because to take a child away
from their primary attachment figure, the primary caretaker

is -~ is very damaging.

AW: Okay.

WS: And if Annie could speak, | know that she would say: |
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want to be back with my momma. | want to be in my home. |
miss my -- my friends at the ballet school. | miss my pets in

the backyard. And one day a week is not enough.

AW: Okay. Now, are you going to get a chance to explain this

in this March 6th hearing?

WS: Not if | have Rena Hughes for my judge because she

doesn't listen to anything.

AW: Okay.

WS: If | get another judge, | -- | would hope. | hope that
they are -- they follow the law. If they follow the law,
we're fine. If the law had been followed, none of this would

be happening.

AW: Okay.

WS: If we had stuck with the original divorce decree, none of
this would have happened. If my ex had been held accountable

for his frivolous motions that he had put forth, | wouldn't be

bankrupt.
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AW: Right.

WS: | -- 1 would like -- definitely | would like the -- the
attorneys fees. Him being awarded attorneys fees when | don't
even have an attorney?

AW: Right.

WS: | definitely think that should be reversed.

AW: So you definitely based upon what you‘re telling me is
you never had your right to be heard in her courtroom. |s

that correct?

WS: No, no, | did not.

AW: Okay. |think that's it. Anything else you want to add,

Welthy?

WS: Oh, goodness. | could talk to you for three hours I'm

sure.
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AW: [ bet you could.

WS: Oh, yeah.

AW: All right.

WS: 1just, you know -- yeah, | think that's it.

AW: Okay. Transcriber, we're going to end at this time. The

time is approximately 1016 hours, and we'll be off the record.

Thank you.
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STATE OF NEVADA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF WASHOE )
[, Darby Talbott, do hereby certify:
That | transcribed from audio recording the proceedings had
in the above-entitled matter; |

That the appearances on the cover page are from this

transcriber's understanding of who was present during the ‘
proceeding;
That speaker identification was made to the best of my

ability through voice recognition;

That the foregoing transcript, consisting of pages 1
through 57, inclusive, is a full, true and correct
transcription of said proceeding to the best of my ébility.
Dated at Reno, Nevada, this 11th of February 2017.

/s/ Darby Talbott

Darby Talbott
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LVMPD - COMMUNICATION CENTER
EVENT SEARCH REC'D BY NCJD

FEB 21, 2017

EVT : LLV111224001622 TYPE: 417 PRI 1

LoC : BLDG: APT

ADDR: 1433 COTTONWOOD PL ' XST : 1401 FRANCIS AVE CITY : LV
CADD: 36:09:29N,115:08:11W CNAM: WELSIE SILVA CPHONE: 7024609438

MAP : 0252612 S/B : Ca& SRA  : K310 ,
P/U : 2B45 '~ OFF1: 8711 OFF2  :
DATE: 2011/12/24 ) INIT: 11:43:21 AREA : DT i

911 : YES CLSE: 13:17:08 DISP : M

11:43;28 EU INITIATED BY FRM~ TO-LV7278 . 10 Lv7278

11:43:28 EU D FRM- TO-G . 10 Lv7278

11:43:28 CM Verification Bypassed INC- LLV111224001622 Addr-UNK LV 10 Lv7278

11:43:38 CM WHP1 UN01709 10 LV7278

11:44:00 EU AD FRM-UNK LV TO-1433 COTTONWOOD PL , 10 LV7278

11:44:05 EU RE FRM-111224 114328 TO- 10 Lv7278

11:44:12 EU CN FRM-AT&T MOBILITY TO-WELSIE SILVA 10 Lv7278

11:44:15 EU T FRM-4042 TD-417 10 LV7278

11:44:28 CM HUSB THROWING STUFF AT HER //DIDNT HIT HER // i 10 Lv7278

11:45:19 CM . 10/MALE /ROGERIO SILVA AMA 37 5'4 #150 BLK HR BLK SHIRT BOXERS // 10 Lv7278

11:45:25 M 10/NEG 408/446/WEAPS : 10 LV7278

11:46:29 CM 10/PR NOT WANTING OFCRS TO RESPOND //ADVD OF POLICY // 1146 HRS 10 LvV7278

12:05:30 USAS 2B45 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 65 1LvV10205

12:05:30 EU 2B45 PO FRM- TO-LV/2B45 65 LV10205

12:05:49 USER 2B45 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 217 65 1LV10205

12:08:50 USAS 2A3 1433 COTTONWOQD PL 417 65 LV10205

12:13:08 USAR 2A3 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 217 00 LV938S

12:16:33 CM 2A3 C4 NEG 415 1216 65 LV10205

12:17:17 USAR 2B45 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 00 LV8711

12:19:47 CM 2B45 TO CH 1 C¢ 1219 65 LV10205

12:39:07 CM 2B45 C4 1239 65 LV10205 -
13:13:27 USCL 2A3 417 00 Lv9385

13:13:48 CM //NEG 415 BETWEEN HuseanD (B @) ~~» WIFE SILVA, 00 LV8711

13:13:48 M WELTHY ID#2549692. WIFE WAS UPST ABOUT HER HUS BAND KICKING A BOX ON THE 00 Lv8711

13:13:48 CM FLOOR THEIR 8 YR OLD DAUGHTER LEFT OUT. NEG 415//BOTH PARTIES ADVISED OF 00 LVB711

13:13:48 CM NV DV LAWS// - 00 LvB71i1

13:17:08 USCL 2B45 : 417 65 LV10205

13:17:08 EU 2B45 - D FRM- TO-M 65 1Lv10205

2/22/2016 1:18:5% PM
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LVMPD - COMMUNICATION CENTER
EVENT SEARCH

FEB 21,
: LLV130105002235 TYPE: 417 PRI : 1
BLDG: APT
1433 COTTONWOOD PL XST : 1401 FRANCIS AVE CITY : LV
36:09:25N,115:08:11W CNAM: WEALTHY SILVA ) CPHONE: 7024609438
0252612 8/B : Ca SRA  : K310
3C2 OFF1: 13467 OFF2
2013/01/05 INIT: 14:23:27 AREA DT
: YES CLSE: 15:32:58 DISP M
01 EU INITIATED BY FRM-~ TO-LV7867 37
01 oM VERBAL-BETW PR/HUSB ROJERIO SILVA,HMA,38 YO, @74, BLK SHIRT-THERE TO PIC 37
01 M K UP JUV AND UPSET DUE TO DTR EATING BAGEL BEFORE LETTING HER GO- 37
31 CM 37/NEG 408/446/UNK WPNS ARRIVED IN BLK LEXUS 1425 37
40 EU cN FRM~-AT&T MOBILITY TO-WEALTHY SILVA 37
i5 oM S58/REC F/PR ADV'G MALE LEFT W/JUV TL 1 LS TWRDS MP // BLK LEXUS 2DR NV/LV 58
15 CM BS0B / 142B8HR 58
20 EU PN FRM- TO~NV-LVRBS08 58
07 M gy oo o ] 58
07 M L] 1430HR 58
18 EU LLV130105002235 timed out gueue updated
46 USAS 2C5 1433 COTTONWOOD FL 417 17
46 USAS 2C3 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 17
48 EU 2C5 Py FRM- TO-LV/2C5 17
01 USER 2C5 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 00
15 USER 2C3 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 17
30 USAR 2C3 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 17
12 M 203 ¢/4 1507 HRS 17
36 USAR 2Ch 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 00
18 USCL 2C3 ) 417 00
47 UR 2C5 Reassign: 417  LLV130105002453 17
17 USAS 3C2 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 17
17 USAS 3C3 1433 COTTONWOOD PL a17 17
18 EU 3C2 PU FRM- TO-LV/3C2 17
22 USER 3C2 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 417 00
26 USER 3C3 1433 COTTONWOOD PL 2417 00
58 USCL 3C2 417 17
58 USCL 3C3 417 17
58 US 3C3 D FRM-  TO-M 17
58 EU 3c2 D FRM- TO-M 17
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REC'D BY NCJD

Keisha Weiford, MS, MFT FEB 21, 2017
Licensed Marriage & Family Therapist
8440 W, Lake Mead Blvd., Suite 206
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
702-395-8417 Office 702-334-2113 Cell
702-242-4426 Fax

October 8, 2015

Via Emall
Re: Welthy Silva v, Rogerio Silva D-12-467820

Rogerlo Silva
3950 Edgemoor Way
tas Vegas, Nevada

Weithy Silva
1433 Cottonwood Place
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104

Dear Co-Parents:

The Court has requested that | conduct 3 reunification sessions with Annle and Mr. Sliva {Dad}, We were able to
accomplish that. | thank both parents for your participation. | would ke to continue buiiding on the work we
have already done in those 3 sessions before the next Court date, if that is acceptable by both parties.

However, befare we resume reunification sassions with Dad and Annie. | would like to meet with Rogerio Sliva
and Welthy Silva Individually to discuss thelr individual parenting stvies and ways they can cantinue to help the
process. Both parents would be responsible for the cost of thelr Individual sesslons. We can start as early as the
week of Monday, October 12, 2015,

I would alsa like to get a refease to speak with Annle’s therapist so that we could work tegether to ensure that

we are all on the same page. Nicolle, my assistant, will sand the release to be signed so that | can talk with the
- therapist.

if you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. | took forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Kelsha Weiford -

ec: The Honorable Rena Hughes, via fax to; 702-676-1475
Christopher R. Tliman, Esq,, via fax to: 702-214-4208
Rizna Durrett, Esg., via fax to: 702-458-8508
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DATE:

TO:

FAX #:

NO. of PAGES:

FROM:

KEISHA WEIFQRD MS, MFT
8440 W, Lake Mead Blvd, #2056
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89128
0: (702) 395-8417
F: (702) 242-4429

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

10/9/2015

The Honorable Rena Hughes
702-676-1475

2 (including cover sheet)

Nicolle Polit, Assistant to
Keisha Weiford MS, MFT

RE: Welthy Silva v. Regerio Silva Case #D~12-467820

Comments: Please confirm upon receiving.

P.1-2

This transmission contains confidential information. If you have received this in

error, please call (702) 395-8417. Thank you.
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I FLIS
Keisha Weiford, MS ' : 5
Licensed Marringe & ﬁamﬁy Therapist REC'D BY NCJ
8440 W. Lake Mead Blvd., Suite 206 FEB 21, 2017
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128
702-395-8417 Office 702-334-2113 Cell

702-242-442¢ Fax
FAX TRANSMISSION

November 2, 2015

The Honorable Rena G. Hughes

District Judge, Department J

Eighth Judicial District Court
Family Division

601 N, Pecos Road

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101-2408

RE: Silva vs Silva
Case#D-12467820-D
Parent - Child Reunification Update Letter

Dear Judge Hughes:

The above mentioned case was referred for child reunification services on May 26, 2015. Please
accept this lefter as an update from my last letter on August 5, 2015, We had three conjoint sessions
since then with Rogerio Silva (Dad) and his daughter Annie on September g, September 17, and
September 24, 2015. It was my understanding that this family had an upecoming court date on
September 29, 2015, so we did not schedule a follow up appointment.

On October 8, 2015, I wrote both parents requesting that we schedule additional sessions with Dad
and Annie, as well as individual sessions with the parents so that we can discuss ways that they can
help Annie and improve their individual parenting styles. I also requested a release to speak to the
therapist, Natalie Harper, that met with Annie. Welthy Silva (Mom) did provide my office with a
release. Dad and I had one additional session on October 21, 2015 and I had a telephone conference
with Natalie Harper on October 22, 2015, Welthy Silva (Mom) declined to m i

October 8th Jetter, she reported to my assistant that finances were an issue gnd Annie was done.

Summary of Conjoint Sessions

Annie was okay when she came into all of the sessions. She did not have any difficulty walking into )
my office, or sitting in the office for the entire time. She did not want to sit close by her father, she did
not want to make eye contact. Annie was weepy throughout the first session. When Dad addressed

—_ .

. Annie directly it made her upset in the first session, Annie did not have any difficulty communicating

with me, however, she was not able to articulate her feelings about her relationghip with Dad. When
asked about her tears, she could not explain why she had her tears. During the first session, Annie did
not respond to Dad directly. When Dad asked Annie for a hug at the end of the first session, it made
her cry again,

—— et —PPTGE
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At the second session, you could tell that she was still uncomfortable but she was able to look at Dad
and respond to his questions. Actualy, our second session was the most productive. Annie was open
and comfortable during the second session, she did not cry and she played 3 to 4 games of checkers
with Dad. T utilize activity quite a bit when working with children and parents. Children are more apt
to open up when they are doing something fun. Dad demonstrated his ability to teach and connect
with Annie at the same time, It was very appropriate, and Annie opened up the most during that time
together. Annie was able to respond without prompting from me. Both Dad and Annie were more

relaxed. She left the office cheerful and met with Mom in the lobby in a very different state from our
first session.

Right before our third session, as I am walking Annie into the room, she was determined to let me
know that she did not want to be reunified and did not want to have a relationship with her father,
Annie was more closed during the third session. She was not as shut down as in our first session, but
there was a distinct difference from our first seseion. In our third session, Dad again was requesting
that Annie open up. Dad continued to share his experiences with Annie and their life together, and
why heis so baffled by her behavior. Annie finally reports that she was “acting” when she was
spending time with her Dad all these years. Dad was deeply hurt and became emotional. Annie
reported that she did not care about her relationship with her Dad and essentially did not want it,
Dad got up and asked to leave the room and have a moment. Dad does not hide his emotions well,
and when be is frustrated and hurt it looks like anger. However, there was a sadness there that does
not just stem from his relationship with Annie but comes from his estranged relationship with his
older daughter, and I am sure there other things that contribute to it. However, Annie is not going to
understand why her Dad gets so frustrated and upset. Annie is not going to understand that Ded's
hard exterior and rigidness has nothing to do with his love and dedication to her, Dad needs to work
on being able to show his vulnerability with his daughter without it coming off as anger. Dad needs to
work on keeping his anger and frustration with Mom very separate from his relationship with his
daughter. It seems that all of it has been bleeding into his relationship with Annie. However, Dad is
not the only one that needs to work on the family dynamics. i

.

nie’ rapist

I spoke with Annie’s therapist, She reported that Annie met with her on July 15 and July 22, 2015,
The therapist reported that Annie did not report abuse, neglect or any other issues with her father
other than him taking the cell phone away from her, The therapist reported that she had the
impression that Dad was rigid, which was consistent with my observations in the conjoint sessions.
The therapist reported that she had a third session scheduled, but that appointment was cancelled by
Mom, The therapist did tell Mom that she does not get involved in court cases. The therapist did

state that she would be willing to continue to see Annie if she was working in unison with myself as
the reunification therapist.

If Annie is indeed having difficulty in her relationship with her Dad, then 1 am surprised that she only
had two sessions with the therapist in July. If that therapist was not a good fit, then there should have
been an effort made to find someone that was a better fit, It appears that Mom's thoughts are that the
problems lie solely with Dad, therefore, if we get rid of Dad then the problem is solved. However, [
believe the problems are more systemic and has more to do with the dynamics in the parental
relationship that started in the marriage and continues to this day.
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Observations

The following is my assessment of the family dynamics from the brief amount of time that I spent
with this family. The issues with parenting Annie started in the marriage hefore the divoree, It
sounds as if both parents had very different ideas on what was appropriate when it came to Annie and
it became a power struggle, which continues today. Both parents have polar opposite parenting
styles. Based on my brief observations, Mom has a mare permissive style while Dad has a more
authoritarian style. Mom's relationship with Annie also appears to be enmeshed.

The major issues that Annie described having with her Dad had more to do with his conflicts with
Mom than they had to do with her personal relationship with him, Annie reported in her first
interview with me that her Dad did not spend time with her and was preoccupied with his phone; she
also reported not liking his girlfriend, and that Dad had an angry episode not too long ago. However,
during the conjoint session, Annie agreed that her Dad did spend quality time together. They both
agreed that she did do constructive things when she was in the care of her Dad such as, art projects
and Jiu Jitsu which she seems to be very good at. Annie agreed with Dad’s reports that Dad was not
abusive or neglectful towards her. I did witness Dad losing his cool in front of Annie, but again that
had more to do with his frustration with the situation than it had to do with Annie personally.

The only parent-child situation that Annie was really vocal about was when Dad would take Annie’s
electronic devices away (cell phone/iPad) when she did not stay in touch with Dad. Annie did not
agree with that consequence and felt that Dad’s stance on the cell phone was unfair,

I believe that Annie is a child of divorce that is in the middle of the conflict between her parents, Itis
understandable why Annie would be so put off by her Dad's style of parenting, when she spends the
majority of her time in a permissive household. Dad wants to have a say in Annie’s upbringing, and
he is vocal about it, and is willing to confront Mom about it or take her to Coutt to get things handled.
If Annie is spending all of her days being schooled by Mom, going to the dance studio with Mom and
is really close to Mom, of course she is going to see Dad as the enemy. Her protection of Momis a
natural response. If Dad is more authoritarian in his parenting style, and is vocal about his dislike of
some of the things happening; I am not surprised that Annie has come to the conclusion that she does
%not need that relationship with Dad, This stance is also being supported and championed by her

hmother. Annie’s views are her own but it is not because there is something detrimental being done to
er.

I believe that Dad has some work to do on his parenting, but I also believe that Mom has some work
to do herself. There are no perfect parents, however, Annie would benefit from both of her parents
coming more toward the middle. Dad is continually fighting for a role in the upbringing of Annie.
When things are not worked out coaperatively with Mom, he will take his concerns to Court and
Annie is well aware of this difference in opinion and the difficulty that this canses her mother. It
makes sense to align with the parent that she is closest to, and who she observes as being victimized
by this behavior. However, discarding her relationship with Dad is not the answer, Dad actually
creates balance in Annie’s upbringing. Annie's relationship with her Dad is not an easy one, but his
~ rigidness is not cause for no access to his daughter.

Reco endaltions

These parents would benefit from having a cooperative relationship. It would also be beneficial for
them to share in the major decision making, such as, Annie’s education. However, it does not appear
that these parents are capable of working togethar in that way.
1. Therefore, these parents would benefit from parallel parenting where Mom will parent Annie
separately from how Dad parents Annie, It is okay for parents to have different relationships
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with their children. Dad might have a more stern approach, and Mom might have a more
lenient approach. In an intact family, this is not abnormal. It usually forces parents to find the
happy medium. However, in divorce families there is the misconception that it gives one
parent permission to dictate how the other parent should behave.

2. Dad has unsupervised access to his daughter. There is no proof of abuse or neglect, and even
children who have been in severe abusive situations and taken by CPS, still have visitation with
their children.

3. It seems that Mom believes that she has Annie’s best interest by protecting her daughter from
her father. However, Mom supporting that relationship with Dad is the best thing that she
could do for her. Getting her the assistance that she needs if she is having difficulty in that
relationship, not just blocking access.

4. Both parents participate in a parenting class, Annie would benefit from having balance and
aocountability that comes with hoth parents learning how to parent effectively.

5. All major decisions and clear parenting guidelines would be made by the Court. If there are
clear guidelines set out by the Court that states what the expectations of both parents are, this
fam:ly may be able to adhere to those guidelines set out by the Court and not have to utilize the
Court in order to co-parent.

6. Annie’s education and the mode of accountability needs to be decided by the Court to eliminate

_ the cause of conflict and stress in the parental relationship,

7. Annie continue with counselmg or reunification therapy in order to monitor the progress/ or

lack of progress that is taking place in her relationship with Dad.

I hope this information is helpful to the Court, IfI could be of further assistance to the Court and
this family, please do not hesitate to contact me at (702) 395-8417.

Respectfully submitted,

Keisha Weiford, MS, MFT
Executive Director
Family Solutions Inc.
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KEISHA WEIFORD MS, MFT
8440 W. Lake Mead Blvd. #206
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 89128
0:(702) 395-8417
F: {702) 242-4429

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
DATE: 11/4/2015
TO: Honorable Judge Rena G, Hughes
- FAX 702—676-1475

NO. of PAGES: 5 (including cover sheet)
FROM: Nicolle Polit, Assistant to
‘Keisha Weiford MS, MFT

RE: Welthy Sliva v, Regerio Sliva Case #D-12-467820-D

Comments:
Please confirm upon receiving and distribute to attorneys on case.

This transmission contains confidential information. If you have received this in
error, please call (702} 395-8417. Thank you.
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REC'D BY NCJD
FEB 21, 2017

Keisha Weiford, MS, M¥T
Licensed Marriage & Family Therapist
8440 W. Lake Mead Blvd., Suite 206
Lag Vegas, Nevada 89128
702-395-8417 Office 702-384-2113 Cell
702-242-4420 Fax

FAX SM

January 21, 2016

The Honorable Rena G. Hughes

District Judge, Department J

Eighth Judicial District Court
Family Division

601 N. Pecos Road

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101-2408

RE: SilvavsSilva
Case#D-12467820-D
Parent - Child Reunification Update Letter

Dear Judge Hughes:

The above mentioned case was referred for child reunification services on May 26, 2015. Please
accept this letter as an update from my last letter on November 2, 2015. 1 have not had a reunification
appointment with Rogerio Silva (Dad) and his danghter Annie since September 24, 2015,

My office on several occasions has tried to schedule appointments for Welthy Silva (Mom) and Annie.
Our last scheduled appointment was December 10, 2015. Mom was aware of the appointment, she
made contact with us the day before and the day after the appointment. Mom made it clear in her
email on December 9, 2015 that she was not bringing Annie becanse she could not afford the sessions
and because it stressed Annie and gave her headaches, My office has not heard from Mom since
December 11, 2015. Dad did show for that appointment on December 10, 2015, and it was quite
productive.

Money should not be the barrier for Dad having access 1o hlg daughter. Dad has not done anything,
based on my observations or any of the reports, that warrants him not having access to his daughter
for almost a year,

Recommendations

1. Dad should be able to start having access to his daughter weekly. There can be a 4-week plan
in place before he resumes the normal timeshare.
- & First week — one evening dinper (hours dependent on Donna’s House operating hoqrs)
b. Second week —~ two evenings for dinner (hours dependent on Donna’s House operating
hours)
¢. Third week — three evenings for dinner (hours dependent on Donna’s House operating
hours)
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d. Fourth week —~ Normal timeshare resumes, (Exchange times dependent on Donna’s
House operating hours.)

2, All exchanges take place at Donna’s House. This way there is & record of the parent’s
compliance with the Court order,

3. Ifthere is a wait for Donna’s House services, then exchanges can take place at my office Friday
morning at 8am, and Monday morning at 8am until they are clients of Donna’s House. These
times are for exchanges only, no services can be provided during these times. .

4. If Donna’s House cannot accommodate their normal timeshare arrangement, then drop off can
be done at a Jocal precinct or at her home with Mom. Pick-up should definitely be conducted at
Donna’s House.

5. Dad participate in reunification therapy with me monthly, so that we ean continue to work on
building the skills necessary to improve his relationship with his daughter.

6. Dad and Annie check in with reunification therapist monthly, cost to be paid by Dad and
Mom’s portion of the fee to be reimbursed to Dad, Method of reimbursement be determined

. by Court. However, it should not interfere with Annie participating in the services,

7. Parents follow through with the parenting classes and other previous recommendations.

Mom has an outstanding balance of $360 for ber portion of the last 3 court reports. Dad has a
balance of $120 for this court report.

T'hope this information is helpful to the Conrt. IfI could be of further assistance to the Court and this
family, please do not hesitate to contact me at {702) 395-8417.

- Respectfully submitted,

Keisha Weiford, MS, MFT
Executive Director
Family Solutions Inc.

Cc:  Rianna Durret, Esq.
Christopher Tilman, Esq.
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" 8440 W, Lake Mead Blvd. #206
LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 88128
0: (702} 395-8417
F: {702) 242-4428

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION

DATE: 1/22/2016 '
TO: Honorable Judge Rena G. Hughes

FAX #: 702-676-1475

NO. of PAGES: 3 (including cover sheet)

FROM: Nicolle Polit, Assistant to
Keisha Weiford MS, MFT

RE: Welthy Silva v. Regerio Sliva Case #D-12-467820-D
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REC'D BY NCJD
FEB 21, 2017

Claudia D. Schwarz, MA, MFT
Marriage and Family Therapist License #01031
1820 East Warm Springs Road Suite #115 Las Vegas, NV 89119
Phone: 702-372-4072 Fax: 702-361-5080

March 1%, 2016

The Honorable Judge Rena Hughes
District Judge, Department J
Eighth Judicial District Court
Farnily Division

601 N, Pecos Road

Las Vegas, NV 89101

Case Number: D12467820D Case Name: Silva vs. Silva
RE: Child Custody Evaluation
Dear Judge Hughes,

As the Child Custody Evaluator assigned to this case on February 18 2016, T am
respectfully notifying the court of what has transpired thus far. Mr. Rogerio Silva is in
compliance with the Order and is ready to begin services. Ms, Welthy Silva contacted this
provider and explained that she is unable to afford to pay for the services at this time. As
both parties are responsible for splitting the evaluation fees 50/50, this provider cannot
begin services until fees are paid.

At this time I respectfully ask the Court for guidance on how to proceed. I appreciate the
opportunity to be of service to this Court, and if you have any other questions or concerns,
please feel free to contact me at any time.

Sincerely,

Claudia Schwarz, MFT

[ . . e e __A_sz_a_a__




Judicial Conduct Complaints,
Case Nos. 2016-113 and 2016-158
Interrogatory No. 1.

Why did you draft the Minute Order dated June 8, 2016, and on what basis
did you find that that mother failed to facilitate the daughter’s visitation with the
father?

Answer to Interrogatory No. 1.

I drafted the Minﬁte Order after receiving the report from Donna’s House
Central, dated May 26, 2016, informing me Ms. Silva was continuing to withhold
Annie during Mr. Silvé’s custodial time. (See, DHC report of same date, #29).

Donna’s House Central (“BHC”) is a facility located on the campus of

Family Court. DHC is an outsourced program used by the Family Court to

facilitate custody exchanges were the parents are volatile. BHC (located through
the security gate) facilitates custody exchanges, and keeps the peace. They also
report on the exchanges and document any problems,

The BHC report stated Ms. Silva brought the minor child, Annie, to the first
exchange but Annie refused to go with Mr. Silva. On May 16, 2016, I ordered Ms.
Silva to drop Annie off at DHC, and then leave the premises. I ordered this

because the first time I ordered DHC to facilitate custody exchanges in January

2016, Ms. Silva would stay, Annie would refuse to go With Mr. Silva, then Ms.
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Silva would leave with Annie. .My thought was that Annie could not refuse to go
with her father if Ms. Silva were to leave DHC, thus sending a message to Annie
that she did indeed need to go with her father.

DHC reported Ms. Silva did not leave, Annie refused to go with her father,
and Mr, Silva was again denied his custodial time.
Interrogatory No. 2.

On what basis did you find the mother was in contempt of Court regarding
her alleged failure to facilitate visitations on weekends?
Answer to Interrogatory No. 2.

Ms. Silva failed to faciiitéte weekend visitation with Mr. Silva beginning in
April 2015, T held several hearings from May 2015 to June 2016 to address the
issue. I ordered reunification through a therapist (Keisha Weiford), and an
outsourced custody evaluation (to include psychological testing of the parents and
collateral interviews) through Claudia Schwarz, a Marriage and Family therapist,
and when finances would nét support these services, I ordered DHC custodial
exchanges.

I held nine (9) hearings from April 2015 to June 2016. Ms. Silva’s failure to
facilitate the custodial exchanges were addressed at nearly every hearing, as well
as Ms. Silva’s failure to refinance the home equity loan (“HELOC”), and to have

Annie math tested by a facility of Mr. Silva’s choosing.
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After conducting nine (9) hearings, having received reports from Keisha
Weiford and DHC, I had no alternative but to find Ms. Silva was failing to
facilitate weekend exchanges as ordered by the Court. As stated above, the BHC
report was the most recent report, ‘anci Ms. Silva had been warned in open Court on
May 12, 2016 if she did not facilitate weekend visits, Annie would spend the entire
summer with her father. Ms. Silva failed to do so, after being referred to DHC a
-second time.

Interrogatory No. 3.

Please explain how your findings of the Complainant in contempt complies
with Nevada Revised Statutes regarding finding a party in contempt for violating a
court order(s)?

Answer to Interrogatory No. 3.

NRS 22.010(3) deems contempt to be “disobedience or resistance to any
lawful writ, order, rule or process issued by the Court or Judge at chambers.” Ms.
Silva willfully violated my orders to facilitate Mr. Silva’s custodial time, against
the best interest of Annie, and in violation of Mr. Silva’s constitutional parental
rights.

The fact that Ms. Silva did not exchange Annie with Mr. Silva as previously
ordered was uncontroverted by Mr. Silva, Ms. Silva and DHC. (See, Journal Entry

of June 8, 2016, #12).
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The Decree of Divorce granted Ms. Silva primary physical custody and Mr.
Silva weekend visitation. After Mr, Silva filed a motion to have Annie
academically tested, due to her home schooling, Ms. Silva began retaliating against
him by affecting his relationship with Annie. In April 2015, she began
withholding Annie during Mr. Silva’s custodial time. |

Ms. Silva also falsely accused Mr. Silva of “abuse” of Annie, because he
disciplined her by taking her cell phone, and he accidentally knocked over the
garbage cans at Annie’s residence after he picked her up.

Ms. Silva also reported to the police in May 2015, that Mr. Silva threatened
not to feed Annie which was not true. Mr. Silva had to call the police to enforce
his custodial time on this occasion, but the police would not get involved. (See,
#22).

Ms. Silva had no basis for the alleged abuse, as confirmed by Annie’s
therapist and Keisha Weiford, MFT, whom I appointed to provide “reunification
therapy” to Annie and Mr. Silva. (See, #)

The purpose of reunification therapy is to help the parent and child work
through their difficulties and mend their relationship. Mr. Silva paid nearly
$2,000.00 to Ms. Weiford for her services, but Ms. Silva interfered with, and failed
to follow the direction of Ms. Wéifofd, as detailed below. There was no reason for

her lack of participation other than Annie did not want to, or “Annie was done.”
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I found that Ms. Silva was undermining the reunification process, was
blaming Mr. Silva for wrong-doing or abuse when none had occurred, and would
not be satisfied until she eliminated him from Annie’s life. Ms. Silva made
statements to Ms. Weiford that Mr. Silva “should just go back to Brazil” where he
was raised, and get out of their lives. These are not the statements | expect from a
parent who is committed to the reunification process. - Obviously, Ms. Silva was
not interested in facilitating a relationship between Annie and her father.

After several months of attempting reunification, the Court ordered a full
outsourced custody evaluation by a psychologist, qualified to give both parents
psychological tests. The pu%pose of such tests is to determine any mental health
issues that may be impeding the parent/child relationship. Ms, Silva declined to
participate based on financial reasons.

When Ms, Silva claimed she could not afford the outsourced evaluatién, I
sent the parties back to DHC to facilitate the custodial exchanges because Mr.
Silva was still not getting his weekend visitation. DHC reported to me that Ms.
Silva would not leave the premises, stayed long enough for Annie to refuse to go
with Mr. Silva, then took Annie away. I had ordered Ms. Silva to drop Annie off,
and to encourage Annie to go with her father. Ms. Silva did not drop Annie off,
she stayed, allowing Annie to refuse to go with her father, and she did not

encourage Annie to go with her father. (See, Journal Entry, #11.)
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Interrogatory No. 4.

Please explain why you did not hold a hearing regarding finding the mother
in contempt for failing to facilitate visitations on weekends? |
Answer to Interrogatory No. 4.

The fact that Ms. Silva did not exchange Annie with Mr. Silva as previously
ordered was uncontroverted by Mr. Silva, Ms. Silva and DHC. Ms. Silva never
denied she did not “force” Annie to go with Mr. Silva for his weekend visitation to
be facilitated through Donna’s House.

