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IN RE INQUIRY CONCERNING HONORABLE AMBER GIVENS
CJC NOS. 20-1456, 22-1710, 24-0224, and 24-0355

OPINION

This Special Court of Review! was assigned to conduct a trial de novo of public
admonitions in CJS Nos. 24-0224 and 24-0355 and public reprimands in CJS Nos. 20-1456 and
22-1710 1ssued by the State Commission on Judicial Conduct (hereafter “the Commission”)
against the Honorable Amber Givens (“Respondent™), Judge of 282" District Court in Dallas,
Dallas County, Texas. See TEX. GOV’T CODE § 33.034(e)(2) (providing that review of a sanction
issued in an informal proceeding is by trial de novo). Having conducted a trial de novo, we

conclude the Commission failed to meet its burden of proving the charged conduct by a

! The Special Court of Review consists of the Honorable Scott Golemon, Chief Justice of the Ninth Court of Appeals,
presiding by appointment; the Honorable Gisela Triana, Justice of the Third Court of Appeals, participating by
appointment; and the Honorable Lee Harris, Justice of the Tenth Court of Appeals, participating by appointment.



preponderance of the evidence. We, therefore, dismiss the Commission’s public reprimands and
public admonitions.
FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

The Commission’s public reprimands issued on June 23, 2025 in CJS Nos. 20-1456 and
22-1710 of Respondent stem from allegations that Respondent failed to hear and decide a matter
assigned to her; failed to treat the attorneys and litigant with patience, dignity, and courtesy by
allowing her court coordinator to preside over a Zoom bond hearing on April 3, 2021; failing to
treat attorneys Jaime Young, Tom Cox, Rebekah Dall’Asen, and Ron Goranson with patience,
dignity, and courtesy during hearings in her Court; performing judicial duties with bias and
prejudice, and exhibiting, through words or conduct, bias or prejudice in the performance of her
duties with respect to the Dallas County Defense Lawyers Association ("DCDLA”) members;
failing to comply with and maintain professional competence in the law, namely Texas Rule of
Civil Procedure 18a(f)(1), when she repeatedly failed to either grant and order recusals or deny
and refer recusal motions to the Regional Presiding Judge Ray Wheless within three business days
of their filing; and failing to treat Regional Presiding Judge Ray Wheless with patience, dignity,
and courtesy when Judge Givens recorded a telephone conversation between the two of them
without his knowledge or consent and when she refused his request to use her courtroom and court
reporter to handle the recusal motions filed against her. The Commission found that the above
listed matters constitute willful and persistent conduct that is clearly inconsistent with the proper
performance of Judge Givens judicial duties and cast public discredit upon the judiciary or the
administration of justice in violation of Canons 2A, 3B(2), 3B(5), and 3B(6) of the Texas Code of

Judicial Conduct, and Article V, Section 1-a(6)(A) of the Texas Constitution.



The public admonitions issued by the Commission on June 23, 2025 to Judge Givens in
CJC Nos. 24-0224 and 24-0355 alleged that she failed to comply with and maintain professional
competence in the law, namely the due process clauses of the United States and Texas
Constitutions when (1) she ordered one individual jailed as a condition of probation and another
individual arrested for insufficient bail after Judge Givens had been recused from those
individuals’ cases and therefore lacked authority to act, and (2) when she allegedly failed to treat
those individuals with patience, dignity, and courtesy. The Commission determined that those
actions violated Canons 2A, 3B(2), and 3B(4) of the Texas Code of Judicial Conduct.

Invoking her right of review of the Commission’s public reprimands and public
admonitions, Judge Givens requested the appointment of a special court of review to hear and
determine this matter. See TEX. GOV’T CODE § 33.034(b). The Commission then filed the
Examiner’s Charging Document on August 14, 2025. That charging document alleged in Charge
I a violation of Canons 2A and 3B(2). In Charge II a violation of Canon 3B(1) is alleged. Charge
IV (no charge III was made) contains an allegation that Judge Givens violated Canon 3B(4).
Charge V sets forth allegations of violations of Canons 3B(5) and 3B(6). Finally, Charge VI
alleged a violation of Article V, Section 1-a(6)A of the Texas Constitution.

The Chief Justice of the Texas Supreme Court appointed this Special Court of Review, and
the Commission filed its charging document. After granting one continuance, this Special Court
of Review convened and held a trial de novo on February 24 and 25, 2026. See id. § 33.034(h).

