
STATE OF MICHIGAN 
BEFORE THE JUDICIAL TENURE COMMISSION 

 
 
COMPLAINT AGAINST 
 
Hon. Kahlilia Y. Davis      FC 101 
36th District Court 
Detroit, MI 
 
__________________________/ 

 
AMENDED COMPLAINT 

 
The Michigan Judicial Tenure Commission (“Commission”) has authorized 

this amended complaint against Honorable Kahlilia Y. Davis (“respondent”), judge 

of the 36th District Court, City of Detroit, County of Wayne, State of Michigan, and 

directed that it be filed. This action is taken pursuant to the authority of the 

Commission under Article 6, Section 30 of the Michigan Constitution of 1963, as 

amended, and MCR 9.200 et seq. 

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

1. Respondent was elected as a judge to the 36th District Court in November 2016. 

2. On about December 6, 2016, respondent was sworn in as a judge of the 36th 

District Court. 

3. Respondent’s term as a judge of the 36th District Court commenced on January 

1, 2017. 
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4. As a judge, respondent has been and is subject to duties and responsibilities 

imposed on her by the Michigan Supreme Court and is subject to the standards 

for discipline set forth in MCR 9.104 and 9.202. 

5. Respondent first reported to the 36th District Court for work on March 6, 2017. 

Respondent was assigned to the landlord-tenant docket. 

COUNT I – ABUSE OF CONTEMPT OF COURT POWERS 

6. On April 3, 2017, the parties to a summary eviction proceeding before 

respondent entered into a consent judgment in the matter of Detroit Real Estate, 

Inc v Sharon Hayes, Case No. 17-307300-LT. 

7. The consent judgment was in the total amount of $3,277 and provided that 

acceptance of partial payment would not prevent the court from issuing an order 

of eviction to the defendant. The consent judgment further stated that the March 

rent was in transit, $775 would be credited when received, and that the plaintiff 

could apply for an order of eviction if the defendant did not pay the judgment 

due by April 30, 2017. 

8. After April 30, 2017, the defendant attempted to make a partial payment, which 

the plaintiff did not accept. 

9. On May 4, 2017, the defendant filed an application for order of eviction. 

10. On about May 4, 2017, Joy Eck, the office manager of Detroit Real Estate, Inc., 

left an eviction notice on the property in which Ms. Hayes resided. The eviction 
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notice stated: “The Court has ordered the bailiff and they will be out to your 

house to evict you.” 

11. The notice Ms. Eck placed was the incorrect notice. The proper notice should 

have stated: “The bailiff has been ordered and they will be out to your house to 

evict you.” 

12. Respondent signed the order of eviction on May 8, 2017, but that order was 

never entered. 

13. On about May 8, 2017, Ms. Hayes filed a motion for relief from judgment and 

to stay proceedings. 

14. On May 8, 2017, respondent held a hearing on the motion for relief from 

judgment. 

15. At the May 8, 2017 hearing, respondent asked why a notice was placed on the 

door stating that the court had ordered the bailiff who would be out to the house 

to evict the tenant when the writ had just been issued that morning. Respondent 

stated that she did not like lies or “people lying on this Court” and that the notice 

was a “complete lie . . . used to intimidate people.” As a result of the wording 

of the writ and respondent’s assumptions, she scheduled a writ/show cause 

hearing and directed plaintiff’s counsel, Diane Wyrock, to bring someone from 

Detroit Real Estate who had a checkbook “because somebody is going to pay 

some money on this Writ Hearing date.”  
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16. On May 8, 2017, respondent entered a motion and order for Ms. Eck to appear 

on May 24, 2017, and show cause why she should not be held in civil contempt 

for failure to comply with the order of the court and why sanctions should not 

be issued against her. 

17. On May 24, 2017, respondent held a show cause hearing at which Ms. Eck and 

Ms. Wyrock appeared. 

18. At the show cause hearing, Ms. Eck acknowledged that respondent took issue 

with the notice Ms. Eck had posted on Ms. Hayes’s residence because that 

notice should only have been placed after the order was signed. 

19. Without allowing Ms. Eck to provide any explanation, respondent stated: 

THE COURT: Right. And so what you did is you committed 
fraud because I didn’t sign this writ until the morning of May 8th. 
And that is ridiculous. It’s disgusting and I believe it’s a business 
practice of yours and it’s going to stop today. 

 
You are going to pay this woman $3,000 in punitive for your 

fraud. It was intentional. It was purposeful. You wanted to subvert 
the law and you’re going to pay a $500 fine to this court. 

 
Now I’ll dismiss this case. And you can sit over there until 

those checks are written. 
 

* * * 
 
Ms. Eck, I don’t see you writing a check. I don’t see you 

sitting. You’re standing by a door. That’s not what I asked you to 
do. I told your lawyer to have you bring a checkbook with you. 
Where is it? 

 
MS. ECK: I didn’t even bring a purse with me. 
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THE COURT: Well then, you’re going to stay here. Your 
lawyer better find it because otherwise, you’re going to jail today. 
Don’t ever do that again. 

 
Ms. Wyrock, did I not tell you to tell her to bring a 

checkbook? 
 
MS. WYROCK: I did. 
 
THE COURT: Well Ms. Eck, I hope you like green because 

you’re going to get a check somehow to these people today. And 
you can sit here all day long, if you want to, until my docket is 
done and then you’ll go to lock-up. And then you’ll spend seven 
days in Wayne County Jail. So figure it out. That’s disgusting. 
 

20. Ms. Wyrock left the courtroom to retrieve the checkbook for Ms. Eck. 

21. While Ms. Eck was waiting in the courtroom for Ms. Wyrock to retrieve the 

checkbook, respondent continued to threaten Ms. Eck with possible sanctions. 

22. Ms. Eck wrote a check payable to Ms. Hayes in the amount of $3,000, which 

was given to respondent’s court clerk. 

23. Respondent then presented the check to Ms. Hayes’s counsel. Respondent 

stated: 

THE COURT: Thank you. And that is for punitive damages 
for fraudulent posting, posting a fraudulent information which I 
believe was intended to frighten Ms. Hayes and get her to behave 
in a manner that would subvert Ms. Eck and her company from 
having to follow the law. 

 
Also there was an order, and I do see a check here, I believe 

that Ms. Wyrock is going to go downstairs and pay this for Ms. 
Eck, the $500 fine to the 36th District Court. Once she comes up 
with evidence that that has been paid to the court then Ms. Eck will 
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be free to go. And I hope that she will have learned never to do 
this again. Thank you very much. 

 
Please tell Ms. Hayes that we all hope that she feels better. 

 
24. On May 24, 2017, respondent entered an order consistent with her statements 

on the record that Detroit Real Estate pay $3,000 in punitive damages for a 

fraudulent posting on the defendant’s door and that it pay a $500 fine to the 

court. 

25. Before ruling, respondent had no information to indicate that posting an 

incorrect notice was a “business practice” of Detroit Real Estate. 

26. Before ruling, respondent had no information that Ms. Eck had fraudulent intent 

when she posted the incorrect notice on the defendant’s door. 

27. There is no provision in law for respondent to assess punitive damages in a case 

of this nature. 

28. Respondent made no findings of fact or conclusions of law to support assessing 

Detroit Real Estate a fine to be paid to the court.  

29. On October 11, 2017, respondent presided over a hearing on a motion to set 

aside a default judgment in a summary eviction proceeding in the matter of 

Celestine Sanders v Nicole Thomas, Case No. 17-321869-LT. 

30. Celestine Sanders appeared on her own behalf, along with her husband, Mark 

Sanders.  
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31. The proof of service stated that the process server, Jerry Johnson, personally 

served Nicole Thomas on September 19, 2017 at 8:35 a.m. 

32. At the hearing, respondent took conflicting testimony from Ms. Thomas, who 

claimed that she had not received any paperwork because she was at work, and 

Mr. Johnson, who claimed that he made service as set forth in the proof of 

service. 

33. Respondent asked Ms. Thomas to provide the telephone number for her job, 

which she did. 

34. Respondent called the number provided and, on speakerphone, spoke with a 

person who identified herself as Nodja Mosley of New St. Paul Tabernacle 

Head Start.  

35. Respondent did not have Ms. Mosley sworn as a witness. 

36. Respondent asked the person who identified herself as Ms. Mosley whether 

Nicole Thomas was at work on September 19, 2017 at 8:35 a.m. 

37. While respondent was on hold with the person who identified herself as Ms. 

Mosley, respondent stated the following: 

Because somebody is lying. And somebody better say who it is, 
because otherwise somebody is going to jail for contempt. 

 
Do you have those papers, those commitment papers? 

 
* * * 
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Now if one of you needs to change your story you should change 
it now before she comes back. 

