










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































- Kim was set for a calendaring hearing by Walker’s order and again under threat of a bench
- warrant should Kim not appear on Feb. 18, 2026.

Because Judge Giordani (“Giordani”) did not assign herself to the actual case until Feb. 18,

2026 Kim was well within the time fame of NRS 1.235(motion must be filed within 10 days of

assignment).Kim told Giordani in open court on Feb 18 that a motion to disqualify her would be

filed against her.

INTRODUCTION
God(also called the Creator or Elohim, Elohim being both singular and plural like the words,
‘ sheep, fish or deer) created the Universe around 6,000 years ago he created light and spacetime
in 5 days on the 6™ day God made Man called Adam. God saw that it was not gooél for Man to be
alone so he created out of malm a companion called Eve who was his helpmate (not playboy “sex
mate”). Adam and Eve were perfect and eternal and there was no death in this world.

God had to give at least one thing that Adam and Eve could not do. Otherwise, if God said
they could do anything they wanted, there could be no disobedience, and therefore no
demoﬁstration of love. Adam and Eve ate of the forbidden tree of the knowledge of good and evil

" and lost their eternal nature. Therefore, God had a choice to destroy both Adam and Eve or give a
second chance to allow them to éontinue as fallen beings with a promise of a redeémer and allow
them to procreate by sexual relations so the redeemer could come by the “offspring of the
woman. ”See Genesis Chapter 1-3.

Had man not fallen they would never have had sexually created children. See Book of
Mormon 2 Nephi 2: 21-25( as well as other apocryphal sources).

God gave the promise to Adam and Eve that Eve’s offspring would crush the 6ffspring of the



serpent:

"‘ﬂAnd I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your offspring
and hers; he will crush your head, and you will strike his heel.” Genesis 3:15 NIV
version
This is the promise that God gave mankind that the savior or Son of God would come through
. Eve and he would redeem man to God. This savior-as nearly-all of-the-worl®knows=is-the—————~
historical Jesus and millions believe in him to this day and that he in fact rose from the dead. The
great flood occurred and only Noah and his sons and their wives survived this ﬂooding of the
earth through the ark God commanded Noah to build. Land based animals also were spared on
~ that atk.

Kim is the 140" great-grandson of Noah. And every human on the earth is descended from
Noah. And all land-based animal life descends from the animals that went onto the Ark with
Noah. Thé variations of life are all due to the miracle of DNA and the Billions upon billions of
possible different combinations of that DNA. A Great Dane, the poodle and the Dachshund and
many others all come from the same two male and female dogs that were on the ark.

Kim was born in the U.S. at Malmstrom Air Base in Montana in 1955. In 1993, in part, from
seeing a modern day Ahab and Jezebel elected to their “joint presidency” Kim was motivated to
act, Kim relinquished his U.S. citizenship and became a citizen and subject of Elohim’s |
‘ Kingdom of Israel. Kim became an Ambassador for Jesus the Christ and to be reconciled to the
Almighty God. See 2 Corinthians 5:20:

“-We are therefore Christ’s arﬁbassadors, as though God were making his

appeal through us. We implore you on Christ’s behalf: Be reconciled ta God.”
NIV (emphasis added)

Kim became part of what is known as the “Great Commission™:
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-

“Then the eleven disciples went to Galilee, to the mountain where Jesus had
told them to go. 7 When they saw him, they worshiped him; but some doubted
Then Jesus came to them and said, “All authority in heaven and on earth has
been given to me. !° Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing
them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, 2 and
teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you. And surely I am with
you always, to the very end of the age.” Matthew 28:16-20

Obviously these eleven diéciples could not live for thousands of years. So, this Great

Commission depends on passing the mission on to generations upon generations. Please note that

- Jesus commands that that the “baptizing in the name of the Father, and of the Son and of the

Holy Spirit”. This is the plural Elohim as described above, Elohim is both plural-awd-singular.— --- -~ - ----

Kim was also called by the Creator to investigate judicial corruption in the Eighth Judicial
District Court (“EJDC”). Kim therefore became a volunteer unpaid investigator [which means
unofficial] with or for the Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline (NCJD”). In this God
given role Kim obtained letters of caution from the NCJD against former district judge Rob Bare
and former district court judge Douglas Herndon (now justice of the Nevada Supreme Court).

Kim is also an investigative journalist and currently is part of the new media with a Youtube
channel and an X(formerly twitter) Kim in fact has a media request before this court.

Kim has been retaliated against for decades because of exercising his fights that are

guaranteed under the Constitution of the United States. Especially first amendment rights.

The complaining witness in this matter is an unbalanced woman that has resentment toward
Kim and has been looking for an opportunity to vindictively and willfully, retaliate against Kim.
This is one who sees evil as good and good as evil:

Isaiah 5 “?Woe unto them that call evil good, and good evil; that put

darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter for sweet, and sweet
for bitter!”



e

FACTS AND ARGUMENT

As stated above Kim was before judge Walker on Feb. 10, 2026. At the ;hearing before
Walker in which the electronic Media was recording, Walker announced that he would be
disqualifying himself due to the fact that Walker some many years ago prosecuted Kim as a then
City Attorney, under the standard in the Nevada Revised Code of Judicial Conduct 2.11 (The
reasonable minds would question a judge’s impartiality standard) . Kim objected and

represénted that Kim believed that Walker would be impartial and waived any rights to challenge

" Walker’s impartiality in the future. This hearing is viewable at Our Nevada Judges

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=069gTuWdZ-I where there are more than 32 thousand views

after nine days. -

On Feb 24 kim filed a First MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE GIORDANI IN

ACCORD WITH NRS 1.230, 1.25 AND/OR RULE 2.11 IN OF THE NEVADA REVISED

CODE _OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT (REASONABLE MINDS WOULD QUESTION

STANDARDUND/OR Rinno V. Baker. 580 U.S. 285. 137 S. Ct. 905. 197 L. Ed. 2d 376

(20171 TRISK OF BIAS STANDARD) AND/OR TTHE DEEP SEATED ANTAGONISM

STANDARDS This is attached with its own Exhibits. So for cléﬁty and to avoid confusion Kim

designates' this as Exhibit l.VThis Exhibit 1 has itself Exhibits A- F.

Kim told Walker that if he did disqualify Kim would challenge this disqualification to a
higher court on Mandamus, as Kim had successfully done some 25 years ago in Kim’s family
court case where Judge Ritchie (who is still on the family court bench) wrongfuﬂy disqualified
himself and the Nevada Supreme Court agreed, ordered the writ granted and ordered Ritchie

back ento Kim’s family court case in 2001. See Exhibit A attached to Exhibit 1. Writ ordered



granted. Sadly, because Kim had no family court judge while the mandamus action was pending
Kim had months of no visitation with Kim’s children of tender years and Kim’s children suffered
‘ greatly.

Kim further knowing how the Las Vegas Municipal Court seems to have a aversion to writing
and signiﬁg and filing written orders demanded at the hearing on the 10th thét Walker do a
written oréer so that a reviewing court could know with certainty what Kim v4v:13 challenging -
with findings of fact and conclusions of law. At first, Walker “balked” then he granted Kim’s
demand. Walker agreed after Kim pressed Walker to have the order filed before the calendaring
on Feb 18, 2026. Kim just received this today Feb.17, 2026 one day before the Feb. 18, 2026
date. See Exhibit C attached to Exhibit 1. This transfer was for calendaring only.

Kim has been on the other side of the equation arguing for disqualification of then Justice
Jansen(who also still presides in justice court as a senior judge at the age of 90). Kim obtained
the writ of Mandamus from the District Court.on Jansen in January of 1987 some 39 years ago.
See Exhibit B attached to Exhibit 1. |

Kim therefore has much experience in disqualification law both state and federal. Just as
judge Ritchie was proven to have wrongfully disqualified himself Kim believes that Walker has
wrongfully disqualified himself. The most important part of the Supreme’ Court’s ruling in the
Ritchie mandamus is this passage from exhibit A attached to Exhibit 1.: |

“Given the lack of grounds for disqualification, Judge Ritchie's sworn
statement that he has no personal bias against Blandino, and Blandino’s
request that the case be returned to Judge Ritchie because he is in fact
objective and impartial, we perceive no reason why Judge Ritchie can-
not or should not preside over the matter. Accordingly, since Blandino
has no other plain, speedy and adequate remedy at law, we grant his peti-

tion. The clerk of the court shall issue a writ of mandamus compelling
Judge Ritchie to preside over the district court proceedings.

It is so ORDERED.” (emphasis added)




*

Kim received the written order just the afternoon before the Feb. 18" hearing. See Exhibit C
attached to Exhibit 1. Walker’s order was clear that the instant case was being reassigned to the

Chief Judge for further calendaring. Kim appeared before Giordani on Feb 18 at 1:00 p.m.

Kim told Giordani that he was appearing specially and not generally. Giordani refused to

allow Kim to make a complete record. Giordani ran the 'procéeding in violation of the Nevada

*¥ revised Code of Judicial Conduct (“Code™) violating:

Rule 1.1. Compliance With the Law. A judge shall comply with the
law, including the Code of Judicial Conduct.

Rule 1.2. Promoting Confidence in the Judiciary. A judge shall act at
all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence,
integrity, and impartiality of the judiciary and shall avoid impropriety and
the appearance of impropriety.

[13

In this opinion, we emphasize that a Faretta canvass must en-
sure that a defendant decides whether to waive counsel with eyes open. The

“* canvass must safeguard against the unacceptable danger that defendants
would choose to represent themselves with an incomplete understanding of
the risks they face. Inadequate warnings harm not only the defendant, but
also the credibility of our justice system. Miles v. State, 137 Nev. 747, 747,
500 P.3d 1263, 1266 (2021)

When a criminal defendant desires to waive the right to counsel,-thesérial -~ — . . . . _.

court must ensure that decision is made knowingly and voluntarily. The
trial court must conduct a_careful canvass and ensure that a defendant
understands the risks and disadvantages of self-representation. While no
specific questions are constitutionally required, a trial court that learns dur-
ing the canvass that the defendant may not understand the charges or the po-
tential sentences should address that lack of understanding. Miles v. State,
137 Nev. 747, 754, 500 P.3d 1263, 1271 (2021) (emphasis added

Most of all violated Rule 2.8:

“Rule 2.8. Decorum, Demeanor, and Communication With
Jurors.



(A) A judge shall require order and decorum in proceedings
before the court.

(B) A judge shall be patient, dignified, and courteous to liti-
gants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court officials, “*and
others with whom the judge deals in an official capacity and shall
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and
others subject to the judge’s direction and control.

(C) A judge shall not commend or criticize jurors for their ver-

dict other than in a court order or opinion in a proceeding.” (em-
phasis added)

Giordani refused to even look at the file because of her bias and deep seated antagonism . If
* Giordani had looked at the file she would have seen that the court has no jurisdiction in this
matter . Yet Giordani’s deep seated antagonism and bias against Kim would not allow her to see.

This type of delusion is prophesied in the Bible:

“8 And then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom the Lord shall consume
with the spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of his
coming:

?Even him, whose coming is after the working of Satan with all power and
signs and lying wonders,

10 And with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish; be-
cause they received not the love of the truth, that they might be saved.

11 And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion, that they
should believe a lie:

12That they all might be damned who believed not the truth, but had
pleasure in unrighteousness.” 2 Thessalonians 2: 8-12

Kim told the judge that Kim was going to file to disqualify Giordani yet she continued with
the hearing as though Kim had said nothing. Giordani tried to bully and rush through the hearing
as though she had a wedding to go to or her son’s soccer game. |

Kim had to “pry out” from Giordani that she was assigning herself to the matter and then did

. not stop when Kim announced that he would be filing a motion to disqualify her.
8



NRS 1.235 is clear:
“NRS 1.235 Procedure for disqualifying judges other than Supreme
Court justices or judges of the Court of Appeals.

1. Any party to an action or proceeding pending in any court other
than the Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals, who seeks to disqualify a
judge for actual or implied bias or prejudice must file an affidavit specify-
ing the facts upon which the disqualification is sought. The affidavit must
contain a statement that the affidavit is filed in good faith and is not:

(a) Interposed for delay;

(b) Intended to harass a judge; or

(c) Filed for the purpose of:
(1) Unnecessarily increasing the costs of litigation; or
(2) Attempting to prevent prosecution.