I directed Mr. Silva’s counsel to draft an Order to Show Cause on the matter,
which she did. (See, #14.) At the hearing on contempt, counsel for Ms. Silva
objected to the Order to Sﬁow Cause regarding the visitation issue because Mr.
Silva’s counsel had not prepared the underlying Order from the May 12, 2016
hearing. The May 12, 2016 hearing addressed visitation, Donna’s House visitation
exchanges (I signed a separate order for Donna’s House visitation exchanges in
open Court), Ms. Silva’s request for reimbursement of medical expenses, and
support arrearages.

Since neither counsel prepared the Order from the May 12, 2016 hearing, the
Court did not go forward on the Order to Show Cause for visitation violations, but
only on the HELOC and math testing issues, for which orders had been prepared

months earlier, signed, and entered.
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Interrogatory No,‘&

Please explain why you did not hold a hearing regarding the temporary
transfer of same legal and physical that occurred at the June 15, 2016 hearing,.
Answer to Interrogatory No. 5.

I did not hold a hearing because I had already held nine (9) hearings to
address why Mr. Silva was being denied his custodial time. I also informed Ms.
Silva on May 12, 2016 when she appeared in Court that if she did not make Annie

go with her father for weekend visitation, to be facilitated through DHC, and leave

- BHC after dropping Annie off, Annie would spend the summer with her father.

NRS 125C.0045 allows a Court to modify orders of custody during the pendency
of an action “as appears in his or her best interest.”

After [ received the DHC report informing me Ms, Silva did not leave DHC
after dropping Annie off, and Annie refused to go with Mr. Silva, there was no
need for an additional hearing. The fact that Mr, Silva was still being denied his
custodial time was uncontrovérted. No few facts or circumstances occurred to
change my mind that Mr. Silva was entitled to his custodial time,

I entered only temporary orders of legal and physical custody as I

determined were in the best interest of the child.

I
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Interrogatory No. 6.

Please explain why you changed custody when the Father’'s Motion for an
Order Shortening Time only addressed the visitation issue.

Answer to Interrogatory No. 6.

* Mr. Silva had filed a Motion to Mocﬁfy Custody (9/16/15) seeking ?rizlzary
physical custody of Annie due to Ms. Silva not allowing his custodiél time. I did
not initially grant Mr. Silva’s motion because a significant period of time had
lapsed since he had Annie in his care (due to Ms. Silva’s interference). I reasoned
it was in Annie’s best interest to approach the issue through reunification therapy.

I reasoned the most irﬂpertant issue to Mr. Silva was his parent-child
relationship. Mr. Silva had done nothing wrong, and was being deprived of his
basic, constitutional right as a parent. Mr. Silva had spent thousands of dollars in
therapy costs, attorney’s fees, and attended numerous hearings, and still Ms. Silva
would not acknowledge his rights. The longer the situation was allowed to
continue, the more of a wedge Ms. Silva was driving between Annie and her
father. I could not allow Ms. Silva to continue to violate Mr. Silva’s rights.

The change in custody was temporary, and the Court has broad discretion to
act in the best interest of the child in custodial matters. The main consideration for
changing custody is always ﬂl@ best interest of the child. Ms. Silva was

prohibiting, impeding, and preventing a parental relationship with Mr, Silva and
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Annie, and encouraging Annie to not have a relationship with her father. Ms, Silva
was informed on May 12, 2016 that‘Annie would go with her father “for the
summer” if she did not fa?;iﬁtate Mr. Silva’s custodial time. My goal was to cease
her interference, and allow Mr. Silva and Annie to reunify, outside of her presence.
I set the matter for an evidentiary hearing regarding Mr. Silva’s motion to change
custody.

Permanent changes in custody require the taking of testimony and evidence.
I can make any temporary custody orders as it deems in the best interest of the
child, I reasoned that the destruction of the father/child reiationship was going to
continue, that Ms. Silva would encoﬁrage Annie to reject her father, and no
custodial orders would be followed by Ms. Silva, because she had not done so thus
far.

I further reasoned that it was in Annie’s best interest to spend time with her
father, who loves and cares deeply for her, and who had been denied his parental
rights since Ms. Silva started refusing to exchange Annie in April 2015.

In October 20363 at the time scheduled for an evidentiary hearing on
perinanent custody, Ms. Silva, through her counsel, stipulated that Mr‘ Silva would
maintain sole legal custody, and primary physical custody of Annie. Ms. Silva
further stipulated she would attend parenting classes, would participate in therapy,

and visit Annie one day a week. (See, Order, #20).
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Since the October 2016 stipulation, Ms. Silva has not, to my knowledge,
taken the parenting classes. Ms. Silva has also interfered with Mr. Silva’s “sole
legal custody” by reporting to Annie’s school that she has a religious objection to
vaccinations (which she does not). Ms. Silva has also accosted Mr, Silva when he
has gone to the school to pick Annie up, and interfered with his custodial time. On
one occasions, Ms. Silva grabbed onto Mr. Silva’s open car door while Annie was
in the vehicle, and screamed at Mr. Silva to give Annie to her so they could bury
an alley cat. Mr. Silva peacefully ended the altercation, and later took Annie to
bury the cat.

Interrogatory No. 7.

Please explain why your Minute Order from June 15, 2016 stated that “Mom
shall have NO CONTACT with Minor”.
Answer to Interrogatory No. 7.

If Ms. Silva were valiowed to continue to undermine Mr. Silva’s relationship
with Annie, during the summer months when they had time to spend quality }time
together, reunification would again be thwarted. Up to this point, Ms. Silva had
done everything in her power to prevent Annie and her father from discussing their
differences over Annie’s home schooling, Annie’s anger at her father for having
her math tested, and actually encouraged Annie not to resolve her problems with

her father. Everything Ms. Silva did undermined Mr. Silva’s ability to have a

10
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close, loving bond with his daughter, whom he had been prevented from seeing for
over a year, except during a couple reuniﬁcaﬁon sessions, and at DHC for a few
minutes.

Ms. Silva’s behavior has been categorized by mental health professionals as
“pathogenic parenting.” Such parents are often narcissistic/borderline personality
parents. The pathogenic parent will attempt to manipulate or characterize the
custodial relationship as the child being ‘“foréed” to have a normal relationship
with the other parent, or being protective against an allegedly abusive parent, when
no abuse has occurred.

Psychdogists providing judiciai educational seminars have advised family
~court judges that this is a serious issue, which if not addressed, will result in a

119

“parent-ectomy” or a death sentence for the “out” or “targeted” parent.
Psychologists have informed judges that the methods of dealing with pathogenic
parents is to try therapeutic reunification first, outsourced custody evaluations with
psychological testing of the parents next, and third, the Childress Model, break the
control of the pathogenic parent, by affording the child an opportunity to bond with
the “targeted” parent without the interference or control of the pathogenic parent.
This is referred to as “protective separation.” (See, “Single-case ABAB

Assessment & Remedy Protocol”, Childress, Ph.D., Craig, #29.) Of course

preceding these actions, the Court must determine whether the targeted parent is

ok
=
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not a danger or risk to the child. (See, collection of articles by Dr. Craig Childress,
#31, 32.) (While the term “Parental Alienation” is no longer a recognized
psychological “syndrome” the diagnostics, approach, and recommended treatment
are still applicable t@) what is now known as “pathogenic parenting.”}) (See,
“Reconceptualized Parental Alienation: Parental Personality Disorder and the
Transgenerational Transmission of Attachment Trauma”, Childress, Ph.D., Craig,
#32.)

My order of “no contact” pursuant to the Childress Model was an action of
last resort. This was also the advice of Judge Elliott.

Long before resorting to these measures, I ordered therapeutic reunification
through Keisha Weiford. Therapeutic services began in May 2015. Ms. Weiford’s
first report to me on July 8, 2015. See, Ms. Weiford’s report of same date. Ms.
Weiford had great difficulty obtaining Ms. Silva’s and Annie’s participation in
reunification therapy. Annie did see an individual therapist to help her address her
issues with her father.

Once she was able to see Annie, Ms. Weiford made recommendations in her
second report dated June 29, 2015. (See, Ms. Weiford’s report of June 29, 2015,
#22.) At the next hearing with the parties present, and represented by counsel, [
adopted Ms. Weiford’s recommendations for parenting classes, and further

reunification. (See, Order from July 9, 2015 hearing, #4.)

APP215




Although I ordered reunification therapy to continue, Ms. Weiford reported
to me on August 5, 2015, that Ms. Silva and Annie refused to pér‘cicipate and she
cancelled the remaining appointments. (See, Ms. Weiford’s letter of August 5,
2015, #23.) Ms. Silva’s attorney then represented Ms. Silva would work with M.
Weiford and participate in reunification. I again ordered reunification therapy to
continue.

Ms. Weiford reported to me in a letter dated October 8, 2015, copied to both
counsel, she wanted to meet with the parents individually, and obtain a release
from Annie’s therapist. Mr. Silva met with Ms, Weiford, but Ms. Silva did not.
Ms. Silva told Ms. Weiford's staff that “...finances were an issue 'and Annie was
done.” (See, Ms. Weiford’s letter of October 8, 2015, p.1, #24.)

Ms. Weiford’s next report to me was on November 2, 2015, (See, Ms.
Weiford’s letter of November 2, 2015, #25.) Annie and Ms. Silva met three (3)
times with Ms. Weiford, Her report of those sessions is contained in the
November 2, 2015 letter. During the second visit, Annie was “open and
comfortable.” She played 3 to 4 games of checkers with her father. Annie left the
office cheerful.

Before the third session, Annie wanted Ms. Weiford to know that she did not
want to be reunified and did not want a relationship with her father. Ms. Weiford

noticed a big difference in Annie’s behavior from the first to the second session

13
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(which was improved) to the third session where Annie “shut down.” Ms. Silva
was baffled, and Annie reported she was “acting.”

Ms. Weiford contacted Annie’s therapist and learned Annie only had 2
sessions. Ms. Weiford was surprised that Ms. Silva did not take Annie more than
twice, when she was having difficulty in her relationship with her father. In Ms.
Weiford’s words: “[I]t appears that Mom’s thoughts are that the problems lie
solely with Dad, therefore, if we get rid of Dad then the problem is solved.
However, I believe the problems are more systemic and has more to do with the
dynamics in the parental relationship that started in the marriage and continues to
this day.” (See, #25,)

Ms, Weiford learned that during the 2 sessions with her therapist, Annie did
not report abuse, neglect or any other issues with her father, other than him taking
her cell phone away (as discipline).

Ms, Weiford recommended Mr. Silva have unsupervised visits with Annie,
as there was no proof of abuse or neglect. Ms. Weiford further recommended
“...Mom supporting that relationship with Dad is the best thing that she can do for
her (Annie).” (See, #25, page 5.) Additional recommegdations were made, such
as parenting classes.

When therapeutic reunification proved unsuccessful, 1 ordered a full

outsourced custody evaluation through Claudia Schwarz. Ms. Silva claimed she
14
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could not pay Ms. Schwarz fees, and did not participate in the custody evaluation.
Still, Mr. Silva was not able to have custodial time with Annie due to her, and Ms.
Silva’s refusal to allow it.

The only option I had left short of a “pick up order” authorizing police to
retrieve the child from the mother’s home, was to mandate the production of the
child and a custody exchange on a temporary basis. I viewed the latter choice as a
more controlled option, because Court security and the courtroom environment
would ensure safety for ‘aﬂ persons involved, and protect their privacy.

In Family Court there are “pick up” orders when a parent withholds a child.
A pick up order directs legal authorities, usually the police, to retrieve the child
from the withholding parent, and deliver the child to the parent whose custody
rights have been violated. This is one of the tools Family Court Judges use, but
only if absolutely necessary, as the child c‘c}uld be traumatized by the police
presence. This type of custodial exchange would be carried out in a public setting,
rather than the privacy of a Court room. |
Interrogatory No. 8.

In your Minute Order from June 15, 2016, why did you order that if the
minor refuses to go with the father that the minor would go to Child Haven?

111
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Answer to Interrogatory No. 8.
Immediately prior to the hearing, I consulted with Presiding Judge, Charles
“Hoskin, as I had many times during the previous months on this case. Judge
Hoskin and I brainstormed about scenarios to facilitate the custody exchange, but
keep the peace. I explained the history of this case with Judge Hoskin, and the fact
that during reunification therapy, Ms. Silva was ﬁnwilling to “force” Annie to
participate, and Annie refused to participate, or even get out of the car once at Ms.
Weiford’s office.

When I asked Judge Hoskin what I should do if Annie refused to go with her
father even after I had the mother leave the Court room, he advised me to tell
Annie that if she did not go with her father, she would be taken to Child Haven,
which is like a “jail for kids.” I relied on my experienced colleague, as I had in
many other hearings on this case, because this was my first case of pathogenic
parenting, which started just after I took the bench. I can supply an affidavit from
Judge Hoskin if necessary.

Interrogatory No. 9..

Please explain what Child Haven is in detail, and why you told the daughter

that is a jail and /or prison for children?

/17
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Answer to Interrogatory No. 9.
See response to no. § above. Chﬂd Haven is where children are kept safe
after they are removed from their parent(s) from potentially dangerous situations.
Child Haven 1s not typically used for child custody exchanges; that is the purview
of Donna’s House. Only in extreme custody cases have Judges told parents their
child could go to Child Haven if they absolutely refused to abide by Court orders.
I know of one other Judge at Family Court besides Judge Hoskin who used ?;he
threat of Child Haven when parents will not listen to reason. [ relied on Judge
Hoskin’s advice, and I used his words verbatim.
Interrogatory No. 10.
Please explain, in detail, what you told the daughter off the record.
Answer to Interrogatory No. 10.

First, I sought the advice of Judge Jennifer Elliott numerous times on this
case. I was a new judge, and Judge Elliott has extensive experience as a Marriage
and Family Therapist. I respect her opinion. Judge Elliott is the person who
explained the remedial approaches to me, which I followed at every juncture in this
case. Judge Elliott advised me to allow Annie time to ask me questions, after I
explained to her what was going to happen. [ followed Judge Elliott’s advice. If

necessary, [ can provide an affidavit from Judge Elliott.
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I explained to Annie that her father loved her very much and he has been
asking to see her for a long time. I asked her why she didn’t want to go with her
father. She did not have a reasonable explanation.

I told Annie that she was supposed to see her father on weekends, and she
and her mother decided she was not going to do that, so she was going to spend the
summer with him. I asked Annie if she had any questions for me, and she had
several.

I answered each of Annie’s questions. Annie is very intelligent, and very
stubborn. She is homeschooled by Ms. Silva, and wants to be an actress. She
enjoys the undisciplined lifestyle Ms. Silva provides. Mr. S'iiva has a much more
structured life style. Annie does not like rules.

Annie asked me if I would make my daughter go see her fathe: if my
daughter really didn’t want to go? I told Annie I would, because my daughter’s
father loves her and wants to be in her life. (I do not have a daughter, but Annie
was presenting me with scenarios, so [ ansWered her).

Annie g)osedVZ or 3 more scenarios to me, and I answered her questions.
Annie was poised and calm throughout our conversation. Our conversation lasted
about 10 minutes, and my marshal and court clerk were present.

Although our conversation was not a “child interview” unless you consider

Annie’s questioning of me an interview, which I did not, such interviews are not
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recorded. The video record is the official record of hearings and trials, but children
are not videotaped when they are interviewed. This is for their protection. If the
parents obtained a videotape of the interview, they could allow the child to view it,
which is strictly against Court policy on keeping chiidrén out of the Court process.
Other abuses can occur if the parents have the videotape, such as in this case,
where Ms. Silva raf:leased~ the tape, which is now on YouTube., Annie may, and
likely will, suffer trauma from having sensitive information like this released to the
public by her own parent.

At the October 2016 hearing where the parties stipulated to continue the
custody order of June 2016, counsel stipulated to seal the case file pursuant to NRS
125.110. The videotape of Annie had already been released, but the Court
accepted their stipulation to seal the file. Counsel for the parties also requested I
order third parties in possession of the videotape to remove it from their Facebook
pages and websites. I could not grant their request, as I have no authority or
jurisdiction over the fhird parties to which Ms. Silva gave the videotape.
Interrogatory No. 11.

Did you make up your mind before that 'hearing that you were going to
change custody, please explain.

/1
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Answer to Interrogatory No. 11.

I made up my mind to temporarily transfer custody to Mr. Silva when Ms,
Silva violated my order to facilitate visitation through DHC. (See, Journal Entry of
June 8, 2016, #12.) The custody exéhaﬂge in my Court room on June 15, 2016
was not a hearing. My journal entry of June &, 2016, and all the hearings prior to
that date formed the basis of my decision to invoke the Childress Model.
Interrogatory No. 12,

Why did you not have a counselor, or CASA volunteer, or someone of that
nature at the June 15, 2016 hearing to facilitate the custody transfer and calnf§rt
the minor child?

Answer to Interrogatory No. 12.

I could not have predicted Annie’s outburst, but I also do not have the
resources of a counselor or a CASA. CASAs are appointéd to represent foster
children. There are 300 CASA'S and 3,500 foster children in need of CASAs.
CASAs are only appointed for foster children in abuse and neglect cases. They are
assigned specific foster children. CASAs aré individual volunteers and are not
located on the Family Court campus. Neither are counselors. Family Court does
not supply free counselors to Judges.

Annie was not traumatized as seemingly depicted in the short video clip.

Annie was very calm during my conversation with her, and only when she learned
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she was not going to manipulate the situation to her desire, did she become
histrionic. Annie cried no tears. My marshal gave her tissues and she pushed them
away. Aﬁef crying did not manipulate me, Annie became stern with me and stated
“No, I won’t!” when [ told her she was going with her father.

I made sure Annie was calm and comfortable before Iéaving the Court room
with her father. My vmarshai stayed with Annie, her father and his significant
other, and walked them out of the Court building to make sure Annie was no
longer upset and willing left with her father.

Interrogatory No. 13.

Why did you choose to have the mother and father removed from the Court,
and then spoke to the chﬂd off the record?
Answer to Interrogatory No. 13.

Upon the advice of Judge Elliott, who told me to have a friendly
conversation with Annie, and explain to her what was happening that day, Family
Court Judges often speak to children off the record, without their parents present.
Usually, these conversations are prearranged, stipulated interviews. In this case, I
did not interview Annie, but allowed her to ask me questions.

Interrogatory No. 14.
Why did you choose to have the mother removed from the courtroom on

June 15, 20167
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Answer to Interrogatory No. 14,

This scenario was discussed at length with Judges Elliott, Duckworth and
Hoskin. If needed, I can obtain affidavits from these judges to support the fact that
they gave me the advice I am. presenting in these answers.

iudge Duckworth and I discussed having the custodial exchange happen in
the hallway after I announced my decision to the parents. We rejected this option
because in Judge Duckworth’s experience, this resulted in family members or
friends who are there to support the litigants, arguing and perhaps even fighting in
the hallway and being injured, or traumatizing the child.

Judge Elliott and Judge Hoskin discussed conducting the exchange in the
Court room. 1 discussed how this could be accomplished because Ms. ‘Sﬂva was
likely going to disrupt the transfer of Annie to her father. She had been preventing
Mr, Silva from having his custodial time with Annie for months. 1 expected Ms.
Silva would cause sucﬁ a commotion that she might have been taken into custody,
and I did not think this would be in anyone’s best interest. We thought out
different scenarios, and came to the conclusion it would be best to have hef leave
the Court room, and be escorted off the property so she couldn’t interfere with the
exchange, or wait for Mr. Silva in the parking lot and engage him in an altercation

in Annie’s presence.

11/
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Interrogatory No. 15,

How would you characterize the court proceeding that took place on June

15, 2016, such as was it a contempt hearing, custody hearing etc.? Please explain
in detail.
Answer to Inferrogatory No. 15.

It was not a hearing. I had made my decision on June 8, 2016, sent the
parties’ the journal entry, and set the appearance for the custodial exchange, NRS
125C.0055, allows the Court, during any action for determining custody of a child,

to order production of the child. NRS 125C.0055 states:

NRS 125C.0055 Order for production of child before court;
determinations concerning physical custody of child.

1. If, during any action for determining the custody of a minor
child, either before or after the entry of a final order concerning the
custody of a minor child, it appears to the court that any minor child
of either party has been, or is likely to be, taken or removed out of this
State or concealed within this State, the court shall forthwith order
such child to be produced before it and make such disposition of the
child’s custody as appears most advantageous to and in the best
interest of the child and most likely to secure to him or her the benefit
of the final order or the modification or termination of the final order
to be made in his or her behalf.

2. If, during any action for determining the custody of a minor
child, either before or after the entry of a final order concerning the
custody of a minor child, the court finds that it would be in the best
interest of the minor child, the court may enter an order providing that
a party may, with the assistance of the appropriate law enforcement
agency, obtain physical custody of the child from the party having
physical custody of the child. The order must provide that if the party
obtains physical custody. of the child, the child must be produced
before the court as soon as practicable to allow the court to make such
disposition of the child’s custody as appears most advantageous to and
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in the best interest of the child and most likely to secure to him or her
the benefit of the final order or the modification or termination of the
final order to be made in his or her behalf.

3. Ifthe court enters an order pursuant to subsection 2 providing
that a party may obtain physical custody of a child, the court shall
order that party to give the party having physical custody of the child
notice at least 24 hours before the time at which he or she intends to
obtain physical custody. of the child, unless the court deems that
requiring the notice would likely defeat the purpose of the order.

4,  All orders for a party to appear with a child issued pursuant to
this section may be enforced by issuing a warrant of arrest against that
party to secure his or her appearance with the child.

5. A proceeding under this section must be given priority on the
court calendar.

Interrogatory No. 16.

Please explain how you found the mother in contempt for failure to follow

the Court’s order regaréing visitation with the father on June 15, 2016 while at the
same time state that an order to show cause shall issue?
Answer to Interrogatory No. 16.

I found her in contempt pursuant to the DHC report of May 26, 2016 and the

uncontroverted fact that she did not give Mr. Silva his custodial time. I ordered

Mr. Silva’s counsel to prepare an Order from the May 12, 2016 hearing, and an
“Order to Show Cause.” Neither counsel prepared the Order from the May 12,
2016 hearing, so I considered and granted Ms. Silva’s objection to the Order to

Show Cause, and did not proceed on that issue at the evidentiary hearing.

/17
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Interrogatory No. 17.

Please explain why you did not hold a contempt hearing regarding visitation
on July 28, 206 since you held a contempt hearing on other issues that day.
Answer to Interrogatory No. 17,

Counsel for Mr. Silva did not provide an Order from the May 12, 2016
hearing, and Ms. Silva’s counsel objected to going forward on contempt. I agreed
with his objection and did not proceed on the ‘contempt hearing regarding
visitation.

Orders already existed for the HELOC and academic testing issues. 1
proceeded with the evidentiary hearing on these Orders.

Interrogatory No. 18.

Did you inform the parties before the hearing that you were going to change
custody at the June 15, 2016 hearing, and if yes, please explain how you informed
the parties.

Answer to Interrogatory No. 18.

Yes. In open Court on May 12, 2016, and in the June 8, 2016 journal entry

personally served on the parties and/or their counsel.
Interrogatory No. 19.
Please explain why you did not hold a hearing regarding the awarding of

child support at the June 15, 2016 hearing.
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Answer to Interrogatory No. 19.

The June 15, 2016 date was not a hearing, but a custody exchange. Due to
the temporary custody exchange, with Mr. vSiiva having custody of Annie, child
support was set at the minimum statutory amount of $100.00. This is the least
amount a parent must pay when custody is granted to the other parent, even on a
temporary basis. Any time I change custody, I have to order child support. See,
NRS 125B.080.

Interrogatory No. 20,

Please explain how you protected the mother’s due process rights regarding
the custody, child support and contempt finding at the June 15, 2016 hearing. -
Answer to Interrogatory No. 20,

Ms. Silva was put on notice that if she did not make Annie go for weekend
visitation with Mr Silva, Ms. Silva would be in contempt, and Annie would spend
the entire summer with Mr. Silva. With Aﬁnie spending the entire summer with
Mr. Silva, a de facto change in custody occurred. This change is temporary in
nature, and was in the best interest of the child.

I viewed the temporary change in custody as an emergency, for the benefit
of the child, and to preserve her relationship with her father.
1Y

/11
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| Interrogatory Ne. 21.

Based on the answers to any of the above questions, did respondent violate
Rule 1.1 (compliance with the law including the Code); Rule 1.2 {failing to act at
all times in a manner that promotes pub}ic‘canﬁdence in' the independence,
fntegrity, and impartiality of the judiciary and avoiding impropriety and the
appearance of impropriety); Rule 2.2 (failing to uphold and apply law, and
performing all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially); Rule 2.5(A)(perform
duties competently); 2.6(a) (failing to accord to every person who has a legal
interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyers, the right to be heard according to
the law); and Rule 2.8(b) failing to be patient? dignified and courteous to litigants,
jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others with whom the
judge deals In an official capacity) of the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial
Conduct, or any single rule or any combination of those rules, by doing any, a
combination of, or all of the alleged acts, in Case No. D-12-467820-D, on or about
June 8, 2016 — June 15, 2016 while respondent was acting in her official capacity
as a District Court Judge of Family Court for the Eighth Judicial District Court in
Clark County Nevada? Please Explain.
Answer to Iﬁterrégatary No. 21.

No. I acted ‘urpon the advice of my senior colleagues at each stép in this

case. Being a new judge, I had not encountered such problematic custody issues,
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and needed the advice of my colleagues. I followed their advice for each hearing,
and in making the orders I entered. 1respect and ;«aiue their expertise.

Ms. Silva’s behavior was contemptuous, outrageous, and damaging to
Annie, not to mention in violation of Mr. Silva’s basic, parental rights.

I handled the situation as best I could, given the advice of my senior
colleagues. I always had the best interest of | Annie in mind, and worked through
various steps to reunify her with her father, who had committed no act of abuse to
warrant the reactions of Annie and her mother.

Pated this 23™ day of May, 2017

) M {} ., } ‘
o Yo
RENA & HUGHES /
District Court Judge -
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF NEVADA )
) ss:
COUNTY OF CLARK )

RENA G. HUGHES, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that she is the
Respondent in the above-entitled action; that she has read the foregoing Answers
to Interrogatories Pertaining to Complaints Regarding Judge Rena Hughes Case
Numbers 2016-113 and 206-158 and knows the contents thereof; that the same is
true of her own knowledge except as to those matters therein alleged on
information and belief, and to those matters, she believes them to be true.

RENAG.HUGHES
District Court Judge

SUBSCRIBED ANB SWORN to
before me this, 7 “day of May, 2017.

JEANETTE 8. LACKRER
Hatary Public Stete of e ada >
B, BR-27E <

¥

&

TARY PUBLIC in an
said County and State

i

£
£op
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1l Sinai, Schroeder, Mooney,

Bar No. 1621 :

PUSLIC

Boetsch, Bradley and Pace 0CT 1 ¢ 2017
448 Hill Street '
Reno, Nevada 89501

Telephone (775) 323-5178 NEVADA COMMISSICY ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE
) éé;@ﬂ&%m Clerk
Tom@TomBradleyLaw.com °

Prosecuting Officer for the Nevada
Commission on Judicial Discipline

BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

IN THE MATTER OF THE HONORABLE CASE NO, 2016-113-P
RENA G. HUGHES, Eighth Judicial District Court,
Department J - Family Court,

County of Clark, State of Nevada,

Respondent.

FORMAL STATEMENT OF CHARGES

COMES NOW Thomas C. Bradley, Prosecuting Officer for the Nevada Commission on

Judicial Discipline ("Commission” or “NCJD”), established under Article 6, Section 21 of the

Nevada Constitution, who, in the name of and by the authority of the Commission, as found in
NRS 1.425 - 1.4695, files this Forma] Statement of Charges and informs the Respc;xdent, the
Honorable Rena G. Hughes, Eighth Judicial District Court, County of Clark, State of Nevada
(“i{espondent”), that the following acts were committed by Respondent and warrant disciplinary
action by the Commission under the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct (“the Code™).
FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

Respondent knowingly, and in her capécity as a district couft judge in and for the Eighth

Judicial District Court, in Clark County, Stéte of Nevada, engaged in the following acts or a

combination of these acts (“acts or actions™):
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Welthy Silva (“Mother” or “Complainant™) and Rogerio Silva (“Father™) were divorced in
2013 in Clark County. See Case No. D~12—467820»}3, The parties had one minor child. In the
original Decree of Divorce, the Court granted the Mother primary physical custody ‘and the Father
weekend visitation of the child. The parties were granted joint legal custody.

Beginning in May 2015, the parties began litigating a number of issues concerning the
well-being of their child and whether the Mother was interfering with the Father’s visitation rights.
During the next twelve months, Respondent held a number of hearings on these issues.

On May 12, 2016, an in-person hearing was held. During the hearing, the parties argued
the issue whether the Mother was interfering with the Father’s fights of visitation. Respondcﬁt then
advised Mother that she was close to being held in contempt and being incarcerated. At the
conclusion of the hearing, the Respondent ordered that Father shall have visitation with the child
on the upcoming weekend and that the parties shall exchange the child uncier the supervision of
Donna’s House Central, a program used by tlm Clark County Family Court to facilitate custody
exchanges.

On May 14, 2016, the Mother M failed to ccmpfy with the recently orderéd
visttation and on May 17, 2016, the Father’s counsel filed a Motion to place the matter back on
calendar regarding the visitation. On June §, 2016, Respondent issued a Minute Order detailing
the visitation issues. The Respondent concluded that, “[t]his Court finds that Plaintiff [Mother] is
in contempt of the Court’s order to facilitate visitation on weekends with the Father, AN ORDER
TO SHOW CAUSE SHALL ISSUE.”

_ The Minute Order further stated, “[mJother shall bring the minor child 1o Dept. J, Court
room [sic] #4, on June 15, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. If the Mother fails to deliver the minor child to the

courtroom on Jine 15, 2016, she shall be deemed in further conternpt of Court, and sentenced to

twenty-five (25) days incarceration. If the Mother fails to appear, a bench warrant shall issue.”

The Minute Order also addressed other Order to Show Cause issues that were not related to
visitation, and stated in closing, “[t]he Order to Show Cause Hearing shall be scheduled for July
28,2016 at 130 pom.”
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Mother arrived with her minor child at the scheduled hearing on June 15, 2016.
Respondent ordered all parties, except the minor child, to leave the courtroom, and Respondent
addressed the child for nine (9) minutes off the record. Complainant was not allowed to return to
the courtroom. In Complainant’s absence, Respondent awarded the Father temporary sole legal
and physical custody, terminated the Father’s child support obligation, ordered the Mother to pay
the statutory minimum child support to the Father, and the Mother was to have no contact with the
minor child.

The minor child screamed and cried during the entire process while the Father remained
impassive at his counsel table. Respondent addressed the crying minor child by stating 1hai the
change in custody occurred because the Mother and minor child were not cooperative with the
Court ordered visitations. Respondent further stated that if the minor child refused to go with the
Father she would end up in Child Haven, which Respondent referred to as ajaii for kids.

At the court proceeding on Jaﬁe 15, 2016, no evidence or testimony was entered into the
record rega?ding the change of custody, change in child support or the finding of contempt. No
Order to Show Cause issued regarding the failure to facilitate visitation or notice regardiﬁg the
change of custody and/or child support, and no hearing was held.

The finding of contempt was not in accordance with Nevada law in one or more of the
following respects:

(1)  Respondent held Welthy Silva in mxitempt without due process and an opportunity to
be heard; and |
(Z2)  Respondent’s penalty for contempt violated Nevada law in that the Respondent sanctioned

Welthy Silva by changing custody and awarding sole physical and legal custody to the

Father.