 
38. After respondent asked questions of the person who identified herself as Ms. 

Mosley, respondent did not allow the parties to ask questions of or cross-

examine that person. 

39. When Ms. Sanders asked respondent to ask a question of the person who 

identified herself as Ms. Mosley, respondent stated, “No. What you can do is 

be quiet or you can go to jail with him [Mr. Johnson].” 

40. After concluding the phone call with Ms. Mosley, respondent accused Mr. 

Johnson of not caring about due process rights, lying on the service of process 

form, and lying on the record under oath. 

41. Respondent did not give Mr. Johnson an opportunity to speak to these 

allegations or otherwise defend himself against these charges. 

42. Mr. Johnson confirmed under oath that he personally served Ms. Thomas on 

September 19, 2017 at 8:35 a.m. Respondent did not have any evidence of Mr. 

Johnson’s accuracy, nor of any intent to deceive, other than Ms. Thomas’s 

unsworn statement that she was not personally served and was at work at 8:30 

a.m., Ms. Thomas’s purported text message stating that she never received any 

court date or papers from the court, and the unsworn statements of the person 

who identified herself as Ms. Mosley. 
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43. Following her accusations against Mr. Johnson, respondent found him in 

contempt of court and sentenced him to five days in the Wayne County Jail with 

no early release. 

44. After allowing Ms. Thomas to have a new hearing “in a couple of weeks” to 

allow Ms. Sanders to serve her properly, Mr. Sanders asked why Ms. Thomas 

was allowed to stay in the residence for two weeks and not have to pay rent. 

45. Respondent responded to Mr. Sanders that she would “give [him] a place to 

stay too” (referring to jail) and if he wanted to argue with her he could go to jail 

with Mr. Johnson so they “can talk about it in lockup.” 

46. Ms. Sanders and respondent then engaged in the following colloquy: 

MS. SANDERS: One more question? Is it possible to hold off on 
his contempt until we get that discovery proof? 
 
THE COURT: No. 
 
MS. SANDERS: What if it proves -- 
 
THE COURT: No. 
 
MS. SANDERS: -- that she wasn’t there? 
 
THE COURT: Ma’am, all right. Two days the Wayne County Jail. 
Everybody can go to jail today. You want it? 
 
MS. SANDERS: No. 
 
THE COURT: Okay, then. I think I’m wearing the robe, right? 
What does it say up there? 
 
MS. SANDERS: Judge Kahlilia Yvette Davis. 
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THE COURT: Okay. It don’t say Judge Celestine Sanders, does 
it? 
 
MS. SANDERS: No. 
 
THE COURT: What does it say outside the door? 
 
MS. SANDERS: 434. 
 
THE COURT: Whose name was on the door? 
 
MS. SANDERS: Yours. 
 
THE COURT: Okay, that’s what I thought. That’s what I thought. 

 
47. On October 11, 2017, respondent signed a judgment of sentence, finding Mr. 

Johnson to be in contempt of court, but did not cite any statutory violation, and 

sentenced him to five days in jail with no early release. 

48. Before finding Mr. Johnson in contempt, respondent failed to determine or 

make any findings regarding whether the contempt was direct or indirect. 

49. Before finding Mr. Johnson in contempt, respondent failed to determine or 

make any findings regarding whether the contempt was civil or criminal. 

50. If the contempt was direct, respondent was obligated to inform Mr. Johnson that 

he was being charged with contempt of court, describe in detail the misconduct, 

state whether the contempt was civil or criminal, and allow Mr. Johnson to 

orally answer the charge. (MJI Contempt of Court Benchbook.) 

51. If the contempt was indirect and criminal or civil, respondent was obligated to: 
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a. ensure the contempt proceeding was properly initiated on an ex parte 

motion supported by an affidavit, MCR 3.606(A) and MCL 600.1711(2); 

b. order Mr. Johnson to show cause at a reasonable time specified in the order 

why he should not be held in contempt, or issue a bench warrant for his 

arrest, MCR 3.606(A)(1), (2); 

c. conduct a hearing at which Mr. Johnson had the opportunity to defend, 
MCL 600.1711(2). 

 
52. On October 12, 2017, then-Chief Judge Nancy Blount ordered Mr. Johnson to 

be immediately released from custody, that Mr. Johnson be issued a personal 

bond to ensure his court appearance, and that Mr. Johnson appear before Judge 

Joseph Baltimore on October 13, 2017 at 10:00 a.m. 

53. On October 13, 2017, Judge Baltimore found that no contempt of court had 

been satisfied and dismissed the contempt charge against Mr. Johnson. 

54. Respondent’s conduct described in Count I violated the following: 

a. Michigan Constitution Article 6, Section 30(2), and MCR 9.202(B), by 
engaging in misconduct in office and persistent failure to perform judicial 
duties. 
 

b. MCR 9.104(1) and MCR 9.202(B), by engaging in conduct prejudicial to 
the administration of justice. 

 
c. MCR 9.104(2), by engaging in conduct that exposed the legal profession 

or the courts to obloquy, contempt, censure, or reproach.  
 
d. MCR 9.202(A), by demonstrating a lack of personal responsibility for her 

own behavior and for the proper conduct and administration of the court 
in which she presides.  
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e. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(a) and MCJC 3(A)(1), for failure to be faithful to the 

law, failure to maintain professional competence in the law, and for 
persistent incompetence in the performance of judicial duties. 

 
f. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(c), and MCJC 3(A)(14), for failure to treat persons 

fairly and courteously.  
 
g. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 2(A), for engaging in irresponsible or 

improper conduct that eroded public confidence in the judiciary.  
 
h. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 2(B), by engaging in conduct that 

undermined public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the 
judiciary. 

 
i. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(3), for failing to be patient, dignified, 

and courteous to litigants, lawyers, and other persons.  
 
j. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(12), for undue interference, 

impatience, or participation in the examination of witnesses. 
 
k. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(12), for a severe attitude toward 

witnesses, especially those who are excited or terrified by the unusual 
circumstances of a trial, all of which tended to prevent the proper 
presentation of the cause and the ascertainment of truth. 

 
l. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(12), for interrupting counsel in their 

arguments. 
 
m. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(12), for making premature judgments.  

 
n. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(13), for failing to adopt the usual and 

accepted methods of doing justice, imposing humiliating acts or discipline 
not authorized by law in sentencing, and failing to endeavor to conform to 
a reasonable standard of punishment.  

 
o. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(C), for failing to raise the issue of 

disqualification when she had cause to believe that due to her bias, grounds 
for disqualification may exist under MCR 2.003(C). 
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COUNT II – COURT OFFICER/PROCESS SERVER MYRAN BELL 

55. Chief Judge Blount appointed Myran Bell as a court officer for two years, for 

landlord-tenant matters only, on August 31, 2016, in accordance with MCR 

3.106(B). 

56. On August 24 and 25, 2017 Mr. Bell attempted personal service of a summons 

and complaint for nonpayment of rent on Kadeji Harris at 430 Frederick in 

Detroit. 

57. Respondent was personally familiar with Kadeji Harris and was aware that Ms. 

Harris did not reside at 430 Frederick, but lived at 410 Frederick in the same 

complex at Lester Morgan Cultural Gardens. 

58. On August 26, 2017, Mr. Bell used another process server to place the summons 

and complaint against Kadeji Harris at 430 Frederick in Detroit. 

59. Having made two prior attempts at personal service, all that was required for 

personal service was to attach securely the documents to the main entrance of 

the tenant’s dwelling unit, in accordance with MCR 4.201(C) and MCR 2.105. 

60. The proof of service states that the process server attached the summons and 

complaint on the residence of 430 Frederick in Detroit on August 26, 2017, at 

6:52 p.m. 
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61. On August 29, 2017, at approximately 11:15 a.m., respondent, while on sick 

leave, was in a car in the driveway of 430 Frederick, the residence of 

respondent’s aunt. 

62. Respondent claims that while sitting in the car she witnessed a red truck pull up 

to the residence at 430 Frederick. A person exited the truck and placed a copy 

of the summons and complaint addressed to Kadeji Harris at the door. 

63. Respondent claims that the person stated “process server” and left. 

64. Respondent retrieved the documents that had been left at 430 Frederick, noted 

that they were a summons and complaint addressed to Kadeji Harris, and called 

the manager of the complex and reported that the summons and complaint listed 

the wrong address. 

65. Respondent also contacted the plaintiff’s attorney, James Abbott, informing 

him that the complaint had the wrong address and was served at the wrong 

address. 

66. The case for nonpayment of rent was assigned to the late Judge B. Pennie 

Millender in the 36th District Court and was scheduled for a hearing on August 

31, 2017. 