At the trial de novo, the Commission and Judge Givens were both represented by counsel.
Prior to opening statement by Judge Given’s counsel, both counsels agreed to the admission of
certain documents into evidence. The Commission called the following witnesses to testify:

Ronald Goranson, Tom Cox, Rebekah Dall’Asen, Judge Ray Wheless, Michael Snipes, Erin



Barron, Amanda Kent, Amanda Branan, Leah Dintino, Kristen Jackson, and District Attorney John
Creuzot. Judge Givens testified and was subjected to cross-examination as well as questions posed
by the panel. Judge Givens also called Kenneth Bame and Zindia Thomas by video deposition.
Finally, counsel presented closing arguments and answered questions from the panel. After trial,
counsel submitted further arguments in their post-trial briefs. In making our determination, we
have considered the trial evidence and counsels’ arguments.

RELEVANT STANDARDS AND BURDEN OF PROOF

“The function of the State Commission on Judicial Conduct is not to punish; instead, its
purpose is to maintain the honor and dignity of the judiciary and to uphold the administration of
justice for the benefit of the citizens of Texas.” In re Lowery, 999 S.W.2d 639, 648 (Tex. Rev.
Trib. 1998, appeal denied). Similarly, the function of a special court of review is not to punish, but
to provide guidance to judges and protection to the public. In re Davis, 82 S.W.3d 140, 150 (Tex.
Spec. Ct. Rev. 2002).

Article V, Section 1-a(6)(A) of the Texas Constitution provides that a judge may be
disciplined for “willful or persistent conduct that is clearly inconsistent with the proper
performance of his [or her] duties or casts public discredit upon the judiciary or administration of
justice.” TEX. CONST. art. V, § 1-a (6)(A). The Texas Constitution further provides that after receipt
of a written complaint and investigation, the Commission may, among other things, issue a private
or public admonition, warning, reprimand, or requirement that the judge obtain additional training
or education. TEX. CONST. art. V, § 1-a(6)(A),8. Upon receipt of such a sanction, the judge may
ask the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court to appoint a special court of review to review the

commission’s sanction. TEX. GOV’T CODE § 33.034(b); TEX. RULES REM’L/RET. JUDG. R. 9(a).



Review of a sanction issued in an informal proceeding is by trial de novo as that term is used in
the appeal of cases from justice to county court. TEX. GOV’T CODE § 33.034(e)(2).

After a special court of review is appointed, the Commission files a charging document
containing its allegations of judicial misconduct against the judge. The special court of review
holds a trial de novo and renders its decision by written opinion. /d. § 33.034(h). The procedure
employed by the special court of review “is governed to the extent practicable by the rules of law,
evidence, and procedure that apply to the trial of civil actions generally.” Id. § 33.034(f). “[T]he
commission has the burden of proof and . . . the standard is by a preponderance of the evidence,
as is applicable to the trial of civil actions generally.” In re Hecht, 213 S.W.3d 547, 560 (Tex.
Spec. Ct. Rev. 2006). “[T]he commission must prove each element of a charge by a preponderance
of the evidence.” Id. “The Special Court of Review considers the case from the beginning, as
though it were standing in the place of the Commission (though the Special Court of Review is
made aware of the Commission’s decision).” STATE COMM’N ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT ANN. REP.
17 (2021). A special court of review may dismiss the charges, affirm the commission’s decision,
impose a lesser or greater sanction, or order the commission to file formal proceedings. TEX. RULES
REM’L/RET. JUDG. R. 9(d); In re Davis, 82 S.W.3d 140, 143 (Tex. Spec. Ct. Rev. 2002).

ANALYSIS

This Special Court of Review received the testimony of fourteen witnesses and received
hundreds of documents as well as video evidence. Witnesses included attorneys who practiced in
front of Judge Givens, probation officers who appeared in the 282" District Court, the Bailiff of
the 282" District Court, the Presiding Judge of the 1% Administrative Judicial Region (wherein
Dallas County is located), the elected District Attorney of Dallas County, a representative of the

State Commission on Judicial Conduct, and Judge Amber Givens. The testimony and other



evidence revealed that Respondent was certainly a polarizing individual; however, the evidence
and testimony also revealed that there were many shortcomings in the software utilized by the
District Clerk of Dallas County that made it very difficult for a judge to know if a motion to recuse
had been filed or granted. Evidence further revealed the many challenges posed to trial courts
during the Covid pandemic. There were a number of inconsistencies in the testimony regarding
specific incidents that are understandable after such a passage of time. However, when taken as a
whole, the evidence before this Special Court of Review does not prove the violations alleged
against Judge Amber Givens by a preponderance of the evidence. Accordingly, we conclude that
the commission failed to prove, by a preponderance of the evidence, the allegations in Charge I,
Charge II, (no Charge III was made), Charge IV, Charge V or Charge VI.

Having determined that the Commission failed to prove, by a preponderance of the
evidence, each and every charge alleged in the charging document, we dismiss the Commission’s
public reprimands and public admonitions.
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