The Respondent’s actions described above violated the Code, including Judicial Canon 1,

Rule 1.1, failing to comply with the law, including the Code; Rule 1.2, failing to promote

confidence in the judiciary; Canon 2, Rule 2.2, failing to uphold and apply the law and failing to

perform all duties of her judicial office fairly and impartially; Rule 2.5(A) failing to perform
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-judicial and administrative duties competently and diligently; Rule 2.6(A), failing to accord a

party’s right to be heard; and Rule 2.8 (B), failing to be patient, dignified, and courteous to litigants
and witnesses. The Respondent abused her judicial authority by engaging in any or all, or any
combination of, the acts listed above,
COUNT ONE
- By engaging in the aets, or combination of the acts, listed above, by holding Complainant
Welthy Silvain (ngl_tznpt of court on June 8, 2017, (1) without due process and a right to be heard
and (2) sanctioning Welthy Silva for conternpt by changing custody and awarding the Father sole

physical and legal custody, Respondent violated the Code, including Judicial Canon 1, Ruléiij

failing to comply with the law, including the Code; Rule 1.2, failing to promote confidence in the

of her judicial office fairly and impartiaily; Rule g_2._i(A} ‘failing to perform judicial and
administrative duties competently and diligently; and Rule %ﬁ'g\), failing to accord a party’s right
to be heard. The Respondent abused her judicial authority by engaging in any or all, or any
combination of, the acts listed above. ' ce V}W

COUNT TWO

By engaging in the acts, or combination of the acts, listed above, in failing to be patient,

} || dignified and courteous to Welthy Silva and her minor child and provide them with due process

and an opportunity to be heard, Respondent violated the Code, including Judicial Canon 1, Rule
1.1, failing to éompiy with the law, including the Code; Rule 1.2, failing to promote cenﬁdénce in
the judiciary; Canon 2, Rule 2.2, failing to upheld and apply the law and failing to perform all
duties of her judicial office fairly and impartially; Rule 2.5(A) failing to perform judicial and
administrative duties competently and diligently; Rule 2.6(A), failing to accord a party’s right to
be heard; and Rule 2.8 (B), failing to be patient, dignified, and courteous to litigants and witnesses.
The Respondent abused her judicial authcrity by engaging in any or all, or any combination of, the

acts listed above,
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T IS

Based on the information above, the Commission shall hold a public hearing on the merits
of these facts and Counts pursuant to NRS 1.4673 and, if violations as alleged are found to be true,
the Commission shall impose whatever sanctions and/or discipline it deems appropriate pursuant

to NRS 1.4677 and other Nevada Revised Statutes governing the Commission.

Dated this i day of October, 2017.

Submitted by: W
Thomas C. Bradley, Esq., SBN 1621

Prosecuting Officer for the NCID
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STATE OF NEVADA }

} ss
COUNTY OF WASHOE )
THOMAS C, BRADLEY, ESQ. being first duly sworn under oath, according to Nevada

law, and under penalty of perjury, hereby states:

1. Iam an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of Nevada. 1 have been retained
by the Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline to serve in the capacity of Prosecuting Officer
in the matter of the Homrabie Rena G. Hughes, Case Nos. 2016-113-P,

2. I have prepared and reviewed this Formal Statement of Charges against the Hmm?able
Rena G. Hughes and, pursuant to the investigation conducted in this matter, and based on the
contents of that investigation and following reasonable inquiry, I am informed and believe that the

contents of this Formal Statement of Charges are true and accurate.

Dated this ?‘{Z day oé‘ October, 2017,

THOMAS T, BRADTEY, ESQ.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public

tis T day of October, 2017.

f;"%“’ @\Qim —

NOTARY PU{%LTC

@3n,  KIMBERLY E. WOOD
FE4 Notary Public - State of Nevags
Qe Appoiniment Reccrded n Washoo Dounly
Nt No: 16-1408-2 - Expires Famuary 1, 20205
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of this Formal Statement of Charges was placed in the

. f;{f“‘g
.S, mail, postage pre-paid, on this_/ {,;“i “day of October, 2017,

Hon, Rena Hughes

Family Court House, Dept. J
601 North Pecos Road

Las Vegas, NV 89155

By: / 2@» 74 KZX?“’L

David-NcIntosh, Légal Assistant to
. Thomas C. Bradley, Esq., Prosecuting Officer for NCID
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WILLIAM B. TERRY, CHARTERED

530 South Seventh Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 385-0799

R T - Y v O = S VS R O

2 ] N N2 o] 3] [ ] 3] ot et [ o - o [ et s -
- LA B O L~ TR o B - - SR B+ S ¥ S R VS =

2
bre]

WILLIAM B. TERRY, ESQ.

Nevada State Bar No. 001028
WILLIAM B, TERRY CHARTERED
530 South Seventh Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

(702) 385-0799

(702) 385-9788 (Fax)
Info@WilliamTerryLaw.com
Attorney for Respondent

0CT g o 2017

NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE
“ , Clerk

ORIGINAL

BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

IN THE MATTER OF THE HONORABLE
RENA G. HUGHES, Eighth Judicial District

Court, Department J - Family Court,
County of Clark, State of Nevada

Respondent.

Case No. 2016-113-P

Nt e et S v st s’

VERIFIED RESPONSE AND ANSWER
COMES NOW, the Respondent, RENA G. HUGHES, Judge the Eighth Judicial District Court,
by and through her counsel, WILLIAM B. TERRY, ESQ., of the law offices of WILLIAM B. TERRY,

CHARTERED and files the instant answer, defenses and mitigating circurastances in reference to the

Formal Statement of Charges filed against ber.

WILLIAM B. TERRY, CHARTERED

WILLIAM B, TERRY, E8Q. -
Nevada Bar No. 001028

WILLIAM B. TERRY, CHARTERED
530 South Seventh Street

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

{702) 385-0799

Attorney for Respondent
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FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

In answering the factual allegations set forth in the Formal Statement of Charges, the
Respondent dénies she violated Canons 1 and 2 of the Revised Code of Judicial Conduct (“the Code™).
Further, the Respondent denies she violated Canon 1, Rule 1.1 and Rule 1.2; Canon 2, Rule 2.2, Rule
2.5(A), Rule 2.6(A) and 2.8(B).

COUNT ONE

In answering those allegations set forth in Count One, the Respondent does deny that she
violated Canon 1, Rule 1.1, failing to comply with the law, including the Code; and Rule 1.2, failing
to promote confidence in the judiciary. She further denies that she violated Canon 2, Rule 2.2, failing
to uphold and apply the law and failing to perform all duties of her judicial office fairly and impartially;
Rule 2.5(A), failing to perform judicial and administrative duties, competently and diligently; and Rule
2.6(A), failing to accord a party’s right to be heard. She further denies that she abused her judicial
authority by engaging in any or all, or any combination of, these rules.

COUNT TWO

In answering those allegations set forth in Count Two, the Respondent does deny that she
violated Canon 1, Rule 1.1, failing to comply with the law, including the Code; Rule 1.2, failing to
promote confidence in the judiciary. Respondent further denies that she violated Canon 2, Rule 2.2,
failing to uphold and apply the law and failing to perform all duties of her judicial office fairly and
impartially; Rule 2.5(A) failing to perform judicial and administrative duties competently and diligently;
Rule 2.6(A), failing to accord a lawyer’s right to be heard; and Rule 2.8(B), failing to be patient,
dignified, and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others
with whom the judge deals in an official capacity. She further denies that she abused her judicial
authority by engaging in any or all, or any combination of these rules.

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES

In Count One, the Formal Statement of Charges fails to specifically allege how Respondent’s
course of conduct violated each Canon alleged.
In Count Two, the Formal Statement of Charges fails to specifically allege how Respondent’s

course of conduct violated each Canon alleged.
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MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES

In answering the Formal Statement of Charges, the Respondent does assert that there are

mitigating circumstances that are applicable to her including, but not limited to, the following;

(1)
@
3)
(4)
&)
©)
)

The absence of a prior disciplinary record;
The absence of a dishonest and selfish motive;
Cooperation with the Judicial Ethics Panel;
The Respondent’s good character and good reputation;
Interim rehabilitation;
Remorse; and |
Any and all other mitigating circumstances which the Respondent shall raise.
DATED this_ 255" day of October, 2017.
WILLIAM B. TERRY, CHARTERED

Al BTy A
WILLIAM B, TE ,
Nevada Bar No. 001028
WILLIAM B, TERRY, CHARTERED
530 South Seve et
Las Vegas,

(702) 385-0799
Attorney for Respondent

APP242




R =R S = T ¥, L - R VS S

b3 N ] T ] ] [} [ ] [0 T Pt - ot [y [ ot [ —
L0 -3 o A = L2 ja et L] e o0 -3 L L%, £ AFA] 2 et <

VERIFICATION

STATE OF NEVADA )
COUNTY OF CLARK ; >

RENA G, HUGHES, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:

Thatde is the Respondent in the above-entitled action; thatdie has read the foregoing Verified
Response and Answer and knows the contents thereof; that the same is true of héf'own knowledge
except for those matters therein contained stated upon information and belief; and as to those matters,

hle believes them to be true.

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before
me thig, 45 day of October, 2017.

e Hale
NOTARY PUBLIC in and for said
County and State
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
A
I hereby certify that on the 25 day of October, 2017, 1, as an employee of WILLIAM B,

TERRY, CHARTERED, caused to be served via email and by first class mail, a copy of the foregoing
VERIFIED RESPONSE AND ANSWER with postage fully prepaid thereon, by depositing the same
with the U.S. Postal Service, addressed as follows:
Thomas C. Bradley, Esq.
448 Hill Street
Reno, Nevada 89501

Tom@TomBradleylLaw.com
Prosecuting Officer

Asan employee of William B. Terry ,Chartered
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BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

STATE OF NEVADA FILED ]
PEEHC :

BN -5 o0 |

i

Ng}n} com:]ssg o:xumcm mfﬁwum .
. - T Clerk !

In the Matter of

)

)

THE HONORABLE RENA HUGHES, )

Eighth Judicial District Court, Family Division, )
Department J, County of Clark, State of Nevada,) CASE NO. 2016-113-P

: )

)

)

)

Respondent.

PREHEARING ORDER

TO: THE HONORABLE RENA HUGHES, Respondent
WILLIAM B. TERRY, ESQ., Counsel for Respondent
THOMAS C. BRADLEY, ESQ., Prosecuting Officer

The purpose of the hearing will be to determine whether, pursuant to NRS 1.4673, there is clear
and convincing evidence to show that Respondent violated the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial
Conduct, as is alleged in the Formal Statement of Charges filed by Prosecuting Officer Thomas C.
Bradley on or about October 10, 2017, and whether discipline is appropriate. Pursuant to Commission
Procedural Rule 3(4), five or more members must concur in a vote to discipline Respondent.

Within ten (10) days after service of this Prehearing Order, the Parties shall exchange certain
material and information as set forth in Commission Procedural Rule 19.

The hearing in this case will take place in Reno, Nevada, on such date(s) to be set by the
Commission pursuant to Commission Procedural Rule 18(1). |

Not [ess than thirty (30) days before the hearing, the Parties may submit a written request for the
Commission to issue subpoenas for the production of documents or to compel attendance or testimony
of the witnesses, if any, pursuant to NRS 1.466, Commission Procedural Rule 20, and NRCP 45.

All pleadings, including accompanying legal memoranda, submitted in support of any motion
shall be limited to: fifteen (15) pages in length for the opening motion; fifteen (15) pages for the

opposition; and seven (7) pages for the reply. These limitations are exclusive of exhibits.
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Not less than twenty-one (21) days before the hearing, the Parties are directed to confer in order
to reach any possible stipulations narrowing the issues of law and fact, and exchange documents that

will be offered into evidence at the hearing, and/or stipulate to any or all exhibits to be introduced at the
hearing.
Not less than fifteen (15) days before the hearing, the Parties shall file all pre-trial motions,

including motions in limine to exclude or admit evidence.! No reply shall be permitted if such motions
are filed within twenty-one (21) days before the hearing.

Not less than fourteen (14) days before the hearing, the Parties shall prepare and serve
contemporaneously by email written prehearing briefs upon the Commission and the opposing Party.
The prehearing briefs shall include:

a. A brief statement of relevant facts, including any admitted or undisputed facts, not to exceed
one page.

b. A concise statement, not to exceed 2 pages, of the Party’s allegations or defenses and the
facts supporting the same. Such allegations, defenses and facts shall be organized by listing
each essential element of the allegation or defense and stating the facts in support of each
such element as they relate to the Formal Statement of Charges.

c. A statement of any issues of law, not to exceed 2 pages, supported by authorities with a brief
 .summary of the relevant rule and without additional argument, The Parties should
“emphasize any Commission opinions deemed relevant and applicable.

d. The names of each witness, except impeaching witnesses, the Party expects to call, a clear
S statement of the expected testimony of each witness and its relevance, and an estimate of the
time the Party will require for the testimony of each witness. To the extent possible, provide

an estimate of time for cross-examination of the opposing Party’s witnesses.

e. A list of the exhibits expected to be identified and introduced at the hearing for the purpose
of developing the evidentiary record and a concise statement of the relevancy to the
allegations, defenses and facts as stated in the statement required under paragraph (b) above
for each exhibit.

f. - A concise statement of any stipulations regarding the admissibility of an exhibit or expected
testimony of any witness offered by the opposing Party. ‘

g. A brief summary of any pre-hearing procedural or substantive motions, not to exceed one
paragraph. Except for any procedural or substantive motions that arise during the hearing,
all pre-hearing procedural and substantive motions must be submitted in accordance with

-this Prehearing Order.

} Pursuant to Commission Public Case Filing Procedures set forth in Exhibit “A” to the Commission’s Procedural Rules,
Rule 1(B) mandates that service of all papers shall be by electronic means (“email”). Furthermore, Commission Procedural
Rule 37 states that all time limitations shall be computed as in the Nevada Rules of Civil Procedure except that three (3)
days shall not be added to the prescribed period for any notice or paper served by electronic means.

APP246




O 00 1 N A WN

NN NN RN N NN N e
® W AL R BN = S VW ® A R BB D B3

h. Any other appropriate comments, suggestions or information which may assist the
Commission in the disposition of the case, not to exceed one page.

Not less than fourteen (14) days before the hearing, the Parties shall electronically submit to the
Commission their exhibit book(s), consisting of the exhibits, if any, expected to be identified and
introduced as evidence at the hearing. The exhibit book(s) must include an index of the exhibits and
be Bates numbered. Additionally, five (5) bound hardcopies of the exhibit booké must be hand-
delivered and/or overnighted to the Commission on Judicial Discipline, P. O. Box 48, Carson City, NV
89702. Each Party is responsible for providing the court reporter with an unbound set of Bates
numbered exhibits. The Parties shall exchange exhibit books in both electronic and hardcopy format,
unless otherwise agreed upon.

a) The Prosecuting Officer’s exhibit book(s) must be tabbed and identified by numbers.

b) The Respondent’s exhibit book(s) must be tabbed and identified by letters.

Within five (5) days of service of the prehearing brief, the Parties shall submit a concise
statement of any objections to the admissibility of any exhibit identified by the other Party and, to the
extent possible, the expected testimony of any witnesses. Such statement shall not exceed 2 pages. If
no objection is stated as to any exhibit or expected testimony, the Commission will presume that there
is no objection to the admission of the listed exhibit or expected testimony into evidence.

The Parties shall electronically file and serve all documents not later than 5:00 p.m. on the
respective dates outlined herein to the Office of the Commission on Judicial Discipline at
ncidinfo@judicial.state.nv.us, and upon the opposing Party.

The hearing is scheduled for one (1) calendar day. The Prosecuting Officer will present
evidence regarding the basis for a finding of violations for four (4) hours. The Prosecuting Officer
shall include an opening statement in his presentation.

Respondent’s counsel shall have four (4) hours to present evidence to rebut the charges, as well
as evidence in mitigation and extenuation of discipline. Respondent’s counsel shall include an opening
;tatement in his presentation. It may be reserved until the close of his case, but it may not be waived.

The taking of evidence will begin at 8:00 a.m. and conclude at 5:00 p.m. each day, including an hour

/1
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for lunch. At the conclusion of the evidentiary phase, the Commission will entertain final arguments not
to exceed thirty minutes by each Party. The scheduling of hours is at the discretion of the Commission.

Each Party should note that the clerk of the Commission will keep track of the time consumed
by each side. The time consumed in cross-examination and any re-cross examination of the other
Party’s witness(es) will be deducted from the total time available to each Party. The Presiding Officer
will make adjustments to the basic time allocation as necessary. In other words, one Party will not be
permitted to consume the other Party’s time without consequence.

The rule of exclusion of witnesses will be in effect. Each Party will be responsible for ensuring
that any intended witness (with the exception of the Respondent) is not present for testimony during
any portion of the hearing. The requirement not to discuss testimony with other witnesses will be a
continuing duty of each witness through the conclusion of the case.

If, after the presentation of evidence and final arguments, the Commission anticipates that it will
not have sufficient time to deliberate on site, the Commission may deliberate at a later time. The
Commission may allow post-hearing briefs, if necessary and requested, to be filed in this matter within
five (5) days of the conclusion of the hearing. A final decision will be announced thereafter in a
manner and format consistent with appropriate practice and the law.

The Honorable Jerome Polaha is authorized to sign this order on behalf of the full Commission.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this _ﬂ_ day of January, 2018.

STATE OF NEVADA
COMMISSION ON.JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

C) S 428

Honoraple Jerome Polaha, Commissioner
Presidihg Officer
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AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

Okay. Have you spoke with the chief judge about this issue,
this case?

No.

Okay.

The only communication I have witﬁ her was how do I handle
this motion to disqualify? Ms. Silva recently filed a motion
to disqualify -- well, I take that back. She didn't file it.
She served me with it, and I asked the chief judge, what do I
do because I need to serve an affidavit in response to that?
Are you going to disqualify vyourself from the case?

I filed an affidavit. The way a motion to disqualify works
is the party files the motion, and you have so many days to
file your affidavit in opposition to it. The reason I
contacted the chief judge just about the motion was what do I
do because she didn't file the motion? So if I have been
served and I serve my affidavit, it's served without a motion
being there. So I later saw where she filed an affidavit to
disqualify me. She didn't file the motion that she served me
with so because of the procedural --

Right, per the statute.

-- mistakes that she made, I asked the chief judge, what do
you do I with my affidavit?

So what's the ultimate outcome? Are you going to stay on the
case?

That's up to the chief judge.
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AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

AW:

RH:

That's who makes the decision?

Yes.

Why does she want you disqualified?

Well, she has an affidavit. TIf you want to read it, it has
several things on there.

Okay. Can I get a copy of that?

Yeah.

Okay. Okay. Last question. Some of these articles and
media and stuff paint you as a being biased against women and
proponent of father's rights. Do you have any response to
that?

Yeah. That's a political issue, I think. People like to say
things. That doesn't mean it's true.

Okay. Do you have anything that you would like to put on the
record?

Well, I would invite you to review the entire case because if
you take a snippet of a hearing and you view ﬁhat without
looking at the entire case and the history, then you can't
make a fair assessment of what occurred on one particular
day.

Okay. So that hearing that you had on the 15th, you
described it as an exchange hearing, correct?

It was an exchange in my courtroom. Again, because short of
a pickup order and having the police take her, I had no way

to give the dad the child.
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AW:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

When was the mother notified that this was going to happen?
It's in the court record.

Was it in -- was 1t a hearing that you had?

I told -~

Or was it a minute order?

I told her at a hearing that if the child didn't go with dad
on the weekends, she would spend the entire summer with dad.
And then I issued a minute order when I got the Donna's house
report that the child was not going on the weekends.

And that would probably be the minute order where you ordered
her to bring the child to court.

Correct.

June 8.

Correct.

And then you also had an order to show cause that was dated
the date before, June 1l4th, I believe. And she was served
with that?

I don't recall.

Let me just look and see if I have a copy of that.

Oh, I guess I did issue an order to show cause. I thought
the attorney didn't prepare it. That was my mistake. So I
did issue an order to show cause why she couldn't be held in
contempt for failure to facilitate visitation, it locks like.
But we never had a contempt hearing after this where I issued

sanctions for contempt.

APP125




00:

00:

00:

00:

00:

00:

00:

00:

00

00

00:

00:

00:

00:

00

00:

00

00:

00

00:

00

00

00:

00

00:

35:

35:

35:

36:

36:

36:

36:

36:

:36:

:36:

36:

36:

36:

36:

136

36:

:36:

36:

:36:

37:

137

137

37:

:37:

37:

00023

37

49

55

05

09

11

16

19

22

26

28

32

37

38

44

49

50

51

55

01

05

13

15

20

23

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

Okay. So you never had a hearing, a contempt hearing for it.
And then the June 15th, that was the court minutes from that
hearing and where you issued the court order that the -- due
to mom's failurg to facilitate visitation and compel the
child to visit with dad, the Court ordering dad shall have
temporary sole custody and sole physical custody. Dad's
child support obligation to mom shall cease immediately. Mom
shall have an obligation to pay child support to dad at a
statutory medium rate of a hundred dollars per month based on
mom's income. Dad shall enroll minor in the public school in
the school zone of his residence. Mom shall have no contact
with the minor. How come mom couldn't have any contact with
the minor?

Because she's a pathogenic parent. And in order to allow
there to be time -- pathogenic parenting is a whole course
that you can take.

Right.

Okay? And from the information that I have and the advice I
got from the judges up here, is when you make that transfer,
you stop contact with the pathogenic parent, the one who is
causing the problems, and it basically puts them in a
situation where the bonding starts with the dad and the
child. Otherwise, mom is going to be calling on a constant
basis, and she's going to be sabotaging the relationship

between dad and the child that they're trying to establish
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AW:

RH:

AW:

now on their own grounds because she's undermining dad's
rights all along. She's undermining his relationship with
the child. And if I were to allow contact during that period
of time, she would continue to undermine and sabotage their
relationship.

Okay. Here's —- I think this is a minute order from

July 28th, 2016, where plaintiff, which is the mom, appeared
in Court with attorney Weathérford. Does that...

This was an order to show cause on the math testing and on
the HELOC, I believe.

And that's H-E-L-0-C? What is the HELOC?

Home equity line of credit. Stating which location. Order
to show cause was issued to proceed with the math testing
issue. She was, yeah, found in contempt for failing to have
the child math tested at a facility of defendant's choosing,
which I had ordered about a year before that. I sanctioned
her $500 for that and attorney's fees, looks like. And then
I set the HELOC order to show cause for an evidentiary
hearing because, by her own testimony, she admitted she did
not have the child math tested at a facility of defendant's
choosing. She did what she wanted. She had first a one-page
test done that had five questions on it. And then after
months, she said she went to a school teacher, but the
initial order was always that dad can choose a place to have

the child tested because the child is home schooled, but he
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AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

AW:

RH:

had to pay for it. And he had advised her he wanted her to
take the child to Sylvan, and she just wouldn't do it. So I
didn't need a full evidentiary hearing on that. The HELOC, T
did set an evidentiary hearing for October, and that's when
they appeared and made their stipulations, I believe.

So you didn't need to have an evidentiary hearing on the
contempt charge, correct?

For math because she admitted to it.

Okay. Did you need to -- an evidentiary hearing on the
custody issue about her not allowing the visitation or no?
No. I didn't need that. That was cbvious.

So you made the detailed findings of fact to support this was
basically the information that you received, correct?

The therapist report,.Donna‘s house report, her own
admissions that visitation wasn't happening. 2And there was
no risk to the child. She's -- she continues to claim that
the father i1s a risk to the child, but the child's own
individual therapist said the father is no risk. Annie
reported to Keisha Weiford the father has never abused her,
and Keisha Weiford reported there's no evidence of any abuse
by the father, so there's -- and that there's no basis for
them not to have a relationship.

Is the mother making any claims about any abuse?

She says he's a reckless driver and that I don't care about

her child. She didn't want him to be able to drive. And I
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AW:

RH:

AW:

asked him if he had any moving violations. He did not. And
T have reports from the child and the therapist that there's
no history of abuse. It's a different style of parenting.
He's more authoritarian, and mom is very liberal and lax.
There's no abuse happening. There's no reason why they can't
have a relationship.

Okay. All right. Anything else, Your Honor?

Not unless you have anothér question.

I do not. Thank you very much for being patient.
Transcriber, we're going to be off the record. The time is
approximately 12:30. Thank you very much.

(Recording ended.)
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STATE OF NEVADA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF WASHOE )

I, Stephani L. Loder, do hereby certify:‘

That I transcribed from audio recording the proceedings
had in the above-entitled matter;

That the appearances on the cover page are from this
transcriber's understanding of who was present during the
proceeding;

That speaker identification was made to the best of my
ability through voice recognition;

That the foregoing transcript, consisting of pages 1
through 27, inclusive, is a full, true and correct
transcription of said proceeding to the best of my ability.

Dated at Reno, Nevada, this 7th day of February, 2017.

/s/ Stephani L. Loder

STEPHANI L. LODER
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Interview Summary
REC'D BY NCJD
February 12, 2017 FEB 21, 2017

Re: 2016-113

Subject: Welthy SILVA (Complainant)
1433 Cottonwood Place
Las Vegas, Nevada 89104
(702) 460-9438 cell

Details:

On February 07, 2017, I'contacted the complainant and scheduled an interview for the
following day. On February 08, 2017 Complainant Welthy Silva was interviewed
regarding this investigation of Judge Rena Hughes. This was a telephonic interview.

The following is a summary of that interview:

Welthy Silva informed me that she is the owner of a small ballet school in Las Vegas and
has been teaching ballet for approximately 13 years. Prior to that, Welthy Silva was a
professional dancer in various shows in the Las Vegas area and throughout the world.

Welthy Silva was familiar with the court hearing in Judge Hughes courtroom where she
was escorted off property by the bailiff. Welthy Silva was present in court with her 12
year-old daughter, Annie as ordered by the court.

Welthy Silva received a court paper by mail ordering her to appear in court. She was
ordered to bring her daughter and appear in court or face 25 days in jail. She had no idea
why she was being ordered to court and attempted to contact the court for clarification
but received no response. Her daughter was terrified hoping that she would not be going
with her father. Welthy Silva had no idea what was going to happen in court but was
somewhat happy that her daughter would finally have a chance to speak to the Judge.

They all entered the courtroom and several seconds later were all told to leave because
Judge Hughes wanted to speak to Annie. Several minutes later, the bailiff came out in
the hallway and informed Welthy Silva that he was to escort her off property. Wealthy
Silva then asked her ex-husband’s attorneys what was going on and they had no idea.

Welthy Silva called her ex-husbands attorneys one to two hours later only to learn that
her ex-husband was awarded temporary custody of their daughter. She had no idea or
notice that this was going to occur. I asked Welthy Silva if the court made her aware that
this was going to be an “exchange.” She replied, “No, Definitely not...l was not aware of
that.”

SPENCER INVESTIGATIONS LLC 1 NCID /2016 113
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Welthy Silva admitted that she was admonished several times in the past by the court for
failing to encourage or facilitate her daughter’s weekend visitations with her father. She
has not allowed visitation with Annie’s father because she described the father as very
mentally and emotionally abusive. Welthy Silva stated that Judge Hughes ignored and
continues to ignore all of the evidence showing this type of behavior by the father.
However, Welthy Silva has followed court orders and has driven her daughter to the
exchange locations on numerous occasions only to have the daughter refuse to go with
her father.

Welthy Silva informed me that Annie told Judge Hughes all the reasons why she did not
want to go with her father but the Judge ignored or did not find these reasons to be
relevant. Welthy Silva stated that Annie refused to go with her father but the judge gave
custody to the abuser.

Welthy felt that the Judge gave custody to her ex-husband because she failed to follow
court orders on visitations. However, the Judge’s consideration had nothing to do with
what was in the best interest of the child. She believes that the Judge used the change of
custody as a “sword to punish her for not following orders”. She further stated that the
sole consideration should always be for the best interest of the child and not for the best
interest of the parents.

Welthy Silva informed me that they had a subsequent hearing on October 11, 2016 where
a temporary stipulation was reached. Welthy Silva stated that this was a coerced
stipulation. Her attorney and her ex-husband’s attorneys met in the courtroom without
Welthy Silva’s presence and somehow both parties stipulated to an agreement.

Welthy Silva’s attorney informed her that the Judge was going to refuse to look or listen
to any evidence presented by Welthy Silva and if she filed a writ or appeal, she would not
see her daughter for up to two years. Welthy Silva decided to go along with the
stipulated agreement on visitation and custody.

Welthy Silva also informed me that during a prior hearing, she was told to shut up and sit
down by Judge Hughes and that she was not allowed to speak. She also stated that her
divorce decree specified that if the two parents could not agree on schooling, the child
shall remain in whatever schooling she was in. This has not happened and believes that
Judge Hughes had no authority to take her daughter out of home schooling and place her
into a public school. '

Welthy Silva also stated that her daughter gets stress-induced seizures and since she has
been with her father, her seizures have tripled in frequency. This was another reason why
Annie had been home schooled.

At the end of our interview, Welthy Silva informed me that she has filed a motion to
disqualify Judge Hughes because she felt that she was biased against her. She also stated
that Judge Hughes described her as a “pathogenic parent”. There was never any evidence
or evaluation made to show that she is that type of parent. She also felt disgusted because

SPENCER INVESTIGATIONS LLC 2 NCID /20616113
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she felt that the entire issue was to get both parents to reunify. However, no one wanted
to look at what was in the best interest for the child. The Judge refused to listen to Welthy
Silva, the mother who never had a right to be heard in her courtroom.

Welthy Silva concluded by stating that all she wants is a fair hearing and wants to see

Judge Hughes in jail because she traumatized her little girl and placed her life at risk.
Judge Hughes has no regard for what really is in the best interest of the child.

For additional details of the interview, refer to the audio recording and/or the typed
transcript.

End of Report.

Adam Wygnanski/Investigator
Spencer Investigations LLC

SPENCER INVESTIGATIONS LLC 3 NCID /2016-113
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REC'D BY NCJD

Case No.: Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline FEB 21, 2017
2016-113

Recorded Interview of: Welthy Silva

February 8th, 2017

IDENTITY OF SPEAKERS:

AW: Adam Wygnanski

WS: Welthy Silva

AW: All right, transcriber, today's date is Wednesday,

February 8th, 2017. The time is approximately 9:29 a.m. This

is investigator Adam Wygnanski with Spencer Investigations,

Reno, Nevada, who are contracted by the State of Nevada

Commission on Judicial Discipline. This will be a telephonic

interview. For the record, can you please spell your first

and last name?

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

Yes. Welthy, W-e--t-h-y. Last name Silva, S-i-l-v-a.

Okay. And a good address for you?

1433 Cottonwood Place, Las Vegas, Nevada 89104.

Cottonwood. And what was the ZIP code again, 89 --

89104.

Okay. And is this a good phone number for you?
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WS: Itis my only phone number, yes.

AW: Okay. And what is that?

WS: 702-460-9438.

AW: Perfect. And you're aware that this interview is being

recorded?

WS: Yes.

AW: And this is with your permission?

WS: Yes, itis.

AW: Okay. Just as a reminder, | just wanted to ask you to

please wait for the complete question to be asked before

answering. And I'll try -- I'll try and do the same thing

because it's obvious that it's hard for the transcriber to

pick up two voices talking at the same time. Okay?

WS: Sure.
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AW: Allright. This interview is in reference to a complaint

that was received by the Nevada Commission on Judicial
Discipline on September 6th, 2016. This case was assigned
Case No. 2016-113. The complaint contains allegation of
possible violations of Canon Rule 1 and Canon Rule 2,
specifically 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.6(A) and 2.AB. After the
commission's review of the complaint against the respondent,
the Commission on Judicial Discipline concluded that there was
sufficient reason to conduct a follow-up investigation. All

right. Welthy, what is your current employment?

WS: | am a ballet teacher. | have a small ballet school

downtown.

AW: Okay. And what's that address?

WS: 1408 South 3rd Street. Also Las Vegas, Nevada 89104.

AW: Okay. And how long have you been at that, doing that, at

that position?

WS: Well, | have been teaching ballet for 13 -~ let's see. |
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started when my daughter was -- when | was pregnant with my

daughter, so she's 13 now. About 13 1/2 years.

AW: And all of it in Las Vegas?

WS: Yes.

AW: Okay.

WS: Before that | was a professional dancer in various shows

in Las Vegas and traveling the world.

AW: ['ll bet that was fun.

WS: It was, yeah.

AW: Allright. You're familiar with the hearing that

occurred in Judge Hughes' courtroom on June 15th, 2016 --

WS: Yes.