67. On August 30, 2017, respondent sent an email to Judges Millender and 

Cylenthia Miller, who were assigned to the landlord tenant docket. The email 

stated: 
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I wanted to bring to your attention concerns I have about Myron 
[sic] Bell. On yesterday, he attached a wrongly addressed 
complaint to a close relative’s home. I have been there with her 
askthe [sic] entire week save two emergency room visits, one of 
which was at 11pm. Mr. Bell has never prior to yesterday been to 
that home. He has never attempted personal service, including 
yesterday. 
 
I had just entered my aunt’s vehicle and not even had time to fasten 
the seat belt when a man parked a red pickup truck in front of her 
home, exited the truck and placed something on the door before 
turning around to head back to his car. He did not ring the bell and 
did not attempt to engage us though we were sitting in the home’s 
driveway. 
 
I rolled the window down and before I could ask anything, he said, 
“Process server” and continued walking back to his truck. 
 
I am concerned that Mr. Bell is not fulfilling the statutory 
requirements for service. The case is set for tomorrow at 1pm on 
Judge Millender’s docket. It is case number 17319963LT. My 
understanding is that Mr. Abbott [plaintiff’s counsel] intends to 
dismiss the case tomorrow because of the incorrect address. 
However, I felt this important enough to bring to your attention 
because I believe that this is his common practice. 
 

68. Respondent did not determine whether the person who left the summons and 

complaint at 430 Frederick on August 29, 2017, was actually Myran Bell. 

69. Myran Bell was not the process server of the documents left at 430 Frederick 

on August 29, 2017. 

70. Respondent did not have information on which she could properly rely to 

suggest that it was Mr. Bell’s “common practice” to make incorrect service of 

process. 
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71. On September 18, 2017, respondent returned to work following her medical 

leave and while on the record in the real estate division stated the following: 

Also, for the attorneys in the courtroom, please be aware 
that in this courtroom please do not use Myron [sic] Bell to serve 
process. I will dismiss your case. Oh, I’ll show you why, and I will 
actually tell you. 

 
They made a mistake, and put an address for my aunt on a 

complaint which was for someone down the street. However, his 
service processor was completely wrong. I was sitting in the car 
with my aunt when a man in a red pickup truck pulled up, got out 
of the car, did not attempt to engage us, although we were parked 
in the driveway, put something on the door, did not ring the door 
bell, did not knock, had never been there before, because I was in 
the house with a terrible stomach virus where I couldn’t leave the 
toilet for the whole week, and he’d never been there before. 

 
I rolled down the window. Before I could say a word he said 

Process Server and continued to walk. 
 
I don’t trust anything he puts on a proof of service. So I have 

him on video if you would like to see it. 
 
Therefore, any motion for dismissal regarding Myron [sic] 

Bell, I will grant. 
 

72. On about September 19, 2017, a note was placed on the podium in the 

courtroom respondent was using stating that no one was to use Mr. Bell as a 

process server in her courtroom. 

73. On September 20, 2017, respondent presided over Johnny Moseley v Deshontae 

Bishop, Case No. 17-312696-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 
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74. The plaintiff in Mosely v Bishop appeared in pro per and the defendant did not 

appear. 

75. Respondent stated that because she had a problem with Mr. Bell as the process 

server, she gave the plaintiff the choice of either dismissing the case or 

adjourning it so that the defendant could get “properly served.” 

76. Before making this decision, respondent made no effort to determine whether 

the defendant had, in fact, been properly served. 

77. Mr. Moseley asked that the matter be adjourned, which respondent granted. 

78. On September 20, 2017, respondent presided over James Jordan v Tamika 

Finley, Case No. 17-321677-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 

79. Plaintiff’s counsel appeared in Jordan v Finley and the defendant did not 

appear. 

80. Respondent stated that because she had a problem with Mr. Bell as the process 

server, she gave plaintiff’s counsel the choice of either dismissing the case or 

adjourning it so the defendant could get “properly served.” 

81. Before making this decision, respondent made no effort to determine whether 

the defendant had, in fact, been properly served. 

82. On September 20, 2017, respondent entered an order adjourning the hearing to 

October 2, 2017, citing “Myran Bell” and the defendant was not present. 
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83. On September 25, 2017, Chief Judge Blount entered an order stating that “Judge 

Davis shall cease and desist from dismissing cases for lack of service based 

solely on the identity of the Court Officer or process server” and “shall reinstate 

any such case that has already been dismissed.” 

84. On September 27, 2017, two days after Chief Judge Blount issued her order, 

respondent presided over KNL Professional Management v Tamara Adkins, 

Case No. 17-322235-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 

85. Respondent sua sponte dismissed the summons and complaint for failure to 

comply with MCR 4.201(B)(1)(b), for the stated reason that the plaintiff failed 

to attach a copy of the lease or deed to the complaint. 

86. Before dismissing the case, respondent made no inquiry into whether the 

tenancy was based on an oral agreement or whether there was a written lease 

agreement. 

87. On September 27, 2017, respondent presided over William Dent v Brittani 

Dewberry, Case No. 17-322223-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process 

server. 

88. The parties in Dent v Dewberry had reached a consent judgment and appeared 

to place the judgment on the record. 
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89. Respondent sua sponte dismissed the summons and complaint for failure to 

comply with MCR 4.201(B)(1)(b), for the stated reason that the plaintiff failed 

to attach a copy of the lease or deed to the complaint. 

90. Respondent made no inquiry into whether the tenancy was based on an oral 

agreement or whether there was a written lease agreement before dismissing 

the case. 

91. On September 27, 2017, respondent presided over Chris Porter v Kellie 

Hamilton and Tarea Hamilton, Case No. 17-322247-LT, in which Mr. Bell had 

been the process server. 

92. Respondent asked if there had been a lease between the parties. 

93. The plaintiff responded that there was a lease, that he had a copy of it, and that 

he did what the court officer said to do. 

94. Respondent asked the defendant, Tarea Hamilton, if she wanted to waive her 

right to be properly served and have the lease attached to the complaint, or have 

the case dismissed. 

95. Ms. Hamilton stated that she wanted the case to be dismissed. Respondent then 

dismissed the matter without prejudice. 

96. On September 27, 2017, respondent presided over Deloris Wade v Sharon 

Clark, Case No. 17-17-322251-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process 

server. 
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97. The plaintiff and the defendant appeared on the record. 

98. Respondent asked why the plaintiff did not attach a copy of the lease to the 

complaint, to which the defendant replied that the parties did not have a lease 

when she moved in. 

99. Despite the defendant’s statement, respondent sua sponte dismissed the 

summons and complaint for failure to comply with MCR 4.201(B)(1)(b), for 

the stated reason that the plaintiff failed to attach a copy of the lease or deed to 

the complaint. 

100. On September 28, 2017, respondent presided over Harold Kurtz LLC v James 

Taylor, Case No. 17-322290-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 

101. Respondent sua sponte dismissed the summons and complaint for failure to 

comply with MCR 4.201(B)(1)(b), for the stated reason that the plaintiff failed 

to attach a copy of the lease or deed to the complaint. 

102. There were no proceedings placed on the record in Kurtz v Taylor. 

103. On October 2, 2017, respondent again presided over Jordan v Finley, which she 

had previously adjourned for improper service. 

104. Plaintiff’s counsel appeared in Jordan v Finley and the defendant did not 

appear. 
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105. Respondent stated that she was going to dismiss the matter without prejudice 

for failure to comply with MCR 4.201(B)(1)(b) because there was no lease or 

deed attached to the complaint. 

106. Plaintiff’s counsel stated in response, “Apparently there is not a lease.”  

107. The complaint alleged that the plaintiff had a right to possession of the property 

and that the defendant’s possession was improper because tenancy was 

terminated by a notice to quit, which was attached to the complaint. 

108. Respondent then sua sponte dismissed the summons and complaint for failure 

to comply with MCR 4.201(B)(1)(e), for the purported reason that the plaintiff 

failed to show a right of possession and that the defendant’s possession was 

improper or unauthorized. Respondent did not make any further inquiry into the 

status of the right to possession before making this ruling. 

109. On October 6, 2017, attorney Frederick Coleman appeared for several cases on 

respondent’s landlord-tenant docket. 

110. Myran Bell was the process server on some of Mr. Coleman’s cases. 

111. On October 6, 2017, respondent had the following exchange with Mr. Coleman: 

MR. COLEMAN: . . . There were a few other ones that you put to 
the side. 
 
THE COURT: I’m going to look at those as well. And you are 
aware of my policy. 
 
MR. COLEMAN: was - - if I may approach, your Honor. I was 
advised that was changed; that’s why we filed - -  
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THE COURT: No, I haven’t changed my policy. 
 
MR. COLEMAN: That’s - -  
 
THE COURT: And each judge in this courthouse is the same level 
of judge, and I’m not doing it.  
 
MR. COLEMAN: Your Honor - -  
 
THE COURT: No. 
 