2. Except as otherwise provided in subsections 3 and 4, the affidavit
must be filed:

(@) Not less than 20 days before the date set for trial or hearing of the
case; or

(b) Not less than 3 days before the date set for the hearing of any ptetri-
al matter.

3. [Except as otherwise provided in this subsection and subsection 4, if
a case is not assigned to a judge before the time required under subsection 2
for filing the affidavit, the affidavit must be filed:

(a) Within 10 days after the party or the party’s attorney is notified
that the case has been assigned to a judge:

(b) Before the hearing of any pretrial matter; or

(c) Before the jury is empaneled, evidence taken or any ruling made in
the trial or hearing,

E whichever occurs first. If the facts upon which disqualification of the
judge is sought are not known to the party before the party is notified of the
assignment of the judge or before any pretrial hearing is held, the affidavit
may be filed not later than the commencement of the trial or hearing of the
case.”

Here Giordani tried to short circuit the process and assign herself to the case on the 18 and to

bully or trick Kim into not filing the motion to disqualify and proceeding forward with a judge
9



that is compromised and not impartial.

The violations of the code by Giordani are too numerous to list here in totality. Kim has been
before almost all of the current municipal court judges over the years and has observed all of
them is a volunteer unpaid investigator [which means unofficial] working with or for the Nevadé
Commission on Judicial Discipline which God called Kim to do. In that capacity Kim has had

letters of caution issued by the NCJD against former district court judges Herndon ( now Nev.

Sup. Ct. justice) and Rob Bare (defeated by current judge Christy Craig).

In the federal Courts there are two avenues to disqualify a federal judge 28T 55(a); | _

and 28 U.S.C. § 144. 28 U.S.C. § 144 states this taken from Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S.
540, 544 (1994):

Whenever a party to any proceeding in a district court makes and files a timely
and sufficient affidavit that the judge before whom the matter is pending has a

. personal bias or prejudice either against him or in favor of any adverse party, such
judge shall proceed no further therein, but another judge shall be assigned to hear
such proceeding. .
"The affidavit shall state the facts and the reasons for the belief that bias or preju-
dice exists, and shall be filed not less than ten days before the beginning of the
term at which the proceeding is to be heard, or good cause shall be shown for
failure to file it within such time. A party may file only one such affidavit in any
case. It shall be accompanied by a certificate of counsel of record stating that it is
made in good faith." Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 544 (1994) '

And 28 U:S.C. § 455(a) stated here in Liteky:

“The 1974 revision made massive changes, so that § 455 now reads as follows:

* "(a) Any justice, judge, or magistrate of the United States shall disqualify himself
in any proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably be questioned.

" "(b) He shall also disqualify himself in the following circumstances:
"(1) Where he has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a party, or per-
sonal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the proceeding
Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 546-47 (1994)”

And:
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It is enough for present purposes to say the following: first, judicial rulings alone
almost never constitute a valid basis for a bias or partiality motion. See United
States v. Grinnell Corp.,384 U.S. 563, 583 (1966). In and of themselves (i.e.,
apart from surrounding comments or accompanying opinion), they cannot possi-
bly show reliance upon an extrajudicial source, and can only in the rarest eircum-
stances evidence the degree of favoritism or antagonism required (as discussed
below) when no extrajudicial source is involved. Almost invariably, they are
proper grounds for appeal, not for recusal. Second, opinions formed by the
judge on the basis of facts introduced or events occurring in the course of the
current proceedings, or of prior proceedings, do not constitute a basis for a
bias or partiality motion unless they display a deep-seated favoritism or an-
tagonism that would make fair judgment impossible.Liteky v. United States,
. S10 U.S. 540, 555 (1994) (emphasis added) '

Kim cites the federal case law because the Nevada Supreme Court addressed the Federal case

law in Towbin Dodge, LLC v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct. of State ex rel. Cnty. of Clark, 121 Nev.

251, 112 P.3d 1063 (2005) did exactly that as to motions to disqualify:

Federal law contains two separate, independent methods for seeking a
judge's disqualification. 28 U.S.C. § 144'® bears similarities to both NRS
1.235 and SCR 48.1, which governs peremptory challenges. Like NRS
1.235, § 144 applies specifically to the district *259 court and requires the
party seeking to disqualify a judge to file an affidavit setting forth the facts
and reasons supporting the allegation of bias. But unlike NRS 1.235, which
permits the challenged judge to respond, and which requires another judge
to determine whether actual or implied bias or prejudice exists, § 144 oper-
ates lillc;e SCR 48.1, in that the matter is automatically transferred to another
judge.

The other federal statute concerning judicial disqualification, 28 U.S.C. §
455, is substantially similar to NCJC Canon 3E." Like **¥1069 Canon 3E, §
455 applies to all justices and judges, and it contains no procedural mecha-
nism for enforcement.'® Nevertheless, the federal *260 courts follow a pro-
cedure whereby a party may move to disqualify a federal judge based on the
grounds listed in § 455.2° The federal courts have generally required that
such motions be filed as soon as possible after the moving party learns of
the grounds for disqualification.?! Additionally, the motion should allege
facts demonstrating that “the judge's impartiality might reasonably be ques-
tioned.” The motion's allegations are not deemed to be true and may be
controverted by the challenged judge.?® Finally, the challenged judge may
elect to decide the motion or to refer the motion to another judge.?*

We conclude that the federal procedure provides a convenient method for
enforcing Canon 3E in situations when NRS 1.235 does not apply. Thus, if

1l



new grounds for a judge's disqualification are discovered after the time lim-
its in NRS 1.235(1) have passed, then a party may file a motion to disquali-
fy based on Canon 3E as soon as possible after becoming aware of the new
information. The motion must set forth facts and reasons sufficient to cause
a reasonable person to question the judge's impartiality, and the challenged
judge may contradict the motion's allegations. We deviate from federal
practice in one respect, however. While the federal procedure permits
the challenged judge to hear the motion, we share the concerns identi-
fied by some federal courts when the challenged judge decides the mo-
tion.2 Thus, the motion must be referred to another judge. To the ex-
tent that our opinion in PETA suggests that motions under the **1070
NCJC must meet timelines contained in other provisions, such as NRS
1.235 or NRAP 35, it is *261 overruled.2é Similarly, our decision in Mar-
ter of Parental Rights as to Oren is overruled to the extent that it held the
disqualification affidavit in that case timely under NRS 1.235.27 Towbin
Dodge, LLC v. Eighth Jud. Dist, Ct. of State ex rel. Cnty. of Clark, 121
Nev. 251, 258-61, 112 P.3d 1063, 1068—70 (2005) (emphasis added)

Carton 3 E was changed to Rule 2.11 in the revised code.

In Rippo v. Baker, 137 S. Ct. 905 (2017) the court reiterated the standard in “Withrow v.

Larkin, 421 U.S. 35. 47,95 S.Ct. 1456,43 L.Ed2d 712(1975) : sece Williams v.

Pennsylvania, 579 U.S. ——, , 136 S.Ct. 1899, 1905, 195 L.Ed.2d 132 (2016) and stated:

We vacate the Nevada Supreme Court's judgment because it applied the wrong
legal standard. Under our precedents, the Due Process Clause may sometimes
demand recusal even when a judge " ‘ha[s] no actual bias.’ " Adetna Life Inus.
Co. v. Lavoie 475 U.S. 813, 825, 106 S.Ct. 1580, 89 L.Ed.2d 823 (1986) “Recusal
is required when, objectively speaking, "the probability of actual bias on the
part of the judge or decisionmaker is too high to be constitutionally tolera-

aguble.” Rippo v. Baker, 137 S. Ct. 905, 907 (2017) (emphasis.added). .« ..cmisuccs s e oo

And:

“The Nevada Supreme Court did not ask the question our precedents
require: whether, considering all the circumstances alleged, the risk of bias was
too high to be constitutionally tolerable” Rippo v. Baker, 137 S. Ct. 905, 907
(2017) (emphasis added)

A

There are apparently at least three separate standards for disqualification
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1. That the judge before whom the matter is pending has a personal bias or prej-
udice either against him or in favor of any adverse party 144

2. “Any justice, judge, or magistrate of the United States shall disqualify himself
in any proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably be ques-
tioned.” 455

3. The probability of actual bias on the part of the judge or decisionmaker is too
high to be constitutionally tolerable Rippo

Yet the Ninth Circuit even established:

We do not believe that the statutory provisions concerning disqualification are
either exhaustive or the exclusive method whereby a judge may be removed
from hearing a case. As the Second Circuit decision in United States v. Rob-
in indicates, the appellate court's authority to reassign exists apart from the judi-
cial disqualification statutes. See553 F.2d at 11. There is simply nothing in
the disqualification statutes to prohibit this court from taking appropriate action in
the first instance. United States v. Sears, Roebuck Co., Inc., 785 F.2d 777, 780-
81 (9th Cir. 1986) (emphasis added)

It must be noted that in Rippe the court in one place states that it is the probability of bias

and then the risk of bias was too high to be constitutionally tolerable. Yet the court never

«,» quantifies what the percentage of risk or probability is too high. Here in Las Veéas a city based

on taking in billions of U.S. bucks on probability by the casinos. They have just about perfected

probabilities. At some point a court needs to quantify what is too high a probability to be

constitutionally tolerable. Because if a party is denied disqualification he shozlld be able to

determine if he wishes to walk away from the “dice table” or court and dismiss his case because

~ he does not wish to gamble with a judge and his bias. Rippe states one thing clearly though when
it states:

" “the Due Process Clause may sometimes demand recusal even when a judge "

‘ha[s] no_actual bias.” " Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Lavoie, 475 U.S. 813. 825, 106
L S.Ct. 1580, 89 L.Ed.2d 823 (1986)” Rippo v. Baker, 137 S. Ct. 905, 907 (2017)

Asseveration which is equivalent to Unsworn Declaration in lieu of an
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* affidavit in support of Motion to Disqualify under NRS 1.235

I Kim Blandino do hereby declare under penalty of perjury that this filing is filed in good faith |
and is not:
(a) Interposed for delay;
(b) Intended to harass a judge; or
(c) Filed for the purpose of :
' (1) Unnecessarily increasing the costs of litigation; or
(2) Attempting prosecution

! :
GIORDANI PREVIOUSLY PROSECUTED KIM AND KIM SPENT TIME IN JAIL IN

THAT MATTER AND HAS SHOWN DEEP SEATED ANTAGONISM TOWARD KIM

- THAT DID COME OUT DURING THIS FEB 18 HEARING -

Exhibit D attached is the Case Docket Search for Case # X01152672 where i‘; clearly shows
that there were three different prosecutors assigned to this case against defendant Kim Blandino.
On 9/13/2018 prosecutor John Cory filed an opposition. On 10/3/2018 prosecutor Trisha
Chapman filed a Motion to extend time to respond. On 10/29/ 2018 Trisha Chapman filed the
City’s opposition to Emergency Motion

Then on 1/8/2019 Kelly Giordani Bar # 12072 filed an Opposition to Defendant Motion to
Disqualiﬁ. So contrary to what Giordani said in court that she had not prosecuted Kim she was
prosecuting Kim in Case # X01152672 A/B/C/D/E in 2018-2019. Warrants were later issued and
Kim was arrested and jailed. At all times while Giordani was assigned to the case against Kim
Giordani had the discretion to drop the prosecution against Kim yet did not because of her bias

- and deep seated antagonism toward Kim as a prosecutor. Giordani demonstrated that she had

disgust for Kim’s religious beliefs and practices.

14



This prior experience Giordani had with Kim is extra judicial. As a prosecutor prosecuting
for a Corporate entity called the City of Las Vegas she was required to have favoritism toward
the City and Kim contends that Giordani has not in any way lost this favoritism and desires to
see Kim prosecuted despite ;che lack of jurisdiction.

Under any of the standards listed above Giordani must be disqualified. Kim knows with all

“ertainty that Giordani wants Kim in jail no matter what and will do so even Though Kim. 15 .

actually innocent of any crime.