AW: -- where you were apparently escorted away from the

courtroom?
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00:03:17 WS: Yes, that is right.

00:03:18

00:03:18  AW: Okay. Who were you in the courtroom with initially on
00:03:20 that date?

00:03:21

00:03:24 WS: Just it was myself and my daughter and Rena Hughes, and
00:03:31 there was a bailiff and a court clerk or court reporter and my
00:03:38  ex-husband, and he had two -- | believe three -- | believe
00:03:44 there was three attorneys with him.

00:03:45

00:03:46 AW: Okay. And what is your daughter's name?

00:03:48

00:03:48 WS: Annie

00:03:49

00:03:49 AW: Okay. And she —

00:03:51

00:03:51 WS: Silva.

00:03:52

00:03:52 AW: Okay. And she was 12 years old at the time?
00:03:54

00:03:55 WS: She was 12 years old, yes.

00:03:57
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AW: Okay. Who -- who escorted you off the property and --

and why?

WS: Idon't know why. Well, I'll tell you, the beginning
was -- the very beginning was that | got a letter in the mail
the Friday before that hearing saying that | needed to bring

my daughter to court or | would be put in jail for 25 days.

AW: Okay.

WS: And there was no specific reasons for that, just -- okay.
And so | called her chambers and said, Look, | need to know
what this is about. | need to know, you know, to tell my
daughter, to say, okay, look, baby, you're going to -- you're
going to get a chance to go talk to the judge about what's
going on, you're -- you know, something like that, or they're
going to make you go with your father. Or whatever. | needed
something to be able to -- you know, it's not like, oh,
surprise, we're going to go to court today, Annie. You know?
Because there was no specifics in the letter. So | never got
a phone call or an answer back from that. So that day came,
and she was just -- my daughter was horrified. She was just

like, Oh, my God, Mom, they're not going to make me go with
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him, right? They're not going to make me go. | said, Annie,
| have no idea, honey. We just have to go in there and tell

the truth.

AW: Right.

WS: That's all we can do.

AW: Now, after | viewed courtroom recording, a video, your
daughter appeared to be present there in the courtroom by
herself. Did you know that?

WS: She was. Yes, | did know. So -- so we went to court.

We all went in, like all the people that | just said. We were

all in there. And about two seconds later it was like, okay,
everyone is going to leave, I'm -- Rena Hughes said: Everyone

is going to leave. I'm going talk to the child alone.

AW: Okay.

WS: Okay? | kissed my little girl. | said, You're okay,

you're fine, and | kissed her and | walked out. | was only in

the hallway outside the courtroom | would say two, three

minutes tops, and then the bailiff came out into the haliway
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and said, | am to escort the mother off the property.

AW: Okay.

WS: And that was it. That was all | knew. | said, Well,

what -- what is going on? | don't -- and then |, you know,

“what the hell is happening here?

AW: Right. Now, when --

WS: And my ex's attorneys were like, Well, we don't even know

what's happening. Which | don't believe, but whatever.

AW: Okay. Now, when and how were you made aware that your

husband was going to have temporary custody of your daughter?

WS: | called his attorneys about an hour -- an hour to two

hours later. | called his attorneys to find out what was

going on.

AW: Okay.

WS: And -- because when - when [ was asking before the
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bailiff said -- you know, before he took me off the property,
[ said, | need to know what's going on. When am | getting my
daughter back? What the hell? And his attorneys came over fo

me. Because | didn't have one.

AW: Right.

WS: His attorneys came to me and said, Well, we don't really

00:06:58 know what's happening yet. You -- here's my phone number.
00:07:00  You can call me later and find out. So | --
00:07:03
00:07:03 AW: Okay. And this was out in the hall? This was out --
00:07:06  this was out --
WS: Yes.
00:07:06 AW: --in the hallway? Okay.
00:07:07
00:07:07 WS: Yes.
00:07:08
00:07:09 AW: So --
00:07:09
00:07:09 WS: So | had her phone number. So then like an hour or so
00:07:13 later | called that number, and | said, So what's going --
00:07:18 what's going on? Am | supposed to go pick her up somewhere?
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Is he bringing her back to me? What? You know, even at that

point I'm thinking, well, maybe she made her go to lunch with

him and then now I'm going to get her back, you know.

AW:

WS:

Right.

And -- and she goes, Oh, you're not getting her back. He

has sole legal and physical custody.

AW

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

Okay.

I was shocked and speechless.

Okay. So you found --

That's how | found out.

You found this out through your ex-husband's attorneys.

Yes.

Okay. Did you know beforehand, did the Court let you

know that this hearing was an exchange hearing where your
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daughter was going to be placed with the dad? Were you --

WS: No. Definitely not.

AW: Were you aware of that? Okay.

WS: No, | was a not aware of that. Like | said, in that
letter that came Friday, it was basically like you just have
to bring your daughter to court or we're going to throw you in

jail for 25 days.

AW: Okay.

WS: That's what it said.

AW: Now, it's also -- Welthy, it's also my understanding,
after | reviewed the court minutes and stuff, that you were
admonished several times by the judge that if you failed fo
encourage or facilitate Annie's weekend visitations with her
father that Annie wouid spend the entire summer with her

father. Were you aware of that?

WS: That is correct.
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AW: s that right?

WS: [ am -- | am aware of that.

AW: Okay.

WS: There's a few things with that. 1did very much
encourage and facilitate visitations. | took Annie to Donna's
House where the exchanges were to fake place four different
times. | took her to the reunification therapy six times and

paid for some of it myself.

AW: Right.

WS: | do believe children. | also know the hell my daughter

has lived. But | did what | was to do through the court.

AW: Okay. Now, the Court found that apparently this has been
going on for approximately a year where Annie did not have her
proper court-ordered visitation with her father. |s that

correct?
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WS: That is correct. Yes.

AW: Okay. And what was the reasoning why that happened?

WS: Because he is very mentally and emotionally abusive,
borders on -- borders on physical. But he's never been
physical with Annie. He just used to throw things at me in

the house.

AW: Mm-hmm.

WS: Put his hands around my neck once. And Rena Hughes -
ignores all of that evidence. Not just me saying -- not just
me going in and saying things, but | have had withesses, |
have had people write affidavits of what they have seen and

heard, and she has ignored all of that.

AW: Okay.

WS: And this is why my daughter did not want to go with him.

AW: Okay. Now --
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WS: There are nine minutes missing - I'm sorry.

AW: That's okay. Go ahead.

WS: There are nine minutes missing on this video. Like |
can't watch it myself. | cannot watch that horrible video.
Enough people have told me what's on it that I just -- | can't

do it.

AW: Did you watch it?

WS: But --

AW: Did you watch it?

WS: No, no. | did not. | did not watch it. And ! --1

don't believe that | can ever. | don't believe | can ever

watch it. Just people told me what it is. And I've read
transcripts of it. And it's - it's horrible for me. So

there are nine minutes missing on the video. The -- a news
station figured that out. And | questioned my daughter about
it, because my sister called me, and she was livid. She's

like, Well, you have to find out what happened in those nine
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minutes. So | ask Annie about it, and that is when -- she

said, That must have been when | was telling the judge all the
reasons that | did not want to go with -- with Papa. That she
said, you know, | was telling her about the reckless driving,
about how he's mean to me, about how he talks bad about you,
about -- you know, just on andv on, all the things that he's

done. Right?
AW: Right.

WS: And she said that Rena pretty much was just like, well --

“you know, she just ignored her, just didn't -- didn't find any

of those things relevant; that those were not good reasons for
not wanting to go with her father. Like, okay, well,

whatever. So that's -- she also said that Rena said -- which

is a lie. | have found out through people that know Rena
Hughes. She's like, Well, | have grandchildren and so | know
best because | have grandchildren. And but she doesn't even
have any children. How -- how could she have grandchildren?
But, anyway, that's just one more lie that came out of that

judge's mouth.

AW: How did this video -- just out of curiosity, how did this
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video make it to the media and on YouTube? Do you know?

WS: | do not know. The YouTube thing was -- | don't know how
that happened. | know that it was two days before my next
hearing that it was leaked on YouTube, or that's when my
mother called me, two days before my next hearing and said
that my ex-husband had called her and said, Do you know that
the video of Annie is on YouTube? And then my mother called
me. | think my mother thought | had done it. | said, Well, \

| -- 1 didn't even know it was out there. | didn'tdoit. |

sure didn't do it. | haven't even seen the video myself.

AW: Right.

WS: Yeah, so | -- still | don't know.

AW: Okay. In your complaint to the commission, Welthy, you
stated that Judge Hughes committed extreme abuse of discretion
and that overreaching of power took place. What did you mean

by that?

WS: Well, she violated my Fourth Amendment constitutional

right, search and seizure of my daughter, for one thing.
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There are so many NRS codes that | have found. You know, any
history of -- the NRS code 125C, any history of parental abuse

or neglect of -- of the child, that that person should not

have custody. Well, she gave the abuser custody.
AW: Right.
WS: She threatens to change custody for all kinds of things.

Like what you just -- even what you noticed, the admonishment
of, you know, and if you don't facilitate visitations | will

change custody. That is not -- the consideration had nothing

to do with Annie's best interest there, did it? It was more a
threat to me to try and get me to follow her orders. Well,

you can't use change of custody to threaten the parent. |
mean, that Was in Sims versus Sims. The Supreme Court hearing
Sims versus Sims, you know, a judge cannot use the change of
custody as a sword to punish a parent. And that's what she's
done over and over. She even threatened to change custody
of - with my ex-husband before. | heard thattwo years ago.

| mean, this -- when you're dealing with the custody of a

child, you need -- the sole consideration is the best interest

of the child. It's not the best interest of the parents.
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AW: Right.

WS: | mean, these are laws.

AW: Now, you also stated that all of your parental rights

were stripped without any evidence of abuse on your part.

WS: That's true.

AW: Would you agree that keeping your daughter away from her

father is a type of emotional abuse?

WS: Keeping her away from him?

AW: Uh-huh.

WS: | did not keep her away from him. She chose not to go

with him.

AW: Okay. But she was, what, 12 years old?

WS: That's correct.
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AW: Okay.

WS: You could also go the other -- the other extreme and say

that if | had forced her to go, that would have been abuse.

AW: Okay.

WS: Because he is abusive to her. And to force a child info
an abusive situation is now I'm a neglectful parent for

putting Annie in harm's way, aren't 7

AW: Right. Now, | reviewed the reports from Keisha Weiford

and others, and there was nothing mentioned in there about any

kind of abuse by your ex. lIs that --

WS: Of course not. And Keisha Weiford is going to be under

investigation for this, and some other people have come to me

about her as well.

AW: Okay. What about Claudia -

WS: There was a little boy that was -- that was sexually

abused under Keisha Weiford's watch, and she never noticed it.
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AW: Okay. What about Claudia Schwarz?

WS: We never'went to Claudia Schwarz because it was $4,000

each, and | don't have $4,000.

AW: Okay.

WS: That's another thing. You know, this judge thinks to
advocate for my ex-husband. She awards him attorneys fees
when | don't even have an attorney.

AW: Right.

WS: [ have no money. | have been completely bankrupt through

this.

AW: Okay. What about the program coordinator from Donna's

House, an Amber Hutton? Does that ring a bell?
WS: Yes. Yes, it does.

AW: Okay. And -- and you -- did you bring Annie over there
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for supervised exchanges?

WS: Four different times.

AW: Okay.

WS: Actually two, two times. | personally took her two

times. The first time we walk in, and the guy says it will be

$10 or whatever the little fee was.

AW: Right.

WS: | start to pull out my money, and my daughter said, Does

she have to pay if I'm not going? And he looked at her and he

looked at me, and then | said, Well, she doesn't want to go.
AW: Right.
WS: And so then he said, Okay, so -- then she started crying

at that point. And | said, Look -- he wanted to talk to her.
| said, Look, can you take her around the corner and talk to
her? | don't -- I'm so tired of being accused of, you know,

I'm the alienating parent, God help me.
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AW: Right.

WS: | said, you know, this -- please, you go over there and
I'm going to go over here and then whatever. So he did that.
And a few minutes later they come back, and he said, She
doesn't have to go. And | said, Okay, so but, you know,
everything is documented here. | did what | was supposed to

do, right?

AW: Right.

WS: Anything else? And he goes, No, no, you're good. You
guys can go. And pretty much the same thing happened the
second time | took her.

AW: Okay.

WS: The third and forth time | had a mutual friend take Annie

to further facilitate the visitation. Okay?

AW: Right.
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WS: So how are you going to blame me? I'm six miles down the

road.

AW: Okay.

WS: For God's sake. So now same thing happened. Well, the
third time my friend took her. And she, you know, said, No,

I'm not going. | do not want to go with him. He's not good

to me. And whatever she said to them. And | think Donna's
House must have made a report. And then the fourth time that
my -- that a friend took her, my ex-husband did not even show

up. Her father was not even there.

AW: Right.

WS: So that was - so that was what happened the fourth time.

AW: Welthy, based upon -- now, is it your understanding that

the temporary change of custody was done because you refused

to comply with the Court's orders on visitation and math

testing and that's why the custody was given? s that your

understanding?
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WS: Yes. | don't know why else would it be.

AW: Okay. Now, you guys had a subsequent hearing that was

held on October 11, 2016.

WS: Oh, yes.

AW: Now, in between the June hearing and the October hearing,

was Annie in your ex-husband's custody?

WS: Yes.

AW: Okay.

WS: | did not see or hear her voice for that whole time.

AW: Okay. From June, from when she was taken in temporary

custody, until the October 11th hearing?

WS: Yes.

AW: Okay. During this hearing, you guys reached a temporary

stipulation?
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WS: Yeah, | would 100 percent say that it was a coerced

stipulation.

AW: Okay. Now, you have to explain that one fo me.

WS: 1 will be -- | will be happy too.

AW: Okay.

WS: So my -- | did have an attorney at that time.

AW: Right.

WS: Unbundied services, Robert Weatherford. And so we go in.
| had a, you know, great pretrial memorandum, whatever. It

was -- you know, we're thinking, okay, we're -- we're going to

get some -- some semblance of justice here. Not that | have a
whole lot of faith in Rena Hughes' court, but, you know, some
semblance of justice here. All of our evidence, | had two
witnesses waiting in the hall. And before we even go in, the
bailiff comes out and tells the attorneys, Look, Hughes wants

you guys to stipulate to some agreement, talk to each other
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and stipulate o some agreement.
AW: Okay.

WS: And so they go in at that point. And | think she wanted
to talk to them or something. For some reason the attorneys
went in. Or certainly | remember my attorney going in and
speaking with her. But | was not present. | was still in the

hallway.
AW: Okay.

WS: He comes back out, and he tells me - he said, Look,

Welthy, you knew we weren't going to get a fair hearing today.
AW: Who said this? Your attorney?

WS: My attorney, Robert Weatherford. He's like, Look, you
knew we weren't going to really get a fair hearing today. She
has said -- she's telling me right now that she knows about
the video being leaked. Two days before the video was on
YouTube. She said -- ﬁe said she said, Rena Hughes said: |

know about the video being leaked. And if we go forward with
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00:21:50 this trial today, or evidentiary hearing today, I'm going to

00:21:55 refuse to look at all of your evidence and Welthy will not get g
00:22:00 any more time with her daughter and she will be forced to sell
00:22:05 her house.

00:22:08

00:22:08 AW: Okay.

00:22:10

00:22:10  WS: And | said, Well, whatever, Robert, just | don't care.
00:22:15 Go ahead. Go ahead with the trial. | mean, then we'lldo a
00:22:18  writ or an appeal or something. And he said, Welthy, if we do
00:22:21 a writ or appeal, it could be a year and a half to two years
00:22:25 before you see your daughter. We just shoulid-take like
00:22:28 whatever scraps they're going to give us today.

00:22:31

00:22:31  AW: Okay.

00:22:32

00:22:32 WS: And then maybe you can see your daughter a little bit.
00:22:35

00:22:35 AW: Right.

00:22:36

00:22:36  WS: You know? Even like next week you could see her a day or
00:22:40 two or something. And so then at that time it's just like,

00:22:44 well, Jesus Christ, of course | can't wait like a year to see
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my daughter, so, okay, I'll take these scraps.

AW: Right.

WS: So that's what happened. And the next hour or so he and

my ex's attorney were in there talking about some kind of

stipulated agreement.

AW: Okay. Without your presence?

WS: Oh, without my presence. No, | was not present.

AW: Okay.

WS: | was sitting in the hallway with my two witnesses that

never got to testify.

AW: Okay. Who were the withesses?

WS: Carolyn - sorry. Caron Olsen. Caron Olsen, who has

known --

AW: How do you spell her first name?
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WS: Caron is C-a-r-o-n; Olsen, O-l-s-e-n.

AW: Okay.

WS: And Meredith McGuire. Meredith McGuire was not actually

on the witness list, but she showed up just in case.

AW: Okay. And how do you spell her name?

WS: M-e-r-e-d-i-t-h McGuire. | believe it's McGuire.

M-c-G-u-i-r-e.

AW: Okay. And what were these people going fo testify to?

WS: To the things that Annie had talked to them about without
me being present. Like Caron Olsen's children took ballet
from me for years. And she also knew Annie from preschool,
kindergarten. Her children went to the same school with
Annie. So she had known us for a long time. And she had had
several conversations with Annie, just with my daughter and
her would be in the lobby at the dance studio while | was in

the other room teaching ballet. So, you know, | wasn't even
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present for these conversations. And these conversations that
took place were primarily about my ex-husband's abuse towards
Annie and how she felt, how she felt about him. And she also
saw whenever he would come to the dance studio to pick her up
on Saturdays how Annie's -- her mood, her whole character and
personality just changed when she realized, oh, God, it's

almost time for me to go with my father, and she would just --
her -- she would just change into this other person. And

Caron Olsen had witnessed all of that. She also knew that,

you know, | was a good and honest person because | had taken
care of her children and taught them baliet and all these

things. My other witness who never came because | had -- I
text him and said, look, they're not going to listen fo any of

my witnesses, so no reason for you to show up.

AW: Right.

WS: That was going to be Travis Edward, which he was not
there because, like | say, well, no reason for you to come

now. But he was going to come a little later.

AW: Okay. And what was he going to testify to?
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WS: Let's see. He saw Annie leave the studio one day,
because his daughter took ballet from me as well. He was
outside of my studio one day when her father came to pick her
up. And as they were leaving, he saw Annie in tears and how
my ex was berating her, or whatever he was saying, you know,
and not being -- not being very fatherly, not being like, oh,
baby, it's okay, hug her, console her. No. He was just like

making her cry more because she didn't want to go with him.

AW: Okay. What about -- what about Meredith McGuire? Was

she going to testify to some of the same stuff?

WS: She was -- she was not actually -- | mean, she wasn't on
the witness list. She just showed up, like | said, just to be

a friend and in case we could use her. But, yeah, she has --
she was going to testify to the same stuff, yeah, same things.
AW: Okay. Now -

WS: What she'd seen and heard from Annie.

AW: Okay. When you had this hearing, you were represented by

the attorney, you were sworn in and you had your right to be
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heard; correct?

WS:

AW:

Well, there was no chance for me to talk.

Okay. Did you have a chance to speak to the Court

regarding your --

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

No.

-- on your behalf or your daughter's behalf?

No. In October 11th?

Yes.

No, | did not. In previous hearings, before --

Right.

-- Annie was given to her father, there was two hearings

that | represented myself because, you know, at some point |

didn't have any more money, so no more lawyers for me. So |

self-represented myself. And Rena Hughes actually told me as

| was speaking: | want you to sit down and shut your mouth.
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Just like that.

AW: Okay.

WS: | would say that is not allowing me to speak. And | was

representing myself.

AW: Okay. And --

WS: And | have a video of that if you want me to send that

video to you.

AW: Can you e-mail that?

WS: | probably can. Let me write down. Okay, what's the

e-mail address?

AW: It's awygnan --

WS: Hang on. Hangon. I'm sorry.

AW: No problem.

APP166




00:28:07 WS: | chose the wrong pen here. Aw --
00:28:10
00:28:10 AW: Ygnans --

00:28:17

00:28:18 WS Okay.
00:28:18

00:28:19 AW: Ski.

00:28:22

00:28:22 WS: Whoops, ski, okay.

00:28:24

00:28:26 AW: @charter.net.

00:28:27

00:28:27 WS: Charter --

00:28:28

00:28:29 AW: .net.

00:28:32

00:28:32 WS: Okay. Let me just read this back to you.
00:28:35 Awygnanski@charter.net.

00:28:44

00:28:45 AW: That's it. Now, when she said --

00:28:45

00:28:46 WS: Okay. Yeah, I'll be able to mail that.

00:28:47
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AW: When she said, | want you to sit down and shut your

mouth, what were you saying when she said that?

WS: Oh, boy. Let's see. | would have to -- | would have to

ook back --
AW: Okay.

WS: --in that video to see what | was saying. That's ali |

remember.

AW: Okay. So the bottom line is on this October 11 hearing
for modification of custody is you agreed to everything
because of what your attorney advised you to do?

WS: Exactly. Because he said, If you don't just take this,
then it's going to be a year to two years before you see your

daughter.

AW: Okay. How is everything going now between your daughter

and your ex-husband and yourself?

WS: She does not want to be where she is. She -- she still
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doesn't want to -- she would like to never see him again if

that was a choice.

AW: Right. Now, how often do you get to see her?

WS: One day a week.

AW: Okay. And she's going to school and everything?

WS: Yeah, well, that's a whole ‘'nother thing, isn't i,

because apparently Rena Hughes is very uneducated about what

home school is and has a clear bias against it.

AW: Right.

WS: | was home schooling my daughter three years before my ex

and | divorced.

AW: Right.

WS: And, now, he himself is very vindictive, so instead of

sticking to what the original divorce decree says -- and this

is -- this is where Rena goes -- disregards the law as well.

APP169




00:30:25

00:30:29

00:30:34
00:30:39
00:30:40
00:30:40
00:30:41
00:30:41
00:30:44
00:30:48
00:30:52
00:30:57
00:31:02
00:31:04
00:31:04
00:31:04
00:31:04
00:31:10
00:31:13
00:31:17
00:31:19
00:31:19

00:31:20

She completely disregards the law in this aspect. The
original divorce decree says if the two parents cannot agree
on schooling, the child shall remain in whatever schooling she

was in.
AW: Right.

WS: That's what our original divorce decree says. Makes
sense, yeah? Keeps the child's life the same. Okay. So
about six months after the divorce, my ex goes into court,
frivolous motions, oh, we have to change custody and -- and |
never -- | never agreed to home schooling. | home schooled

her for three years while he lived in the house.

AW: Right.

WS: So instead of seeing that for what it is, since | do
believe that Rena Hughes has a bias against home schooling,
oh, she ran with that. She said, oh, well, now -- now the

child has to go to public school.

AW: Right.
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WS:

She doesn't even have -- she doesn't even have the

authority to order my child to go to public school.

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

Right. Is she going to public school now?

Yes.

And how is she doing?

She hates it.

Okay.

She's actually made some friends. She likes her friends.

Right.

She's not completely miserable. It could be a lot worse.

She's not completely miserable. She likes her friends.

AW:

WS:

Right.

She's doing well. She gets A, Bs, | think a C in math.

Math has never been her strong -- strong point. Butshe's
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getting good grades. Her teachers like her. You know, she --
she likes most of her teachers. But | ask her. | said, L.ook,

you know, if | get custody back, do you want to keep going to
that school? You know, you're doing good. You want to keep
going there? She goes, No, | don't. She said, | -- | really
learned more in home school. And also my daughter has
stress~indu6ed seizures, which Rena Hughes put her life in
danger by throwing her in this chaos and making her go with an
abusive man that she did not want to go with. Annie's

seizures tripled in frequency after she was given to her

father.

AW: Okay.

WS: And this is another reason for home schooling. This is
not why we decided to home school in the beginning, because
the seizures only started like two -- two years ago, |

believe.

AW: Right.

WS: But she gets overstimulated. And she told me just this

last weekend. She said, you know, school, sometimes it gets

APP172




00:33:01
00:33:06
00:33:10
00:33:15
00:33:18
00:33:24
00:33:24
00:33:26
00:33:26
00:33:28
00:33:28
00:33:29
00:33:30
00:33:33
00:33:35
00:33:35
00:33:35
00:33:35
00:33:38
00:33:42
00:33:45
00:33:51

00:33:53

so loud and all the kids are just so crazy and so loud and

it's very overstimulating. And this, this kind of environment
can cause her to have a seizure. Now, luckily she has not had
any at school. Mostly they happen at night. But this kind of

environment is not -- is not the ideal environment for Annie.

AW: Okay.

WS: You have to understand, too --

AW: No, it's okay.

WS: -- Annie is -- Annie is like a 42-year-old trapped in a

child's body.

AW: Okay.

WS: My daughter is very -- like, you know, some kids just
want to run around and play and be as crazy as they -- but
even when Annie was tiny, like two years old and it would be a
birthday party with ten kids, you know, cramming cupcakes in
their face and just all kinds of craziness, Annie would just

kind of sit there very quitely and watch everybody, like what
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the -- this is not -- | am not in the right place.

AW: Right.

WS: Well, no, | mean, she's very outgoing and friendly, but

she -- she prefers to be in a moré mature environment.

AW: Correct. Now, you - in the first week of January of

this year, 2017, you filed a motion to disqualify Judge Hughes
due to the bias or prejudice?

WS: Yes.

AW: Have you received any response from the court on that?

WS: | have received Rena Hughes' response to that. | have

not received the chief judge's decision.
AW: Okay.
WS: And | -- | have to -- okay. So the most thing that

sticks out, there were two -- there were two things in there.

| don't have the paper in front of me, but there was -- | want
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to say it was 3 and -- No. 3 and 4 on her response were

completely false statements. And then at the very end she

said, you know, that she does not have any bias, she treated

me exactly like all the other litigants.

AW

Right.

WS: And the very next sentence was: [ found Welthy to be a

pathogenic parent.

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

Okay.

Il be honest with you, | had to look up pathogenic.

Okay. And what -- what did pathogenic parent mean?

it was a virus, a disease.

Okay.

I was a disease in my child's life.

Hmm.
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WS: Okay. Now, this is not true, but even -- whatever. What
is she bésing that on? There's never been a psychologist

in -- in all of this that has said Welthy is a pathogenic

parent. Where -- where does she get this information? There
was never any evidence shown of such things.

AW: Right. So basically the only person that -- as far as

any therapy or therapist and stuff, the only person that you
had seen as ordered by the Court was Keisha Weiford; correct?
WS: That's correct. And | only saw her one fime.

AW: Okay. Now, did Annie also have another therapist?
WS: Annie had been -- has been going to Paula Baskette.

AW: Okay.

WS: After she was -- after my ex was given custody, he

started taking her to Paula Baskette.

AW: Okay. Wasn't there -- was -- did Keisha communicate with
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another --

WS: Oh, yes, yes, there was. I'm sorry. I'm sorry. |1 do -
okay, because there was only like two times. | did take Annie
to -- oh, goodness, | can't even remember the woman's name
now.

AW: Okay.

WS: But it was only like, | want to say, just two sessions
with this other therapist because | felt that | needed to get
Annie a therapist to deal with Keisha Weiford.

AW: Okay.

WS: She needed a therapist to —

AW: To deal with the therapist?

WS: -- deal with the therapist. Yes.

AW: Hmm. Okay. That's interesting.
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00:37:12  not seem to have Annie's best interest at heart at all. Annie
00:37:17 did not like her, she did not trust her. She said, you know,
00:37:20  She doesn't believe me when | say things, she just kind of
00:37:24  blows things off. Like Annie told Keisha Weiford about my ex
00:37:30 throwing a chair. He threw a chair at me while | was holding
00:37:34  Annie.

AW: Right.
00:37:35 WS: And Keisha said, Well, you were too little. You couldn't
00:37:37- remember that. How old were you? Annie was five years old.
00:37:41
00:37:41 AW: Okay.
00:37:41
00:37:42 WS: Now, if something traumatic happens to a two-year-old,
00:37:44  they rememberit. Annie was five yéars old. Of course she
00:37:49 remembers that.
00:37:49
00:37:49 AW: Okay.
00:37:50 . WS: And Keisha just wanted to just ignore it, blow it away.
00:37:53  Because her job is to reunify these two people.
00:37:56
00:37:57 AW: Right.
00:37:57

WS: Isn'tit. Isn'tit really. Because Keisha Weiford did
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00:38:00
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00:38:18
00:38:21
00:38:23
00:38:27
00:38:32
00:38:35
00:38:40
00:38:44
00:38:48
00:38:48
00:38:49
00:38:50
00:38:51
00:38:52

00:38:54

WS: Come hell or high water, I'm going to reunify them.
That's my job. So she didn't really have, you know, Annie's
well-being at heart. So that's why | went and said, Okay, you

know what? Let's get you this woman that will listen to you.
AW: Right.

WS: But she only went like two times. And | have such a
limited budget. I'm on food stamps, for God's sake, and |
work really hard every day, but because of this court and -
and my ex-husband being so, you know, legal abuse, | don't
know what they -- anyway. So | - | took her twice. And then
| said, Do you want to keep going? And she's just like, No, |
really don't think that this other lady is helping me, you
know, like, yeah, she listens to me. But Annie has always

said: As long as | have you fo talk to, Momma, I'm fine.
AW: Okay. So the other -- the other therapist --
WS: |listened. That was it.

AW: So the other therapist that she's seen for a couple

times, you don't -- you don't -- you suspect it didn't help
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00:38:56
00:38:58
© 00:39:02
00:39:03
00:39:03
00:39:04
00:39:04
00:39:08
00:39:11
00:39:15
00:39:21
00:39:25
00:39:28
00:39:30
00:39:31
00:39:31
00:39:31

00:39:34
| 00:39:35
00:39:36
00:39:39

00:39:39

her?

WS: It didn't help or hurt. Annie didn't really need any

help.
AW: Okay.
WS: In the end it was just like Annie's fine. She doesn't

even need any help. And even this Paula Baskette that she had

been seeing, she told me now Paula has said -- Paula told her

father, Look, Annie's fine. You know, | can keep -- | can see

you. She told her father, you know, she could keep seeing her
father. But she said, But Annie's fine, and | just don't want
to keep taking your money.

AW: Right.

WS: | mean, there's nothing wrong Annie. She doesn't want to

be with her abusive father.
AW: Right. Now, is she still going to see this Paula?

WS: | don't think so. | think that was it after she -- after
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00:39:52
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00:39:54
- 00:39:56
00:39:56
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00:40:01
00:40:05
00:40:06
00:40:06
00:40:09
00:40:15
00:40:18
00:40:21
00:40:24
00:40:24
00:40:25
00:40:25
00:40:29

00:40:31

that. But | don't know because | don't -- you know, that's

his deal. He pays her and he takes her.
AW: Okay. So what --

WS: That's going off what Annie told me in the past two

weeks.

AW: Okay. Is there any other hearings that are pending in
front of Judge Hughes reference this issue, or is this a done

deal?

WS: Oh, no, we're supposed to -- | think March -- | want to
say March 6th is an evidentiary hearing. Well, if it goes
anything like the last one, it's pretty pointless, isn't it.

But I'm trying -- I'm trying to get her disqualified because |

would like to have a fair hearing.
AW: Right.

WS: | would like a judge to just -- just look at the evidence

that is presented.
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00:40:32

00:40:33

00:40:38

00:40:41

00:40:41

00:40:44

00:40:47

00:40:50

00:40:51

00:40:52

00:40:52

00:40:56

00:40:56

00:40:57

00:41:02

00:41:07

00:41:11

00:41:14

00:41:19

00:41:19

00:41:20

00:41:20

AW: Right.

WS: Just be truly for the child's best interest, look at what

Annie needs.

- AW: Okay. Well, | think that's all the questions. Now,

Welthy, do you have anything else that you want to add on the

record that you want the commission to be aware of?
WS: Oh, let's see.

AW: And you just mentioned one of the things is all you want

is just to have a fair hearing.