MR. COLEMAN: Your Honor, I’m just saying they told me on 
the second floor or I would not have put those in front of you. But 
I would ask the court if they will allow these to go through, and if 
there’s any request - - it adversely affects my client and affects me. 
 
THE COURT: I understand that, but I have been very - - and I’m 
going to make sure that I’m on the record with this. I have been 
very clear that I do not believe anything that Myran Bell says. 

 
I have the one case, that we already know about, where I have him 
on video and was sitting there when he served something at the 
wrong address while I was in the car. And I know that it was not 
his fault it was the wrong address; however, he made no attempt 
to engage. He never came to the house before then, because I was 
in the house with a stomach virus and couldn’t leave the toilet for 
a solid week - - 

 
MR. COLEMAN: Your Honor - -  

  
THE COURT: - - and, no, let me finish. And when I looked at the 
proof of service on that case, he said that he came and served the 
matter on August 26th at 6:59 p.m. That’s a lie. I have him on video 
on August 29th at 11-something in the morning. And I saw the 
person. 

 
So no, I don’t care what the chief judge or anybody else at the court 
says. This is my courtroom. And if you have a problem, anybody 
can take it to the JTC, but in this courtroom I believe in due 
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process, Mr. Coleman. I believe people have a right to be noticed 
to come to court. 

 
And last week I had another case where I looked at - - I was signing 
defaults and I looked at one of them and I thought I recognized the 
name. So I called the person and I asked, were you properly served. 
And I was told no, that they were in the house having a party, and 
that they were in the house having a party, and that the wrong date 
was listed on the proof of service. That he did not attempt to knock, 
ring the bell or otherwise engage anyone in the house. That when 
someone left the party they said oh, somebody put something on 
your door. 

 
So no, I don’t want anything from Myran Bell in my courtroom. I 
want to make sure that there is a good record of that. That I do not 
believe that he has any business being a process server. I don’t 
believe it.  

 
I don’t care what Judge Blount says. I believe in due process in 
this courtroom. And as far as I’m concerned, the people of the City 
of Detroit elected me to ensure that justice was served. And justice 
cannot be served if people do not receive proper notice. Due 
process has failed if someone does not receive notice. Due process 
has failed if someone does not receive notice. 

 
If you do something one time as easily as he did when I saw him, 
then the second time. I’m not giving you a third time. I’m not doing 
it. It’s not a mistake. That is a matter of habit for him. 

 
And nobody protecting nobody, is doing wrong and not doing 
justice in this courtroom. So no. 
 
MR. COLEMAN: Your Honor, if I may? 

 
THE COURT: You can get an adjournment and properly serve 
him. 

 
MR. COLEMAN: Can I have an adjournment on these matters, 
your Honor? But first of all I would like to object to the court not 
allowing the defaults to be entered. I believe that due process 
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would have Mr. Bell come in and testify whether he served it or 
not. And due process would allow - - first of all, defendants are not 
here to contest my - - my - - what I would request that a default be 
entered. That there is a request by motion filed, that there be an 
immediate hearing on that. That’s what I would request of this 
court - - 

 
THE COURT: Then you can ask it at the circuit court, because I’m 
not doing it.  

 
MR. COLEMAN: But your honor, at this time I - - 

 
THE COURT: And this video has been made available to every 
landlord tenant judge in this building. And also has been sent, to 
my understanding, by Judge Penny Millender to Chief Judge 
Nancy Blount, who has apparently refused to do anything, being 
aware that Myran Bell is not properly serving people. 

 
So that’s my record. And you can take that to circuit court if you 
would like to, but as far as I’m concerned we are done on this 
matter.  
 
When would you like to come back to court after properly serving 
people? 
 

112. On October 6, 2017, respondent presided over Chene Park Commons v Welch, 

Case No. 17-323101-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 

113. Respondent adjourned Chene Park to have the summons and complaint served 

by a different court officer solely because the plaintiff had used Mr. Bell as the 

court officer. 

114. On October 6, 2017, respondent presided over Westside Brick v Shoots, Case 

No. 17-323103-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 
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115. Respondent adjourned Westside Brick to have the summons and complaint 

served by a different court officer solely because the plaintiff had used Mr. Bell 

as the court officer. 

116. On October 6, 2017, respondent presided over Brick Home LLC v Hagerman, 

Case No. 17-323113-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 

117. Respondent adjourned Brick Home to have the summons and complaint served 

by a different court officer solely because the plaintiff had used Mr. Bell as the 

court officer. 

118. On October 6, 2017, respondent presided over Westport Property v Morris, 

Case No. 17-323115-LT, in which Mr. Bell had been the process server. 

119. Respondent adjourned Westport to have the summons and complaint served by 

a different court officer solely because the plaintiff had used Mr. Bell as the 

court officer. 

120. On October 6, 2017, attorney Lee Ravitz appeared for several cases on 

respondent’s landlord-tenant docket. 

121. On October 6, 2017, 36th District Court Administration posted a notice that 

cases would not be adjourned solely because a party used Mr. Bell as a process 

server. 

122. On October 6, 2017, respondent stated that attorneys were not to use Mr. Bell 

as a process server. 
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123. Mr. Ravitz mentioned the notice posted by administration to respondent. 

124. Respondent replied that the person who posted the notice did not have any more 

authority than she did, that respondent did not care what the notice said, and 

that Mr. Ravitz could not use Mr. Bell as a court officer for cases in 

respondent’s courtroom. 

125. Respondent further told Mr. Ravitz that she would allow the cases to be 

adjourned to have the defendants served by a court officer other than Mr. Bell, 

but if Mr. Ravitz did not do so, she would dismiss the cases. 

126. On October 6, 2017, respondent presided over Brewster Homes v Calhoun, 

Case No. 17-323129-LT; Brewster Homes v Spires, Case No. 17-323132-LT; 

Brewster Homes v Davis, Case No. 17-323134; Brewster Homes v Taylor, Case 

No. 17-323136-LT; Premier Apts v Fluker, Case No. 17-323144-LT; and 1300 

Lafayette East Cooperative v White, Case No. 17-323154-LT. 

127. Myran Bell was the process server in each of the above cases. 

128. Respondent adjourned each of the above cases so the summons and complaint 

could be served by a different court officer, solely because the plaintiffs had 

used Mr. Bell as the court officer. 

129. There were no recorded proceedings on any of the above cases. 

130. On October 11, 2017, respondent again presided over Celestine Sanders v 

Nicole Thomas, Case No. 17-321869-LT. 
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131. At the conclusion of the hearing in Sanders, respondent stated on the record: 

“Do not use Myran Bell in my courtroom as a process server.” 

132. Respondent’s conduct described in Count II violated the following: 

a. Michigan Constitution Article 6, Section 30(2), and MCR 9.202(B), by 
engaging in misconduct in office and persistent failure to perform judicial 
duties. 
 

b. MCR 9.104(1) and MCR 9.202(B), by engaging in conduct prejudicial to 
the administration of justice. 
 

c. MCR 9.104(2), by exposing the legal profession and the courts to obloquy, 
contempt, censure, or reproach. 

 
d. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(a) and MCJC 3(A)(1), by failing to be faithful to the 

law, failing to maintain professional competence in the law, and for 
persistent incompetence in the performance of judicial duties. 

 
e. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(c) and MCJC 3(A)(13), for failing to treat persons fairly 

and courteously. 
 

f. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 2(A), for being irresponsible and improper 
and eroding public confidence in the judiciary. 

 
g. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 2(B), for corroding confidence in the 

integrity and impartiality of the judiciary. 
 
h. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(4) for initiating, permitting, or 

considering ex parte communications. 
 
i. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(7), for making pledges, promises or 

commitments inconsistent with the impartial performance of the 
adjudicative duties of judicial office in connection with cases, 
controversies, or issues that are likely to come before her. 

 
j. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(A)(12), for making premature judgments. 
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k. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(B)(1), for failing diligently to discharge 
administrative responsibilities and facilitate the performance of the 
administrative responsibilities of other judges and court officials. 

 
l. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(C), for failing to raise the issue of 

disqualification when she had cause to believe that grounds for 
disqualification existed under MCR 2.003(C). 

 

COUNT III – OBSTRUCTION OF COURT ADMINISTRATION 

133. As a result of respondent’s continued failure to observe Chief Judge Blount’s 

September 25, 2017 order that she cease dismissing cases based on the identity 

of the process server, and respondent’s continued failure to follow the law in 

landlord-tenant matters before her, on October 20, 2017 Chief Judge Blount 

entered an order prohibiting respondent from presiding over any 36th District 

Court cases until further order based on her demonstrated inability to perform 

her duties and responsibilities as a district court judge. Chief Judge Blount 

issued this order in consultation with State Court Administrator Milton Mack. 