GIORDANI BECAUSE OF HER BIAS AND ANTAGONISM TOWARD KIM FILED

AN OPPOSITION TO KIM’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY IN CASE

X01152672A/B/C/D/E AND THEREFORE IMPERSONATED A RESPONDING JUDGE

. OR COUNSEL FOR THE JUDGE AS MOTIONS TO DISQUALIFY ARE BETWEEN

THE MOVING PARTY AND THE JUDGE

NRS 1.235 and all the case law is clear. A motion to disqualify is a collateral action within
the action itself between the judge and the moving party and therefore the City }'1as no standing
whatsoever to oppose such a motion Prosecutor Giordani did not ask for leave to file this
opposition or to intervene. Had Kim as a pro se filed an opposition to a City’s motion to
disqualify a judge Kim would likely have been sanctioned or declared a vexatious litigant or at
the least reprimanded!

This filing of an opposition is and was motivated by bias and deep seated antagonism toward
Kim and his right to challenge a judge’s impartiality without interference by the party in the main
case that is not a party to the disqualification action. The parties to a disqualification action is
the party filing the motion to disqualify and the judge sought to be disqualified. If the judge does |

not oppose they must leave the case.

15



Giordani not only filed the opposition to Kim’s motion to disqualify the transcript Exhibit E
shows that Giordani argued for it and stated a jurisdictional argument against Kim’s motion to
disqualify. See page 5 lines 10-17 of Exhibit E attached to Exhibit 1.’

THE_TRANSCRIPT OF JANUARY 8 2019 SHOWS THAT PROSECUTOR KELLY

GIORDANI WAS ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN THE PROSECUTION AGAINST KiM

*  Kim has a certified copy of the transcript of January 8, 2019 for the case mentioned above this
| was filed as a supplement to the appeal in district court. This is attached as Exhibit E. Here
Prosecutor Giordani admits she filed an opposition. | '
Again, if prosecutor Giordani was impartial she could have dropped the prosecution in the
- case in 2019.
Judge Giordani demonstrated that she wished to prosecute Kim and with this Feb 18

hearing showed that she wishes to be a prosecutor judge against Kim and give Kim only an

appearance of being an impartial judge. The deep seated antagonism could not be hidden as

- T™ Giordani refused o let Kim make a completé récord and even ask to continue the matter pending
a motion to disqualify. Any impartial judge would say something akin to this at that hearing
Mr. Blandino with the issues you bring up as to you moving to
disqualify me and that I was a prosecutor against you some years ago, I
will continue this matter for 10 days since I just notified you today that I
was assigning myself to this case. Obviously according to case law once a

motion to disqualify is filed and served upon me I can not act in the case
while the motion to disqualify is pending

The very fact that Giordani did not do this itself points to bias and Giordani’s desire to be

partial against Kim. Any average judge would have continued the matter. Yet Giordani doubled

‘ down and set the matter for pretrial on March 18, 2026 .

KIM HAD ONE OR MORE CONVERSATIONS OUTSIDE THE COURTROOM

e ol
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* WHERE GIORDANI DEMONSTRATED DEEP SEATED ANTAGONISM AND BIAS

AGAINST KIM AND HIS RELIGIOUS BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Kim had one or more conversations outside the courtroom where Kim told prosecutor

Giordani that she would run for judge and win because she was so pretty. That God gave Kim to
see this future with Giordani and this future was proven true as Giordani did become judge.
- During the conversation Kim could see that prosecutor Giordani had deep seated bias and
antagonism toward Kim in her eyes.
Klim had verbal interchanges with prosecutor Walker and Cory and these intérchanges were
" much different. Kim could tell that Walker and Cory were just doing the job and no such
antagonism or bias was present in them and were polite and respectful.
Kim indicated to prosecutor Giordani that she should have babies and not be a judge since |

Kim knew the Code requires:

“Rule 2.1. Giving Precedence to the Duties of Judicial Office. The
duties of judicial office, as prescribed by law, shall take precedence
over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.

COMMENT

[1] To ensure that judges are available to fulfill their judicial duties,
judges must conduct their personal and extrajudicial activities to minimize
the risk of conflicts that would result in frequent disqualification. See Can-
on 3.

[2] Although it is not a duty of judicial office unless prescribed by law,
judges are encouraged to participate in activities that promote public
understanding of and confidence in the justice system.

Al query indicates that Judge Giordani has at least one child, a son and Kim’s religious beliefs
and insight indicates that Giordani is neglecting her duty and duties as a mother and wife because
of rule 2.1 to some or greater degree. Only Giordani knows the extent of her neglect for her child

or children and for that matter neglecting the importance of her marriage.
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As many in the court system know Kim must speak and write as the holy spirit gives Kim to
speak and write:
Luke 12:11 NIV When you are brought before synagogues, rulers and

authorities, do not worry about how you will defend yourselves or what you
will say, 12 for the Holy Spirit will teach you at that time what you should

kL

say.

Giordani needs to resign being a judge and take care of her children and make more babies or
adopt if that is not possible and fulfill a role that God set for her and not be neglectful of any of
her children. Kim’s ex wife did not work outside the home as raising children is not a job that
should be contracted out. Kim takes raising and protecting of children very seriously personally
and spiritually.

Kim prays that Giordani will see that being a full time wife and mother is the most fulfilling

role and that it would be so beneficial to all that she resign to fulfill this most important role to

" the benefit of all

A case in point of the collision between judge and caretaker or mother is Valorle Vega and the

~ discipline imposed on her. See Exhibit F attached to Exhibit 1.( FINDINGS OF FACT,

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER IMPOSING DISCIPLINE) Valorie Vega was
disciplined for not putting her daughter second to her judicial duties. The NCJD stated:

“That during the course of the retrial of Case Number 08-C-249790
described herein, you recessed court in the early afternoon on
approximately six (6) occasions; specifically, on or about November 29,
December 1, December 6, December 8, 17 December 13 and December 15,
2010; that you did so to enable you to attend your daughter's high
school soccer games.

Valorie Vega should have resigned as judge so as not to neglect her daughter and her welfare.

Although the NCJD could have charged fod violation of 2.1 they only charged 2.8:
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Justice Abbi Silver is quite a contrast to the selfishness of Vega and Giordani. An Ai query

" shows that Abbi Silver resigned so as to take care of her husband in 2022. This is from Grok.

Yes, Nevada Supreme Court Justice Abbi Silver (often spelled "Abbi. Sil-
ver") resigned in August 2022 to care for her husband, who was diagnosed,
with ALS (Lou Gehrig's disease).At the time of her resignation announce-
ment, she cited "unforeseen circumstances" and a desire to spend more time;

.—=-- (With her family in her letter to Gov. Steve Sisolak. She stepped down effec-|.. ... ... . ... ...

tive September 29, 2022, after nearly four years on the high court. She had

reviously served as a judge at every level of Nevada's judiciary: Las Vegas|
Municipal Court (elected 2003), Las Vegas Justice Court (2006), Clark
County District Court (2008 and reelected 2014), and the Nevada Court of
Appeals before her Supreme Court appointment in 2019.Subsequent reports
(including a 2025 lawsuit she filed) clarified that her husband, Kirk Jaster,

care for him amid his illness. Jaster passed away in September 2024 from!
complications of ALS. In September 2025, Silver sued the now-defunct al-
kaline water company Real Water, alleging its product (which was recalled|
for containing a toxin) caused or contributed to his ALS and death.This
aligns with her public statements and court filings emphasizing family care-
giving as a key reason for leaving the bench. No other prominent Nevada
figure named Abby/Abby Silver appears tied to a similar resignation story.
eemerie e e UL P11  TENALES tO. yOUT ONEOING cOULt matters, (e.8...context.on judicial backs

was diagnosed with ALS in February 2022, and she resigned. specificaldy.to .. e

grounds or family priorities in Nevada courts), let me know for more de-|

tails!

This was and is admirable and noble. Had Silver stayed on the bench she would have been in

contflict with the Code. God does reward integrity and unselfishness that Abbi demonstrated this.

Kim points out because the holy spirit prompts Kim to write this. Kim canhow see God’s

purpose in the series of events that brought this wrongful charge of battery then assigned to
Walker who wrongfully disqualified himself and then brought to Giordani’s court so that Kim
could plead for Giordani’s children and potential children. You Giordani must resign your
- judicial office as soon as possible and take care of your loved ones. A search Aon the internet
‘ shows that you are married to John Giordani who is a long time prosecutor with the Clark
County District Attorney’s office and in 2022 made 143,811.20 bucks regular pay and total pay

and benefits were 192,5441.10 bucks. Therefore John is well capable of supporting the family
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. Judge Andres Tobiasson (“Tobiasson”) committed suicide because she rejected God’s prompting
and committed a crime only one rung short of murder. That being self murder. |
Kim saw Tobiasson at the Omlet House after attorney Bill Terry had left her defense of NCID
charges and tried to talk sense to Tobiasson. Yet she closed her ears. God had chorleographed this
meeting before Tobiasson committed suicide. |
Both judge Tobiasson and Judge Michelle Leavitt have had trouble with their children. An Ai

Grok query shows this:

“Yes, two Nevada state court judges—Melanie Andress-Tobiasson (former
Las Vegas Justice of the Peace) and Michelle Leavitt (Clark County District
Court Judge)—faced public scrutiny and controversy involving their daugh-
ters' alleged connections to prostitution and related issues in Las Vegas
around 2015-2018.These matters were widely reported in local media (e.g.,
Nevada Current, Las Vegas Review-Journal, KLAS-TV) and tied into
broader scandals involving alleged underage sex trafficking, pimping, and
judicial ethics probes. Here's a breakdown:Melanie Andress-Tobiasson (of-
ten referred to as Melanie Tobiasson)|

» [Her teenage daughter (Sarah, then 16) began frequenting and briefly work-
ing at a hip-hop clothing store called Top Knotch (or Top Notch), which
Tobiasson alleged was a front for an unlicensed club involving underage
drinking, drugs, and prostitution,

o+ [Tobiasson claimed a pimp named Shane Valentine attempted to recruit he
daughter into his prostitution ring. She reported this to police (LVMPD
Vice), but felt they were unresponsive or corrupt.

"o [This led Tobiasson to personally investigate, including staking out loca-
tions, threatening Valentine, and allegedly interfering in related cases (e.g.,
a 2016 double homicide at Top Knotch where Valentine was a person of in-
terest). _

o [The situation escalated into ethics complaints against her by the Nevadal
Commission on Judicial Discipline (charges filed around 2018-2020), ac-
cusing her of abusing judicial prestige, allowing family interests to influ-
ence her conduct, and improper involvement in investigations

o [Tobiasson went public in 2018 (e.g., KLAS-TV interview), alleging pimps
targeted daughters of judges and law enforcement. She resigned in 2021 to
settle the ethics probe (avoiding a full hearing) and died by suicide in 2023
Michelle Leavitt (Clark County District Court Judgeﬂ

 [Her daughter (Morgan Leavitt, also known as Morgan Fitzpatrick or Mor-
gan Leavitt-Fitzpatrick) was reportedly involved with the same allege
imp, Shane Valentine, and connected to the Top Kriotch scene]
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o [Reports (e.g., Nevada Current 2018 article) described Morgan as part o

Valentine's "stable" (group of women in prostitution), including her testify-
ing in a domestic violence case involving Valentine (where she alleged be-
ing beaten).|

o [This connection was raised in a 2018-2019 criminal case (Marlon Brown
trial, where Leavitt presided), with defense attorneys alleging bias due to
her daughter's ties to Valentine (who knew Brown) and a related domestic
violence incident. Leavitt later recused herself from a related matter citing
"appearance of impropriety."|
o [Leavitt and her family (including brother Andrew Leavitt) denied or called
the allegations "blatantly false and defamatory." No formal judicial disci-
line resulted directly from the daughter issues, though Leavitt had a prion
2015 public reprimand for unrelated conduct (impropetrly jailing someone).

Both cases overlapped around the Top Knotch/Valentine ring, with Tobias-
son publicly referencing Leavitt's daughter in interviews and police memos
(warning that pimps targeted judges' kids). These were high-profile Las Ve-
gas stories involving sex trafficking concerns, but also led to significant
backlash against the judges for how they handled (or publicized) family

matters.” _

Therefore, Kim pleads that Giordani not neglect her child or children and the God given role
that she has been given. It is much better to resign now and do that most important job as full
time wife and mother. Please Giordani do not end up with troubled and wayward. children and a

suffering soul.