WS: Weli, | really want a fair hearing. | want -- | would

like Rena Hughes to go fo jail, quite frankly. | think that
would serve justice. That would be justice for my daughter.
Not that it can -- any of this -- not that any of this damage

can be undone. | mean, she traumatized my little girl.
AW: Okay.

WS: And -- and -- and put her life in -- at risk. She really
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00:42:03
00:42:03
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00:42:07
00:42:08
00:42:08
00:42:08
00:42:11
00:42:11

00:42:13

did put her life at risk. My ex-husband is crazy. He was
reckless driving with her. He's continuing to feckless drive
with her. And the stress-induced seizures, for God's sake, |

mean, these are life-threatening seizures.

AW: Right.

WS: And he did nothing about it. The only way Annie has
medicine right now is because she happened to be with me.
After being with him all that time, no contact with me, he
ignored, he and his girlfriend ignored, five seizures that
Annie had. Did nothing about it.

AW: Now, is this -- you learned this through Annie?

WS: Yes.

AW: Okay.

WS: And my mother. Because he does talk to my mother.

AW: Okay.
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00:42:47
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00:42:48

WS:

And then when | -- when | got her back, you know, my one

day a week, it happened that she had one with me. And | said,

Oh, my God, I'm taking you to the emergency room because |

don't - | can't even wait until Monday morning to take you to

your neurologist, your regular neurologist, because | only

have you 24 hours.

CAW:

WS:

Right.

So | took her to the emergency room. And then they

admitted her, and she was there for two days.

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

AW:

WS:

Hmm. And -

And prior to that --

-- when was -- when was that?

-- she had four to five seizures.

When was that when she was admitted?

December -- oh, let's see. | want to say December 11, or
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00:43:00

00:43:00

00:43:04

00:43:09

00:43:10

00:43:14

00:43:15

00:43:15

00:43:16

00:43:16

00:43:18

00:43:18

00:43:23

00:43:32

00:43:38

00:43:40

was it November? It was November or December.

AW: Of last year?

WS: Yes.

AW: Okay.

WS: Yes. So after the hospital they put her on some

different medicine and seems to be helping.

AW: What do you -- just let me get your opinion, Welthy.

What do you think should happen?

WS: Sure.

AW: What do you think should happen in this case?

WS: | think several things. | think Rena Hughes needs to get

off that bench. She is dangerous to children and families.

After my story was on the news, about 15 other people found me

through Facebook mostly --
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REGISTER OF ACTIONS
CASE NO.D-12-467820-D

Welthy Silva, Plaintiff vs. Rogerio Silva, Defendant. § Case Type: Divorce - Complaint

Complaint Subject

§ Subtype: Minor(s)
g Date Filed: 08/14/2012
§ Location: Department J
§ Cross-Reference Case D467820
Number:
PARTY INFORMATION
Lead Attorneys
Defendant Silva, Rogerio Lesley E. Cohen, ESQ
Retained
702-727-7777(W)
Plaintiff Silva, Welthy Pro Se
Subject Minor Silva, Annie Venencio
EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT
DISPOSITIONS
01/29/2016 | Judgment (Judicial Officer: Hughes, Rena G.)

07/21/2016

08/17/2016

08/14/2012

10/16/2012

10/16/2012

10/16/2012

10/17/2012

10/17/2012

10/18/2012

11/06/2012

11/07/2012

11/0712012

Judgment ($5,477.00, in Full , AY fees)

Judgment (Judicial Officer: Hughes, Rena G.)
Judgment ($8,901.25, In Full , Memorandum Fees and Costs)

Judgment (Judicial Officer: Hughes, Rena G.)
Judgment ($500.00, in Fulf , Contempt Sanction)

OTHER EVENTS AND HEARINGS

Complaint for Divorce
Complaint for Divorce

Receipt of Copy
Receipt of Copy

Joint Preliminary Injunction
Joint Preliminary Injunction

Summons Issued Only

Family Court Motion Opposition Fee Information Sheet
Family Court Motion/Opposition Fee Information Sheet:

Motion
Plaintiff's Emergency Motion for Exclusive Possession of the Marital Residence, for Temporary Spousal Support,
Temporary Child Support, to Establish Custody and Visitation, and for Attorney Fees Pendant Lite

Motion for Order
Motion for Order Shortening Time

Three Day Notice of Intent to Default
Three Day Notice of Intent to Take Default

Answer and Counterclaim - Divorce, Annuiment, Separate Maint
Answer and Counterclaim

Certificate of Mailing
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11/09/2012

11/08/2012

11/13/2012

11/14/2012

11/14/2012

11/28/2012

11/29/2012

11/29/2012

11/29/2012

11/28/2012

12/18/2012

12/19/2012

01/31/2013

02/05/2013

02/12/2013

02/27/2013

03/05/2013

03/29/2013

04/05/2013

04/11/2013

Certificate of Mailing

Financial Disclosure Form
financial disclosure form

Opposition and Countermotion
Opposition and Countermotion

Receipt of Copy
Receipt of Copy

Financial Disclosure Form
Financial Disclosure Form

Certificate of Mailing
Certificate of Mailing

Reply
Reply to Defendant's Answer and Counterclaim for Divorce

Motion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)
PItfs Emergency Motion for Exclusive Possession of the Marital Residence, for Temporary Spousal Support,
Temporary Child Support, to Establish Custody and Visitation, and for Attorney Fees Pendant Lite

Result: Granted in Part
Opposition & Countermotion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)
Deft's Opposition and Countermotion

Result: Referred to Family Mediation
Order for Family Mediation Center Services
All Pending Motions (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)

Parties Present

Result: Matter Heard
Order
Order

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of an Order

Return Hearing (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Poliock, Kenneth E.)
FMC - Mediation and Child Interview

Parlies Present

Result: Non Jury Trial
Substitution of Attorney
Substitution of Attorneys

Trial Mianagement Order
Trial Management Order

Order
Order

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

Witness List
Plaintiff's List of Witnesses

Pre-trial Memorandum
Plaintiff's Pretrial Memorandum

Calendar Cali (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)
Parfies Present
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04/16/2013

04/25/2013

04/26/2013

04/26/2013

04/30/2013

05/02/2013

06/28/2013

08/02/2013

09/16/2013

10/08/2013

10/08/2013

10/16/2013

11/06/2013

03/21/2014

04/09/2014

05/14/2014

05/15/2014

Result: Matter Heard
Certificate
Completion of Children in Between

Notice of Seminar Completion EDCR 5.07
NOPC

Non-Jury Trial (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Thompson, Charles)
Parties Present

Result; Divorce Granted
Decree of Divorce
Decree of Divorce

Notice of Entry of Decree
Notice of Entry of Decree of Divorce

Withdrawal of Atiorney
Withdrawal of Attomey

Motion
Motion for Clarification Regarding Decreer of Divorce; in the Alterntive Motion to Modify Decree of Divorce,; Motion for
Attorneys Fees and for Other "Related Relief

Motion to Clarify (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hardcastle, Kathy)
Deft's Motion for Clarification Regarding Decree of Divorce; In the Alternative Motion to Modify Decree of Divorce;
Motion for Attorneys Fees and Other Related Relief

Result: Off Calendar
Re-Notice of Motion
Re-Notice of Motion

Family Court Motion Opposition Fee information Sheet
Family Court Motion Opposition Fee information Sheet

Opposition
Opposition to Motion for Clarification Regarding Decree of Divorce and Countermotion for an Order to Show Cause
why Defendant Should not be Held in Contempt of Court and for Attorney's Fees

Motion to Clarify (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)

10/16/2013, 11/27/2013

Deft's Re-Notice Of Motion for Clarification Regarding Decree of Divorce; In the Alternative Motion to Modify Decree of
Divorce; Motion for Attorneys Fees and Other Related Relief

Pariies Present

Resulit: Matter Continued

Reply

Reply to Oppasition to Motion for Clarification Regardng Decree of Divorce and Reply to Countermotion for an Order to
Show Cause why Defendant Should not be held in Contempt of Court of Court

Order
Order

Motion

Motion to Require Minor Child, Annie, to be Tested to Determine Her Educational Level; Motion to Place Minor Cjhild in
Public School; Motion to Establish Holiday and Summer Visitation, Motion for Attorney's Fees; and for other Related
Relief

Minute Order (10:30 AM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)

Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held

CANCELED Wotion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Pollock, Kenneth E.)

Vacated - No Service

Deft's Motion to Require Minor Child, Annie, to be Tested to Determine Her Educational Level, Motion to Place Minor
Child in Public School, Mation to Establish Holiday and Summer Visitation, Motion for Atty's Fees, and for Other
Related Relief
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07/08/2014
01/05/2015

01/14/2015
01/30/2015
02/12/2015
02/13/2015

02/13/2015

02/18/2015

02/18/2015

02/18/2016

02/18/2015
02/18/2015
03/12/2015
03/16/2015

03/18/2015

03/20/2015
03/24/2015
04/02/2015

05/04/2015
05/20/2015
056/22/2015

05/26/2015

05/29/2015
06/02/2015

Domestic Notice to Statistically Close Case

Domestic Notice To Statistically Close Case USJR Phase Il
Judicial Elections 2014 - Case Reassignment

Family Court Judicial Officer Reassignment 2014

Motion

Motion to Modify Custody and Related Relief

Financial Disclosure Form
Defendant's Financial Disclosure Form

Certificate of Mailing
Certificate of Mailing

Financial Disciosure Form
General Financial Disclosure Form

Opposition and Countermotion .
Opposition To Motion For Home School Testing; Modify Child Custody, Enforce Decree; And Related Relief;, And
Countermotion For Rule 11 Sanctions; And For Attorney's Fees

Motion (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Deft's Motion for Home School Testing; Modify Child Support; to Enforce the Decree; and Related Relief as Requested
Herein

Result: Granted in Part
Opposition & Countermotion (2:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
PItf's Opposition & Countermotion for Rule 11 Sanctions; and for Attorney's Fees

Result: Matter Heard
All Pending Motions (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

Pattles Present

Result: Matter Heard

Order for Family Mediation Center Services
Behavior Order

Behavior Order With Children

Exhibits

Plaintiff's Supplemental Exhibits

Stipuiation and Order
Stipulation and Order to Continue

Notice of Entry of Stipulation and Order
Notice of Entry of Stipufation and Order

Supplemental Exhibits

Plaintiff's Supplemental Exhibits

Order

Order from November 27, 2013 Hearing

Notice of Entry

Notice of Entry of Order from November 27, 2013 Hearing
Order

Order From Hearing

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

Supplemental Exhibits
Plaintiff's Supplemental Exhibits

Return Hearing (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
FMC - mediation / child inteview. STATUS of HELOC negotions (set at 9am for atty Tilmans schedule)
Parties Preseni

04/23/2015 Reset by Court to 05/26/2015

Result: Hearing Set
Referral Order for Outsourced Evaluation Services

'Supplemental Exhibits
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06/04/2015

06/11/2015

06/17/2015

06/19/2015

06/26/2015

07/08/2015

07/09/2015

07/15/2015

07/20/2015

07/21/2015

07/21/2015

08/06/2015

08/18/2015

08/18/2015

08/25/2015

09/10/2015

09/16/2015

09/17/2015

09/22/2015

10/07/2015

Supplemental Exhibits

Motion for Order
Motion for Order fo Show Cause and to Modify Custody

Application
Application for an Order Shortening Time

Order Shortening Time
Order Shortening Time

Certificate of Service
Certificate of Service

Stipulation and Order
Stipulation and Order to Continue

Opposition to Motion

Opposition To Motion For An Order To Show Cause And To Modify Custody And For Sanctions And Attorney's Fees

Motion (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Defendant's Motion for an Order to Show Cause and to Modify Custody on OST

Pariles Present
06/30/2015 Reset by Court to 07/09/2015
08/05/2015 Reset by Court to 06/30/2015
Result: Denied

Hearing (2:00 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Counsel will be in the Courtroom and Court will call therapist at 702-334-2113

Parties Pregent

Result: Matter Heard
Supplement
Plaintiffs Supplemental Exhibits

Supplemental Exhibits
Plaintiff's Supplemental Exhibits

Order
Order

Order
Order

Brief
Brief in Support of August 25, 2015 Hearing

Certificate of Service
Certificate of Service

Status Check (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
HELOC briefing and reunification counseling (minor & dad) - outsource evaluator Keisha Weiford

Parties Present

08/06/2015 Reset by Court fo 08/25/2015

Resuit: Hearing Set
Brief
Plaintiff's Brief In Support of August 25, 2015 Hearing

Motion
Motion for an Order to Show Cause and to Modify Custody

Application
Application for Order Shortening Time

Notice of Rescheduling of Hearing
Notice of Rescheduling of Hearing

Notice of Rescheduling of Hearing

APP 67




10/07/2015

10/21/2016

10/22/2015

10/23/2015

11/02/2015

11/04/2015

11/04/2015

11/04/2015

11/20/2015

11/21/2015

11/30/2015

12/01/2015

12/03/2015

12/04/2015

12/07/2015

12/08/2015

12/08/2015

12/08/2015

12/08/2015

Notice of Rescheduling of Hearing

Order
Order

Supplemental Exhibits
Defendant's Supplemental Exhibit

Opposition to Motion
Opposition to Motion for an Order to Show Cause and to Modify Custody and for Sanctions and Atforney's Fees

Supplementai
Plaintiff's Supplemental Exhibits

Reply to Opposition
Reply to Plaintiff's Opposition to Motion to Show Cause

Status Check (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Service of Briefs (HELOC issue, unreimbursed medical, reunification (mom is paying), standardized testing and Family
Wizard communication),

09/29/2015 Reset by Court to 11/05/2015
11/05/2015 Reset by Court to 11/04/2015

Result: Matter Heard
Motion for Order to Show Cause (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Deft's Motion For An Order To Show Cause And To Modify Custody

11/05/2015 Reset by Court fo 11/04/2015
11/24/2015 Reset by Court to 11/05/2015

Result: Order to Show Cause - To Issue
All Pending Motions (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

Parties Present

Resuit: Matter Heard
Motion
Motion to Clarify or in the Alfernative, Motion to Reconsider

Motion
Deft's Motion to Clarify or in the Alternative, Motion to Reconsider

Notice of Hearing
Notice of Hearing

Application
Application for an Order Shortening Time

Order Shortening Time
Order Shortening Time

Receipt of Copy
Receipt of Copy

Opposition to Motion
Opposition to Motion to Clarify or in the Alternative; Motion to Reconsider and For Sanctions and Attorney's Fees

Motion (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Deft's Motion to Clarify or in the Alternative, Motion to Reconsider per OST

Result: Decision Made
Opposition & Countermotion (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Pitf's Opposition to Motion to Clarify or in the Alternative; Motion to Reconsider and For Sanctions and Attorney’s Fees

Result: Decision Made
Motion .
Motion to Redact

All Pending Motions (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Parties Present :
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12/09/2015

12/1 1/2015
12/23/2015
01/05/2016
01/06/2016

01/06/2016

01/11/2016
01/11/2016
01/12/2016
01/22/2016
01/25/2016

01/28/2016

01/28/2016

01/28/2016

01/28/2016

01/29/2016
02/09/2016

02/18/2016

02/18/2016

02/24/2016
02/25/2018

02/26/2016

Result: Matter Heard

Order Setting Evidentiary Hearing

Order Setting Evidentiary Hearing

Stricken Document

**STICKEN PER MINUTE ORDER OF 12/8/15***

Order
Order

Order
Order

Notice of Attorney Lien
Notice of Attorney Lien

Motion
Motion to Withdraw as Attorney of Record, To Adjudicate The Rights of Counsel, For Enforcement of Attorney's Lien,
And for Judgment of Attorney's Fees

Order
Order

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

Certificate of Mailing
Certificate of Mailing

Request
Request for Submission of Motion or Counter-Motion Without Oral Argument EDCR 5.11

Order to Show Cause
Order to Show Cause

Status Check (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Reunification (dad) and Ms. Weifords updated R&R

Result: Matter Heard
Motion (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Motion to Withdraw as Attorney of Record, To Adjudicate The Rights of Counsel, For Enforcement of Attomey'’s Lien
And for Judgment of Attorney's Fees
02/24/2016 Reset by Court to 01/28/2016
Result: Granted
Order for Supervised Visitation
Order for Supervised Visitation
All Pending Motions (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Parties Present

:

Result: Matter Heard
Order to Withdraw as Attorney of Record
Order to Withdraw as Attomey of Record

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order of withdraw

Minute Order (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held

Referral Order for Qutsourced Evaluation Services
Referral Order for Outsourced Evaluation Services
Pre-trial Memorandum

Pre Trial Memorandum

Financial Disclosure Form
Financial Disclosure Form

Notice of Rescheduling of Hearing
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02/26/2016

02/26/2016

02/29/2016

03/01/2016

03/04/2016

03/29/2016

05/12/2016

05/12/2016

05/12/2016

05/12/2016

05/12/2016

05/12/2016

05/17/12016

06/08/2016

06/14/2016

06/14/2016

06/15/2016

06/15/2016

06/17/2016

06/17/2016

Notice of Rescheduling of Hearing
Order
Order

Order
Amended Order to Withdraw!

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

CANCELED Calendar Call (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Vacated - per Judge

Notice of Entry
Notice of Entry of Amended Order of Withdrawal

CANCELED Evidentiary Hearing (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Vacated - per Judge .
OSC - Pitf's failure to complete testing, from 7/27/16 and past orders - stack #2

Status Check (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Reunification, cooperation of Pitf and yearly testing (home schooling vs. public schooling)
03/29/2016 Reset by Court to 05/12/2016
Result: Hearing Set
Status Check (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Deft's visitation
03/29/2016 Reset by Court to 05/12/2016
Resuit: On for Status Check
Status Check (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
re Outsource Evaluation Services
03/29/2016 Reset by Court to 05/12/2016
Resuit: Not Settled
Schedule of Arrearages
Schedule of Arrearages

Order
Order For Supervised Exchange
All Pending Motions (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

Parties Present

Result: Matter Heard
Application
Application for an Order Shortening Time

Minute Order (2:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

Result: Minute Order - No Hearing Held
Order
Order from June 8, 2016 Minute Order

Order to Show Cause
Order to Show Cause

Request of Court (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

Parties Present

Result: Matter Heard
Order
Order from June 15, 2016 Hearing

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order to Show Cause

Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order
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06/17/2016 | Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

06/20/2016 | Trial Management Order

Trial Management Order

06/23/2016 | Miscellaneous Filing

) Proof of Lies (Braces) Dr. Koury Medical Bills
07/05/2016 | Memorandum

Memorandum of Fees and Costs

07/11/2016 | Certificate of Service
Certificate of Service

07/20/2016 | Order
Order from July 5, 2016 Hearing

07/25/2016 | Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

07/28/2016 | CANCELED Status Check (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Vacated - per Judge
Re: The Child Exchanges, The Medical Expenses, Child Support and Alimony

07/28/2016 | Order to Show Cause (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Pitf's violations

Parfies Present

Result: Granted
07/28/2016 | Receipt of Copy
Receipt of Copy

07/28/2016 | Objection
Plaintiff's Objection to Defendant's Order to Show Cause Re. Contempt

08/04/2016 | Order
Order

08/11/2016 | Memorandum
Initial Memorandum of Fees and Costs

08/17/2016 | Order
Order from July 28, 2016 Hearing

08/18/2016 | Notice of Entry of Order
Notice of Entry of Order

08/25/2016 | Objection
Plaintiff's Objection to Defendant's Initial Memorandum of Fees and Costs

08/29/2016 | Motion
Plaintiff's Motion to Set Aside or Reconsider, Attorney’'s Fees and Other Related Relief

08/31/2016 | Witness List
Defendant's [nitial List of Witnesses and Exhibit List

09/20/2016 | Calendar Call (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)

10/11/2016 | Evidentiary Hearing (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Modification of Custody, Atty Fees & HELOC - stack #4 ‘

10/13/2016 | Motion (11:00 AM) (Judicial Officer Hughes, Rena G.)
Plaintiff's Motion to Set Aside or Reconsider, Attorney's Fees and Other Related Relief

FINANCIAL INFORMATION
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11/07/2012
11/07/2012
06/28/2013
06/28/2013
04/09/2014
04/09/2014
01/15/2015
01/15/2015

08/16/2012
08/16/2012
10/09/2013
10/09/2013
02/13/2015
02/13/2015
07/08/2015
07/08/2015
10/22/2015
10/22/2015
12/07/12015
12/07/2015
12/07/2015
12/07/12015
12/10/2015
12/10/2015
02/03/2016
02/03/2016
06/16/2016
06/16/2016
08/18/2016
08/18/2016

Counter Claimant Silva, Rogerio
Total Financial Assessment
Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 09/06/2016

Transaction Assessment

Wiznet Receipt # 2012-138237-CCCLK
Transaction Assessment

Payment (Window) Receipt # 2013-17619-FAM
Transaction Assessment

Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Wiznet

Receipt # 2014-10108-FAM

Receipt # 2015-04817-CCCLK

Counter Defendant Silva, Welthy
Total Financial Assessment

Total Payments and Credits
Balance Due as of 09/06/2016

Transaction Assessment
Wiznet

Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Wiznet

Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)
Transaction Assessment
Payment (Window)

Receipt # 2012-103010-CCCLK
Receipt # 2013-27729-FAM
Receipt # 2015-04514-FAM
Receipt # 2015-20845-FAM
Receipt # 2015-32934-FAM
Receipt # 2015-37220-FAM
Receipt # 2015-37302-FAM
Receipt # 2015-127934-CCCLK
Receipt # 2016-03401-FAM
Receipt # 2016-19209-FAM

Receipt # 2016-25943-FAM
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Silva, Rogerio
Shoen, Lynn R.
Shoen, Lynn R.

Silva, Rogerio

Silva, Welthy

XPedient Runner Service, Inc.
Xpedient Runner Service
Tilman, Christopher R
Xpedient Runner Services, INC
Tilman, Christopher

Silva, Welthy

Silva, Welthy

Silva, Welthy

Silva, Welthy

Silva, Welthy

292.00
292.00
0.00

217.00
(217.00)
25.00
(25.00)
25.00
(25.00)
25.00
(25.00)

492.00
492.00
0.00

289.00
(289.00)
25.00
(25.00)
25.00
(25.00)
25.00
(25.00)
25.00
(25.00)
12.00
(12.00)
25.00
(25.00)
25.00
(25.00)
17.00
(17.00)
12.00
{12.00)
12.00
(12.00)




Electronically Filed
01/11/2017

izl SHoinin

CLERK OF THE COURT

REC'D BY NCJD
AFFT

Name: WEALTHNY . SV FEBR 21, 2017
Address: 1433 CoTtrowmteosa Plhee, :

Lo Veers NN BF{ oA

Telephone: FO % MO 94D

Email Address: _~—=

In Proper Person
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AFFIDAVIT SEEKING DISQUALIFICATION OF JUDGE DUE TO BIAS OR
PREJUDICE

I, wour name) WE CTVWN. SN , declare under penalty of perjury:

1, I am involved in the above case because | am the (describe your role in this case, ie.,

petitioner, relative, etc.) UM EE . 1 have personal knowledge

of the facts contained in this Declaration and I am competent to testify to the same.

2. Pursuant to NRS 1.230(1), a judge shall not act as such in an action or proceeding when
the judge entertains actual bias or prejudice for or against one of the parties to the action, -

3. Any party to an action or proceeding pending in a District Court may seek to disqualify a
judge for actual or implied bias or prejudice by filing an affidavit specifying the facts
upon which the disqualification is sought. NRS 1.235(1).

© Clark County Family Law Self-Help Center Affidavit Seeking Disqualification — 9/3/15

* You are responsible for knowing the law about your case, For more information on the law, this form, and free
ciasses, visit www.familylawselfhelpcenter.org or the Family Law Self Help Center at 601 N, Pecos Road. To find
an attorney, call the State Bar of Nevada at (702) 382-0504,

1




- 4. 1 believe that the judge assigned in this case is biased and/or prejudiced against me
because: (provide detailed information about why you believe the judge is biased or
prejudicedy. Wbt PREIERETED  WOT DN HLCH
EDEwmcE,  OF RRUSE  Bass  WEGURCT BN
e ThSTHER- MDD  ENIDEMCT OF TTAE Mc'vwg‘(aﬁ
(Nt G PaSD  Cdve i G BEUMN R WVSLD couly
& TRPERSTR  ConmE, WO TTUR, "DECA%\OM o

RELESS  \Mee Loovk SoUR (BGN. a® TPOGLIN |
cusronm & TTWE, owmod Bk 1S BINS
PutD TP RETOCODCE

5. For the reasons listed above, I respectfully request that the judge assigned to this case be
!
disqualified, and that this matter be reassigned to a new judge.
6. The statements in this Declaration are true and correct to the best of my.knowledge.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the Jaw of the State of Nevada that the foregomg

is true and correct. _
DATED | . & 5201

Submitted By: (yoir signature) C.W\( N
(print your name) LOEATRY Dilva

i .
Page 2 of 2— Affidavit Seeking Disqualification Due to Bias or Prejudice
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| have reason to believe Judge Rena Hughes is prejudiced agaiust women, home
schooling and pro se litigants. She also has no regard for children's emotional
wellbeing which is detrimental as a family court judge. I also believe she favors
attorneys and law firms which contributed to her campaign. 1 am aware there are many
others with similar cases in her court which further proves the bias,

In a 2015 hearing Judge Hughes says "She wasn't home" when questioning how 1 kuew
what happened when my ex husband ran over my frash can and recklessly drove with
Annie in the car. The text messages of him admitting it and a police report had been
submitted to the court. | have never once lied in court. On the other hand, 1 have
submitted proof of his and his lawyer's lies. This judge has NEVER addressed any of
those lies and instead assumes 1 am lying.

In the January 28th, 2016 hearing Judge Hughes yells at me "I want you to shut your
mouth" and "you don't care about your child" after | asked the court for supervised
visits to protect Annie and facilitate Rogerio's relationship with his daughier. T was
mostly concerned about his reckless driving. Judge Rena Hughes is so quick to deny
the supervised visits which would be safe but no hesitation to strip me of ALL parental
rights when there was never any abuse on my part.

T the May [2th, 2016 hearing the bailiff working for Hughes shushed me when [ had
every right to speak as I was representing myself. I am ignored and talked over. Judge
Hughes says to me "You are very close to incarceration” but neglects to address
Rogerio's contempts. He refuses to pay medical/dental bills or child support, drives
reckless with his dapghter in the car and verbally assaults his child. He doesn't care
about her health but he is so concerned with a math test? She again fails to see the
defendant using the court system to harass.

Several times I have felt she believes I am lying by remarks such as "I don't see a name
here" when looking at receipts for my daughter's medical/dental bills. They were
proper receipts with Annie's name on them. Her words "there's no abuse” as she rolls
ber eyes.. there was most certainly abuse for years and continues to this day since the
court has failed me and my daughter. I have provided 911 calls and witnesses that the
court refuses to look at. She has put Aunie's life in danger. See attached CPS report,

She said in a very negative tone "You have empowered this child!" when talking about
Anpie's decision to stop visiting her verbally and emotionally abusive father. I'm
proud to-say I try to empower every child who comes in my presence. I am working to
give children self esteem, to know they deserve to be treated fairly and with kindness.
What hope do we have for future generations if we are oppressing them into lives that
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do not thrive? I would hope that all people in charge of "child's best interest" would
‘understand that, '

The court minutes from June 8, 2016 show many mistakes due to bias.

I was found in contempt for not giving a math test that I gave. The order was "the
minor child shall be tested, through Clark County School District OR another facility
of defendant’s choice" and since defendant did not communicate well with me, | chose
the former. Again she sides with defendant saying that if he wasn't happy with the
testing, 1 should be held in contempt even though I did have Annie tested by a Clark
County School District teacher as the order stated. -

She awards Rogerio Silva attorney fees. Attorney fees? When he has never reimbursed
medical or dental bills. And owes more than $10,000 in child support and alimony.
When 1 could not afford an attorney of my own. I have never been awarded attorney
fees for any of his frivolous and vexatious motions,

There is much focus on REUNTFY with father but NO CONTACT with mother is

perfectly acceptable. And since the October "hearing” was a coerced stipulation where

none of my evidence was looked at and my witnesses were not allowed to testify, I still
have little contact with Annie who misses me and her home of 12 years terribly,

Judge Rena Hughes is reckless, ignores or refuses to look at evidence, bases her
Jjudgements on hearsay and her personal opinions instead of facts. I humbly ask for her
recusal and her orders which are in violation of mine and my daughter's civil rights be
reversed. The original divorce decree shouid stand and no more time or money should
be wasted.
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NRS 125C.0045 :

2. Any order for joint custody may be modified or terminated by the court upon the
petition of one or both parents or on the court’s own motion if it is shown that the best
interest of the child requires the modification or termination. The-court shall state in
its decision the reasons for the order of modification or termination if either parent
opposes it. o

"parental alienation" was stated but there was no proof of that and in fact I could not
be held in contempt for such at a later hearing. Furthermore "parental alienation” is.an
unscientific theory and so can not be used in a court of law.

NRS 125C.0035
3. The court shall award physical custody in the following order of preference unless
in a particular case the best interest of the child requires otherwise:

(a) To both parents jointly pursuant to or to either parent
pursuant to . If the court does not enter an order awarding joint physical
custody of a child after either parent has applied for joint physical custody, the court

" shall state in its decision the reason for its denial of the parent’s application.
(b) To a person or persons in whose home the child has been living and where the
child has had a wholeseme and stable environment..

Annie was abruptly taken out of her home which she had been living and thriving in
for 12 years.

4. In determining the best interest of the child, the court shall consider and set
forth its specific findings concerning, among other things:

(a) The wishes of the child if the child is of sufficient age and capacity to form an
intelligent preference as to his or her physical custody. ‘

Annije is "highly intelligent for her age" as stated by child interviewer through the
courts. You can also see how articulate she is in the video where she is being abused
by the judge. :

(b) Any nomination of a guardian for the child by a parent.
{c) Which parent is more likely to allow the child to have frequent associations
and a continuing relationship with the noncustodial parent.

I have provided proof to the courts of my efforts to involve her father. Unfortunately
the court ignores my evidence. :
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(d) The level of conflict between the parents.
(e) The ability of the parents to cooperate to meet the needs of the child.
(f) The mental and physical health of the parents.

I have supplied the court with evidence of father's erratic behavior which endangers
the-child.

(g) The physical, developmental and emotional needs of the child.
Annie begged to stay with me and stated clearly to therapists, child intérviewcrs and
the judge herself that she did not want to go with her father. She gave reasons to many
involved and her emotional needs were ignored by the court.

(h) The nature of the relationship of the child with each parent.

The mother has always been the attachment figure in Annie's life hence the original
divorce decree awarding mother primary custody.

(i) The ability of the child to maintain a relationship with any sibling.
{j) Any history of parental abuse or neglect of the child or a sibling of the child.

There has been history of mental abuse and neglect from the father.

(k) Whether either parent or any other person seeking physical custody has

engaged in an act of domestic violence against the child, .a parent of the child or any

other person residing with the child.
(1) Whether either parent or amy other person seeking physical custody has
committed any act of abduction against the child or any other child.
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Mistakes and Bias in Court Minutes/Journal Entries June 8, 2016

1. Father's motions were full of lies, frivolous and vexatious. if the court had done due
diligence it should have noticed.

2. Father never objected to homeschooling until after the dworce Annie had been
home schooled since 2010. Parties divorced 2013. The divorce decree (page 2, line
22) states "I the event the parents cannot agree to the selection of a school, the child
shall be maintained in the present school pending mediation...

Therefore | was NOT in violation of the joint legal provision but in fact following the

" decree and maintaining consistency in Annie's life.

3. "without his consent" Mother was homeschooling Annie for three years while Father
lived in the house. He also signed the divorce decree which stated Annie would
remain in present schooling.

4. Mother NEVER withheld the minor child. The chlld refused to go with Father and
when police were called, Mother offered child {0 speak directly with police and did not
interfere. They in turn did not force Annie to go. Some were very supportive of Annie's
decision as she had clear and rational reasons for not wanting to go.