The order also required respondent to report to work on a daily basis. 

134. On November 1, 2017, Chief Judge Blount sent an email to respondent asking 

her to confirm that she was reporting to work each day in accordance with the 

October 20, 2017 order, by submitting her arrival time to Chief Judge Blount’s 

office. 

135. On November 1, 2017, respondent replied to Chief Judge Blount’s email as 

follows: 
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I sign on to the computer and check my email each day and I am 
certain that the cameras reflect at minimum my arrival to and 
departure from the building. Since you were able to check prior to 
April 5, 2017 to see that I wasn’t checking emails and report that, 
I am certain you have the capability of using that same technology 
to know whether I am reporting to work each day. 
 

136. On November 2, 2017, Chief Judge Blount replied to respondent’s November 

1 email as follows: 

Your response is unacceptable. I have given you a directive to 
report your arrival time at the start of each work day. Any refusal 
to do so is a failure to comply with this directive. 
 

137. On November 3, 2017, respondent replied to Chief Judge Blount’s November 

2 email by asking for a list of all other judges who were reporting their arrival 

times. 

138. Respondent did not report her arrival times for November 1, 2, and 3, 2017. 

139. On November 6, 2017, at 9:22 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and SCAO Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read 

in its entirety: 

Sovereign Lord, my strong deliverer, you shield my head in the 
day of battle. Do not grant the wicked their desires, Lord; do not 
let their plans succeed. Those who surround me proudly rear their 
heads; may the mischief of their lips engulf them. May burning 
coals fall on them; may they be thrown into the fire, into miry pits, 
never to rise. Psalm 140:7-10 
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140. On November 7, 2017, at 9:12 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons, too; 
you cannot have a part in both the Lord’s table and the table of 
demons. 1 Corinthians 10:21 
 

141. On November 8, 2017, at 9:00 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

But the cowardly, the unbelieving, the vile, the murderers, the 
sexually immoral, those who practice magic arts, the idolaters and 
all liars – they will be consigned to the fiery lake of burning sulfur. 
This is the second death. Revelation 21:8 
 

142. On November 9, 2017, at 8:30 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

….I had rather be a doorkeeper in the house of my God than to 
dwell in the tents of wickedness. Psalms 84:10 
 

143. On November 10, 2017, at 8:44 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 
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Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

Or do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom 
of God?…. 1 Corinthians 6:9 
 

144. On November 13, 2017, at 9:16 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

Lo, God will not reject a man of integrity, Nor will He support the 
evildoers. Job 8:20 
 

145. On November 14, 2017, at 9:01 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

You are of you father the devil, and your will is to do your father’s 
desires. He was a murderer from the beginning, and does not stand 
in the truth, because there is no truth in him. When he lies, he 
speaks out of his own character, for he is a liar and the father of 
lies. John 8:44 
 

146. On November 15, 2017, at 9:39 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 
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I will send him against a nation of wrongdoers, and against the 
people of my wrath I will give him orders, to take their wealth in 
war, crushing them down like the dust in the streets. Isaiah 10:6 
 

147. On November 16, 2017, at 9:50 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

In those days Israel was holy to the Lord, the first of His children. 
All who harmed His people were declared guilty, and disaster fell 
on them…. Jeremiah 2:3 
 

148. Respondent did not report her arrival time from November 17 through 

November 26, 2017. 

149. On November 27, 2017, at 10:44 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

They will suffer the punishment of eternal destruction, away from 
the presence of the Lord and from the glory of His might, 2 
Thessalonians 1:9 
 

150. On November 27, 2017, State Court Administrator Milton Mack sent a letter by 

email to respondent informing her of the circumstances under which she would 

be authorized to begin hearing cases, including complying with a Performance 

Improvement Plan being prepared by Judge Mack. 
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151. On November 28, 2017, at 11:27 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, and Region 1 Administrator Paruk. The email read in its 

entirety: 

Then the Lord knows how to rescue the godly from trials, and to 
keep the unrighteous under punishment until the day of judgment. 
2 Peter 2:9 
 

152. On November 28, 2017, Region 1 Administrator Paruk sent an email to 

respondent attaching the Performance Improvement Plan and asking to meet 

with her in his office on November 30, 2017. 

153. On November 30, 2017, at 10:45 a.m., in lieu of reporting her arrival time, 

respondent sent the following email to Chief Judge Blount, Court Administrator 

Kelli Moore Owen, Region 1 Administrator Paruk, and her attorney, Steven 

Chacko. The email read in its entirety: 

You brood of vipers, how can you who are evil say anything good? 
For the mouth speaks what the heart is full of. A good man brings 
good things out of the good stored up in him, and an evil man 
brings evil things out of the evil stored up in him. Matthew 12:34-
25 
 

154. At the November 30, 2017 meeting with Region 1 Administrator Paruk and 

respondent’s counsel, respondent refused to sign the Performance Improvement 

Plan. 
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155. On December 1, 2017, SCAO Region 1 Administrator Paruk sent an email to 

respondent regarding the expectation that respondent would complete the 

Performance Improvement Plan and that consideration would be given to her 

resuming a docket once she completed the plan. 

156. On December 4, 2017, Judge Paruk met with respondent’s then-counsel, Todd 

Perkins, who informed Judge Paruk that respondent did not agree with some of 

the performance concerns but would begin compliance with the Performance 

Improvement Plan. 

157. On December 7, 2017, Judge Paruk sent an email to respondent because she 

had failed to follow the Performance Improvement Plan by failing to report her 

attendance any day that week. 

158. Respondent was returned to judicial service in April 2018 as an auxiliary judge, 

that is, a judge who filled in for judges who were sick or on vacation. 

Respondent remained an auxiliary judge until December 27, 2018. 

159. Between December 28, 2018 and January 21, 2019, respondent was off work 

for the holidays and for medical reasons. 

160. On January 23, 2019, Region 1 Administrator Paruk sent an email to respondent 

stating that he had made changes to the Performance Improvement Plan 

effective the following day and attached the new plan for respondent’s review. 
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161. On January 25, 2019, Region 1 Administrator Paruk sent a follow-up email to 

respondent and asked several questions concerning her arrival and departures 

from the courthouse as well as whether she adjudicated any dockets on that day 

or the previous day. 

162. On January 28, 2019, respondent replied to Region 1 Administrator Paruk’s 

email as follows: 

1. I arrived for work on both days. No, I did not check in with 
anyone and no, I will not check in with anyone unless and until 
the requirement is the same for every district court judge in this 
state. Please find someone else to harass. 

2. I am currently assigned to the Business License docket which I 
did. I will not be calling to check in with anyone at any time 
unless and until the requirement is the same for every district 
court judge in this state. Please find someone else to harass. 

3. No, I did not and no, I will not unless and until the requirement 
is the same for every district court judge in this state. Please 
find someone else to harass. 

4. Because the Ghosts of Judges Past were otherwise occupied 
with exchanging their black robes for white ones and could not 
do my docket for me, I went ahead and adjudicated the 
Business License docket to which I have been assigned. I 
sincerely wish that you, Judge Nancy Blount, and Kelli Moore 
would find someone else to harass. 
 
Have a great week! 
 

163. Respondent’s conduct described in Count III violated the following: 

a. Michigan Constitution Article 6, Section 30(2), and MCR 9.202(B), by 
engaging in misconduct in office and persistent failure to perform judicial 
duties. 
 

b. MCR 9.104(2), by exposing the legal profession and the courts to obloquy, 
contempt, censure, or reproach. 
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c. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(B)(1), for failing diligently to discharge 

administrative responsibilities and facilitate the performance of the 
administrative responsibilities of other judges and court officials. 

 
d. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(c), MCJC 2(B), and MCJC 3(A)(14) for failing to treat 

every person fairly, with courtesy and respect. 
 
e. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(c) and MCJC 3(A)(3) for failing to be patient, dignified, 

and courteous to others with whom respondent dealt in an official capacity. 
 

COUNT IV – KNOWINGLY CONDUCTING PROCEEDINGS WITHOUT 
AN OFFICIAL RECORD 

 
164. On January 22, 2019, respondent began to preside over the 36th District Court 

business license docket and did so through March 4, 2019. 

165. MCL 600.8331 requires that “[a]ll proceedings in the district court, except as 

otherwise provided by law or supreme court rule, shall be recorded.” There is 

no law or court rule that exempts business license docket cases from the 

recording requirement. 

166. At all relevant times respondent knew the law required an official record of the 

business license docket proceedings over which she presided.  

167. Respondent was assigned to 36th District Court Courtroom 340 from January 

22 through February 13, 2019. 

168. Respondent knew, during that period, that Courtroom 340 was provided video 

recording equipment with which to make an official record of court 

proceedings. 
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169. At all relevant times, respondent knew that 36th District Court courtrooms 

equipped with video recording equipment were not provided a live court 

reporter for the purpose of making an official record of court proceedings, 

except in unusual circumstances.  