" What good is it for someone to gain the whole world, yet forfeit their
soul? 37 Or what can anyone give in exchange for their soul?” Mark 8:36
At present Giordani because Kim holds and held this position of religious belief that Giordani
has deep seated antagonism toward Kim and/or the risk of bias is too great because of
Giordani’s vindictive prosecution of Kim must not challenge this motion to disqualify and let this
" case be transferred at the very least. However, should Giordani immediately resign and do her
full duty to her family then the Angels in Heaven will rejoice as they most likely ‘did when Abbi -
chose to resign to take care of her husband and leave her judgeship behind. Kim knows that

Giodani’s conscience must trouble her for neglecting her family. Please Giordani fulfill your God
21



~ given duties.

Kim still has to file for an extraordinary writ petition to challenge Walker’s disqualification
so the case will go back to Walker as Kim’s family Court Case went back to Ritchie in 2001
when Kim had mandamus granted.

This deep seated antagonism and/or bias of the past being carried into the future as seen in
the Feb 18, hearing is obvious. Kim has no resentment nor hatred of Giordani énd wishes her
well and that she will do the most right and decent thing wsprcially for her child and future
children. | |

Kim filed four separate motions after the Motion to Disqualify was filed and_?;%d in the 26- -
005437 case and Giordani ruled on each one of them and signed and filed orders in violation of

NRS 1.235 and case law. Exhibit 2 is an EMERGENCY MOTION TO VACATE THE

ORDER OF MARCH 2,2026 BY JUDGE GIORDANI AS VOID AND TO REOPEN CASE

AS ORIGINALLY MOTIONED FOR

_ MUST BE DOCKETED TO JUDGE BERT BROWN WHO IS THE MUNICIPAL JUDGE

HAVING THE GREATEST NUMBER OF YEARS OF SERVICE PURSUANT TO NRS

- 1.235 (7) (c) _that was filed in the 005437 case and Kim outlined how Giordani could not

continue to rule in that case according to stature and case law and a decision by the NCJD who
ignored a filing of a motion to disqualify her and she was suspended physically from the

courthouse without pay. She has now permanently abandoned her judgeship

CONCLUSION

Kim pleads that Giordani will take care of her child and children to be and resign her

judgeship and do the most important job in the world that of wife and full time fnother. If done
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 You would not in any way regret this decision.

Yet in any event Giordani cannot proceed forward in this case against Kim. Giordani refused
to challenge Kim’s filing of the motion to disqualify in the 005437 and was required to do
nothing else with that case yet four times she did. For this reason alone Gi:;dani must be
disqualified because she violated the law and refusing to challenge that Motion to disqualify
must be taken as an admission that disqualification was based on one of the four standards above

and must be disqualified at the least Giordani must allow the case this case to be

transferred pending a reviewing court ordering Walker back on the case as originally assigned.

—v— In the alternative such other relief as is proper and just must be done.

DATED this 6th day of April, 2026.
9V

Kim Blandino

C/O 441 N 16™

Las Vegas Nevada 89101
702 219-5657

Kim 43792@earthlink.net

-

Asseveration which is equivalent to Unsworn Declaration in lieu of an

affidavit_ in support of Motion to Disqualify under NRS 1.235

I Kim Blandino state under penalty of perjury that I am over 70 years of age (outside the

S i | i T e S

womb) and have read the foregoing and the same is true and correct except as to those
matters of belief and belief and as to those matters Kim believes them to be true. And

that:

I Kim Blandino do hereby declare under penalty of perjury that this filing is filed in good faith
and is ﬂot:
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(d) Interposed for delay;
(e) Intended to harass a judge; or
(f)'-!c Filed for the purpose of :
(3) Unnecessarily increasing the costs of litigation; or

(4) Attempting prosecution

e bt i < i i i g e e o T S = R

1. That this filing is not made to vex, harass, delay or made in bad faith nor for any
improper purpose. Anyone saying any differently is lying through their teefh.
2. That any and all exhibits are true and correct and authentic according to FRE 901 and the
 state rules of evidence. |
3. ‘ Kim prepared this at breakneck speed and would ask that any spelling and or grammar
issues are excuse.
4. That Kim did not receive the petition nor the summons until April 4 and this is the first

that Kim was aware that Gjordani was assigned to this case and thereforgKim is within

= A e b e

the 10 days per NRS 1.235.
I declare under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing and the same is true and

correct.

DATED this 6th day of April, 2026.

I fia

KIM BLANDINO PRO SE #363075

C/O441 N 16™ ST .
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101

(702) 219-5657

No Fax
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Kim43792@earthlink.net

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ HEREBY certify that service of the MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE GIORDANI

IN ACCORD WITH NRS 1.230, 1.25 AND/OR RULE 2.11 IN OF THE NEVADA

REVISED CODE OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT (REASONABLE MINDS WOULD

- QUESTION STANDARD)AND/OR Rippo v. Baker, S80 U.S. 285, 137 S. Ct. 9'05, 197 L. Ed.

2d 376 (2017) (RISK OF_ BIAS STANDARD) AND/OR (THE DEEP_ SEATED

ANTAGONISM STANDARD) was accomplished on April 6, 2026 by delivering a copy to:

70 Jor .

Kim Blandino
'C/O441N 16"

Las Vegas Nevada 89101

702 219-5657

Kim 43792@earthlink.net
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EXHIBIT 1




SRLG i1y L

- KIM BLANDINO PECULIAR PRO SE

Nevada Bar No. None F“—ED :
C/O 441 N, 16 St
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 FEB 2 4 20%
(702) 219-5657 :
No Fax L N

: : &, O &
Kim43792@earthlink.net . N

e LTS
LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CITYOF LAS VEGAS

Case No. 26-005437
Plaintiff, Dept. No. 6
-VS ’
2|26 30 am
KIM BLANDINO

Defendant

/

MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE GIORDANI IN ACCORD WITH NRS

1.230, 1.25 AND/OR RULE 2.11 IN OF THE NEVADA REVISED CODE OF JUDICIAL

CONDUCT (REASONABLE MINDS WOULD QUESTION STANDARD)AND/OR Rippo
v. Baker, 580 U.S. 285, 137 S. Ct. 905, 197 L. Ed. 2d 376 (2017) (RISK OF BIAS

STANDARD) AND/OR (THE DEEP SEATED ANTAGONISM STANDARD)

COMES NOW, Kim Blandino (“Kim”) appearing specially and not generally who undel"

threat of a Bench warrant appeared in Las Vegas Municipal Court Department 1 Matthew Walker
(“Walker”) presiding ON Feb. 10, 2026. Kim appeared by special appearance because of a green
colored post card that Kim received in the U.S Mail at C/O 44] NI16th Street L.V. Nv. 89]01.'

Kim was set for a calendaring hearing by Walker’s order and again under threat of a bench

CITY ATTORNEY L
CRIMINAL DIVISION RECEIVED FEB 24 y035



warrant should Kim not appear on Feb. 18, 2026.
Because Judge Giordani (“Giordani™) did not assign herself to the actual case until Feb. 18,
2026 Kim is well within the time fame of NRS 1.235(motion miust be filed within 10 days. of

assig'nment);Kim told Giordani in.open court that this Motion would-be filed. _

INTRODUCTION
God(also called the Creator or Elohim, Elohim being both s‘infgular and plural like the words,
sheep, fish or deer) created the Universe around 6,000 years ago he created light -and:spacetime-
in 5 days on the 6% day God made Man called Adam. God saw that it was not good for Man to be
alone so he created out of man a companion-called Eve who was his helpmate:(not playboy “sex
mate™). Adam and Evé were pérfect and eternal and there was no death in this world.

; God-'had to give at least one thing that Adam and Eve could not do. Otherwise, if God said
they could do anything they wanted, there could be no disobedience; and therefore no
demonstration of love.Adam-and-EVe,ate of the forbidden tiee of the knowledge of good and evil
and lost their eternal nature. Therefore, God had a choice to destroy both Adam and Eve or give a
second chance to allow them to continue as fallen beings with a promise of a redeen;er and allow
them to procreate by sexual relations so the redeemer could come by the "‘offgpring of the
woman”See Genesis Chapter 1-3.

Had man not fallén they would never have had sexually created children. See Book of
‘Mormon:2:Nephi 2: 21-25( as well as-other apocryphal'sources)..
God gave the promise to Adam and Eve that Eve’s offspring would crush the oﬁ'spring;éf the

serpent:



@And I will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your offspring.
and hers; he will crush your head, and you will strike his heel” Genesis3:15 NIV

version ’

This is the promise that God gave mankind that the savior or Son of God would come through
Eve and he would redeem man to God. This savior as néarly all .of the world knows is the
historical Jesus and millions believe in him to this day and that he in fact rose from the dead. The:
great flood occurred and only Noah and liis sons and their wives survived this flooding of the
earth through the ark-God commanded Noah to build. Land based animals also were spared on
‘that ark. A

Kim is the 140™ great-grandsen of Noah. And every human on the earth is descended from.
Noah. And all land-based animal life descends from the animals that went onto .the, Ark with:
Noah. The variations of life are all due to the miracle of DNA and the Billions: upon billions of
possible different combinations of that DNA. A Great Dane, the poodle-and the Dachshiind and
many others all come ﬁ‘om the same two male and female dogs that were on the ark.

Kim was born in the U.S. at Malmstrom Air Base in Montana in 159,;5,5'.: In 1993, in'part, from
seeing a modern day Ahab and Jezebel elected to their “joint presidency” Kim was motivated to
act, Kim relinquished his U.S. citizenship and became a citizen ‘and. subject of Elohirii’s
Kingdmﬁ of Israel. Kim became an Ambassador for Jesus the Christ and to be reconciled to the
Almighty God. See 2 Corinthians 5:20:

“We are therefore Christ’s ambassadors, as though God were making_his

appeal through us. We implore you on Christ’s behalf} Be reconciled to God.”
NIV (emphasis added)-

Kim became part of what is known as the “Great Commission™:

“Then the eleven disciples went to Galilee, to the mountain where Jesus had
told them to go.!” When they saw him, they worshiped. him; but some doubted
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Then Jesus came to them and said, “All authority in heaven and on earth has
been given to me. !° Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing
them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, 2®and

' teaching them to obey everything I. T have commanded you. And surely 1 am with
you alwavs. to the very end of the age. ” Matthew 28:16-20

Obviously these eleven disciples could -'110t live for thousands of" years. So, ‘this Great
Corr;naission depends on passing the inission on to generations upon generations. Please note-that
Jesus commands that that the “baptizing in the name of the Fatlier, and of the Son "anifl' of ‘thie -
Holy Spirit™. This is the plural Elolim as described above, Elghim is both plural and si.ngular,

Kim was also called by the Creator to investigate judicial corruption in the Ei.gh’th Judicial
District Court (“EJDC”).. Kim therefore ‘became a volunteer unpaid. investiéator [which -mcaﬁs
unofficial] with or for the Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline (NCID”). In this God
given role Kim obtained letters of caution from the NCJID against former district judge Rob Bare
and former district court judge Douglas Herndon (now justice of the Nevada Supreme Court).

Kim IS also an investigative journalist.and currently is part of'tl_le new media with a. Youtube
«channel and an X(formerly twitter) Kim in fact-has a:media request before: this: court:

Kim has been retaliated against for decades because of exercising his. rights -that are
guaranteed under the Constitution of thé United States. Especially first amendment rights.

The équnp'la'ining witness in this matter is an unbalanced woman that has reser'l.tmen't toward -
Kim and has been looking for an opportunity to vindictively and willfully, retaliate aéain_st Kim.
This is one who sees evil as good and good as evil:

Isaiah 5 “?"Woe unto them that call evil good, and good -evil; that put.

darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter for sweet, and.sweet
for bitter!”

FACTS AND ARGUMENT




As stated above Kim was before judge Walker on Feb. 10, 2026. At the hearing. before:
Walker in which the electronic Media was recording, Walker announced that he would ‘be
disqualifying himself due to the fact that Walker some many. years ago prosecuted Klm as'a then
City' Attorney, under the standard in the Nevada Revised Code of Judicial Conduct 2.11 (.T_er
reasonable minds would question a judge’s impartiality standard) . Kim objected and
represented that Kim believed that Walker would be impartial and waived any rightsto challenge
Walker’s impartiality in the ‘future. This hearing is viewable at Our Nevada Judges
hitps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=069qTuWdZ-I where there are more than 32 thousand viéw_s
after nine days.