5. The initial appointment did take place. Mother and Annie both saw Keisha in her -
office for two hours.

6. In the reporis from Keisha Weiford {which | do not have access to but remember
reading), there were statements about Father's neglect, miscommunication, showing
his sorrow through anger, eic. In all of Judge Hughes' journal entries, NONE of this is
stated. It is very one sided and full of OPINIONS of Weiford and Hughes. | also recall in
‘Weiford's report the statement "Annie’s views are her own" which is in direct contrast
with "Annie's thoughts appeared to be those of her mother" *Mother DID engage in
reunification therapy by bringing Annie to Weiford's office no less than SIX times.

7. Why did the court not address Father's non payment of child support, alimony and
unreimbursed medical/dental bills which equal more than $10,000? Mother informed
the court she would be happy to go forward with an evaluation if Father pald what he
owed.

8. Mother encouraged and facilitated visits on weekends for 2 1/2 YEARS! Even
though all Mondays except for two were a disaster because Annie returned to Mother
in such emotional distress. Mother also did exactly what was expected by Donna's
house and Donna's house reports show that.

8. Mother had a friend of the family take Annie to Donna's house third and fourth time
to further FACILITATE visitation. The fourth time, Father did not show up.

10. Mother can not In good conscience COMPEL a child to go with someone they are
afraid of.

11. The last order made by Judge Hughes regarding heloc was May 20185. It stated
plaintiff shall continue to pay heloc as long as it is not 60 days delinquent. The
payment has never been one day late.

12. See all supplements proving plaintiff was wrongfully held in contempt An appeai
would have been done if finances allowed.
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| D-12-467820-D

DISTRICT COURT -
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA "
Divoree - Complaint COURT MINUTES June 08, 2016
D-12-467820-D Welthy Silva, Plaintiff |
' ;g)geno Silva, Defendant.
June 08, 2016 230PM Minute Order
TTHEARDBY: Hughes ReraG. COURTROOM: Courtroom 04

COURT CLERK: Tiffany Skaggs

PARTIES:
Annie Silva, Subject Minor, not present
Rogetio Silva, Defendant, Counter Claimant,  Lesley Cohen, Attorney, not present
not present :
Welthy Silva, Plaintiff, Counter Defendant, not Pro Se
present

[ — " JOURNATL ENTRIES . —

- Per Judge Hughes

NRCP 1 and EDCR 1.10 state that the procedure in district courts shall be administered to secure

efficient, speedy, and inexpensive determinations in every action. Putsuant to EDCR 2.23(c) and

5.11(e), this Court can consider a motion and issue a decision on the papers at any time withonta

hearing. Further, purstiant t6 EDCR 2 2Kc), this Court can-grant the requested-relief if therejeno. ... .. ...
opposition timely filed. ) '

This Court has read and considered the current underlying pleadings in this matter.
This case has a lengthy, troubled history. Since the parties divorce on April 26, 2013, they have been

before this Court no less than 9 times, primarily on Father s motions to enforce his rights of custody
and visitation, and regarding his objection to the minor child (Armie ) being home schooled by

PRINT DATE: | 06/08/2016 Pagelof5 Minutes Date: Tune 08,2016

Notice: Jowenal entries are prepared by the courlroom clerk and are not the official record of the Court.
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Mother. The parties are also disputing the handling of the HELOC account after divorce.

' The Decree of Divorce graﬁted the parties joint legal, and Mother primary physical custody of the

minor child, Annie. Father s visitation period was weekly from Saturday at 11:00 am. to Monday at
10:00 axm.

n April 20145, Father filed a motion to have Annie tested to determine her educational level, and to
have her placed in public school. Mother was hame schooling Anmie over Father s objection, and

. allegedly in violation of the joint legal custodial provisions of the Decree of Divorce. A hearing did

not take place on this motion, because counsel for Father failed to file a valid proof of service.

In]émmry 2015, Father filed a second motion for academic testing, to have Annie placed in public

.schadl, to modify child custody to primary.to Father, and enfarce the Decree of Divorce with respect

to the HELOC. The Decree ordered Mother to refinance or sell the former marital residence because
Father s name is on the HELOC. Father requested a change in castody based on Mother s decision to

* home school Annie, without his consent Father alleged that when he objected to Mother about the

home schooling, she denied him visitation. At the hearing in February 2015, the parties wete ordered
to mediation to address Father s visitation, and for a child interview. It was alleged that Annie did
not wish to visit, with Father.

In or around April 2015, Mx_)_{_h__gc_b_egm withholding the minor child during Father s custodial time,
In May 2015, Father called the police to assist lum n facilitating his visitation, and Mother refused to

+urn over the child.

The parties stipulated in July 2015 to rennification therapy for Father and Annje. The Court ordered

reunification therapy with Keisha Weiford and Father to bear the cost. The Court also ordered
Mother to have math testing performed, and that Father would have compensatory time over the
stommer break. The Court farther ordered the parties to provide a history of the HELOC payments
and the current balance.

Keisha Weiford provided reparts in early July and August 2015, informing the Court that Father met
with her for reunification therapy and paid all fees. In July 2015, Mother arrived for the mitial
appointment, but did not leave the parking lot, alleging Armie would not get out of the car. Keisha

Weiford went to meet Mother and Annie in the parking lot and spoke tothefn. Ms. Weiford spoke.
with Annie and calmed her fears, but then Mother ended the conversation by stating thiat Afmnie was
too stressed to go forward with the appointment. Mother reiterated that Annie doesnot wantto
meet with her father. Ms. Weiford also reparted that Mother called days prior to the Grst
appointment and told her Annie did not want to come to the appointment or was unwilling to get in
the car, Mother wanted to know if Annie could terminate the reumification session if Father started
to lie in session. Father met with Ms. Weiford and reported that Annie was upset with him for

Jhaving her tested, and , and for questioning her home schooling. Ms. Weiford contacted Mother again and
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requested she bring Annie to meet with her father for reunification. Mother stated to Ms. Weiford
that Annie was not willing to meet with her Father because she did not want to be atound his
" negative energy. Annie agreed to meet with Ms. Weiford individually.

The following is an excerpt from Ms. Weiford report of the July 8, 2015 meeting with Annie,

Armie definitely displayed Irritation with me at our meeting. She reported she told me at the
beginming of our previous session that she did not want to be reunified, with her Dad. I asked her if
Mom explained to her that even though she told me that T would still need to meet with her and Dad.
Annie reported that her mother did not explain that to her because her mother did not understand
why T could not take her ward only. Annie reported to me that she was not joking, and did not want
to be revmified. She reported that anyone that knows her is aware that shé does not give second
changes and she has already given her Dad too many chances. She reported that the only reason that
her Dad is pushing for this reunification is becanse he Iikes drama.

Ms, Weiford reported I am having a hard time distinguishing what were the problems in the
marriage and what are the problems in the parent-child relationship .It seetns very much intertwined,
with Morm srelationship with Dad. I am concerned with the possible enmeshment that Annie and
Mom might have. Ms. Weiford recornmended Mother get behind the rewmification and share the
financial responsibility of reunification therapy. Father paid Ms.'Weiford a total of $1,800.00 for
reunification therapy that never occurred. Ms. Weiford then canceled the remaining reunification
appointments. .

} In October 2015, the Court issued an Order to Show Cause against Mother for not following the Court

‘3‘5 s Order to engage in reunification therapy, and ordered reunification thérapy to continue. The Court
further ordered the parties to equally divide the cost of therapy for the previous sessions, and for
Mother to pay for all future sessions.
Mother terminated the reunification with Ms. Weiford, reporting that finances were an issue ..and
Annie was done.
Before terminating the reumfmaﬂnn therapy, Ms. Weiford conducted three (3) sessions with Father
and Annie. According to Ms. Weiford s report of November 2, 2015, Annie was tearful at first, ‘bt by
the time of the second session, she was comfortable with her Father and played games with him.

" Annie left the second session cheerful. Beforé starting the third session, Annie told Ms. Weiford, she -
did not want to be reunified and did not want to have a relationship with her father.

Ms, Weiford had authority to contact Annie s therapist and received a report that Annte did not
report abuse, neglect, or any other issues with her father concerning safety and welfare. In Mg,
Weifard s opinion, the issues between Annie and her Father had mare to do with his conflicts with
her Mother than with his personal relationship with her. Ms, Weiford further opined that Mother
was creating the rift between Father and Arnie, becanse Annie s thoughts appeared to be those of her
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Mother, from her difficult relationship with Father.

In January 2016, the Court issued an Order to Show Cause against Plaintiff for having viclated the
Court s Orders of May 5, 2015, July 21, 2015, October 7, 2015, and January 5, 2016 to bave the child
subjected to standardized testing for math proficiency. Further, becanse Mother was not facilitating

 reunification therapy, the Court ordered visitation exchanges occur at Donna s House, so the

exchanges could be observed, and a report to the Court generated. Visitation was ordered for 2.5
hours on dates certain throughout February 2016, with eventual overnights at the end of February, to
take place each week. On February 16,2016, Donna s House reported that the parties completed the
orientation process, but Annie refused to go with her Father for visitation, and they canceled future
exchanges. . -

The Court then Lssued a referral Order for Outsom.'ced Evaluaﬂon Services with (Taudia Schwarz on
February 28, 2016. Each party was ordered to pay one half of Ms. Schwarz fees. On March 1, 2016,
Ms. Schwarz reported to the Court that Father was in compliance with the Court s order and waes
ready to begin services, however, Mother contacted her and explained she cannot pay for services at
this fime. Because Mothef could not pay for services, the Court AGAIN ordered child custody
exchanges to resume, at Donna s House, as previously ordered. The Court FURTHER
ADMONISHED Mother that if she did not encourage and facilitate the exchanges on weekends,
‘Annie would spend the entire summer with Father, Mother may be held in corttempt, and Further
sanctions could issue against her. Mother brought Armie to Dorma sHouse for the exchange and
Arnie refused to go with Father.

This Court FINDS that Mother has failed to facilitate Father s visitation with Annie. Because Mothar
has failed to facilitate visitation with Father, she has violated his parental rights and the orders of this
Court. Mother was advised at the last court hearing that if she did not compel the minor child to visit
with Father on weekends, the child would spend the entire summer with Father.

Based upon the reasons stated above: IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

This Court finds that Plaintiff is in contempt of the Court s order to facilitate visitation on weekends
with the Father, AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE SHALL ISSUE.

AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE is also issued against Plaintiff for not complying with the Court 5
orders to refinance the HELOC, on the former mazrital residence, or in the alternative, to have it sold.

AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE is further issued against Plaintiff for not having Annie tested for
Math proficiency in a timely manner as ordered by the Court.
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Notice: Journal entries are prepared by the courtroom elerk and are not the official record of the Court,
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Mother shall bring the minor child to Dept. ], Court room #4, on June 15, 2026 at 1:30 pm. If Mother

. fails to deliver the minor child o the courtroor on June 15, 2016, she shall be deemed in farther
conternpt of Court, and sentenced to twenty-five (25) days incarceration. If Mother fails to appear,a
bench warrant shall issue.

The Ordex to Show Cause hearing shall be scheduled for July 28, 2016 at 1:30 p.n. The Status Check,
set for July 28, 2016, at 10:00 arm, shall hereby, be VACATED.

Counsel for Defendant shall prepare an Order consistent with this Court minute, and the Orders to
Show Cause.

Clerk's note,a copy, of today's ininute order was mailed, to Plaintiff and placed, m coumsel's folder, at

Family Court.
PRINT DATE: | 06/08/2016 Page5of 5 | Minutes Date: June 08, 2016
Notice: Journal entries are pfepared by the courtroom clerk and are not the official record of the Cous,




All of the following documents have been submitted to Rena Hughes’ court multiple’
times through Trial Memorandum placed in her box on the third floor at 601 N, Pecos
or filed as supplemental exhibits or with motions.

Text messages show correspondence between
Rogerio (father, defendant) on the LEFT and Welthy (mother, plaintiff) on the RIGHT
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o ‘C DESCRIPTION OF CH!LD ABUSE/NEGLECT

. V'Please provxde your pame and phone number. so the Hotline may cell you back If addii)

I previously reporied that Annie’s father had neglecied to take her back ip nemologsst and herseazur&c had lnpled in
frequency since baing forced 1o five with her father against her wishes. She was inmy care Friday night and had a
sefzure so 1 took her 1o Sunrise hospital. They-admitted her. | iet her father know we were there. The next day her
father came with his girifriend, Mercedes. Mercedes asked what was different-about the seizure o make me bring
Annie to the hospitaf. | thought, but did not say "You mean different from the five seizures that you guys ignored??”
‘These seizures are life threalening! She can not breath when they happen. Anyway, we were cordial for hours.
“Then, for no apparent reason, Annie's father showed court papers that my visitation time was up and | was forced to
leave our daughter who very much wanied me to stay. Sunday moming ! received a text from Annie tefling me to go
get her new medicine that the hospital had prescribed. 1 went to the hospital to get the paper and more information. |
asked her father to please give me some money fo help pay for the medicing which was $77. 1 only had $20. He
responded "No® and refused 1o tatk about it anymore with me. | had o go 1o the nurses {Danielle and one other) to

 help implore him to get the medicine, As he was leaving he said "Don‘t let her in the room: She's not supposed o be

here.” | hope Yyou can appreciate the lack of concerm for Annie in this situation.

Two very important issues -
Father has neglecied child's health for five months.
Father refused to pay for medication and hospital had o infervene.

You may get all records and speakwrm staff on the fourth ficor of the children's hospital, Maryiand Parkway. She
was in room 4031,

HOW IS THE CHILD REACTING YO THE SYTURTION? {Please list specific behaviars exhibited by the child {e.q., fearful}.
‘anxious

ANY PREVIOUSLY KNOWN OR SUSPECTED DOES THE CHILD CURRENTLY HAVE MARKS OR BRUBES? E] YES Euo Dmmuwu
ABUSE OR NEGLECT OF THE CHILD? :

\'ES' [Jvo [Juskwown | 15 Yes, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LOCATION OF THE MARKS/BRUISES AND SEVERITY (B2 specific)

{F KNOWN, PLEASE DESCRIBE ANY ISSUES THE PARENTS MAY HAVE WHICH INHIBIT THEIR ABEETY TO CARE FOR THE CHIED.
{eg. drug use, mentalfphysical disabilities)

| believe father has a mental iliness. | don't believe he is cruel on purpose.

WHERE IS THE CHILD CURRENTLY LOCATED? | WAS LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTED? D Y5 HU 1F YES, PLEASE PROVIDE DATE AND EVENT
. . . HUMBER.

CURRENT OR PREVIOUS DOMESTIC WHEN DID YOU BECOME AWARE OF THIS IRFORMATION, OR HOW DID YOU'WITNESS THE ABUSE/NEGLECT?
VIOLENCE BETWEEN THE PARENTS? <

ves o [ Jumavown

Page 2 of 2 Submlt by Emall Print Form
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June 25,2015 , "

To Whom It May Concern,

T have had the pleasure of knowing Welthy Silva and her daughter Annie for over 6 years. Our daughters were
in the same Montessori school. T have had my daugh%‘ers envolled in ballet classes with Welthy for over 5
years.. T have many opfions for ballet schools, but T have kept my daughters with Ms Welthy because not only
does she provide excellent ballet instruction she provides a safe, happy end peaceful experience for my
children. There is a wonderful balance of respect, guidance and nurturing that is not easy to find,

Over these B years T have had the opparﬁmify to know Annie as well. She is one of the most mature, kind and
self-aware young ledies I have met, She is happy and always interested in making sure those around her are
* happy as well. She and my oldest daughter would often have their own practices and choreograph and direct
thelr own performances, Qver the years I have seen some of the innocence in this child disappear, T
understand this is not abnormal, as we grow we all lose same of our innacence, but I do believe it was mare
pronaunced for Annie. You could see that she would struggle with going to visit her father. You cauld visibly
. see the chdnge In Annie's attitude, hoth emotionally and physically. Shi would withdraw a bit from what was
happehing arotnd her and she would not have that happy go lucky air about her. She was not afraid fo tell me.
that she was not happy. to leave. Annie hes dlways been very aware of her own feelings, rlghT and wrong, happy
. and sud :

Over ?he last few weeks I have seen some of thig happiness return for Annie, She is more engaged and more
peaceful. She just seems more at ease. It is my hope, for Annie, that she will be able o continue to be g -
happy kid and enjoy more of life's pure inhocence and beauty. '

Respectfully,

Dot DleeO |

- Caron L. Olsen

!

Stake O%Wada/

Lok . ELIZABETH GREGERSEN
Thxs instniment wa acknowlcdged before me by A 4 2k s';-g%‘g’;’;g[:&
(Name ofsigne) ! Rekgssy Wy Commission Explres: 11-08-17
i Datedily‘&[ﬂ 2,0{{ = Cartificate No: 09116084




REC'D BY NCJD
FEB 21, 2017

AFFIDAVIT OF THE HONORABLE RENA G. HUGHES
IN RESPONSE TO “MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE”
FILED IN CASE D-12-467820-D

[, RENA G. HUGHES, having been duiy sworn, depose and say:

1. | am the presiding Judge in Dept. J of the Family Court Division, Eighth
Judicial District, Clark County, Nevada.

2. Case No. D-12-467820-D has. been assigned to Dept. J, and has
appeared on calendar thirteen (13) dates: February 18, 2015; May 26,
2015; July 09, 2015; July 15, 2015; August 25, 2015; November 04, 2015;
December 08, 2015; January 28, 2016; May 12, 2018; June 15, 2016; July
28,2016; September 20, 2016; and October 11, 2016.

3. Attached are Court Minutes from the thirteen (13) calendar dates, which -
accurately reflect the proceedings that took place on those dates.

4, On February 18, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
present. Plaintiff was Ordered to pay balance on HELOC as order in
Decree of Divorce, list the marital residence for sale; minor child to be
tested through Clark County School District; and Plaintiff was to comply
with any guidelines regarding home schooling

5. On May 26, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
present. Parties were ordered fo aitend reunification therapy, Plaintiff
shall continue to pay the HELOC minor child’'s math testing shall be
completed within 30 days

6. On July 09, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
present. Parties were ordered o attend reunification therapy, Plaintiff was
ordered to be supportive of the reunification process.

7. On July 15, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
present. At this hearing Visitation was suspended however visitation was
ordered to continue through reunification therapy. Plaintiff was ordered to
take the minor child to all the reunification appointments.

8. On August 25, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
present. If a second therapy session does not happen, an Order to Show
Cause shall be issued against Plaintiff for not following Orders. Plaintiff
shall pay for all future therapy sessions with Defendant reimbursing
“Plaintiff his portion. '

9. On November 04, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
- o5 present. An Order to Show Cause shall be issued regarding Plaintiff's
} failure to complete the math testing as Ordered. Therapy shall continue.
Parties shall follow the Report and Recommendations of the therapist.
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10.

1.

14.

On December 08, 2015, a hearing was held with parties and the counsel
present. Therapist shail continue reunification therapy and facilitate
visitation.-  Therapist shall make recommendations regarding what
Defendant's unsupervised visitation should be. Parties are ordered to
attend UNLV Co Parenting Classes and file their certaf'cates when
completed. AT Dotie

On January 28, 2016, a hearing was held with parties and Defendant’s
counsel present. Plaintiff is in Proper Person. Therapist's Report and
Recommendation was adopted. A visitation schedule was ordered and

placed on the record. All exchanges shall occur at Donna’s House

Central.

On May 12, 2016, a hearing was held with parties and Defendant’s -
counsel present. Plaintiff is in Proper Person. Court ordered a temporary
visitation schedule beginning May 14, 2016. Exchanges shall occur under
the supervision of Donna’s House Central. Plaintiff shall update the
medical expense and prepare a schedule of arrearages.

On June 15, 2016, a hearing was held with parties and Defendant’s
counsel present. Plaintiff is in Proper Person. Due to Mom's failure to
facilitate visitation and compel the child to visit with Dad, the Court
Ordered Dad o have temporary Sole Legal and Sole Physical Custody.
Dad's child support obligation to Mom shall cease immediately. Mom shall
have an obligation to pay child support to Dad at the statutory minimum
rate of $100.00 per month based on Mom’s income. Dad shall enroll the
minor in a public school in the school zone for his residence. Mom shall
have no contact with the minor. Dad’s counsel shall submit a
Memorandum of Fees and Costs; Court Marshal is to accompany Dad and
minor to his vehicle, and if the minor refuses to go with Dad, she shali go
to Child Haven.

On July 28, 2016, a hearing was held with parties and Defendant’s
counsel present. 1. Plaintiff shall be found in contempt, for failure to follow
the Order, regarding having minor math tested, at a facility of Defendant’s
choosing (Sylvan). Plaintiff shall be sanctioned $500.00, regarding the
contempt. Said amount shall be reduced to judgment, carrying legal
interest and collectible by any legal means. Plaintiff shall pay Defendant
attorney’'s fees and costs. Said amount shall be reduced to judgment,
carrying legal interest and collectible by any legal means. Defendant's
counsel shall file a Memorandum of Fees and Costs, within 10 days.
Upon Receipt of the Memorandum, Plaintiff shall have 10 days to file a
response. Plaintiff shall be informed, of minor's school schedule and
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15.

17.

teacher meetings. Defendant shall still be permitted to have minor math
tested, if he chooses.

On September 20, 2016, a hearing was held with parties and Defendant's
counsel present. Plaintiff is in Proper Person. Court ordered that the
Evidentiary Hearing scheduled for October 11, 2016 stands,

On October 11, 2016, a hearing was held with s and t unsel
present. Counsel stated Parties had reached @temporary stipulation, )and
placed the following terms, on the record. Defendant will have Soie Legal

Custody, of minor. Defendant will have Primary Physical Custody, of
minor. Plaintiff will have an alternating custodial timeshare. Effective
October 14, 2016, Plaintiff will have minor Friday after school through
Saturday 2:00 pm; following week, Saturday 2:00 pm through Sunday 2:00

pm. Receiving F’arty will provide transportation, with nK an t
belt rule being, in effect. Parties will attend thg”UNLV Co Operative
Parenting Class. Parties will mutually agree on an outsource st.

Parties will follow any Report and Recommendations, regarding
ti Initially parties will equally divide the cost; however, if the

“therapist reeommends one (1) parent requires more therapy, the cost will

be deferred to them regarding cost and fees and the split thereof. The
custodial parent will be responsible, for minor to complete homework.
Minor will be to freely bring her personal items back and forth, to each
parents residence. Parties will have free telephonic access, with minor, as
long as said call does not interfere, with school k. Minor will
continue to see Paula Basket, as a counselor. <I he HELOC i%sue will be
deferred fo the status check. If at the status check the residence is not
refinanced, Defendant will be permitted, to force the sale. Parties will
refrain from discussing this action, with the minor, making derogatory
remarks, e other parent, or having disagreements, in front of
minor;/%/_c:bw;ﬂl;v‘v‘itbe sealed. Evidentiary Hearing will be rescheduled, to
March 6, 7. Defendant will have 2016 Thanksgiving, 2016 Christmas
and 2016/2017 New Years. Parties will work together, for Plaintiff to have
additional time.

| have no bias or prejudice against Ms. Silva, and did not treat Ms. Silva

any differently than any other person who appears before me. | have no
prior knowledge of, or relationship with Ms. Silva.

RENA G. HUGHES,
District Court Judge

R o : . e




Investigation Report REC'D BY NCJD
FEB 21, 2017
February 11, 2017

Re: 2016-113

At the request of Paul C. Deyhle, General Counsel and Executive Director for the
Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline (NCJD), on December 12, 2016, an
investigation was conducted into allegations of possible misconduct by Judge
Rena Hughes of the 8" Judicial District Court Family Division in Las Vegas,
Nevada.

INVESTIGATIVE FOCUS:

An initial investigation was completed by the Alternate General Counsel after
allegations of possible misconduct were brought forward by one Complainant.
The Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline assigned Spencer Investigations
fo conduct an investigation to determine whether the allegations of misconduct
had merit. The Commission requested the investigator also ascertain the
following:

e Ascertain whether Respondent failed to follow the law when she used her
contempt powers to change custody and denied the mother due process
and a right to be heard regarding the temporary change in custody and
contempt finding in this matter.

e Respondent's actions in dealing with the child lacked patience.
Respondent threatened to send the child to Child Haven and described it
as a “prison for children.” Respondent knew she was going to change
custody and failed to handle the situation with any compassion or
patience.

SPENCER INVESTIGATIONS 1 NCID 2016-113
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Complainant Welthy Silva’s original complaint included concerns of potential
misconduct by Judge Rena Hughes and she felt compelled to report the listed
allegations to the Commission. It should be noted that the complainant
mentioned a video recording from the hearing in question which is attached to
this case for review

The complainant alleges that Respondent used extreme abuse of discretion
when she had complainant escorted off property and awarded custody of the
child to the father. The child was upset and crying in the courtroom by herself as
the mother was being escorted off property. Complainant also described
Respondent’s improper use of actions that showed the overreaching of power as
all of complainant’s parental rights were stripped without any evidence of abuse
on her part

*Respondent failed to follow the law when she used her contempt powers to
change custody and denied the mother due process and a right to be heard
regarding the temporary change in custody and contempt finding in this matter.
This allegation is SUSTAINED.

Respondent admitted that she did not have an evidentiary hearing or have an
order to show cause reference Welthy Silva’s violations of court ordered
visitation. Welthy Silva was not heard and did not have an opportunity to testify
reference the claimed visitation violations. She was never notified by the court
that this was a “child exchange” and not a court hearing.

*Respondent’s actions in dealing with the child lacked patience. Respondent
threatened to send the child to Child Haven and described it as a “prison for
children”. Respondent knew she was going to change custody and failed to
handle the situation with any compassion or patience

This allegation is SUSTAINED.

There is clear and convincing evidence on the recording that shows
Respondent’s failure to show any compassion or patience with the crying child.

At the conclusion of the investigation, to include interviews of Respondent
and additional witnesses; it was determined that the complainant’s
allegations of judicial misconduct have been sustfained.

SPENCER INVESTIGATIONS 2 NCJD 2016-113
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INVESTIGATION:

This investigator reviewed the written complaint and all attachments submitted by
the complainant. | also reviewed the summary report prepared by the Alternate
General Counsel and reviewed court room recordings that deal with this
complaint. | conducted an interview with the Respondent as requested by the
Commission. This interview was audio recorded and the interview transcript and
audio recording of this interview is attached to this case.

During my interview with Respondent, she wanted to make it clear that this was
NOT a custody hearing but merely an exchange of the child. She stated that her
decision was already made reference the custody issue. She also informed me
that the mother, Welthy Silva was aware that this was a “child exchange”. |
spoke with Welthy Silva and she was not aware that Respondent was going to
award custody of her child to the father. Welthy Siiva received a court paper
(court document Dated June 08, 2016 is attached to this case) by mail ordering
her to appear in court. She was ordered to bring her daughter and appear in
court or face 25 days in jail. She had no idea why she was being ordered to
court and attempted to contact the court for clarification but received no response
from the court. Welthy Silva acknowledges that she was warned in the past by
Respondent to comply with court orders reference visitation or her failure to
comply would lead to her daughter being placed with her father for the summer.
However, Welthy Silva was never notified by the court or Respondent that her
appearance on June 15, 2016 was going to be an “exchange.”

Welthy Silva was ordered to court on that day and requested that she bring her
daughter with her. This was the daughter’s first and only court appearance in this
matter. Welthy Silva was under the impression that her daughter wouid finally
get a chance to tell Respondent her side of the story of why she did not want to
be with her father. Respondent informed me during our interview that she
ordered Welthy Silva bring the child to court to facilitate an exchange. However,
the court’s order does NOT mention anything about a child exchange.

The child did speak with the Respondent “off the record.” Respondent informed
me that she told the child the following:

“l explained to her that she was going to spend the summer with her dad, that
her dad loved her very much, that he wanted to have a relationship with her, and
this is all post therapy so she knew these things already. And that she was going
to go with dad today.” Judge Hughes further described this court date as a child
custody exchange, and not a hearing. .

Respondent believed that the child was crying because she did not get her way
and that she was attempting to manipulate the court. She did not believe that the
child was traumatized. It should be noted that the courtroom recording clearly
depicts the child upset and crying as she sat at the table by herself while she

SEENCER INVESTIGATIONS 3 NCID 2016-113
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plead with Respondent. Respondent told the child that if she did not go with her
father, she would be placed in Child Haven and described this place as a “Prison
for Kids.”

| asked Respondent if this was a proper statement to make to the obviously
upset 12 year-old child. Respondent stated that she did this upon the advice of
Judge Hoskin. She denied using the words “prison for kids” and may have used
“a cell” instead. | again asked Respondent if she felt that her actions, as she
dealt with this child, lacked empathy and compassion. She told me that | was not
seeing the whole picture and she did not agree with that statement.

. Respondent described Welthy Silva as a “Pathogenic parent” who was using
- parent alienation against the child’s father. Welthy Silva informed me that there
was no basis for that statement because no medical professional/expert ever
made that representation to the court of her being a “pathogenic parent” who was
attempting to keep her daughter from her father. Respondent also informed me
that this was a very difficult case and that she consulted with four separate
Judges seeking advice on how to deal with this situation and everything that she
did in this case was based on their advice.

Respondent informed me that she found Welthy Silva in contempt but to her
recollection never saw an order to show cause reference the contempt for
visitation. She further explained that she felt the mother’'s due process was not
violated because she was not sanctioned or incarcerated. She admitted that she
never had an order to show cause or held an evidentiary hearing reference the
visitation violations by the mother. | again asked Respondent if she needed an
evidentiary hearing on the custody issue about the mother not aliowing the
visitation with dad. Judge Hughes replied, “No. | didn't need that. That was
obvious”. It is apparent that Respondent had enough information based upon the
past court records which she used to determine that temporary custody should
be granted to the father. The mother, Welthy Silva, did-not have an opportunity to
testify or be heard by the court reference her reasoning or justification reference
the lack of visitation with the child’s father.

Welthy Silva felt that the Judge gave custody to her ex-husband because Welthy
Silva failed to follow court orders on visitations: However, the Judge’s
consideration had nothing to do with what was in the best interest of the child. ,g
She believed that the Judge used the change of custody as a “sword to punish |
her for not following orders.” She further stated that the sole consideration
should always be for the best interest of the child and not for the best interest of
the parents.

Refer to Respondent’s and Welthy Silva’s interview summaries and interview
transcripts attached for additional information.

SPENCER INVESTIGATIONS 4 ' NCID 2016-113
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This investigator was also provided with additional documentation by Judge
Rena Hughes and Welthy Silva. To include court minutes, court room
recordings, social worker and therapist reports, Las Vegas Metro Dispatch
recordings and logs. These documents are attached to this case for review.

RESPONDENT INTERVIEW:

Judge Rena Hughes, Respondent
7320 Rustic Meadow Street

Las Vegas, NV 89131

(702) 455-1882 (702) 278-1826 cell

| asked Judge Hughes if she was familiar with the hearing in her courtroom on
June 15, 2016, in the matter of Silva vs Silva, where she ordered temporary
custody of the juvenile. She informed me that this occurred in the summer and
believed that the date was correct. She also recalled that she requested
everyone to leave the courtroom except for her staff and the juvenile. Judge
Hughes informed me that she was explaining to the child what was to occur on
that date. Judge Hughes informed me that she told the child the following while
off the record:

“l explained to her that she was going to spend the summer with her dad, that
her dad loved her very much, that he wanted to have a relationship with her, and
this is all post therapy so she knew these things already. And that she was going
to go with dad ftoday.” Judge Hughes further described this court date as a child
custody exchange, not a hearing.