170. On about January 22, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 

171. On January 22, 2019, respondent presided over hearings in the following five 

cases in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or causing it to be 

used, knowing that the video equipment was not operating and that there was 

not a live court reporter present: 

a. Detroit v Ayache, V10508918, V10509018 and V10509118 

b. Detroit v Chehab, U45097818 

c. Detroit v Aboona, V10508618 

d. Detroit v Griffin, SP8644772 

e. Detroit v Haley, V10703118. 

172.  On about January 23, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 
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173. On January 23, 2019, respondent presided over hearings in the following eight 

cases in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or causing it to be 

used, knowing that the video equipment was not operating and that there was 

not a live court reporter present: 

a. Detroit v Amaid Motahar Rifai, V10280116 

b. Detroit v Motahar Hussin Rifai, V11351918, V11352018 and V11352118 

c. State v Environmental Wood, C0218321 

d. State v Early, C10210051, C10210052 and C10210053 

e. Detroit v Tisdale, V11113418 and V11113528 

f. Detroit v Simpson Cruder, U47120018 

g. Detroit v Torres, U48715518 

h. Detroit v Marquez, U48715618 

174.  On about January 24, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 

175. On January 24, 2019, respondent presided over hearings in the following three 

cases in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or causing it to be 

used, knowing that the video equipment was not operating and that there was 

not a live court reporter present: 
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a. Detroit v Kassab, U45073818 

b. Detroit v Smith, V10274918, V11098018 and V11119418 

c. Detroit v Christie, U45089718 

176.  On about January 28, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 

177.  On January 28, 2019, respondent presided over a hearing in Detroit v Al-

Mothafer, V11049818, in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or 

causing it to be used, knowing that she was not using the video equipment and 

that there was not a live court reporter present. 

178.  On about January 29, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 

179. On January 29, 2019, respondent presided over hearings in the following two 

cases in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or causing it to be 

used, knowing that the video equipment was not operating and that there was 

not a live court reporter present: 

a. Detroit v Gulley, U47200218 

b. Detroit v Williams, V10444517 
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180.  On about February 6, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 

181.  On February 6, 2019, respondent presided over hearings in the following ten 

cases in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or causing it to be 

used, knowing that the video equipment was not operating and that there was 

not a live court reporter present: 

a. Detroit v Basholli, SP625571 and SP625671 

b. State v Rizzo, C0210061 and C0210062 

c. Detroit v Bostic, U44767518, U44767718 and U460000918 

d. Detroit v Giboyeaux, U44960518 and U45026818 

e. Detroit Qonja, U45088318 

f. Detroit v Jany, U45088518 

g. State v Alouane, SX34385461 

h. State v Green for Life, SX34399851 

i. State v Phelps, C0218341 

j. State v Nijjar, SX34470941 

182.  On about February 13, 2019, respondent disconnected, damaged, disabled, did 

not activate, or otherwise rendered inoperative, the video recording equipment 

in Courtroom 340. 
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183.  On February 13, 2019, respondent presided over hearings in the following 

fourteen cases in Courtroom 340 without using the video equipment or causing 

it to be used, knowing that the video equipment was not operating and that there 

was not a live court reporter present:  

a. State v Youth Transit Alliance, SX33637711, SX33637712, SX33637713, 

SX33637721, SX33637722 and SX33637723  

b. State v Al-Battat, SX34203561 

c. State v Drakeford, SX34344681 and SX34344682 

d. Detroit v Martinez, U45040518 

e. Detroit v Wilson, SP8859832, SP8859833 and SP8859841 

f. Detroit v Semey, SP9443371 

g. State v Triumph, SX34546861 

h. Detroit v Salmo, U45058318 

i. Detroit v Butris, V10050316 

j. Detroit v Jaber, V10076018, V10076118, V10076218, V11027818 and 

V11027918 

k. Detroit v Reed, V10531618, V10531718, V11107818, V11107918 and 

V11108018. 

l. Detroit v Patel, V11119718 

m. Detroit v Inniss, Z8069501 
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n. State v Payne, SX34563251  

184.  On each date listed above, respondent presided over proceedings when she 

knew that an official record of those proceedings was not being made by either 

a live court reporter or the use of the video recording equipment located in the 

courtroom. 

185. On each date listed above, respondent did not inform any of the parties who 

appeared before her that an official record of those proceedings was not being 

made by either a live court reporter or the use of the video recording equipment 

located in the courtroom. 

186. At no time did respondent personally contact Chief Judge Blount, 36th District 

Court administration, or the 36th District Court IT help desk regarding any 

difficulty or lack of knowledge in operating the video recording equipment 

before holding hearings that were required to be recorded in accordance with 

MCL 600.8331. 

187. At no time did respondent direct her clerk, secretary, or any other court staff to 

contact Chief Judge Blount, 36 District Court administration, or the 36th District 

Court IT help desk regarding any difficulty or lack of knowledge in operating 

the video recording equipment before holding hearings that were required to be 

recorded in accordance with MCL 600.8331. 
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188. At no time did respondent ever make a request to Chief Judge Blount, 36th 

District Court administration, or 36th District Court IT for her or her staff to be 

trained on the video recording equipment. 

189. On March 4, 2019, Chief Judge Blount entered an order removing respondent 

from presiding over any docket on the 36th District Court. 

190. Respondent’s conduct described in Count IV violated the following: 

a. Michigan Constitution Article 6, Section 30(2), and MCR 9.202(B), by 
engaging in misconduct in office and persistent failure to perform judicial 
duties. 

 
b. MCR 9.202(B), MCR 9.104(1), and MRPC 8.4(c); by engaging in conduct 

prejudicial to the administration of justice. 
 
c. MCR 9.104(2), by exposing the legal profession and the courts to obloquy, 

contempt, censure, or reproach. 
 

d. MCR 9.205(B)(1), by persistent incompetence in the performance of 
judicial duties. 

 
e. MCJC Canon 2(A), by being irresponsible and improper. 

 
f. MCJC Canon 2(B), by failing to promote public confidence in the integrity 

of the judiciary. 
 

g. MCJC Canon 3(A)(1), by failing to be faithful to the law (MCL 600.8331). 
 
h. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and MCJC 3(B)(1), for failing diligently to discharge 

administrative responsibilities, maintain professional competence in 
judicial administration, and facilitate the performance of the administrative 
responsibilities of other judges and court officials. 
 

  



44 
 

COUNT V– UNAUTHORIZED RECORDING AND PUBLICATION OF 
COURT PROCEEDINGS 

 
191. Michigan Code of Judicial Conduct Canon 3(A)(11) states that “[a] judge 

should prohibit broadcasting, televising, recording, or taking of photographs in 

or out of the courtroom during sessions of court or recesses between sessions 

except as authorized by the Supreme Court.” 

192. In January and February of 2019 respondent recorded on her cell phone 32 

hearings over which she was presiding, without authorization as required by 

Canon 3(A)(11).  

193. In January and February of 2019 respondent published on the internet some or 

all of the hearings over which she presided during that time, without 

authorization as required by Canon 3(A)(11).  

194. Respondent’s conduct described in Count V above violated Canon 3(A)(11), by 

failing to prohibit broadcasting, televising, recording, or taking photographs in 

or out of the courtroom during sessions of court or recesses between sessions 

without authorization of the Supreme Court. 

COUNT VI – HANDICAPPED PARKING SPACE VIOLATION 
 

195. On September 11, 2019, respondent owned a 2015 Ford Explorer, which had a 

Michigan handicap license plate. 

196. On September 11, 2019, respondent parked her vehicle in the access aisle or 

access lane that was clearly identified by blue striped lines as off limits for 
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parking, immediately adjacent to and between the two handicap parking spaces 

in the parking lot in front of an LA Fitness health club in Detroit. 

197. Under MCL 257.674(1)(t), a vehicle cannot be parked in a clearly identified 

access aisle or access lane immediately adjacent to a space designated for 

parking by persons with disabilities. 

198. Respondent knew that parking in the access aisle or access lane was a violation 

of the law. 

199. When respondent parked her vehicle, she did so directly next to another car, so 

as to block access to the driver’s door of the other car. The other car belonged 

to Cassandra Starkey. 

200. When respondent parked her vehicle, she placed an 8½-by-11-inch laminated 

placard in the driver’s window, which stated “OFFICIAL BUSINESS” and 

“THIS VEHICLE SHALL NOT BE CITED OR IMPOUNDED UNDER 

PENALTY OF LAW.” The placard stated that it belonged to “Officer LL” of 

the “Vice Enforcement Unit” and cited “Detroit Police Department” and 

“Honorable Mayor Michael E. Duggan.” 