K1m told Walker that if he did disqualify Kim would challenge this disqualification to.a
higher court on Mandamus, as Kim had successfully done some 25 years ago in Kini’s family
court case where Judge Ritchie (who is still on the family court bench) wrongfully disqualified
himself and tiae_ Nevada Supreme Court agreed, ordered the writ granted and ordered Ritcﬁie

back onto Kim’s family court case in 2001. See Exhibit A attached. Writ ordered gtanted. Sadly,

becauise Kim had no family court judge while: the. mandamus. action was pending Kim had,

months of no visitation with Kim’s children of ténder years and Kim’s children suﬂ'ered-,greatlfy.
Kim further knowing how the Las Vegas Municipal Court seems to have a aversion to writing:
and sigﬁing and filing written orders demanded at the hearing on the 10th that Walker-do a _
Written "’or'afer' 50 fha’t a reviewing court could know with- certainty what Kim: was-challenging
wifh findings of fact and conc!usions of law. At first, Walker “balked” then he granted Knn’s
demand. Walker agreed after Kim pressed Walker to have the order filed before the cale'rjidafrjiggj

on Feb 18, 2026. Kim just received this today Feb.17, 2026 one day before the Feb. 18, 2026



date. See Exhibit C attached

Kim has been on the other side of the equation arguing for disqualification of theri Justice
Jansén(Who also still presides in justice court as a senior Judge at the age of 90). Kim obtained
the writ of Mandamus on Jansen in January of 1987 some 39 years ago. See Exhibit B attaciied
from the District Court-.

Kim therefore has much experience in disqualification law both state and fedelal Just as
judge Ritchie \vaé'proven to  have wrongfully disqualified himself Kim believes. th‘at ‘Walker has
wrongfully disqualified himself. The most important.part of the Supremie’ Court’s ruling in the
Ritchie mandamus is this passage from exhibit A:

“Given the lack of grounds for disqualification, Judge Ritchie's sworn
statement that he has no personal bias against Blandino, and Blandino’s

request that the case be returned to. Judge Ritchie because heé is in fact
objective and impartial, we percewe no reason why Jlﬂge thchle can-
not or should not preside over the matter. Accordingly, since Blandino
has no other plain, speedy and adequate remedy .at law, we grant his peti-
tion, The clerk of the court shall issue. a writ of mandamus compelling
" Judge Ritchie to preside over the district court proceedings.

It is so ORDERED.” (emphasis added)

Kim received the written order just the afternoon before the Feb. 18™ hearing. See Exhibit C
attached. Walker’s order was clear that the instant case was being reassigned to the Chief Judge

for further calendaring. Kim appeared before Giordani on Feb 18 at. 1:00 p.m.

Kim told Giordani.that he was appearing specially and not generally. Giordani: refused. to
allow Kim to make a complete record. Giordani ran the proceeding in violation of the Nevada
revised Code of Judicial Conduct (“Code™) violating:

"Rule 1.1." Compliance With the Law. A judge shall comiply with the
law, including the Code of Judicial Conduct,

Rule 1.2, Promoting Confidence in the Judiciary. A judge' shall act at
all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence,
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)

integrity, and impartiality of the judiciary and shall avoid impropriety . and
the appearance of impropriety.

[13

In this opinion, we emphasize that a Faretta canvass must en-
sure that a defendant decides whether to waive counsel with-eyes open. The
canvass must safeguard against the unacceptable danger that defendants

would choose to represent themselves with an. inconipléte understanding of

the risks they face. Inadequate warnings harm not only the defendant, but
also the credibility of our-justice system. Miles v. State, 137 Nev. 747, 747,
500'P.3d 1263, 1266 (2021)

When a criminal defendant desires to. waive the right to: counsel, the trial

_court must ensure that decision is made knowingly and voluntarily. The

trial court must conduct a careful canvass and ensure that a defendant
understands the risks and disadvantages of self-representation. While no
s‘peciﬁc questions are constitutionally required, 4 trial court that learns:dur-
ing the canvass that the defendant may not understand the charges or the po-
tential sentences should address that lack of understanding. Miles v. State,
137 Nev. 747, 754, 500 P.3d 1263, 1271 (2021) (emphasis added

Most of all violated Rule 2.8:

“Rule 2.8. Decorum, Demeanor, and Communication With
Jurors.

(A) A judge shall require order and decorum in proceedings
before the court.

(B) A judge shall be patient, dignified, and courteous to liti-
gants, jurors, witnesses, lawyers, court staff, court. officials, and
others with whom the judge deals in an official capacity and' shall
require similar conduct of lawyers, court staff, court officials, and
others subject to thejudge’s direction and coritrol.

(C) A judge shall not commend or criticize jurors for their ver-
dict other than in a court order or opinion in a proceeding.” (em-
phasis added)

%dam 1efused to even look at the ﬁle because of her blas and deep. seated antagomsm If

L. PREPPPE Ny S Wl

Giordani had looked at the file she would have seen that the court has no jurisdiction in: this

matter . Yet Giordani’s deep seated antagonism and bias against Kim would not.allow her to see,

7
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This type of delusion is prophesied in the Bible:

“8 And ‘then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom ﬂie-Lord shall consume
- with the spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of his
coming: . :

?Even him, whose coming is after the working of Satan with all powerj;ahd
signs and lving wonders,

19 And with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them ‘that perish; be-
cause they received not the love of the truth, that they: might be saved.

''And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion, that they
should believe a lie: ' ’ -

12 That they all might be damned who believed not the truth, but had
pleasure in unrighteousness.” 2 Thessalonians 2::8-12

Kim told the judge that Kim was going to file to disqualify Giordani yet she continued with
the heariﬁg as though Kim had said nothing. Giordani tried to bully and rush through the hearing
as though she had a wedding to go to or her son’s soccer game.

Kim had to “pry out” from Giordani that she was assigning herself to the matter and then did
not stop when Kim announced that he would be. filing a motion to disqualify her.

NRS 1.235 is clear:

“NRS 1.235 Procedure for disqualifying judges other than Supreme
Court justices or judges of the Court of Appeals. ‘
1. Any party to‘dn action or proceeding pending in any court other
than the Supreme Court or the Court of Appeals, who seeks to disqualify a
. judge for actual or‘implied. bias or prejudice must file an affidavit specify-
ing the facts upon which the disqualification is sought. The affidavit minst
contain a statement that the affidavit is filed in good faith and is:not:

->

(a) Interposed for delay;
(b) Intended to harass a judge; or
(c) Filed for the purpose of:

(1) Unnecessarily increasing the costs of litigation; or
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(2) Attempting to prevent prosecution.

2. Except as otherwise provided in subsections 3 and 4, the affidavit
must be filed:

(a) Not less than 20 days before the date set .for tnal or hedring -of the
case; or

(b) Not less than 3: days before the date set for the hearing of any pretri-
- al matter.

3. Except as otherwise provided in this subsection and subsection 4, if
a case is not assigned to a judge before the time required under subsection 2
for filing the affidavit, the affidavit must be filed:

(a) Within 10 days after the party or the arty’s attorney is notlhed

that the case has been assi‘gged toa ]lldge,

(b) Before the hearing of any pretrial matter; or

(c) Before the jury is empangled, evidence taken or.any- ruling made in
the trial or hearing,

E whichever occurs. first. If the facts upon which: disqualification of the
judge is sought are not known to the party before the party. is.notified of the
assignment of the judge or before any pretrial hearing is held, the -affidavit
may be filed not later than the commencement of the trial or hearing of the
case.”

Here Giordani tried to short circuit the process and assign herself'to the case on the 18" .and to
bully or trick Kim into not filing the motion to disqualify and proceeding forward ‘w.i'th a.judge
that is compromised and not impartial.

The violations of the code by Giordani are too numerous to list here.intotality. Kim has been
before almost all of the eurrent municipal court judges and has observed ali of them as 4
volufiteer unpaid investigator [which means unofficial] _work%n’g with or for the Nevada.
Commission on Judicial Discipline which God called Kim to do: In that capacity Kim hias had
letters of caution issued by the NCJD against lefmer district:"c'ou;rt;jpdgcsﬁ Herndon ( now Nev:

Sup. Ct. justice) and Rob Bare (defeated by current judge Christy éraig).

In the federal Courts there are two avenues to disqualify a federal judge. 2




and 28 U.S.C. § 144. 28 U.S.C. § 144 states this taken from Liteky v. United States, 510:U-S.

e

540, 544 (1994);

Whenever a party to any proceeding in a district court makes and files-a timely
and sufficient affidavit that the Jjudge before whom the matter is pending: has:a
personal bias or prejudice either against him or'in favor of any adverse party, such:

Jjudge shall proceed no further therein, but another judge shall be assigned to-hear

such-proceeding. _

“The affidavit shall state the facts and the reasons for the belief that bias or-preju-
dice exists, and shall be filed not less than ten days before. the beginning of the
term at which the proceeding is to be heard, or good cause shall be shown for
failure to file it within such time. A party-may file only one such affidavit in any
case. It shall be:accompanied by a certificate of counsel of record stating that it is
made in good faith." Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 544 (1994)

And 28 U:S.C.:§ 455(a) stated here in Liteky:

And:

“The 1974 revision made massive changes, so that § 455 now reads as-follows:
"(a) Any justice, judge, or magistrate of the United States shall disqualify himself

- in any proceeding in which his impartiality mightreasonably be questioned.

"(b) He shall also disqualify himselfin the following circumstances:
“(1) Where he has a personal bias or prejudice concerning a_party, or per-
ing_the proceeding

sonal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concern
Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 546-47 (1994)”

It'is enough for present purposes to say the following: ﬂrs:t,.judicial" rulings alone:

almost never constitute a valid basis for a bias or partiality motion. See United
States v. Grinpell Corp., 384 U.S. 563. 583 (1966). In and of ‘themsel'\le's;(;i.-"e..,
apart from surrounding conunents or acconipanying opinion), they caniot possi-
bly show reliance upon an extrajudicial source, and can only in the rarest circum-
stances evidence the degree of favoritism or antagonism required (as discussed.
below) when no extrajudicial source is involved. Almost invariably, they are
proper grounds for appeal, not for recusal. Second, opinions formed by the
judge on the basis of facts introduced or events occurring in the course of the
current proceedings, or of prior proceedings, do not constitute a basis for a
bias or partiality motion unless they display a dee
tagonism_that would make fair Iudgment impossible.Liteky v. United States,
510 U.S. 540, 555 (1994) (emphasis added)

10
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Kim cites the federal case law because the Nevada Supreme Court addressed the Federal case

law in Towbin Dodge, LLC v. Eiolth Jud. Dist. Cr. of State ex rel, Cuty. of Clark, 121 Nev.

, 251, 112 P.3d.1063 (2005) did exactly that as to motions to disqualify: '
Federal law contains two separate, independent. methods for seeking a
Judge's disqualification. 28 U.S;C. § 144'° bears similarities to. both NRS
1.235 and SCR 48.1, which governs peremptory challenges. Like NRS
1.235, § 144 applies specifically to the district *259 court and requires the
party seeking to disqualify a judge to file an affidavit setting forth. the facts
and reasons supporting the allegation of bias. But unlike NRS 1.235, which
permits the challenged judge to respond, and wlhich requires another judge
to determine whether actual or'implied bias or prejudice exists, § 144 oper-
ates like SCR 48.1, in that the matter is automatically-transferred to -another,
S jUdge.”
{

The other federal statute concerning judicial disqualification, 28 U.S.C. §
455, is substantially similar to, NCJC Canon 3E." Like **1069 Canon 3E, §
455 applies to all justices and judges, and it contains no procedural mechas-
N nism for enforcement.'” Nevertheless, the fedeial ¥260 courts follow-a pro-
i cedure whereby a party may move to disqualify a federal judge based on the
grounds listed in § 455.*° The federal courts have generally required that
such motions be filed as soon as possible after the moving. party learns of
the grounds for disqualification.?" Additionally, the motion should allege
facts demonstrating that “the Judge's impartiality might reasonably be ques-
tioned.”* The motion's allegations are not. deemed. to be true and may be
controverted by the challenged judge.® Einally, the challenged judge may

elect to decide the. motion or to refer the motion to anoflwrjudge.“

We conclude that the federal procedure provides a convenient method for
enforcing Canon 3E in situations when NRS 1.235 does not apply. Thus, if

~Hew gronidsforajudye s disqualificationare discoversd-afer the time T
its in NRS 1.235(1) have:passed, then a party may file a motion to disquali-

- fy based on Canon 3E as sooi as possible after becoming aware of the new
information. The motion must sét forth facts and reasons sufficient to cause
ER a reasonable person to question the judge’s impartiality, and the challenged
Judge may contradict the motion’s allegations. We deviate from federal
practice in one. respect, however. While ‘the federal procedure. permiits
the challenged judge to hear the motion, we share the coneerns identi:
fied by some federal courts when the challenged judge decides the mo-
tion.?2 Thus, the motion must be referred to another judge. To the ex-
tent that our opinion in PETA suggests that motions under the **1070
NCJC must meet timelines contained in other provisions, sucl.as NRS
1.235 or NRAP 33, it is *261 overruled.2® Similarly, our decision in Mat-
ter of Parental Rights as 1o Oren is overniled to the extent-that it held the
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disqualification affidavit in that case timiely under NRS 1. 2352 Towbin
Dodge, LLC v. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct. of State ex rel. Cnty. of Clart. 121
Nev. 251, 258-61, 112 P.3d 1063, 1068~70 (2005).(empliasis; addcd)

Canon 3 E was changed to Rule 2.11 in the revised.code.

