To the Judicial Oversight Authority,
We write collectively as parents and families whose cases are pending or were adjudicated in the San Bernardino Family Court and Juvenile Dependency Court systems. This letter is submitted jointly to document a clear pattern and practice of judicial misconduct, denial of due process, and systemic violations of constitutional rights that can no longer be characterized as isolated incidents or individual dissatisfaction with court outcomes.
We represent many families whose cases involve different children, different attorneys, and different factual circumstances, yet reflect the same recurring judicial conduct and procedural harm. The consistency of these violations across cases demonstrates a systemic failure of judicial neutrality and oversight within these courts.

I. Judicial Oath and Role
Judges in California take an oath to uphold the Constitution of the United States and the Constitution of the State of California, to administer justice impartially, and to protect the due process rights of all parties appearing before them. The judicial role is not to advocate for an agency, manufacture outcomes, or substitute assumptions for evidence, but to serve as a neutral arbiter ensuring that the law is followed and constitutional protections are honored.
The conduct outlined below reflects repeated departures from these duties.

II. Pattern of Constitutional and Statutory Violations
Across our cases, we have documented the following recurring practices:
1. Removal of children without substantiated evidence of abuse or neglect, including cases where medical records, agency reports, or third-party documentation directly contradicted the allegations relied upon to justify removal.
2. Judicial acceptance of agency allegations as fact without evidentiary hearings, sworn testimony, cross-examination, or credibility findings, despite parents timely objecting and disputing those allegations.
3. Routine denial or delay of parent-filed motions, including motions to modify (§388), motions challenging false reports, motions addressing ineffective assistance of counsel, and motions requesting hearings, while agency requests are routinely granted or continued.
4. Prejudicial delay of statutorily prioritized hearings, particularly §388 petitions, allowing agencies additional time to develop new allegations after parents have completed services, thereby frustrating reunification and altering case posture through delay rather than adjudication.
5. Failure to ensure reasonable efforts prior to removal, and failure to ensure reasonable and accessible reunification services thereafter, including cases where:
· services were never offered,
· services were obstructed or delayed,
· parents paid for services independently due to agency refusal,
· and services were later terminated without lawful findings.
6. Termination of reunification services without valid findings, often after parents completed services, without analysis of compliance, safety, or why reunification was allegedly unsafe or futile.
7. Denial of ADA accommodations and equal access to services and court processes, including verbal denials without written findings and denials based on incorrect legal standards, directly impacting parents’ ability to reunify.
8. Denial of Marsden hearings and denial of the right to self-representation, even when parents presented documented evidence of ineffective counsel, resulting in forfeiture of rights and the running of statutory timelines through no fault of the parent.
9. Striking or ignoring exculpatory evidence, including evidence already in the agency’s possession, based solely on prior counsel’s failure to submit it, while continuing to rely on agency narratives known to be disputed or contradicted.
10. Use of time as a substitute for findings, allowing cases to drift toward permanency and adoption without resolving disputed facts, then later asserting that parents “ran out of time,” despite the absence of reasonable services and meaningful hearings.
11. 5. Allowing and authorizing delays outside of statutory time limits, including permitting hearings, rulings, and reunification determinations to be continued months beyond legally mandated deadlines without good cause findings, written justification, or statutory authority. These delays routinely benefit the child welfare agency by allowing time to manufacture new allegations, alter case posture, or advance permanency goals, while depriving parents of timely hearings expressly required by law. Such delays are not harmless scheduling issues but constitute structural due process violations, as statutory timelines in dependency and family court proceedings exist to protect children and families from prolonged and unjustified separation.

III. Non-Judicial Conduct and Appearance of Partiality
The collective record reflects not merely legal error, but systemic conduct inconsistent with the judicial role, including:
· failure to exercise independent judicial judgment,
· mechanical adoption of agency recommendations,
· refusal to adjudicate disputed facts,
· and repeated procedural rulings that uniformly benefit one party.
This conduct creates a reasonable appearance of bias and partiality, undermining public confidence in the courts and causing irreparable harm to children and families.
IV. Harm to Children and Families
The consequences of these practices are profound:
· children remain separated from safe, loving parents without lawful justification,
· children are being abused/neglected in foster care,
· courts are refusing to place the children with family,
· parent-child bonds are severed without evidence-based findings,
· families are destroyed through process failure rather than adjudication,
· and constitutional protections are rendered meaningless through delay and denial.
These harms are not hypothetical. They are ongoing and documented across numerous cases.

V. Request for Oversight and Action
This letter is submitted to formally place the oversight body on notice that:
· these issues are systemic, not isolated;
· they involve repeated judicial conduct, not mere discretionary disagreement;
· and they require independent review and corrective action.
We respectfully request:
1. A pattern-and-practice review of judicial conduct in the San Bernardino Family and Juvenile Dependency Courts;
2. Review of the denial of hearings, failure to make findings, and failure to ensure reasonable efforts and due process;
3. Review of ADA compliance and access to justice for parents with disabilities;
4. Appropriate remedial action to restore judicial neutrality, protect constitutional rights, and prevent further harm to children and families.
Attached and/or available upon request is documentation supporting these concerns, including transcripts, minute orders, medical records, service completion records, and sworn declarations from affected families.
This letter is not submitted lightly. It reflects a collective effort by parents who have exhausted individual remedies and now seek accountability for a system that is failing the very families it is meant to protect.
Respectfully submitted,
Latesha Howard
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