Judge Hughes also stated that she believed the child was crying to see if she
could get her way. She did not see her tears as that of being traumatized but
more of wanting to manipulate the judge to get her way. She also stated that she
was calm with the child and firm. She wanted the child to know that she was the
adult.

| asked Judge Hughes if it was common practice for a child to remain in the
courtroom by themselves while a custody decision was being rendered. Judge
Hughes replied, “There was no custody decision being rendered. It had already.
been made. This was an exchange of the child. And it was done this way for
several reasons. | could not engage the services of a therapist because mother
refused to go to the therapist. That would have been my first choice is to have
the exchange happen in a therapy office. But mom refused to go to Ms. Weiford
(the therapist). And again, I'm taking advice from senior judges on how to do
this. I've never had this type of case before. So therapy exchange was out of the
question. Mom wouldn't go. Judge Duckworth said that he's had these cases
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APP 85




before and he made his order with the parties in the room and sent them out in
the hallway to do the exchange. And | thought that was a terrible solution, with all
due respect to him, because then it's happening in the public view and there's
going to be arguing and fighting and mom could get thrown in jail because they
each have people out in the halliway. So they're not there by themselves. My
third option was a pickup order and a warrant for Metro to go and take the child.
And | thought that was a horrible option because having a policeman remove you
from your home and put you with dad isn't the best solution because how is that
going to be successful? It's traumatic to the child and its setting dad up for failure
because the child knows that a policeman made her go stay with her dad.”

During her conversation with the child, she informed her that she would go to
Child Haven if she refused to go with her father and referred to Child Haven as a
“prison for kids”. 1 asked her if this was a proper statement to make. Judge
Hughes stated that she did this upon the advice of Judge Hoskin. She denied
using the words “prison for kids” and maybe used “a cell” instead. | again asked
Judge Hughes if she felt that her actions as she dealt with this child lacked
empathy and compassion. She told me that | was not seeing the whole picture
and she did not agree with that statement.

Judge Hughes informed me that she had the mother escorted off property for her
safety because she did not want her to get arrested. She described the mother
as “very theatrical and dramatic”. | then told Judge Hughes that it appeared the
mother was not aware that dad was going to take the child. Judge Hughes
stated that she was. Judge Hughes told her that if the child didn’t go with dad on
the weekends, the child would spend the summer with her dad. Judge Hughes
ordered the mother to bring the child to court for purposes of exchange. This was
the child’s first appearance in court. Judge Hughes further informed me that she
followed the advice of people she respected because she didn't know how to
handle the situation.

Judge Hughes informed me that this was her first experience dealing with “parent
alienation” and a “pathogenic parent”. She consulted with four separate Judges
seeking advice on how to deal with this situation and everything that she did in
this case was based on their advice.

Judge Hughes informed me that she has had over a dozen hearings in this case
and that she warned the mother that if she didn't facilitate visitation on the
weekends, the child would be spending the summer with her dad. Judge Hughes
further stated that the mother had violated nearly every court order entered.

| informed Judge Hughes that she may have possibly denied the mother due
process and a right to be heard where she may have used her contempt powers
to change custody. She disagreed with this statement because the mother had
one year to stop interfering with dad’s time to visit the child. Judge Hughes
further stated that she did not need an evidentiary hearing because this was a
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temporary order for the best interest of the child and not a permanent custodial
order. She made the change based on the recommendations of the therapist and
the mother’s past violations of her orders.

Judge Hughes informed me that she found the mother in contempt but to her
recollection, she never saw an order to show cause reference the contempt for
visitation. She further explained that the mother’'s due process was not violated
because she was not sanctioned or incarcerated. She admitted that she never
had an order to show cause or evidentiary hearing reference the visitation
violations by the mother. | again asked Judge Hughes if she needed an
evidentiary hearing on the custody issue about the mother not allowing the
visitation with dad. Judge Hughes replied, “No. | didn't need that. That was
obvious”. Judge Hughes also added that there was no evidence or history of
abuse by the father and there was no basis for them not to have a relationship.
She merely described the father as being more authoritarian and the mother
being very liberal and lax.

Judge Hughes stated that a hearing was held on October 11, 2016 where
stipulations were made by both parties in this case and a request to have the
case sealed was granted. She also informed me that the mother has served her
with an order to disqualify and she filed an affidavit in opposition to that order.

WITNESS INTERVIEW:

Welthy Silva, Complainant
1433 Cottonwood Place
Las Vegas, NV 89104
(702) 460-9438 cell

Welthy Silva was familiar with the court hearing in Judge Hughes courtroom
where she was escorted off property by the bailiff. Welthy Silva was present in
court with her 12 year-old daughter, Annie as ordered by the court.

Welthy Silva received a court paper by mail ordering her to appear in court. She
was ordered to bring her daughter and appear in court or face 25 days in jail.
She had no idea why she was being ordered to court and attempted to contact
the court for clarification but received no response. Her daughter was terrified
hoping that she would not be going with her father. Welthy Silva had no idea
what was going to happen in court but was somewhat happy that her daughter
would finally have a chance to speak to the Judge.

They all entered the courtroom and several seconds later were all told to leave
because Judge Hughes wanted to speak to Annie. Several minutes later, the
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bailiff came out in the hallway and informed Welthy Silva that he was to escort
her off property. Wealthy Silva then asked her ex-husband’s attorneys what was
going on and they had no idea.

Welthy Silva called her ex-husbands attorneys one to two hours later only to
learn that her ex-husband was awarded temporary custody of their daughter.
She had no idea or notice that this was going to occur. | asked Welthy Silva if
the court made her aware that this was going to be an “exchange.” She replied,
“No, Definitely not...| was not aware of that.”

Welthy Silva admitted that she was admonished several times in the past by the
court for failing to encourage or facilitate her daughter's weekend visitations with
her father. She has not allowed visitation with Annie’s father because she
described the father as very mentally and emotionally abusive. Welthy Silva
stated that Judge Hughes ignored and continues to ignore all of the evidence
showing this type of behavior by the father. However, Welthy Silva has followed
court orders and has driven her daughter to the exchange locations on numerous
occasions only o have the daughter refuse to go with her father.

Welthy Silva informed me that Annie told Judge Hughes all the reasons why she
did not want to go with her father but the Judge ignored or did not find these
reasons to be relevant. Welthy Silva stated that Annie refused to go with her
father but the judge gave custody to the abuser.

Welthy felt that the Judge gave custody to her ex-husband because she failed to
follow court orders on visitations. However, the Judge’s consideration had
nothing to do with what was in the best interest of the child. She believes that the
Judge used the change of custody as a “sword to punish her for not following
orders”. She further stated that the sole consideration should always be for the
best interest of the child and not for the best interest of the parents.

Welthy Silva informed me that they had a subsequent hearing on October 11,
2016 where a temporary stipulation was reached. Welthy Silva stated that this
was a coerced stipulation. Her attorney and her ex-husband’s attorneys met in
the courtroom without Welthy Silva’s presence and somehow both parties
stipulated to an agreement.

Welthy Silva’s attorney informed her that the Judge was going to refuse to look or
listen to any evidence presented by Welthy Silva and if she filed a writ or appeal,
she would not see her daughter for up to two years. Welthy Silva decided to go
along with the stipulated agreement on visitation and custody.

Welthy Silva also informed me that during a prior hearing, she was told to shut up
and sit down by Judge Hughes and that she was not allowed to speak. She also
stated that her divorce decree specified that if the two parents could not agree on
schooling, the child shall remain in whatever schooling she was in. This has not
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happened and believes that Judge Hughes had no authority to take her daughter
out of home schooling and place her into a public school.

Welthy Silva also stated that her daughter gets stress-induced seizures and
since she has been with her father, her seizures have tripled in frequency. This
was another reason why Annie had been home schooled.

At the end of our interview, Welthy Silva informed me that she has filed a motion
to disqualify Judge Hughes (A copy of this motion and reply are attached to this
case) because she felt that she was biased against her. She also stated that
Judge Hughes described her as a “pathogenic parent”. There was never any
evidence or evaluation made to show that she is that type of parent. She also felt
disgusted because she felt that the entire issue was to get both parents to
reunify. However, no one wanted to look at what was in the best inferest for the
child. The Judge refused to listen to Welthy Silva, the mother who never had a
right to be heard in her courtroom.

Welthy Silva concluded by stating that all she wants is a fair hearing and wants to
see Judge Hughes in jail because she traumatized her little girl and placed her
life at risk. Judge Hughes has no regard for what really is in the best interest of
the child.

CONCLUSION:

Based upon the facts gathered during this investigation, it has been determined
that the complainant’s allegations of judicial misconduct have been sustained.

End of report.

Adam Wygnanski/ Investigator
Spencer Investigations
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REC'D BY NCJD
Investigation Report Addendum FER 23, 2017

February 22, 2017

Re: 2016-113

DETAILS:

On February 22, 2017 at approximately 4:15 pm, | received an e-mail with a
video attachment from Complainant Welthy Silva. The e-mail stated the following:

“l am sending this video to further show how Judge Rena Hughes is biased and
advocates for the opposing party. She is in violation of federal rule 2.3.”

The attached video sent via e-mail is a JAVS Courtroom Recording dated July
28, 2016. This is apparently an Order to Show Cause Hearing in front of Judge
Rena Hughes. This investigator has no idea how Complainant Welthy Silva
obtained this JAVS recording nor has she been questioned by this investigator in
how she acquired said video recording.

This investigator aiready interviewed Complainant Welthy Silva in regards to her
initial complaint filed with the Commission reference Case # 2016-113. At this
time, this investigator has no justifiable reason to continue any further contact
with the Complainant.

| reviewed the video sent by the Complainant. The video depicts Judge Hughes
becoming irritated and annoyed with Welthy Silva’s Counsel’'s motions contesting
Judge Hughes’ court orders that Welthy Silva apparently already complied with.
Judge Hughes found Welthy Silva in contempt of court for failing to comply with
the order to have the daughter math tested as initially ordered by the court.

The below listed time frames on the attached video recording which is labeled
July 28, 2016 JAVS Video specifically portray Judge Hughes’ conduct towards
Counsel Robert Weatherford.

14:00 to 14:03 and 14:20 to 14:27

End of report.

Adam Wygnanski/ Investigator
Spencer Investigations
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Interview Summary REC'D BY NCJD
FEB 21, 2017

February 10, 2017

Re: 2016-113

Subject: ~ Judge Rena HUGHES (Respondent) -
8" Judicial District Court -
Family Division, Department J L
601 N. Pecos
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155
(702) 455-1882 (702) 278-1826 cell

Details:

On January 23, 2017, I contacted Respondent Judge Hughes’ Judicial Executive Assistant
Jeanette Lacker and we both agreed on a date where I would interview Judge Hughes in
her chambers. Jeanette told me that Judge Hughes had several appointments but would be
able to accommodate me on January 27, 2017 at noon reference this case. I provided the
Judicial Executive Assistant with the name and case number of the court case directly
involved in this investigation. I also informed her that I would prefer the Judge review
this court case, specifically the hearing of June 15, 2016 that occurred in her courtroom.

On January 27, 2017 Respondent Judge Rena Hughes was interviewed regarding this
investigation. This was a recorded interview conducted at the Judge’s chambers in Las
Vegas, Nevada. The following is a summary of that interview:

Judge Hughes stated that she has been practicing law in the State of Nevada for 27 years [
and is currently a Judge assigned to Family Court, Department J. She has held this
position since January 01, 2015, .

I asked Judge Hughes if she was familiar with the hearing in her courtroom on June 15,
2016, in the matter of Silva vs Silva, where she ordered temporary custody of the
juvenile. She informed me that this occurred in the summer and believed that the date
was correct. She also recalled that she requested everyone to leave the courtroom except
for her staff and the juvenile. Judge Hughes informed me that she was explaining to the
child what was to occur on that date. Judge Hughes informed me that she told the child
the following while off the record:

“I explained to her that she was going to spend the summer with her dad, that her dad
loved her very much, that he wanted to have a relationship with her, and this is all post
therapy so she knew these things already. And that she was going to go with dad today”.
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Judge Hughes further described this court date as a child custody exchange, not a
hearing.

Judge Hughes also stated that she believed the child was crying to see if she could get her
way. She did not see her tears as that of being traumatized but more of wanting to
manipulate the judge to get her way. She also stated that she was calm with the child and
firm. She wanted the child to know that she was the adult.

I asked Judge Hughes if it was common practice for a child to remain in the courtroom by
themselves while a custody decision was being rendered. Judge Hughes replied, “There
was no custody decision being rendered. It had already been made. This was an
exchange of the child. And it was done this way for several reasons. I could not engage
the services of a therapist because mother refused to go to the therapist. That would have
been my first choice is to have the exchange happen in a therapy office. But mom
refused to go to Ms. Weiford (the therapist). And again, I'm taking advice from senior
judges on how to do this. I've never had this type of case before. So therapy exchange
was out of the question. Mom wouldn't go. Judge Duckworth said that he's had these
cases before and he made his order with the parties in the room and sent them out in the
hallway to do the exchange. And I thought that was a terrible solution, with all due
respect to him, because then it's happening in the public view and there's going to be
arguing and fighting and mom could get thrown in jail because they each have people out
in the hallway. So they're not there by themselves. My third option was a pickup order
and a warrant for Metro to go and take the child. And I thought that was a horrible option
because having a policeman remove you from your home and put you with dad isn't the
best solution because how is that going to be successful? It's traumatic to the child and
its setting dad up for failure because the child knows that a policeman made her go stay
with her dad”.

During her conversation with the child, she informed her that she would go to Child
Haven if she refused to go with her father and referred to Child Haven as a “prison for
kids”. I asked her if this was a proper statement to make. Judge Hughes stated that she
did this upon the advice of Judge Hoskin. She denied using the words “prison for kids”
and maybe used “a cell” instead. I again asked Judge Hughes if she felt that her actions
as she dealt with this child lacked empathy and compassion. She told me that I was not
seeing the whole picture and she did not agree with that statement.

Judge Hughes informed me that she had the mother escorted off property for her safety
because she did not want her to get arrested. She described the mother as “very theatrical
and dramatic”. 1 then told Judge Hughes that it appeared the mother was not aware that
dad was going to take the child. Judge Hughes stated that she was. Judge Hughes told
her that if the child didn’t go with dad on the weekends, the child would spend the
summer with her dad. Judge Hughes ordered the mother to bring the child to court for
purposes of exchange. This was the child’s first appearance in court. Judge Hughes
further informed me that she followed the advice of people she respected because she
didn’t know how to handle the situation.
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Judge Hughes informed me that this was her first experience dealing with “parent
alienation” and a “pathogenic parent”. She consulted with four separate Judges seeking
advice on how to deal with this situation and everything that she did in this case was
based on their advice.

Judge Hughes informed me that she has had over a dozen hearings in this case and that
she warned the mother that if she didn’t facilitate visitation on the weekends, the child
would be spending the summer with her dad. Judge Hughes further stated that the mother
had violated nearly every court order entered.

I informed Judge Hughes that she may have possibly denied the mother due process and a
right to be heard where she may have used her contempt powers to change custody. She
disagreed with this statement because the mother had one year to stop interfering with
dad’s time to visit the child. Judge Hughes further stated that she did not need an
evidentiary hearing because this was a temporary order for the best interest of the child
and not a permanent custodial order. She made the change based on the recommendations
of the therapist and the mother’s past violations of her orders.

Judge Hughes informed me that she found the mother in contempt but to her recollection,
she never saw an order to show cause reference the contempt for visitation. She further
explained that the mother’s due process was not violated because she was not sanctioned
or incarcerated. She admitted that she never had an order to show cause or evidentiary
hearing reference the visitation violations by the mother. I again asked Judge Hughes if
she needed an evidentiary hearing on the custody issue about the mother not allowing the
visitation with dad. Judge Hughes replied, “No. I didn't need that. That was obvious”.
Judge Hughes also added that there was no evidence or history of abuse by the father and
there was no basis for them not to have a relationship. She merely described the father as
being more authoritarian and the mother being very liberal and lax.

Judge Hughes stated that a hearing was held on October 11, 2016 where stipulations were
made by both parties in this case and a request to have the case sealed was granted. She
also informed me that the mother has served her with an order to disqualify and she filed
an affidavit in opposition to that order.

End of Report.

For additional details of the interview, refer to the audio recording and/or the typed
transcript.

Adam Wygnanski/Investigator
Spencer Investigations LLC
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REC'D BY NCJD
FEB 21, 2017

Case No.: Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline Case No.
2016-113

Spencer Investigations

Recorded Interview of: Rena Hughes

January 27, 2017

IDENTITY OF SPEAKERS:

AW: Adam Wygnanski

RH: Rena Hughes

Here we go. .Okay. _Transcriber, today's date is Friday,
January 27th. The time is approximately 11:48 a.m. This is
Investigator Adam Wygnanski with Spencer Investigations,
Reno, Nevada, who are contracted by the State of Nevada
Commission on Judicial Discipline. Location of this
interview will be Judge Hughes' chambers located at 601 North
Pecos in Las Vegas, Nevada. For the record, Your Honor, can
you please spell your first and last name for me.

First name is Rena, R-E-N-A. Last name Hughes, H-U-G-H-E-S.
Okay. And a good address for you?

Personal address or business address?

What's a good -- 1f the Commission needed to send you
something, would it be easier to send it to this address
or...

I'1l give you my home address.

Okay.
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It's 7320 Rustic Meadow Street. That's Las Vegas 88131.
Okay. And a good phone number for you?

(702) 278-1826.

And is that a cell number or an office number?

It's a cell.

Cell number, okay. And is there an office number as well.
(702) 455-1882.

Okay. And you're aware that this interview is being
recorded?

Yes.

And this is with your permission?

Yes.

Okay. Just as a reminder, please walt until I -- I have a
bad habit of doing this, too, but wait until I complete the
question. I mean, it may be a long question and you want to
interrupt in the middle, and the transcribers, I mean, they
can do it but they don't like us doing it. So just wait
until I -- the question is over and then you can answer. And
I'll try to do the same with you, not to interrupt you mid
sentence so the transcriber will pick it up. It's kind of
difficult for them when two people are talking at the same
time. And then just speak loud and cobviously no head
nodding. If it's a yes answer, just say yes instead of
nodding your head. And no answer, just no. Does that make

sense?
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Yes.

Thank you. All right. This interview is in reference to a
complaint received by the Nevada Commission on Judicial
Discipline on September 6, 2016. This case was assigned Case
No. 2016-113. The complaint contains allegations of possible
violations of Canon Rule 1 and Canon Rﬁle 2, specifically
Canon Rule 1.1, 1.2, 2.2, 2.6(A) and 2.8(B). After their
review of the complaint against the respondent, the Nevada
Commission on Judicial Discipline concluded that there was
sufficient reason to conduct a follow-up investigation. Your
Honor, your current judicial assignment?

Family Court, Department J.

And how long have you been at this position?

Since January 1lst, 2015.

And can you just briefly describe your past employment and
schooling prior to your current assignment as a judge in

Family Court?

How specific do you want?
Were you like in private practice before taking a judgeship?
Yes.

Okay.

I worked for a law firm for five years before taking the

bench. The Dickerson Law Group.

Okay.

You want more history?
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How about before that?

Well, I've been practicing in Nevada for 27 yvears so it would
take a long time for me to go through my résumé.

That's okay. So you got your bar...

1990.

Okay. That's Nevada. Okay. Your Honor, you are familiar
with the hearing that occurred in your courtroom on

June 15th, 2016, in the matter of Silva and Silva, and that
case number I believe was D12467820D where you ordered
temporary change the custody for the juvenile in this matter,
correct?

I'm not sure if that's when it occurred. I know it was over
the summer. I'd have to look --

Okay.

~-- for sure. I believe that's when it happened.

Okay.

Yeah., June 15th, 2016. I believe so.

Okay. Now, after viewing the JAVS recording, you excused
everyone out of the courtroom and spoke with the minor child
off the record while she was in the courtroom by herself. Do
you remember that?

Yes.

Okay. Was anyone else present in the courtroom?

My staff.

Okay. And that's your marshal, correct.
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My marshal and my court clerk.

Okay. And what is the marshal's name?

Frank Preuss, P-R-E-U-5-S.

pP-U.

P-R.

I'm sorry. P-R.

E-U-5-S.

And does he have a phone number, a work number? You don't
know?

It's this one.

Okay. And then your court clerk?

Tiffany Skaggs, S-K-A-G-G-S.

Okay. And does she have a separate phone number or no?

I don't know what it is.

So we would just probably call your assistant and she could
connect us.

Yes, yes.

If we need to talk to them. Was there a reason why the
conversation was off the record with the juvenile? Is that a
normal practice?

It is not —-- it's a practice not to record conversations with
children. It was not an interview but an explanation to the
child of what was occurring that day.

Okay. So this was not a -— a gquesticn and answer session

between you and the juvenile or —-
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No, it was not.

Okay. Just briefly, do you remember what was said during
that off the record?

In general, I do. But I have to give you a little bit of
background in order to tell you why it happened and then I'1l1
tell you what was discussed. This is a pathological parent,
Ms. Silva. 2And this was my first experience with parental
alienation.

On her part?

Yes. Well, I've never had a case like that as a judge. It
started right after I became a judge in February right after
I took the bench.

Okay.

And every step that I took in the case was after me
consulting with senior judges up here, how do I handle this
situation? What do I do? And no less than four different
judges gave me advice. So everything that I did was based on
their advice. I didn't know what to do with a pathogenic
parent. So after many months, I think it was even over a
year of violations of court orders by Ms. Silva, engaging
therapy, I had a therapist and representations of the
therapist and getting reports from the therapist on what to
do, I consulted with, again, the senior judges up here. But
Judge Elliott actually gave me the advice to talk to the

child and tell her what you're doing and why. And I called
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00:09:10 the mother in because I had told her if she didn't facilitate
00:09:18 visitation on the weekends, that the child would be spending
00:09:22 the summer with her dad.

00:09:24 AW: And when was that? Was that on the record?

00:09:28 RH: Yes. We've had over a dozen hearings in this case.

00:09:33 AW: Okay.

00:09:35 RH: Sometimes mom was represented. Sometimes she wasn't. But

00:09:40 she violated nearly every court order I ever entered. The

00:09:48 conversation I had with the child based on the advice I got
00:09:52 from Judge Elliott was to tell the child what was happening
00:09:57 that day. And the child asked me a lot of gquestions. But

00:10:03 typically, we don't record those.

00:10:06 AW: Right.

00:10:07 RH: And I explained to her that she was going to spend the summer

00:10:10 with her dad, that her dad loved her very much, that he
00:10:15 wanted to have a relationship with her, and this is all post
00:10:18 therapy so she knew these things already. And that she was
00:10:24 going to go with dad today. This was a child custody
00:10:28 exchange, not a hearing.

00:10:32 AW: Okay. Now, Your Honor, you would agree that a large segment

00:10:38 of your duties and responsibilities as a judge are to be
00:10:40 courteous, patient, dignified in handling of subjects that
00:10:45 come before you, right?

C0:10:46 RH: Yes.

00:10:46 AW: Looking back at this hearing, even when I reviewed the tape,

00007
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do you feel that you were courteous, patient, dignified, and
compaésionate in the handling of that juvenile in the
courtroom when she sat there when she was crying and upset?
Well, I had talked to her before that. 5So yes, I was. I
answered all of her questions. I think the reason she
started crying was because she knew it was -- well, how do I
put this? Whén she was asking me questions, she was using
psychology on me. She was asking me very mature guestions.
And this was off the record.

Yes. Yes. And I think she was crying to see if she could
get her way, which was to leave with her mother and not her .
father. I did not take her reaction with the tears, because
of the conversation I just had with her, I didn't take that
as her being traumatized. I saw that more as, I want to
manipulate this judge because I'm not getting my way. And I
didn't yell at her. I was calm with her, but I was alsc firm
because I wanted her to know I'm the adult, I'm making this
decision for your best interest, and I'm going to be firm on
this. You won't manipulate the situation. So yes, I thought
I was courteous to her. I didn't -- I didn't say anything
mean to her, but I was very firm just as a parent would be to
a child that's having a tantrum. You have to stand firm and
you have to do what's in their best interest whether or not
they like it.

Is it -- I don't want to say —- is it standard practice with
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the family court judges here to have a juvenile remain in the
courtroom by themselves while a custody decision is being
rendered?

There was no custody decision being rendered. It had already
been made. This was an exchange of the child. And it was
done this way for several reasons.

Okay.

I couldd not engage the services of a therapist because mother
refused to go to the therapist. That would have been my
first choice is to have the exchange happen in a therapy
office. But mom refused to go to Ms. Weiford. And again,
I'm taking advice from senior judges on how to do this. I've
never had this type of case before.

Okay.

So therapy exchange was out of the question. Mom wouldn't
go. Judge Duckworth said that he's had these cases before
and he made his order with the parties in the room and sent
them out in the hallway to do the exchange.

Right.

And I thought that was a terrible solution, with all due
respect to him, because then it's happening in the public
view and there's going to be arguing and fighting and mom
could get thrown in jail because they each have people out in
the hallway. So they're not there by themselves. My third

option was a pickup order and a warrant for Metro to go and
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AW:

RH:

AW

RH:

AW:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

take the child. And I thought that was a horrible option
because having a policeman remove you from your home and put
you with dad isn't the best solution because how is that
going to be successful? It's traumatic to the child and it's
setting dad up for failure because the child knows that a
policeman made her go stay with her dad.

Now, her mother was not present when this occurred, correct?
She was escorted off the property?

She was because I didn't wanf her to get in trouble. This
was a safety issue in my mind.

Safety on whose part?

On the part of the mom, the child, and the dad.

What do you mean by you didn't want her to get hurt, the mom?
Is that what you're saying?

Yes. She would likely get arrested.

For?

Disturbing the peace, causing a ruckus out in the hallway.
She's very theatrical and dramatic.

So she wasn't aware that dad was going to take this child.
Oh, she was.

Oh, she was aware of that?

She knew that before she came because I told her, if the
child doesn't go on the weekends, the child is going to spend
the entire summer with dad. And the child did not go on the

weekends. I got the report from Donna's house. The child
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RH:
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AW:

RH:

wasn't going with dad. They were to do their exchanges at
Donna's house. So she was aware because I told her to bring
the child. She's never brought the child to Court to my
knowledge, but I did require her to bring the child for
purposes of exchange.

So this was first time that you saw the child in court?

Yes.

Now, during this hearing, I saw that you addressed her, the
child, stating that the change in custody occurred because
the mother who was sent away, she wasn't present, and the
daughter were not cooperative with court ordered visitations,
correct.

Yes, I think so.

You further stated if the daughter refused to go with her
father, she would end up in Child Haven, which you referred
to as prison for kids. How would you explain that statement?
Is that really what that -- I mean, did that help things, do
you think?

I did that upon the advice of Judge Hoskin. I didn't know
anything about Child Haven. Those statements I took from
Judge Hoskin because I asked him what do I do if the child
doesn't go with her father? Because I could leave the
courtroom and leave them in there to do whatever they need to
do, but what do I do if the child doesn't go, and he said,

you put her in Child Haven. You have your marshal take her
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AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

to Child Haven. And I said that seems pretty severe. What's
Child Haven? I mean, I know that they rescue children out of
dangerous situations and they go to Child Haven, but I said,
how is that a solution? And he said, look, they —-- you just
her tell her she has to go to Child Haven and she can sit
there in holding, like a holding cell, until she decides to
go with her dad. 2nd the only way she's going to get out of
there is to go with her dad. That's what you tell her.

So would you say that that may have been a wrong choice of
words, prison for kids?

I don't know that I -- I don't know that I said prison for
kids. I think I may have said it's like a cell because
that's what Judge Hoskin told me. That's how you explain it
to her.

Okay.

This is not my idea. I followed the advice of people.that I
respect because I didn't know how to handle the situation.
Okay. So as I said earlier, dealing with this child, I'm
only seeing it from one aspect and just seeing one hearing.
I'm not present for all the other hearings that you had to
deal with this family, whether it be mom, dad, and the child.
But based on what I watched on the video, would you say that
your actions in dealing with this child, who is obviously
upset and crying, lacked a little empathy, maybe compassion?

Well, again, you're not seeing the whole picture.
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AW:

RH:

AW:

AW:

RH:

AW:

Okay.

So no, I wouldn't agree with that statement.

Okay. Would you have handled this situation any differently
now if you had the same thing going on?

Pathogenic parenting is the most difficult thing you can
possibly deal with as a judge. And there is no right or
wrong in my mind. You have to address every case based on
the individual facts that you have. As I said, my first
option would have been to have the exchange happen in a
therapist's office, but mom cut that option off becauée she
refused to go.

She refused to take the child to therapy, correct? Is that
what you're saying?

She said she was done. She was not going to go to

Ms. Weiford again. I would have had Keisha Weiford, who was

the reunification therapist involved in the case, do the

“transfer.

She's seen her, though, correct?

She had.

The child has? Okay. Now, after viewing that JAVS
recording, reviewing the court records, as well, it appeared
that you may have used possibly some contempt powers to
change the custody and possibly denied the mother due process
and a right to be heard regarding the temporary change of

custody. Basically what I'm trying to get at is what
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RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

standards did you apply to determiﬁe that temporary change of
custody was warranted?

Well, T disagree with your statement that I denied her due
process, first of all.

Okay.

She had a year to stop interfering with dad's time. We had
multiple hearings. I sent them to Keisha Weiford, who is a
reunification therapist. If you read the reports from

Ms. Weiford, it's clear that mom was interfering with the
relationship between daughter and dad, that there was no
reasonable basis for it. And I was following the
recommendations of the therapist.

Okay.

And it's a temporary order, not a permanent order. 1In fact,
she later stipulated at a hearing with counsel to maintain
that temporary order.

Okay. Now, it's also my understanding that a change of
custody, the temporary change of custody, was based upon the
mother's failure to cooperate with visitation, as you said.
But you still -- do you not still have to have an evidentiary
hearing to, you know, in your actions during this hearing?
Don't you think you have to have an evidentiary hearing
making -- you know, letting her be present?

You don't have to have an evidentiary hearing.

Okay.
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AW:

RH:

AW:

AW:

I made the change based on the recommendations that the
therapist said she was continuing to interfere with dad's
relationship. I made the change based on her violations of
my orders. BAnd I advised her that would be the result if she
continued to violate the orders. So she was on notice that
this would happen. I don't have to have an evidentiary
hearing until there is a permanent custodial order. This is
a temporary order.

Okay. But the change of custody, though, isn't there —-
doesn't there have to be —— I mean I'm kind of a learning
curve. Doesn't there have to be any substantial change in
circumstances where it affects the welfare of the child or
the child's best interest is served by any kind of
modification?

You're talking about a permanent change in custody.

Okay. And this is merely temporary.

Temporary.

Now, the child support as well, does that require a separate
hearing or no?

No.

It does not? Now, there's a case law back in 1994 that says
in order to change custody, short of emergency circumstances
such as physical abuse, a hearing must be held and notice
must be given. So was there a hearing —-

Can you tell me what case you're talking about?
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RH:
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RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

It's Weiss versus Granada [phonetic], 1994 case. It's a
Nevada case.

Again, this was a temporary change for the best interest of
the child, and mom later stipulated to maintain this
custodial status. But the Court can make temporary changes
in the best interest of the child.

Okay. What were -- what caused you to give the dad the
custody, temporary custody?

I think I've already explained that.

Was that because the mother wouldn't allow visitation?

The mother precluded visitation for about a year. She
hindered the reunification process. She violated my orders
to facilitate visitation. And she was alienating the child
from the father.

Did you find a mother in contempt for failing to facilitate
the visitation?

I did.

And this was based upon reports from the therapist and
pleadings made by counsel, éorrect?

The report of the therapist, mom's own statements, the report
from Donna's house, and although I found her in violation of
the order, I don't believe counsel ever gave me an order to
show cause to sign. That's my recollection but I'm not sure.
Okay. So it's true you didn't have a contempt hearing --

there was no hearing ever held on the contempt, that you
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AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

found the mother in contempt through your minute order,
correct?

There was no order to show cause hearing on violation, to my
recollection. We had other orders to show cause because she
was in contempt of other orders. We did have order to show
cause hearing on her failure to conduct math testing because
she home schools the child. She was found in contempt. We
had an order to show céuse hearing for her not refinancing
the HELOC on the marital residence as ordered in the decree.
I think -- I don't recall —-

Now, your finding -- just a finding of contempt for failing
to facilitate the visitations, okay, does that violate the
mother's due process?

She had no consequences for that. She's never suffered any
consequences for that. I probably found that she violated my
orders but I didn't sanction her. I didn't obviously
incarcerate her.