\

In. Rippo v. Baker. 137 S. Ct. 905 (2017) the court reiterated the standard in “Withrow v,

.. Larkin, 421 U.S. 35. 47.93 S.Ct. 145643 L.‘-Ed'.’_’d 712 (1975) -se‘,e},_llfilli(lizzs v

Pennsylvania, 5

36 8.Ct. 1899. 1905, 195 L.Ed:2d 132 (2016) and stated:

We vacate the Nevada Supreme Court's judgment because it applied the wrong
legal standard. Under our precedents, the Due Process Clause may sometimes
demand recusal even when a judge * *ha[s] no actual bias.” " detria Life Ins.
Co. v Lavoie 475 11.S. 813. 825, 106 S.Ct. 1580, 89 [L.Ed.2d 823 -(1986) “Recusal

~emmrig-required:-when; objectively-speaking:-"the: l')l'ObabllltV’Uf“ﬂCtﬂﬁl‘blﬂQ"On"fht. e
art of the judge or decisionmaler is too high to be constitutionally tolem-
ble” Rippo v. Baker, 137 S. Ct. 905, 907 (2017) (emphasis added) ‘

{
And:

“The Nevada Supreme Court did not ask. the question our precedents
require:: whether, considering all the eircumstances alleged, the_risk of bias was
too_high to be constitutionally tolerable” Rippo v. Bahe: 137 8. Ct.905, 907
(2017) (emphasis added)

T
v

There are apparently at least three separate standards for disqualification

1. That the judge before whom the matter is pending has a personal bias or prej-
udice-either against him or in favor of any-adverse party 144

2. “Any justice, judge, or magistrate of the United States shall disqualify himself
in any procecding in which his impartiality ight resisonably be qQues~
tioned.” 455
3. "The probability of actual bias on the part of the judge or decisionmakeris tog T e

hwh to be constitutionally lolu dble Rippo

.. Yetthe Nmth Cucu]l even eStdb]lSth

A N 0 S TR i

We do not believe that the statutory provisions concerning disqgualification are
cither exhaustive or the exclusive method whereby a jndee may be removed
from hearing a case. As the Second Circuit decision in United: States v. Rob-.

12




g

i indicates, the appellate court's authotity to reassign exists apart from the judi-
cial disqualification statutes. See553 F.2d at 11. There is simply nothing in
the disqualification statutes {o prohibit this court from taking appropriaté action in
the first instance. United States v. Sears, Roebuck Co., Inc., 785 F.2d 777, “780-
81 (9th Cir. 1986) (emphasis added)

It must be noted thﬁatj in Rippo  the cowrt in one place states that it is the’ probability of bias
and then the risk of bias was too high to be constitutionally "tolér-a'bl"e; Yet -the -court never
quantifies what the peraentage of risk or probability is too high. Here in Las Vegds a city based
on taking in billions of U.S. bucks on prabability by the casinos. They lla_ve:j_ust-_ about perfected
probabilities. At some point a court nee;l's to qua’nti‘.f‘y what is too high a probability to- be
constitutionally tolerable. Because if a party is denied disqualification he should be able to
determine if he wishes to walk away from the “dice table” or court and dismiss. his case because
he does not wish to gamble with a judge and his bias. Rippo states one thing clearly though when
it states:

“the Due Process Clause may sometimes demand recusal even when a judge ™

‘hals] no. actual bias.’ " detna Life Ins. Co. v Lavoie, 475 U.S. §13.. 825, 106
S.CL. 1580, 89 LUEA:2d 823 (1986)" Rippo v Baker, 137 8. Ct. 905, 907 (2017)

7.

Asseveration _which is equivalent to Unsworn Declaration in lieu of an

affidavit in support of Motion to Disqualify under NRS 1.235

I Kim Blandino do hereby declare under penalty of perjury-that this filing is ﬁl'cdfiri good faith
and is not:
(a) Interposed for delay;

(b) Intended to harass a judge; or

™~

(1) Unnecessarily increasing the costs of litigation; or

13
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GIORDANI PREVIOUSLY PROSEGUTED KIM AND KIM SPENT TIME IN JAIL IN

IHAT MATTER AND HAS SHOWN DEEP SEATED ANTAGONISM TOWARD KIM

THAT DID COME ‘OUT DURING THIS FEB 18 HEARING

Exhibit D attached is the Case Docket Search for C‘a_se # X01152672 where it clearly shows
that there were three different prosecutors assigned to this'case against defendant Kim Blandino.
On 9/13/2018 prosecutor John Cory filed an opposition. On 10/3/2018: prosecutor Trisha
Chapman filed a Motion to extend time to respond. On 10729/ 2018 Trisha ‘Chapman filed the

City’s opposition to Emérgency Motion

Then on 1/8/2019 Kelly Giordani Beu: # 12072 filed an Opposition to Defendant Motion to

'

*- Disqualify. So contrary. to what Giordani said in court that shie had not prosecuted Kim, she was

prosecuting Kim in Case # X01152672 A/B/C/D/E in-2018-2019. Warrants were later issued and
Kim was arrested and jailed. At all times while Giordani was assigned to the case against Kini
Giordani had the discretion to drop the prosecution against Kim yet did not because of her bias
disgust for Kim’s religious beliefs and practices.

Thi§ prior experience Giordani had with Kim is extra judicial. As a, prosecutor proseciting

for a Corporate entity called the City of Las Vegas she was required to have favoritism toward

T : oy . — o ; ” -~ .. * B
" the City and Kim contends that Gierdani has not in any way lost this favoritism and desires to

. \i\‘ .

see Kim prosecuted despite.the lack of jurisdiction.
Under any of the standards listed above Giordani must be. disqualified. Kim knows. with all
certainty that Giordani wants Kim in jail no matter what and will- do so even though Kim is

actually innocent of any crime.
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GIORDANI BECAUSE OF HER BIAS AND ANTAGONISM TOWARD KIM FILED

AN _OPPOSITION TO KIM’S MOTION TO DISQUALIFY 1IN CASE

X01152672A/B/C/D/E AND THEREFORE IMPERSONATED A RESPONDING JUDéE

“OR COUNSEL FOR THE JUDGE AS MOTIONS TO DISOUALIFY ARE BETWELN

THE MOVING PARTY AND THE JUDGE

NRS 1.235 and-all the case law is ¢lear, A motion to disqualify is a collateral action within
the-action itself between.the judge and the moving party and therefore the City has no standing
whatsoe‘ver to oppose such a motion Prosecutor Giordani -did not ask for leave to Aﬁ]e; this
opposition or to intervene. Had Kim as a pro se filed an opposition o a City’s motion to
disqualify a judge Kim would likely have been sanctioned or declared a vexatious litigant or at
the léast reprimanded!

This filing of 'an.opj;o_sitiou is-anid was motivated by bias and deep seated 51113gonism toward
Kim and his 1‘i:éi'it to challenge a judge’s }’il'npartiality without interference by the party in the main

“case that is not a party to the disqualification action. The parties to a disqualification action is

g -
the party filing the-motion to disqualify and the judge sought to be disqualified. If the judge does

not oppose they must leave the case.

Giordani not only filed the opposition to Kim’s motion to disqualify the transcript Exhibit E
shows that Giordani argued for it and stated a jurisdictioﬁal argument against Kini’s motion to
disqualify. See page 5 lines 10-17 of Exhibit E.

{
THE _TRANSCRIPT OF JANUARY 8 2019 SHOWS THAT PROSECUTOR. KELLY

GIORDANI WAS ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN THE. PROSECUTION AGAINST KIM
Kim has a certified copy of the transcript of January 8, 2019 for the case mentioned above this

was: filed as a supplement to the appeal in district court. This is attached as Exhibit E. Here

I5



Prosecutor Giordani admits she filed an opposition.
1

Again, if prosecutor Giordani was impartial she: could have dropped the prosdcution ‘in the

case in 2019.

~

Judge Giordani demonstrated that she wished to prosecute Kim and with this Feb 18
hearing showed that she wishes to be a prosecutor judge agaiist 'Kim and give 'Kil"n only an
aprﬁilrance of being an impartial judge. The deep seated antagonism could not be hidden -as

Bad Giordani refused-to let Kim make a.complete record and éven ask to contihu’es'the,,-m'a‘tt'ter«'pendi‘ng
a motion to.disqualify. Any impartial judge would say somethi ng-akin to*this ;.a’t_j-“tllat}hqa_;;ihg
Mr, Bl'mdmo with the issues you bring up as to you moving to

dlsthty me and that I was a Pprosecutor against you some years ago, L
-will continue: this matter for: 10 days. since: I Just notified you today. that I,

was dssigning myself to this ¢ case. Obviously: according to case law once a
motion to disqualify is filed and served upon me I can not act in the case
while the motion to disqualify-is pending

)

The very fact that Giordani did not do this itself' points to bias and Giordani’s desire to- be
pattial against Kim. Any average judge would have.continued the mattex. Yet Giordani doubled
down and set the matter for pretrial on March 18, 2026 .

KIM HAD ONE OR MORE CONVERSATIONS OUTSIDE THE COURTROOM

oo IHERE. GIORD AN DEMONSTRATED. DEEP. SEATED. ANTAGONISM. AND. BIAS....

AGAINST KIM AND HIS RELIGIOUS BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Kim had one or more conversations outside the courtroom where Kim told prosecutor

&

Giordani that she would run for judge and win because she was so pretty. That God gave Kim to
see this future with Giordani and this future was proven true as Giordani is judge, During the
conversation Kim could see that prosecutor Giordani had deep seated bias and aitagonism

toward Kim in her eyes.
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antagonism or bias was present in them and were _po’l.ite:and.’respechul.

Kim had verbal interchanges with prosecutor Walker and Cory and these interchanges were

much different. Kim could tell that Walker and Cory wete just doing the job and. no: siich

'

Kini indicated to pfdSecutor Giordani that. she should have babies and ot b a’judge since

Kim knew the€ode requires:

“Rule 2.1." Giving Précedence to the Duties: of Judicial Office. The
duties of judicial office, as preseribed by law, shall talke precedence
over all of a judge’s personal and extrajudicial activities.

COMMENT

G U I S

[1] Toensure that judges are available to fulfill their judicial duties,
judges must conduct their personal and extrajudicial activities to minimize,
~ the risk of conflicts that would result in frequent disqualification. See Can-
on3. :

A4
[2] Although it is not a duty of judicial office unless prescribed by law,
judges are ercouraged to participate in activities that promote public
understanding of and confidenee in the justice system.

Al query indicates that Judge Giordani has at least-one child a som and Kim’s religious beliefs
and insight indicates that Giordani is neglecting her duty and duties as a mother and wife because
of rule 2.1 to some or greater degree. Only Giordani knows the extent.of her neglect for-her-¢hild
or children and for that matter neglecting the importance of her marriage:

As many in the court system know Kim must speak and write as the holy spirit gives Kim-to
speak and write:

’

! .
Luke 12:11 NIV When you are brought before synagogues, rulers and
authorities, do not worry about how you will defend yourselves or what you
will say, 2 for the Holy Spirit will teach you at that time ‘what you should
.say.”