201. Respondent was not entitled to use the placard because she was not an officer 

or agent with the Vice Enforcement Unit of the Detroit Police Department and 

she was not on official business. 
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202. Respondent left her vehicle parked illegally, entered LA Fitness, and attended 

a water aerobics class. 

203. As respondent entered LA Fitness she saw attorney Shannon Walker, and while 

briefly speaking with her respondent stated that she hoped she did not get a 

parking ticket. 

204. Cassandra Starkey, who had attended the same water aerobics class as 

respondent, exited LA Fitness. When she arrived at her car, she could not enter 

on the driver’s side because respondent’s car was parked too close. 

205. Ms. Starkey went back inside LA Fitness to talk to the manager for assistance. 

The manager contacted security. 

206. Security arrived but did not place a warning on respondent’s car because of the 

placard in the driver’s window. 

207. Security contacted the Detroit Police, and moved Ms. Starkey’s car by entering 

through the passenger door. 

208. Detroit Police Officer Nathan Gyani arrived to the scene. 

209. Respondent told Officer Gyani that she knowingly parked in an illegal way.  

210. Respondent told Officer Gyani that she was a 36th District Court judge. 

211. Respondent falsely informed Officer Gyani that she was on official business 

when she parked in front of LA Fitness. 
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212. Officer Gyani issued a parking ticket to respondent for parking in the 

loading/unloading access area in the handicap parking space. 

213. As respondent approached her car, she stated to Ms. Starkey words to the effect 

of: “You can eat my pussy, you crazy bitch. Who you think you fucking with, 

you got me twisted.” 

214. Ms. Starkey asked if respondent was talking to her, to which respondent replied 

with words to the effect of: “Hell yeah, I’m talking to you.” 

215. A formal hearing was conducted on respondent’s parking ticket on January 10, 

2020 before Judge Alexis Krot in the 31st District Court. 

216. At the hearing, the city attorney for the City of Detroit announced her intention 

to call Ms. Starkey as a witness. 

217. Respondent objected to the city attorney calling Ms. Starkey for this hearing on 

a civil infraction on the basis that respondent had not received a witness list. 

218. Judge Krot ruled that there was no requirement to provide a witness list in a 

civil infraction matter and denied the objection. 

219. Respondent then requested that the hearing be adjourned so she could prepare 

for cross-examination. 

220. Judge Krot ruled that there was no requirement for a witness list or discovery 

in a civil infraction matter and denied the request for an adjournment. 

221. The following colloquy then occurred between respondent and Judge Krot: 
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MS. DAVIS: Well, Your Honor, I am going to excuse myself 
from this hearing, I’m going to order a transcript, because this 
obviously is not going to be a fair hearing if I don’t have an opportunity 
to defend myself. And so, I have other things I have to do today and 
being part of a hearing that is completely, impudently, unfair, and 
unjust, it just doesn’t make any sense. And so - - 

 
THE COURT: Judge Davis, please explain to me why you 

believe this is unfair and unjust. 
 
MS. DAVIS: Oh, it’s definitely unfair and unjust, because I don’t 

know who this witness is. I have not had a chance to do any 
investigation, I don’t even have a witness statement, I have absolutely 
nothing. And so, that is why I feel this is unjust and unfair. And I don’t 
believe that it meets with the spirit of the law. I have a right to confront 
any witness against me. 

 
THE COURT: And can you point me to the Court Rule that 

requires the court to permit discovery in a - -  
 
MS. DAVIS: There’s the United States Constitution, that’s a 

Confrontation Clause. 
 
THE COURT: Well, again, I was speaking and you interrupted 

me. So, apparently what I have to say is not important.  
 
MS. DAVIS: You asked me a question and I was answering it. I 

did not know from you having a pause in your speaking, that you were 
not done speaking and asking me the question. And that’s why I 
answered your question. 

 
THE COURT: There is no reason for your aggression towards 

this Court. I don’t know why you are acting like this, I don’t know what 
history you have with this Court, if any, but your aggression is 
misplaced.  

 
MS. DAVIS: I have no aggression with this Court, I don’t even 

have a history with this court. There is no aggression in my voice, I’m 
making my argument. And I have always zealously defended clients 



49 
 

when I represented them, and I certainly am not going to defend myself 
with any less zeal than I would someone else.  

 
222. During the hearing, respondent repeatedly interrupted Judge Krot when she was 

speaking. 

223. The city attorney called Ms. Starkey and conducted direct examination. 

224. Following Ms. Starkey’s testimony, Judge Krot asked respondent whether she 

would be asking any questions of the witness, to which respondent replied: 

“Your honor, I am going to file an appeal. Thank you.” 

225. Respondent then abruptly left the courtroom while the hearing was in progress 

and did not return. 

226. At the conclusion of the hearing, Judge Krot found respondent to be responsible 

for the handicap parking infraction and imposed a fine and costs totaling $120 

to be paid by January 15, 2020, five days after the hearing. 

227. Nearly six months later, on June 29, 2020, respondent made a partial payment 

of $80 toward the fine. She made a final payment of $40 about two weeks after 

that, on July 10, 2020.  

228. Respondent’s conduct described in Count VI violated the following: 

a. MCR 9.104(1) and MCR 9.202(B), by engaging in conduct prejudicial to 
the proper administration of justice. 

 
b. MCR 9.104(2), by exposing the legal profession or the courts to obloquy, 

contempt, censure, or reproach.  
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c. MCR 9.104(4), MCR 9.202(B)(2), and MRPC 3.5(d), by being undignified 
or discourteous toward the tribunal. 

 
d. MCR 9.202(A), by demonstrating a lack of personal responsibility for her 

own behavior. 
 
e. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and Canon 1, for failing personally to observe high 

standards of conduct so the integrity and independence of the judiciary 
may be preserved. 

 
f. MCR 9.202(B)(2) and Canon 2(B), for failing to respect and observe the 

law. 
 
g. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(c) and Canon 2(B), for failing to treat persons fairly, 

with courtesy and respect.  
 
h. MCR 9.202(B)(1)(e), MCR 9.202(B)(1) and Canon 2(C), for misusing her 

judicial office, or using of the prestige of judicial office for personal 
advantage or gain or to advance personal interests.  

 
COUNT VII – MISREPRESENTATIONS 

 
A. Misrepresentations as to Count I 

229. On April 6, 2021, respondent provided a statement under oath. 

230. At her sworn statement, respondent was asked if she was required to appoint 

counsel for Jerry Johnson and to ensure that he was provided with due process 

in his contempt proceeding. 

231. In reply, respondent stated under oath that she did not have training and that the 

Johnson contempt proceeding occurred in 2017, before she had any training. 

232. Respondent’s testimony set forth in paragraph 231 above was knowingly false 

or misleading for the following reasons: 
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a. Respondent attended the Michigan Judicial Institute Prebench Seminar in 

Lansing on or around November 16, 2016. 

b. Respondent participated in a New Judge’s Orientation conducted by 36th 

District Court administration on March 14, 2017. 

c. At the March 14, 2017 orientation, a link was emailed to respondent that 

allowed access to the Michigan Judicial Institute Benchbooks, which 

included a contempt of court benchbook. 

d. On April 6, 2017, respondent was offered the opportunity to have 36th 

District Court Judge David S. Robinson, Jr. provide guidance and answer 

any questions she had. 

e. On May 9, 2017, 36th District Court Judicial Assistant/General Counsel 

Matthew Carmona again emailed the Michigan Judicial Institute link to 

respondent. 

B. Misrepresentations as to Count II 

233. On August 30, 2017 respondent sent the email to Judges Millender and Miller 

that is referenced in paragraph 67, in which respondent stated that Myran Bell 

attached a wrongly addressed complaint to a close relative’s home and that 

respondent had been with her relative the entire week except for two emergency 

room visits. 



52 
 

234. At a deposition respondent gave under oath on March 16, 2020, she testified 

that she was living at 430 Frederick, Detroit, Michigan 48202 on April 6, 2018, 

and that she had lived at the Frederick address for a year and two months before 

her auto accident on April 6, 2018. 

235. At her deposition, respondent also testified that she lived alone at the Frederick 

address. 

236. On April 5, 2021, respondent provided a statement under oath. 

237. At her sworn statement, when discussing the issue of the placement of a 

summons and complaint at 430 Frederick, respondent agreed that Kadeji Harris 

had lived with respondent’s aunt, Gwendoline Johnson, at her aunt’s address 

(430 Frederick) and then moved to her own residence at 410 Frederick. 

238. At her sworn statement, respondent was asked if there was a reason she was 

staying at her aunt’s house instead of her “normal” house and respondent 

answered: 

Yes. I -- after they did the TV thing, I didn’t want to -- I could not 
stay at my house anymore because I was having nightmares that 
Nancy Blount was in my house, that the TV people were in my 
house. I was not able to sleep at night. I ended up having a PTSD 
diagnosis as a result. 
 