And I don't know how the statute works. In order to find
somebody in contempt for acéions that were taken outside the
presence of the court, does a hearing have to be held?

You have an order to show cause hearing.

Got it. You never had that, right?

We didn't héve that for the visitation. We had it for other
issues that she violated. That's my recollection. I'm

sorry, but I've had so many hearings with this case. It's
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AW:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

AW:

RH:

two years, but my recollection is I never had that for
visitation.

So is this case finished?

No.

Still ongoing?

It's still ongoing.

The last hearing ~- just a couple more questions. The last
hearing, the case was sealed on October 11, 2016, hearing.

I know it was sealed at some point, ves.

Is that a normal thing to have these cases sealed?

The parties asked me to seal it.

Did they give any reason to do that?

No. They don't have to give you a reason.

Okay. They just have to agree? Each side just has to agree?
They don't. Only one person has to request it, and by
statute, they can have it sealed.

Huh, I was not aware of that. So they don't have to agree to
have it sealed. The defendant or the complainant could make
an argument to have the case sealed?

They don't have even have to make an argument. They give you
an ex-parte application to seal it, but that's not what
happened in this case.

Okay.

They had their attorneys with them, and at the heéring, they

asked me to seal the case.
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RH:

Okay. The attorneys did on the clients' behalf?

Yes.

Was there any media attention on this case?

Yes.

From the news and the newspaper and all that, have you —-
what's your opinion on that?

I'm not allowed to have an opinion on that. I'm not allowed
to say anything about that.

Okay.

The attorneys asked me to issue an order ordering third
parties not to post videos or anything on social media about
this case, and I declined their request because I don't think
I have jurisdiction to do that.

What attorneys asked that?

Rob Weatherford and Lesley Cohen.

Did it have anything to do with this case at all?

Rob Weatherford's suspended from the practice of law. He was
representing Ms. Silva. Lesley Cohen is still on the case
and representing the father. But I would not issue the order
they requested.

And that order was to?

Have third parties take this out of the media and not post it
on social media. It already started on social media. Then
it went to -- then television stations, I believe. I

wouldn't issue that order.
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GARY 'VAUSE ] STATE OF NEVADA
e COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

PAUL G. DEYHLE
General Counsel and
Executive Director

PO. Box 48
Carson City, Nevada 88702
Telephone (775) 887-4017 o Fax (775) 687-3607
“Website: http:/www.judicial.state.nv.us

April 26, 2017
PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

The Honorable Rena Hughes, Department J
Eighth Judicial District Court, Family Division
601 N. Pecos

Las Vegas, NV §9101-2408

Re: Judicial Conduct Complaints, Case Nos. 2016-113 and 2016-158

Dear Judge Hughes:

On April 14, 2017, the Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline (the “Commission™) made
a determination that there was sufficient evidence to require you to respond to complaints against
you. Enclosed you will find a copy of the Commission’s Determination and Interrogatoties. Copies
of the complaints and all investigatory documents are contained on a CD which is also enclosed with
this letter, The Commission, after an investigation and preliminary review, has determined that an
answer to the complaints should be required of you as set forth in the Procedural Rules of the
Commission. The Comumission at this time has not made a finding of whether there is sufficient
evidence to proceed to a formal hearing.

PURSUANT TO PROCEDURAL RULE 12(3) YOU ARE REQUIRED TO RESPOND
TO THE SWORN COMPLAINTS IN WRITING WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER
SERVICE OF THE COMPLAINTS UPON YOU. FAILURE TO ANSWER THE
COMPLAINTS SHALL BE DEEMED AN ADMISSION THAT THE RELEVANT FACTS

ALLEGED IN THE COMPLAINTS ARE TRUE AND ESTABLISH GROUNDS FOR
DISCIPLINE.

The Commission has determined that you need not respond to all of the aspects of the
complaints as can be detenmined by comparing the complaints with the Determination, In light of
this and in order to help you focus your response, | have included a list of the issues the Commission
wants addressed and a list of what I call interrogatories. In essence, these frame the factual and legal
issues. Please respond generally to the relevant portions of the Determination by the Commission
and more specifically to the Interrogatories.
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The Honorable Rena Hughes
April 26,2017
Page 2

"Pursuant to Procedural Rule 12(4), you are entitled to inspect the records of the Commission
relating to the disciplinary actions agamst you. Accordingly, I have enclosed copies of the
Commission records regarding its investigation to date on the enclosed CD.

Please remember that, pursuant to NRS 1.4683, these matters are confidential. If you have

any questions conceming the contents of this letter, you or your counsel may contact me through the
- Commission office,

Since’rely,
NEVADA COMMISSION ON
JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE
4 / }//ﬂhb\/‘
/ - / L //?'/“,/”M 7
Paul Deyhle

General Counsel and Executive Director

PCD/jj
Enclosures as stated
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DETERMINATION BY NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE
OF CAUSE FOR RESPONSE TO COMPLAINTS
REGARDING CASE NUMBERS 2016-113 and 2016-158

Following a review of the investigations in these cases, the Commission determines pursuant to
NRS 1.4667 that there is a reasonable probability that the evidence available for introduction at a
formal hearing could clearly and convincingly establish grounds for disciplinary action against
Respondent contained in the complaints. Accordingly, Respondent is required to respond to the
complaints, The allegations of misconduct are as follows:

Respondent violated the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct, including paragraph [1] of the

- Preamble (maintain the dignity of office and avoid impropriety); Judicial Canon 1, Rule 1.1
(failing to comply with the law, including the Code of Judicial Conduct), Rule 1.2 (failing to act
at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and
impartiality of the judiciary and avoiding impropriety and the appearance of impropriety); Judicial
Canon 2, Rule 2.2 (failing to uphold and apply the law, and performing all duties of judicial office
fairly and impartially), Rule 2.5(A) (performing judicial and administrative duties competently
and diligently), Rule 2.6(A) (right to be heard), and Rule 2.8(B) (failure to be patient, dignified,
and courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others with
whom the judge deals in an official capacity), or any single rule or any combination of those rules,
by doing the following while Respondent was the District Court Judge for the Eighth Judicial
District Court in Clark County, Nevada:

1. InCase No. D-12-467820-D, Respondent ordered visitation to occur on the weekends with
the mother bringing the thirteen year old daughter to the Donna’s House facility in order
to facilitate the exchange with the father.

2. On May 14, 2016, the mother allegedly failed to comply with the said visitation and the
father’s counsel filed an Order Shortening Time on May 17, 2016 to place the matter back
on calendar regarding the visitation.

3. In response to the Order Shortening Time, Respondent found the mother in contempt of
court through a Minute Order dated June 8, 2016, for failure to facilitate the subject minor
child’s visitation with her father at Donna’s House based upon the father’s counsel’s filed
pleadings and therapist reports.

4. The June 8, 2016 Minute Order ordered that, “This Court finds that Plaintiff is in contempt
of the Court’s order to facilitate visitation on weekends with the Father, AN ORDER TO
SHOW CAUSE SHALL ISSUE.”

5. The Minute Order further stated, “Mother shall bring the minor child to Dept J, Courtroom
#4,onJune 15,2016 at 1:30 p.m. If Mother fails to deliver the minor child to the courtroom
on June 15, 2016, she shall be deemed in further contempt of Court, and sentenced to
twenty-five (25) days incarceration. If Mother fails to appear, a bench warrant shall issue.”

6. The mother brought the minor child to court on June 15, 2016. At the court proceeding,
Respondent quickly addressed both parties, and ordered everyone to leave the courtroom
except the daughter, Respondent had an off the record discussion with the thirteen year old
daughter.

7. When the Court went back on the record, the mother was not allowed to return to the
courtroom and was escorted off the property. Respondent addressed the father with his
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10,

11.

counse] and the minor child and explained that she was awarding the father temporary sole
legal and physical custody, the father’s child support obligation would cease, the mother
would have to pay the statutory minimum child support, and the mother was to have no
contact with the child. An evidentiary hearing regarding a permanent change in custody
was set for October 11, 2016.

The daughter screamed and cried during the entire process while the father remained at his
counsel table.

Respondent addressed the crying child by informing the child that the change in custody
occurred because the mother and daughter were not cooperating with the Court ordered
visitation with the father. Respondent further explained that if the danghter refused to go
with the father, the daughter would end up in Child Haven, which Respondent described
as a jail for kids.

At the court proceeding on June 15, 2016, no evidence or testimony was entered into the
record regarding the change of custody, change in child support or the finding of contempt.
No order to show cause issued regarding the failure to facilitate visitation or notice
regarding the change of custody and/or child support.

Dated this 147 of April /2017

Gary Vause, @éirman
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April 14,2017

INTERROGATORIES PERTAINING TO COMPLAINTS
REGARDING JUDGE RENA HUGHES
CASE NUMBERS 2016-113 and 2016-158

TO: Judge Rena Hughes, Respondent:

(NOTE THAT ALL REFERENCES TO EITHER CANONS OR RULES PERTAIN TO THE
REVISED NEVADA CODE OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT)

This set of interrogatories is sent pursuant to the authority of the Nevada Commission on
Judicial Discipline (hereinafter referred to as “Commission”). Nev. Const. Art. 6, § 21(7); NRS
1.462, 1.4667; Commission Procedural Rule 12; NRCP 33. Respondent is required to answer the
interrogatories separately and fully in writing under oath. The answers shall set forth each
interrogatory asked, followed by rtespondent’s answer or response. The interrogatories are
intended to focus the issues in the complaint as determined by the Commission. References
below either to Canons or Rules pertain to the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct. Should
respondent deem it necessary to argue legal matters, a separate brief of no more than ten pages in
total for all arguments may be attached and referenced in an answer to an interrogatory but said
answer shall not contain legal argument.

The allegations of misconduct are found in the Determination of the Commission in these
cases entered on April 14, 2017. A copy is enclosed with these interrogatories. Respondent is
also being provided with copies of the evidentiary record considered by the Commission
determining that there was sufficient evidence to require a response. Although respondent is to
respond to the complaints pursuant to NRS 1.4667(3), the complaints are limited to the issues
confirmed in the Determination of the Commission. Unless otherwise stated, all of the
interrogatories continue to pertain to the actions of respondent in Case No. D-12-467820-D, on
or about June 8, 2016 — June 15, 2016 while respondent was acting in her official capacity as a
District Court Judge of Family Court for the Eighth Judicial District Court in Clark County,
Nevada.

1. Why did you draft the Minute Order dated June 8, 2016, and on what basis did you find
that the mother failed to facilitate the daughter’s visitation with the father?

2. On what basis did you find the mother was in contempt of Court regarding her alleged
failure to facilitate visitations on weekends?

3. Please explain how your finding of the Complainant in contempt complies with Nevada
Revised Statutes regarding finding a party in contempt for violating a court order{s)?

4. Please explain why you did not hold a hearing regarding finding the mother in contempt
for failing to facilitate visitation with the father on weekends?

5. Please explain why you did not hold a hearing regarding the temporary transfer of sole
legal and physical custody that occurred at the June 15, 2016 hearing.

6. Please explain why you changed custody when the Father's Motion for An Order
Shortening Time only addressed the visitation issue.

7. Please explain why your Minute Order of June 15, 2016 stated that “Mom shall have NO
CONTACT with Minor™.
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8. In your Minute Order of June 15, 2016, why did you order that if the minor refuses to go
with the father that the minor would go to Child Haven?

9. Please explain what Child Haven is in detail, and why you told the daughter that is a jail

‘ and/or prison for children?

10. Please explain, in detail, what you told the daughter off the record.

11, Did you make up your mind before the hearing that you were going to change custody,
please explain.

12. Why did you not have any counselor, or CASA volunteer, or someone of that nature at
the June 15, 2016 hearing to facilitate the custody transfer and comfort the minor child?

13. Why did you choose to have the mother and father removed from the court, and then
spoke to the child off the record?

14. Why did you have the mother removed from the courtroom on June 15, 20167

15. How would you characterize the court proceeding that took place on June 15, 2016, such
as was it a contempt hearing, custody hearing etc...? Please explain in detail.

16. Please explain how you found the mother in contempt for failure to follow the Court’s
order regarding visitations with the father on June 15, 2016 while at the same time state
that an order to show cause shall issue?

17. Please explain why you did not hold a contempt hearing regarding visitation on July 28,
2016 since you held a contempt hearing on other issues that day.

18. Did you inform the parties before the hearing that you were going to change custody at
the June 15, 2016 hearing, and if yes, please explain how you informed the parties.

19. Please explain why you did not hold a hearing regarding the awarding of child support at
the June 15, 2016 hearing. A

20. Please explain how you protected the mother’s due process rights regarding the custody,
child support and contempt finding at the June 15, 2016 hearing.

21. Based on the answers to any of the above questions, did respondent violate Rule 1.1
(compliance with the law including the Code); Rule 1.2 (failing to act at all times in a
manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and impartiality
of the judiciary and avoiding impropriety and the appearance of impropriety); Rule 2.2
(failing to uphold and apply the law, and performing all duties of judicial office fairly and
impartially); Rule 2.5(A)(perform duties competently); Rule 2.6(A) (failing to accord to
every person who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or that person’s lawyer, the right to
be heard according to law); and Rule 2.8(B) (failing to be patient, dignified, and
courteous to litigants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, and others
with whom the judge deals in an official capacity) of the Revised Nevada Code of
Judicial Conduct, or any single rule or any combination of those rules, by doing any, a
combination of, or all of the alleged acts, in Case No. D-12-467820-D, on or about June
8, 2016 —~ June 15, 2016 while respondent was acting in her official capacity as a District

Court Judge of Family Court for the Eighth Judicial District Court in Clark County,
Nevada? Please explain.

'NOTHING FOLLOWS.

th
Dated this 2/ _day of April, 201 W
'7/

Paul Deyhle 4
General Counsel and Executive Director
Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline

2
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COMMISSION CASE NO ot

NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

VERIFIED STATEMENT OF COMPLAINT

Pigase Clearky Tyoe or Pk Al Bequred nfurnalion,

Part I General Information

Date: (p - ]G - {{ o~

Name of Person Completing This Form: WJL = {4y Tt A A

Mailing Address of Person Completing This Form: (L1 % ConTobhimenonn  TLACT
s Necag NN
Davtime Telephone: (R0 7 1 40 9438  Emaill LSBTV (@ HHSTRML, G

Fart il $pecific Information Regarding Complaint

Name of Nevada Judicial Officer (Only One Name Per Compfaint Formy. R T il HUGHES

Name of Court or Judicial District Involved: € {G4va—% CIDIC e, TERISTRACT - TAMIL, COMLIRT

Case Number {Please Include All Letters and Numbersy: "I — 12 - S ARZ20 -1

When and where did the alteged misconduct or disability ocour?

Date: s & (L Time: 2:30 P location SowmmRons M -(Co v TPECHS

Date: b, {5~ [ (a Time | L RO . Location Coumx®rome b ~ (9 v PECOY
This Case Is (Sefect One): Q_{_: Pending In Trial Court  _2XOn Appeal  ___Not Pending or Closed

Nature of Complaint (Sslect Onel 7 have atfached my own explanation pagefs)
| have used the standard Complaint Form

Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct Section(s) Violated. ¥ Known [{Example: Canon 3B(2)]:

Part lil: Qbligations Qf Complainant

[ hereby acknovdedge the following agreemesnts and/or waivers:

Consent to Investigate, | expressly authorize the Commission on Judicial Discipliine {"Commission™). staff
and contractors., to invesfigate my complaint and take any and all actions. including Interviewing any relevant
Aness{es) or request by subpoena or athenvise any documentary evidence and o verify the statements |
have made hersin lo be frue and correct (or if sialed to be on information and belief that the statements are
believed In good falth 1o be true and correcty. | agree io promplly suppiement and amend this complaint 1
learn that the facis | have alleged are materally incomedt. | understand that deliberately misstating the tuth
of any material fact could subject me (o various sanctions inciuding. but not imited fo. dismissal of my
complaint. contempt or & separate action for perjury.
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Part 1li Obligations of Complainant (Continued)

Full Coopergtion, | agree o fully cooperate with the Commission, staff and ifs designaled contractors with
regard fo my complaint. | understand that sven if | wish to withdraw my compilaint that the Commission retains
independent grounds to pursue it and that the information contained within and atached to the complaint
becomes the property of the Commission and the Commission may pursue the complaint even if | seek to

- withdrew i, | understand that all documents submitted become the property of the Commission and
will not be returned.

Appes| Warning., | understand that the Commission, its staff and contractors are not an appeliate court and
that my filing of a complaint does not stay or stop any fime | am provided to appeal a decision | disagree with
or any decision that adversely affects me. | understand that | must timely file an appeal to preserve those
rights. | acknowledge that filing a complaint with the Commission does not and cannot preserve those rights.

Leaal Advice. | understand that the Commission, its Commissioners, Commission staff, investigators and
contractors are preciuded from giving me legat advice regarding my case or actions | should be taking in my
case and | understand that should | require advice | will seek appropriate assistance apart from the
Commission, Commizsioners, Commission staff, investigators and confractors. '

Partlv. Alachmenis

Relevant documenis: Please attach any relevant documents which you believe directly support your claim
that the judge has engaged in judicial misconduct or has a disabliity. Highlight or otherwise identify
those sections that you rely on to support your clalm. Do not include documents which do not directly
support your complaint, for example, a copy of your complete court case.  Keep & copy of all documents
submitied for your records as they become the property of the Commission and will not be returned.

Part V. Signature and VYerification of Complalnt

After being duly swom, | state under penalty of perjury that | am the above-referenced complainant whose
name appears in Part [ and who submitted this complaint. | know the contents thereof, and the matiers
set forth in this complaint are true and correct based upon my own knowledge, except as fo matters stated
fo be on information and belief, and those matters are believed fo be true and correct. | request that the
conduct set forth above or referenced in the aftachments and exhibits provided with the complaint be
investigated by the Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline.

(el S & 2.9 zole

Signature of Complainant Date

How Do I Submit My Complaint? Where Can { Obtain Additional Assistance? This complaint, along with
any supporting materials, should be sent by mall to the: Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline,
P.0. Box 48, Carson Clly, Nevada 88702, If you have guestions regarding the completion of this form,
please contact the Commission on Judiciat Discipline at (775) 887-4017. In addition, if you have access o
the internet, or can obtain access at a local library or other facility, the Commission’s web site located at
hitp:/judicial.state.nv.us and provides additional information to help you prepare your complaint. The
web site also includes the full and current text of the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct and other
laws, statutes and rules governing the Commission.
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On June 10, 2016 | received a letter in the mail which had errors by the Judge. |
have attached a copy and notated errors. It informed me to bring Annie to the
courthouse or | would be thrown in jail for 25 days. | was very much hoping the
judge would FINALLY listen to my child and protect her. [ was wrong.

On June 15, 2016 Annie and | went in to court along with her father and his
counsel. | had ne representation because her father, Rogerio Silva has refused
to pay child support or alimony for more than 6 months and never reimbursed me
for Annie's medical/dental bills. That has been conveniently ignored. | stated my
name for the record and then we were all, except for Annie asked to leave. She
had no child advocate or attorney present. You will have to walch the video to
see the extreme abuse of discretion committed by Judge Rena Hughes. After
about 3 minutes, the bailiff came into the hall and stated he was to "escort the
mother off the property.” As you can see on the video, Rogerio and his counsel
go back in the court room and more questionable actions and over reaching of
power take place.

At this time all my parental rights have been stripped without any evidence of
abuse on my part. Further more the US Dept. of Justice cites: Saunder's study
shows removing a child from the attached parent is a "harmful outcome™ and
always wrong.
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STANDARD COMPLAINT FORM (ETATEMENT OF FACTS)

The following is my explanation as fo why the judicial officer named in this complain has viclated the
Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct or suffers from a disability.

Please identify yourself as [select ongl: | "f alitipant, [ ]awiiness orinferested party; or{ ]amember
of the general public who witnessed or viewed this conduct (but not otherwise involved).

The following are the specific facts and circumstances which you believe constitute misconduct or dissbility
{please be as specific s possible about the event(s) or action(s) and attach additional pages, if necessary):

PEASE  \OTOAC NIDEG

! have [select onel. { ]appealed the judge's decision I 1not appealed the decision
[~ ot decided to appeal the decision yet I 1notapplicable

Atltzch Additional Pages as Necessary

{Ravised 12/28/2015)

& W pbaite Gietiaies and IftwmationtI015 12 28 Complniat Form docx

APP 10




TP S

““”@% /{"C&W
D-12-467820-D e
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Divorce - Complaint COURT MINUTES ' June 08, 2016
D-12-46782G-D Welthy Silva, Plaintiff

vS.

Rogerio Silva, Defendant.
fune 08, 2016 230 PM Minute Order
HEARD BY: Hughes, Rena G. COURTROOM: Courtroom 04

COURT CLERK: Tiffany Skaggs

PARTIES:
Annie Silva, Subject Minor, not present
Rogerio Silva, Defendant, Counter Claimant, Lesley Cohen, Attomey, not presernit

not present
Welthy Silva, Plaintiff, Counter Defendant, not Pro Se
present
i JOURNAL ENTRIES
- Per Judge Hughes

NRCP 1 and EDCR 1.10 state that the procedure in district courts shall be administered to secure
efficient, speedy, and inexpensive determinations in every action. Pursuant to EDCR 2.23(c) and

- 5.11{e), this Court can consider a motion and issue a decision on the papers at any time withouta
hearing. Further, pursuant to EDCR 2.20(c}, this Court can grant the requested relief if there s no
opposition timely filed.

This Court has read and considered the current underlying pleadings in this matter,
This case has a lengthy, troubled history. Since the parties divorce on April 26, 2013, they have been

before this Court no less than 9 timés, primarily on Father s motions to enforce his rights of custody
and visitation, and regarding his objection to the minor child { Annie } being home schooled by

PRINT DATE: | 06/08/2016 Pagelof 5 Mirmtes Date: June 08, 2016

Notice: Journal entries are prepared by the courtroom clerk and are not the official record of the Court.
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< ,
Mother. The parties are also disputing the handling of the HELOC account after divorce.

The Decree of Divorce granted the parties jointlegal, and Mother primary physical custody of the
minor child, Annie. Father s visitation period was weekly from Saturday at 11:00 a.m. to Monday at
10:00 axm,
In April 2014, Father filed a motion to have Annie tested to determine her educational level, and to
have her placed in public school. Mother was home schooling Annie over Father s objection, and
s allegedly in violation of the joint Iegal custodial provisions of the Decree of Divorce. A hearing did
not take place on this motion, because counsel for Father failed to file a valid proof of service.
o HE ComSEARLTTED 19 HeMEOooouUn G FOR 2 VEkes BEFoRE DldedsE
fIn January 2015, Father filed a second motion for academnic testing, to have Annie placed in public
| schol. to modify child custody to primary to Father, and enforce the Decree of Divorce with respect
to the HELOC. The Decree ordered Mother to refinance or sell the former marital residence because
Father s name is on the HELOC. Father requested a change in custody based on Mother s decision to
home school A Ame, without hisconsent Fathe ithat when he objected to Mother about the
home schooling, she dended him visitation. At the hearing in February 2015, the parties were ardered
to mediation to address Father s visitation, and for a child interview. It was alleged that Annie did
not wish to visit, with Father. | NENETR DE@ED Aiet VISTUATION = -
. T TR - Ao (6 EEFUTED
In or around April 2015, Mother began withholding the minor d:tiié’gurmg Father s custodial time, T© -
In May 2015, Father called the police to assist him in facilitating his visitation, and Mother refused to
turn over the child. - AN 18 EPDKE  LaTTH TOLCE OFFICERS WERSELT.
The parties stipulated in July 2015 to reunification therapy for Father and Annie. The Court ordered
reunification therapy with Keisha Weiford and Father to bear the cost. The Court also ordered
Mother to have math testing performed, and that Father would have compensatory time over the
summer break. The Court further ordered the parties to provide a history of the HELOC payments
and the current balance.

Keisha Weiford provided reports in early July and Augast 2015, informing the Court that Father met

¢, with her for reunification therapy and paid all fees. In July 2015, Mother arrived for the initial - 27D BT
‘*:?‘%’ appointment, but did not leave the parking lot, alleging Annie would not get out of the car. Keisha
‘ r,qij{;}ﬁg@-]eﬁord went to meet Mother and Annie in the parking lot and spoke to thern. Ms, Weiford spoke
2 g@gwﬂh Annie and calmed her fears, but then Mother ended the conversation by stating that Annie was -
2l too stressed to go forward with the appointment. Mother reiterated that Annie does not want to MC?E‘;M A
s meet with her father. Ms. Weiford also reparted that Mother called days prior to the first HW% LED
V' appomtment and told her Annie did not want to come to the appointment or was unwilling to get in
i s ¢ thecar. Mother wanted to know if Annie could terminate the reunification session if Father started w"“:w
‘@; to lie in session. Father met with Ms. Weiford and reported that Anmie was upset withhim for ™% »gw\ﬁ,

v having her tested, and for quesmmmg her home schooling. %ﬁ Weiford contacted Mother again and
BAD b o STVER. T &

LB
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requested she bring Annie to meet with her father for reunification. Mother stated to Ms. Weiford
that Annie was not willing to meet with her Father because she did not want to be around his
negative energy. Annie agreed to meet with Ms. Weiford individually.

The following is an excerpt from Ms. Weiford report of the July 8, 2015 meeting with Annie.

Annie definitely displayed friritation with me at our meeting. She reported she told me at the

beginning of our previous session that she did not want to be reunified, with her Dad. [ asked her if

Mom explained to her that even though she told me that I would still need to meet with her and Dad.

Annie reported that her mother did not explain that to her becanse her mother did not understand

why I could not take her word only. Annie reported to me that she was not joking, and did not want

to be reunified. She reported that anyone that knows her is aware that she does not give second

chances and she has already given her Dad too many chances. She reported that the only reason that NEE
her Dad is pushing for this reunification is because he likes drama. S @Ww “
Ms. Weiford reported 1 am having a hard time distinguishing what were the problerns in ¢ ;}?é WL‘"@ g%;awe\»
marriage and what are the problems in the parent-child relationship It seerns very much mtaz*twmed ’%5% o
with Mom s relationship with Dad. I am concerned with the possible enmeshment that Annie and ¢

Mom might have. Ms. Weiford recommended Mother get behind the reunification and share the

financial responsibility of reunification therapy. Father paid Ms. Weiford a total of $1,800.00 for

reunification therapy that never occurred. Ms. Weiford then canceled the remaining reunification
appointments.

In October 2015, the Court issued an Order to Show Cause against Mother for not following the Court
s Order to engage in reunification therapy, and ardered reunification therapy to continue. The Court
further ordered the parties to equally divide the cost of therapy for the previous sessions, and for
Mother to pay for all future sessions.

Mother terminated the reunification with Ms. Weiford, reporting that finances were an issue ..and
Annie was done.

Before terminating the reunification therapy, Ms. Weiford conducted three (3) sessions with Father
and Annie. According to Ms. Weiford s report of November 2, 2015, Annie was tearfuol at first, but by
the time of the second session, she was comfortable with her Father and played games with kim.
Armie left the second session cheerful. Before starting the third session, Annie told Ms. Weiford, she
did not want to be reunified and did not want to have a relationship with her father.

Ms. Weiford had authority to contact Annie s therapist and received a report that Annie did not
report abuse, neglect, or any other issues with her father concerning safety and welfare. In Ms.
Weiford s opinion, the issues between Annie and her Father had more to do with his conflicts with
her Mother than with his personal relationship with her. Ms. Weiford further opined that Mother
was creating the rift between Father and Annie, because Annie s thoughts appeared to be those of her

FRINT DATE: | 06/08/2016 Page3of 5 Minutes Date: June 08, 2016

Notice: Journal entries are prepared by the courtroom clerk and are not the official record of the Court.
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K{f’z’*\%ﬁ
Mother, from her difficalt rdaﬁonsth with Father.

In Janwary 2016, the Court issued an Order to Show Cause against Plaintiff for having vidlated the
Court s Orders of May 5, 2015, July 21, 2015, October 7, 2015, and January 5, 2016 to have the child
subjected to standardized testing for math proficiency. Further, because Mother was not facilitating
reunification therapy, the Court ordered visitation exchanges occur at Donna s House, so the
exchanges could be observed, and a report to the Court generated. Visitation was ordered for 2.5
hours on dates certain throughout February 2016, with eventual overnights at the end of February, to ; ;
take place each week. On February 16, 2016, Donna s House reported that the parties completed the é%vf ‘
orienttation process, but Annie refused to go with her Father for visitation, and they canceled future 4@
exchanges. :

&
The Court then issued a referral Order for Outsourced Evaluation Services with Claudia Schwarz on KZ;:? gy
February 28, 2016. Each party was ordered to pay one half of Ms. Schwarz fees. On March 1, 2016, (& - ﬂ{f
Ms. Schwarz reported to the Court that Father was in compliance with the Court s order and was g’%@«” A \?\2" v
ready to begin services, however, Mother contacted her and explained she cannot pay for services aﬁé, ‘ /'é,
this time. Because Mother could not pay for services, the Court AGAIN ordered child custody .37 4; R é
exchanges to resume, at Donna s House, as previously ordered. The Court FURTHER L »2"‘ 3 el
ADMONISHED Mother that if she did not encourage and facilitate the exchanges on weekends, Q‘*é/‘ & é%f
Armie would spend the entire sumimer with Father, Mother may may be held in conternpt, and further - ¢ L
sanctions could issue against her. Mother brought Annie to Dorma s House for the exchange and s &
Annie refused to go with Father. $4&T ”R”M‘e: - L HiNe & FREprgt TRGR Neeg &

e FOTTHER TR UL s T WULS rohett o, L

This Court FINDS that Mother has failed to facilitate Father s visitation with Annie. Because Mother
has failed to facilitate visitation with Father, she has violated his parental rights and the arders of this
Court. Mother was advised at the last court hearing that if she did not compel the minor child to visit
with Father on weekends, the child would spend the entire summer with Father.

Based upon the reasons stated above: IT ISHEREBY ORDERED THAT:

This Court finds that Plaintiff is in contempt of the Court s order to facilitate vzsxtatmn on weekends
with the Father, AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE SHALL ISSUE.

AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE is also issued against Plaintiff for not complying with the Court s
orders to refinance the HELOC, on the former marital residence, or in the alternative, to have it sold.

AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE is further issued against Plaintiff for not having Annie tested for
Math proficiency in a timely manner as ordered by the Court.
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Mother shall bring the minor child to Dept. J, Court room #4, on June 15, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. If Mother
fails to deliver the minor child to the courtroom on June 15, 2016, she shall be deemed in further
contempt of Court, and sentenced to twenty-five (25} days incarceration. If Mother fails to appear, a
bench warrant shall issue.

The Order to Show Cause hearing shall be scheduled for July 28, 2016 at 1:30 p.m. The Status Chedk,
set for July 28, 2016, at 10:00 amn, shall hereby, be VACATED.

Counsel for Defendant shall prepare an Order consistent with this Court minute, and the Orders to
Show Cause.

Clerk's note, a copy, of today's minute order was mailed, to Plaintiff and placed, in counsel's folder, at
Family Court.
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He: Silva v. Silva Case No. D-12-467820-D 3~1~2016
Dear Judge Hughes:

Your court has all pre trial memorandum. In those papers you will find
proof as to my financial situation caused by defendant refusing to pay

child support and reimbursement of medical/dental bills. | will gladly pay
Ms. Claudia Schwartz when and if Rogerio Silva pays me.

Sincerely,
Welthy Silva
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Re: Case No. 2016-113 November 7, 2016

Dear Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline:

I am submitting a recent news story which aired about my case. | believe your review
date is December 9th and thought you should be aware of most recent events. Nothing
has changed in my case except for a coerced stipulation where | am allowed one day
a week with my daughter. Last court hearing was meant fo be an evidentiary hearing
but Judge Rena Hughes again refused to look or consider any of my evidence. | still
have no legal custody of my daughter who | took care of her entire fife until the sudden
change of custody for no legal reason.

Very Sincerely,
Welthy Silva

APR. 117


































































































