Giordani needs to resign being a judge-and take care of her children and make more babies.or

adoﬁt if that is not possible and fulfill a role that God sef for her and not be neglectful of any of
17
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her children. Kim’s ex wife did not work outside the home as raising children is not a job that

should be

Kim prays that Giordani will see that being a full time-wife and mother is-the most fulfilling
role and that it would be so beneficial to all that she resign to fulfill this most important role

A case in point of the collision between judge and caretaker or mother is Valorie Vega-and the

discipline

OF LAW AND ORDER IMPOSING DISCIPLINE) Valorie Vega was disciplined for not

contracted out. Kim takes raising and protecting of children veiy seriously.

imposed on l%er. See Exhibit F attached ( FINDINGS OF FACT, ~»CONCLU,SION_S

putting her daughter second to her judicial dutjes. The NCID stated:

Valorie
Justice

shows tha

. Appeals before her Supreme Court appointment in 2019.Subsequent reports

“That during the course of the retrial of Case Number 08-C-249790
described herein, you recessed court in the early afierhoon on
approximately six (6) :occasions; specifically; o or about November 29,
December 1, December 6, December 8, 17 December 13 and Decémber 13,
2010; that vou did so to enable you te attend your daughter's _high:
school soccer games. ' ‘

Vega should have resigned as judge so as not to neglect her daughter and her welfare,
Abbi Silver i§ quite a contrast to the selfishness of Vega and Giordani. An: Ai query

t Abbi Silver resigned so as to take care of her husband in 2022. This is from.Grok.

Yes, Nevada Supreme Court Justice Abbi Silver (often spelled "Abbi Sil-
ver"). resigned in August 2022 to care for her husband, who was diagnosed
with ALS (Lou Gehrig's disease).At the time of her resignation announce-
ment, she cited "unforeseen circumstances" and a desire to spend more time
with her family in her letter to Gov. Steve Sisolak. She stepped down effec.)
tive September 29, 2022, after nearly four years on the high court. She had
reviously served as a judge at every level of Nevada's judiciary: Las Vegas
Municipal Court (elected 2003), Las Vegas Justice Court (2006), Clarkl
County District Couit (2008 and reelected 2014), and the Nevada Court of

(including a 2025 lawsuit she filed) clarified that her husband, Kirk Jaster;}
was diagnosed with ALS in February 2022, and she resigned specifically to!
care for him amid his illness. Jaster passed away in September 2024 from
complications of ALS. In September 2025, Silver sued the now-defunctal-
kaline water company Real Water, alleging its product (which was recalled
ffor containing a toxin) caused or contributed to his ALS and death.This
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aligns with her public statements and court filings emphasizing family care-
giving as a key reason for leaving the bench. No other prominent Nevada
figure named Abby/Abby Silver appears tied to a similar resignation story
If this relates to your ongoing court matiers. (e.g., context on judicial back-
grounds or family priorities in Nevada courts), let me kilow for more de-

tai-ls!l

This was and is admirable and noble. Had Silver'stayed on the bench she would have been in

conflict with the Code. God does reward integrity and unselfishness that Abbi -d_emo,nsn‘atéii'.

Kim points out because the holy spirit prompts Kini to write this. Kim can now see God’s
purpose ih the series of events that brought this wrongful charge then assigned to Walker who
wrongfully disqualified himself and then brought to Giordani’s court so-that Kim could plead for

g
Giordani’s children and potential children. You Giordani must resign your judicial-office a5 soon
as possible and. .take care of your loved}o.n'es. Judge Andres Tobiasson. (“Tobiassoni”) committed
;suicide because she rejected God’s prompting and committed a crizive only one rung short of
murder. That being self murder.

Kim saw Tobiasson at the Omlet House after attorney Bill T erty had left her deferise of NCJD
charges and tried to talk sense to Tobiasson, Yet she closed her ears. God had ch’oré‘ogr'faphed this -
meeting before Tobiasson commiitted suicide.

Both judge Tobias_sgg and Judge Michelle Leavitt have had trouble withi their children, An A

Grok query shows this:

“Yes, two Nevada state court judees—Melanie Andress-Tobiasson (forimen
Las Vegas Justice of the Peace) and Michelle Leavitt (Clark County District
Court Judge)—faced public scrutiny and controversy. involving their.daugh-:
ters' alleged connections (o prostitution and related issues in Las Vegas
around 2015-2018.These matters were widely reported in local media (e.g.,
Nevada Current, Las Vegas Review-Journal, KLAS-TV). and tied. into,
broader scandals involving alleged underage sex trafficking, pimping, and!
judicial ethics probes. Here's a breakdown:Melanie Andress-Tobiasson (of-
ten referred to as Melanie Tobiasson) .

o [Her teenage daughter (Sarah, then. 16) began frequenting -and briefly work-
ling at a hip-hop clothing store called Top Knotch (or Top Notch), whichl
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drinking, drugs, and prostitution

 [Fobiasson claimed a pimp named Shane Valentine attempted to recruit hey

Tobiasson alleged was a front for an unlicensed club involving: underage

T

(This. led Tokj

tions, threatening Valentine, and allegedly interfering in related cases (e:g..
a 2016 double homicide at Top Knotch where Valentine was a person of in+

daughter into his prostituition ring. She reported this to police (LVMPD}
[Vice), but felt they were unresponsive or corrupt, :
isson to personally investigate; including staking out locad

terest), .

The situation escalated into ethics complaints against_her by the Nevada

cusing her of abusing judicial prestige, allowing family interests. to. influy

ence her conduct, and improper involvement.in ih,Ve,svlﬁigation_sJ

Commission on Judicial Discipline (charges filed around 2018-2020), ac-

[Tobiasson went public in 2018 (6.2, KLAS-TV interview), alleging pimps
targeted daughters of judges and law- eriforcemerit. Shé resigned in 2021 to}

- isettle the ethics probe ;cavoiding‘;a‘ful1-.71'1earing)s:and:«;d»ied;by-smbideﬁiﬁezoia?,

Michelle Leavitt.(Clark County District Court Judge)

_[Her daughter (Morgan Leavitt, also knowri as Morgan Fitzpatrick or Mor-

gan_Leavitt-Fitzpairick) was reportedly involved with the same alleged!

BRI 7 i

i imp, Shane Valentine, and connected to the Top Kn_'o‘t’gh scene.| ,
Reports (e.g...Nevada Current 2018 article) described Morgan as part ‘of

Valentine's "stable" (group of women in prostitution), including her testify-

\.‘{

ing beaten).

ber daughter's ties to Valentine (who knew Brown) and a related doimestic

"appearance of impropriety.”|

line resulted directly- from the daughter issues, though. Leavitt had a prior

2015 public reprimand forunrelated conduct (improperly jailing someone)]

. Both cases overlapped around the Top Knotch/Valentine ring, with Tobias-

son publicly referencing Leaviit's daughter in interviews and. police memos

(warning tllat_ pimps targeted judges' kids). These were. high-profile Las Ve

gas Stofies involving sex trafficking corcerns, but also led to- significant

ing in a domiestic violence case involving Valentine (where she alleged be-t

This connection was raised in a 2018-2019 criminal casé_ (Matldll'_’Bro_wxl'
trial, where Leavitt presided), with defense attorneys ‘alleging bias due to!

violence incident. Leavitt later recused herself from a related matter citing|

Leavitt and her-family (including brother Andrew Leavitt) denied or called :
the allegations "blatantly false and defamatory." No formal judicial disci-

backlash against the judges for how they handled ‘(or publicized) family,

matters.”]

Therefore, Kim pleads that Giordani not neglect her childrén and the God given rolé that she has

been given. It is much better to resign now and do that most important Jjob as full time wife and.

-
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niother. Please Giordani do not end up with troubled and wayward children and a suffering soul.
" What good is it for someone to gdin the. whole. world, yet forfeit their
soul? 7 Or what can anyone give in exchange for their soul?”

At present Giordani because Kim holds and held this pesition of deep seated antagonism
toward Kim and/or the risk of bias is too great because of your vindictive prosecution of Kim
must not challenge this motion to disqualify and let this case be transferred at the very least,
However, should Giordani immediately resign and do her full duty to-her family then the Angels
in Heaven will rejoice as they most likely did when Abbi chose: to resign 'io“tak’e: caré of her
husband and leave her judgeship behind. Kim knows that Giodani’s conscience must trouble her
for neglecting her family. Please Giordani fulfill your God given duties.

Kim still has to file for an extraordinary writ petition to challenge Walkgr;s disqualification
so the case will go back to Walker as Kim’s family Court Case went back to Ritchie: in 2001
when Kim had mandamus granted.

This deep seated antagonism and/or bias of the past being. catried. into-the fut’gte as seen in

-

the Feb 18, hearing is-obvious. Kim has no resentment nor hatred of Giordani and wishes her

i

well and that she will do the most right and decent thing,.

CONCLUSION

Kim pleads that Giordani will take care of her child and children to be and resign her
Judgeship and do the most important job in the world that of wifé and full time mother, If done

¥
you would not in any way regret.this decision.

Yet in any event Giordani cannot proceed forward in this case against Kim -and niust. be

disqualified at the least Giordani must allow the case this case to be transferred pending a-




In the alternative such other relief as is proper and just must be done.

DATED this 24th day of February, 2026.
9 S
¥

. Kim Blandino
C/O 441 N 16"
. Las Vegas Nevada 89101
' 702 219-5657
Kim, 43792 @earthlink.net

Asseveration which is equivalent to Unsworn Declaration in_lieu of an

affidavit in support of Motion to Disqualify under NRS 1.235

I Kim Blandino state under penalty of perjury that 1 ani over 70 years of age (outside the
womb) and lj?ve read the foregoing and the same is true and correct except as to those
matters of belief and belief and as to those matters Kim believes them .'.to be true. -And

‘ that:

I Kim Blandino do hereby declare under penalty of perjury that this filing is filed in good faith

and is not:

(d) Interposed for delay;

(e) Intended to harass a judge; or

(D Filed for the purpose of
3) Unnecessz‘lri.l‘y increasing the costs of litigation; or

(4) Attempting prosecution

+ 1. That this filing is not made to. vex; hatass; -delay ‘o made in bad 'fziitli.'nbr- for any:

improper purpose. Anyone saying any differently is lying through their teeth.
22 '



2 That any and all exhibits are true and correct and authentic according-to FRE 901 and the
t
state rules of evidence.

e 3 Kim propated this at breaknock speed and would ask that any spelling and or grammar
issues are excuse
¥
I declare under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing and. the same is true and
|
correct.

DATED this 24th day of February, 2026.

KIM BLANDINO PRO SE #363075
., C/IO441N16™S8T
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 ;
(702) 219-5657
No Fax




IN ACCORD WITH NRS 1.230, 125 AND/OR RULE 2.11 IN OF THE NEVADA

E &

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY certify that service of the MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE -GIORDANI

"REVISED CODE_OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT (REASONABLE MINDS WOULD

'QUESTION STANDARD)AND/OR Rippo v. Baker, 580 U.S. 285, 137 8. Ct. 905, 197 L. Ed.