239. At her sworn statement, when asked how she knew there were no previous 

attempts at service, respondent answered: 
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Because I had been in the house for weeks, and nobody had 
knocked or rung the doorbell. And then there -- and that was on 
August 29th [2017]. 
 

240. Respondent’s testimony at her deposition and at her sworn statement 

concerning her residence at 430 Frederick are mutually inconsistent with each 

other and cannot both be true. 

C. Misrepresentations as to Count IV 

241. On about June 24 and September 27, 2019, respondent sent or caused to be sent 

to the Judicial Tenure Commission answers to certain questions. 

242.  Respondent’s June 24, 2019 answer 14a included a denial that she ever 

personally disconnected, damaged, disabled or in any way rendered the video 

recording equipment in Courtroom 340 inoperative, such that it would be 

unavailable to make an official record of court proceedings. This denial was 

knowingly false and misleading, because on one or more dates between January 

22 and February 13, 2019, respondent personally disconnected, damaged, 

disabled, or in some other way rendered the video recording equipment in 

Courtroom 340 inoperative. 

243. Respondent’s June 24, 2019 answers 16b, 17b, 18, 19, 20b, 21b, and 22b all 

asserted that on the date identified in each answer, she did not cause the video 

equipment not to be used to make an official record of court proceedings. These 

denials were knowingly false and misleading because on each of those dates 
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respondent caused the video equipment not to be used to record the 

proceedings. 

244.  Respondent’s June 24, 2019 answers 16f, 17f, 20f, 21f and 22f all asserted that 

from January 22 to February 13, 2019 she typically, albeit not in every instance, 

advised the parties appearing before her that there was no record of the 

proceedings because the 36th District Court administration would not provide 

her courtroom with a court reporter to record or transcribe the proceedings. 

These statements were knowingly false and misleading because respondent did 

not inform any party or attorney appearing before her during this time that the 

proceedings were not being recorded, nor did she give as the reason that 36th 

District Court administration would not provide a court reporter. 

245.  Respondent’s June 24, 2019 answer 26 asserted that she never told Dionne 

Drew words to the effect that, beginning on January 22, 2019, respondent was 

not going to use the video equipment to record hearings over which she presided 

in Courtroom 340. Respondent’s September 27 answer 6 denied that she told 

Dionne Drew and JoAnna Powell words to the effect that she would not use the 

video recording equipment. These denials were knowingly false and misleading 

because respondent did tell Dionne Drew and JoAnna Powell words to that 

effect on about January 22, 2019. 
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246.  Respondent’s June 24, 2019 answer 35 asserted that the reason she did not turn 

on the video equipment was because she did not know how to turn it on or 

operate it. This statement was knowingly false and misleading because the 

reasons respondent did not turn on the video recording equipment were other 

than any difficulty she may have had operating the equipment or finding 

someone else to operate it. 

247.  Respondent’s September 27, 2019 answer 8 identified Elizabeth Mullins, 

Shannon Walker, and Dionne Drew as witnesses to her advising parties 

“typically, albeit not in every instance,” that there was no record of the 

proceeding. This answer was knowingly false and misleading because 

respondent knew none of these people ever witnessed her informing any party 

that there was no record of the proceeding, and in fact, respondent never 

informed any party at any time that there was no record of the proceeding. 

248.  Respondent’s September 27, 2019 answer 16c asserted that at or near the end 

of a hearing, she advised attorney Elizabeth Mullins words to the effect that 

there was no record because the 36th District Court administration refused to 

provide respondent with a court reporter. This answer was knowingly false and 

misleading because respondent never so advised Ms. Mullins. 

249. Respondent’s September 27, 2019 answer 17 denied that, in connection with 

proceedings over which she presided in January and February 2019, she told 
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attorney Shannon Walker words to the effect that she had personally 

disconnected the video recording equipment in Courtroom 340. This answer 

was knowingly false and misleading because in January and February of 2019 

respondent did tell Ms. Walker words to this effect. 

250. Respondent’s September 27, 2019 answer 18 explained that after being 

informed of Ms. Walker’s objection to not recording the proceedings over 

which respondent presided, respondent did not reconsider whether to use the 

video recording equipment because she did not know how to use the equipment 

and had not been trained on how to use it. This answer was knowingly false and 

misleading because respondent deliberately refused to use the equipment for 

reasons other than any inability to operate the equipment or for lack of training. 

D. Misrepresentations as to Count VI 

251. Respondent gave a statement under oath on April 5, 2021. 

252. While under oath, in response to a question about whether using the placard of 

Officer LL of the Detroit Police Department Vice Enforcement Unit on 

“Official Business” implicated Canon 2(A), respondent answered: 

Well, I have a handicap plate. I was loading and unloading my 
walker. And I know that some officers don’t really know the law 
particularly thoroughly, and there are some attorneys who don’t 
know the law particularly thoroughly. So I just wanted to make 
sure. But I have a handicap plate. It is a loading and unloading 
area. I unloaded and loaded my walker. And the officer observed 
me loading my walker. 
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253. During her statement under oath, respondent repeatedly asserted that she had 

been lawfully parked in the place in which parking is forbidden adjacent to a 

handicapped parking space, because she was parked in a loading and unloading 

spot where she loaded and unloaded her walker. 

254. During her statement under oath, respondent testified: 

[W]ith or without said placard, there should not be a ticket for 
parking in a loading and unloading handicap area if you have a 
handicap plate and are loading and unloading something. In that 
case, I was loading and unloading this walker. 
 

255. While under oath, respondent claimed that “the placard has nothing to do with 

choosing to park in – with choosing to load and unload in this space.” 

256. Respondent’s statements under oath that she was lawfully parked in the access 

lane of a handicap parking spot because she was loading and unloading her 

walker are knowingly false for the reason that respondent was illegally parked 

in the access lane, and she knew she was illegally parked in the access lane of 

a handicap parking spot as shown by her statement to Shannon Walker in LA 

Fitness that she hoped she did not get a parking ticket and her statements to 

Officer Gyani when he issued her a ticket, in which she acknowledged that she 

had parked illegally. 

257. Respondent’s testimony that her placing the “On Official Business” placard in 

the window of her car when she parked illegally had nothing to do with her 

parking illegally in the access lane of a handicap parking spot is knowingly 
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false, for the reason that respondent knew she was parked illegally and 

attempted to avoid a parking ticket by placing the placard in her car window. 

258. While under oath, respondent stated that she did not talk to Cassandra Starkey 

on September 11, 2019. 

259. While under oath, respondent denied saying to Ms. Starkey in the parking lot 

words to the effect of: “You can eat my pussy, you crazy bitch. Who you think 

you fucking with, you got me twisted.” 

260. Respondent’s denials that she talked to Ms. Starkey and that she made the 

statement in the preceding paragraph were knowingly false and misleading 

because respondent did, in fact, state words to this effect to Ms. Starkey on 

September 11, 2019. 

261. Respondent’s conduct described in Count VII above violated the following: 

a. MCR 9.202(B), by making intentional misrepresentations or misleading 
statements to the Judicial Tenure Commission. 

 
b. MCJC Canon 2(A), by being irresponsible or improper. 

 
c. MCJC Canon 2(B), by failing to promote public confidence in the integrity 

of the judiciary. 
 

d. MRPC 8.4(b), by engaging in conduct involving dishonesty, deceit, or 
misrepresentation that reflects adversely on respondent’s honesty, 
trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer. 

 
e. MCR 9.104(2), by engaging in conduct that exposes the legal profession 

or the courts to obloquy, contempt, censure, or reproach. 
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f. MCR 9.104(3), by engaging in conduct that is contrary to justice, ethics, 
honesty, or good morals.  

 
Pursuant to MCR 9.230(B), an original verified answer to the foregoing 

amended complaint, and nine copies thereof, must be filed with the Commission 

within 14 days after service of the amended complaint upon respondent. Such 

answer must be in a form similar to an answer in a civil action in the circuit court 

and must contain a full and fair disclosure of all facts and circumstances pertaining 

to the allegations in the amended complaint. Willful concealment, misrepresentation, 

or failure to file an answer and disclosure are additional grounds for disciplinary 

action under the amended complaint. 

 
JUDICIAL TENURE COMMISSION 

     OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 
 
     3034 W. Grand Blvd., Suite 8-450 
     Detroit, MI 48202 
 
    By: /s/ Lynn Helland   
     Lynn Helland (P32192) 
     Disciplinary Counsel 
 

      /s/ Dina P. Dajani   
     Dina P. Dajani (P43904) 
     Disciplinary Co-Counsel 
 
Dated: March 23, 2022 