2d 376 (2017) (RISK OF BIAS STANDARD) AND/OR (THE DEEP—SEATED -

ANTAGONISM STANDARD) was accomplished on February 24, 2026 by;‘de_livcring;a copy

to:

oy vy

Kim'Blandino

C/O 441N 16"

Las Vegas Nevada §9101 ‘
702 219-5657 :
Kim 43792@earthlink.net

= n. SRR — e L
\
)
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activities.” However, we have held that NCIJC Canon 2 does not in and of
itself serve as grounds for a fudg'e's disqualification.® Instead, we must
consider whether there are grounds to disqualify the. Judge under NCJC

_Canon 3E)(1)4
NCJC .Canon 3(E)(1) reqmres that a Judge quuahfy hnnself~ '

“n & proceedmg in which the Judges lmpartmhty m:ght reasonably be |

questioned,” such as when the judge has a. peraongl bias. or prejudice
concerning a party or a party’s lawyer, or personsl knowledge of disputed
facts, or has served as a lawyer or material witness-in the matter, or has a

specific conflict from which bias may-be implied. The  Commentary

explains that a judge is disqualified whenever the judge's impartiality

-might reasonably be questioned, regardless whether any of the specific
~rules - in Canon 3E(1) apply. The Commentary further explains that a
.judge should disclose on'the record information t,h:atthé judge believes the
parties i_or their lawyers might reasonably cpnsidjer rel_gvant» to the .

qugstion.of disqualification, evenif the judge believes:there.is.no real basis

for disqualification. Here, none of the specific rules. in Canon SE))

apply, Judge Ritchie states that he is impartial, and no party has

- questioned his. impartiality—even after he disclosed that hgt' had heard
| unfavorable comments about Blandino. There. is no basis for

disqualification under NCJC Canon 3(E)(1).
-Judge. Ritchie’s second reason. is: derived from NRS 1 '280(2).
which disqualifies-a judge for implied bias if the judge (a) is.a party to. or

' mtereated in the matter, (b) is related to a party, (c) has represented a

party in the matter, or (d) is related to a party’s attorney, and NRS

1.230(3), which permits a judge to disqualify himself for impliéd bias. |
However, Judge Ritchie has not identified any reason for implying bias |

under the statute, ,
Given the lack of grounds for disqualification, Judge Ritchie’s
sworn statement that he has no personal biss against Blandino, and

' Blandino’s request that:the case be returned:to:Judge Ritchie because L

is in fact objective and impartial, we perceive no reason why Judge Ritchie

" cannot or should not preside over the matter. Accordingly, sint:e-.Bland.ino_ -

3Las Vogas Downtown Redev., 116 Nev. at 644, 6 P.3d at 1061-62.

414, at 644, 5 P.3d at 1062,




 has no othe_; pléin, speedy and adequate remedy at law, we grant his

| etition. The elerk of the court shall issue a writ of mandesaug compelling - |

Judge Ritchie to preside over the:district court proceedings,b
‘ It is so ORDERED.s

cc:  Hon. T. Arthur Ritchie Jr., District Judge, Family Court Division
Clark County District Attorney _ '
Kim Blandino .

Peterd. Bellon

Clark County Clerk

'We vacate the administrative order assighing this case. to Judge
1 Papez, :

SWe deny petitioner’s motions for other relisf: We decline to publish
our decision in this matter. Because the filing fee was waived, petitioner's
} motion to proceéd in forma pauperia‘is moot. The motion to expedite is

also moot. Finally, the motion for visitation should be addressed to the
1 district court,
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1
LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT

2 CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
3
4 e
CITY OF LAS VEGAS,
5 Plaintiff, B
. 6l CASE NO..26-005437
T VS. DEPT.: 1 —— »
7 - FILED 1
KIM BLANDINO N
8 FER 172008 Yk~
ID # 0363075 TR /’f-UZ_BX ¢
9 Defendant, "W'MUN_’C’?AEQOURT} \
10 I

11 || ORDER DISQUALIFYING JUDGE WALKER AND ASSIGNING THE
1 MATTER TO CHIEF JUDGE FOR FURTHER CALENDARING

12 The above captioned matter was brought before this court for ar_rai"gnlnent‘ on  ‘-
15 || February 10, 2026. The Plaintiff, City of Las Vegas, was represented by Deputy
16 || City Attorney Christopher Jones, and the Defendant, Kim Blandino (here‘inaftélf"‘the;
17 || Defendant) appeared pro se.

19 || prejudice concerning the defendant, that it had previously reprelsiented the City of
20 || Las Vegas in a criminal prosecution against the Defendant which proceeded to frial -
21 || resulting in the Defendant’s conviction. |
22 The Court further noted that the Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct Rule 2.1 1|
23 || requires that “a judge shall disqualify himself or herself in any proceeding in which |

24 || the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned™;

‘25 THE COURT HEREBY FINDS that its impartiality might reasonably be
26 questioned given its prior prosecution of the Defendant;
27 /11
2
28 /11
- City of Las Vepas
- Office ol the Cify Aromey
7.0, BOX:3930
) Las Vegas; Névada 89127 1

7022356201

18 The Court advised both parties that while it did not harboi any actual bias or |




R - - - B T Y]

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that pursuant to the Nevada Code,
of Judicial Conduct Rule 2.11, Judge Walker is disqualified from hearing this matter
and the matter shall be reassigned to Chief Judge Giordani for further calendaring.

DATED: this |7 eﬁ{ day of

© 0.~ SNt A W N e

; : 27 o
_%Z%é’gg /5’}7/'2{ e
JUDGE MATTHEW WALKER
LAS VEGAS MUNICIPAL COURT, Dept. 1

.

W NN Y L AW

28 |

City of'Las Vegas
Ofice of die City-Atomey
.0, BOX 3930
Lag Vepas, Nevadin89127
2822946201

L]
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211126, 7:36 PM

CITY.OF L LAS VEGAS
MUNICIPALCOURT

City of Las Vegas » Government > Municipal Courl > Case Docket Search

éasg; Docket Search

Las Vegas:Municipal Court” : }Qﬁaﬂihg_l\ddreés:

100 E. Clark Ave. P.0. Box 3920
‘Las Vegas, Nevada 89127

Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
38-COURT (702-382-6878)

DOCKET

THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS

Plaintiff,
Vs,

Kitd BLANDINO

Defendant

. Case Number; X01152672
History Number: 66295
.SCOPE: 0363075
Violation Date: :3/8/2018
Case Status:;: CLOSED
Status Date:. 6/18/2019
Next-Court Date: N/A

Case Proceeding

Date

Proceeding

+4/23/ 2018.8:00 AM
4/2;/2018 B:00 Al
5/3/2018 2:35 PM
. -5/3/2018 2:35 PM
6/4/2018 8:00 AM
: 6/4/2018 8:00.AM
6/11/2018 10:00 AM
‘6/11/2018 10:00 AN
: 7/25[2018 9:00 AM
“ 7/"5/2018 2:00.AM
8/27/2018 11:29 AM
-8/28/2018 9:00 AM
8/28/2018 9:00 AM
8‘/2-8/2018 9:40 AM

- 8/28/2018 1:58 PM

Scheduled: Dept 1 05/03/2018 14 35 -- Arra:ﬂnment

Dept.119 Counters - Translation

Scheduled Dept 1 04/23/2018 08:00 - 19 Counters - Arr'ugnment

Dept1- Translatiqn
Scheduled: Dept 1 06/04/2018 08:00. - 19 Counters -Arraignrient

Dept 119 Counters - Translation

e .

Dept 1= Translationn - ' . sonfe

Scheduled: Dept 1 06/11/2018 10:00 - - Arraib"gnment
Dept 1 Trial - Traffic - Translation
Scheduled: Dept-1 07/25/2018 09:00 - Trial - Traffic - Trial

Mlscellaneous M@TION TO DISMISS Submltted by Defendant

Dept1 Trial - Traffic - Translation
Scheduled: Dept 1-08/28/2018 09:00 - Trial - Traffic - Trial

Correction: MOTIONS DENIED

Miscellareous: EMERGENCY NOTICE OF CORRECTION Submitted by Defendant

https:‘I/'mv\'v.lasvegasnevada.govIGovemmenUMunicipal-Cou'r'llCaso-Docke_l‘-Saarchfllabouuxm152672.

45



211/26; 7:36-PM Cily of Las Végas = Government.> Munitipal Court > Case Docket-Sparch

' Date Proceeding

8_/29]2018 7:24 AM Miscellaneous: EMERGENCY MQTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGE FEDER!CO Submitted by
Defendant

V5/11./2Q18.8:00 AM Dept 1 Motion - Tr_anslat.io.n » i
9‘/11/20-18 8:‘00 AM .S'c_he'du-led: Dept-1 08/11/2018:08:00 - Motion - Mation
9/13/2018 8:53 AM Miscellaneous:. OPROSITION Submitted.- by City Attorney CORY, JOHN. Bar#- 13089
.9/18/2018 8:13 AM Miscellaneous: 2nd notice of Appeal -Submitted by Defendan:” i o
-'9/26/2018 12:18 PM Miscellaneaus: DEMAND THE COURT COMPLY: SubmltLed by Defendant "
9/26/2018 12419 PM | Miscellaneous: DEMAND ISSUE PROPER JUDGEMENT Submltted by Defendant
9/27/2018 2:35 PM Dept 1 - Translation

' w9/27/2018 2:35 PM Scheduled: Dept 1 09/27/2018 14:35 - - Execution ofJudgement .....

~ 10/3/2018 11:12 AM Mlscell'meous MTN TO ESTEND TIME TO RESPOND. Submltted by City Attorney

CHAPMAN, TRISHA Bar# 12716

. @10/3/2018 2:44 PM *MOTION TO. EXTEND TIME TO RESPOND | N " . -
10/10/2018 817 AM Correction: MOTION TO CONTINUE BY CA GRANTED " T
10/29/2018 2041 PM Mlscelhneous CITYS OPPO TO. EMERG MOTION Submrtted byA Cljcy“Attorneg; CE;APMAN

TRISHA Bar# 12716 e
1%/.5/2,0,18 8:00 AM Scheduled: Dept 1 117/06/2018 08:00 - Motion - Motion
11/6/2018 é:OO'AM Dept 1 Motion - Translation |
| 12/6/—2018 8.00 AM Dept 119 Cournters - Translation
12/6/2018 8:00 AM Scheduled Dept 1 12/06/2018 08:00-- 19 Counters - Executlon of Judgement o
‘ 12,’10/'1018 235 PM ’ Scheduled Dept 1 12/10/2018 14:35 - - Executnon of Judo’ement 4
12/10/20.18 2:35 PM | Dept.1 - Translation N
" 3/8/2019 8:21 AM Miscellaneaus: OPP-TO DEF MOTION TO DISGQUALIFY Submrtted by Clty Attorney -

GIORDANI, KELLY Bar# 12072 '

1/8/2019 8:27 AM Correction: MOTION TO DISQUALIFY HEARING COMMISSIONER

1/8/2019 2:35 PM | Scheduled: Dept 1 01/08/2019 14:35 - - Status Check *.‘: B -
1/8/2019 2:35: PM | Dept 1 - Translation |

‘1/23/20?[9_ 8:30 AM Scheduled' Dept 1 01/23/2019 08:30 - Status Check - Status Check

'1/23/2019 8:30-AM Dept 1 Status Check - Translation

1/23/2019 8:46 AM Motion: Place on Calendar Denied

“ 1/23/2019 8:47 AM C'nrrentlon MOTION DENIED

1/23/2019 8:15 AM Sched,uled: Dept 1 01/23/2019 09:15 - Motion -~ Motion

https:llmw:.lasvegasnevada.goleovernmenUMunicipal-CourUC'ase-Docket-Search#la'boullxm1 52672



2/11728, 7:36. PM

Date
1/23/2019 9:16 AM

3/26/2019 8:43 AM
¥ 4/4/2019 10:47 AM
4/8/2019 8:00 AM

4’/8/2019 8:00 AM

4/8/2019 8:49 AM

4/8/2019 9:00 AM

City of Las Vegas > Government > Municipal Court > Case Docket Search

Proceeding

Dept 1 Motion - Translation
Motlon to Place on Calendar Submltted by Cn:y Attornay CHAPMAN TRISHA Bar# 12716

o et

Mlscellaneous MOT TO DISQUALIFY HEARING COMMISSIONER Subm;tted b_y Defendant
¥

Scheduled: Dept 1 04/08/2019 68: 00 Motlon NMotion

Dept 1 Motion - Translation

Motion: Place on Calendar Granted

Scheduled: Dept 1 04/08/2019 09:00 - - Status Check

merﬂ%@&%%émmwmﬂs%ww 1 (o] -

5/9/2019 8:00 AM
5/8/2019 8:00 AM
5/9/201.9 4:24 PM
5/29/2019 10:41 AM

! 5/29/2019 10:41 AM

5/29/"019 10:41 AM

5/'79/2019 10:42 AM

5/29/2019 10:42 AM

5/29/2019 10; 49 AM

6/6/2019 3 27 PM

6/6/'2019 3:27 PM
'6/10/2019 8:00 AM
6/10/2019 8:00 AM

s/10/2o19 8:31-AM

Reason for removmg multiple calendared event; Motion~ Fller No Show

Warrant Cancelled (ARRESTED)

Dept 1 Video/48 hr BH -~ Translatlon

Scheduled: Dept'1 05/09/2019 08:00 - Video/48 hr BH - Status Check |
Motion to Place.on Calendar Submittéd by Defenidant

Warrant Issued

Warrant Issued

Warrant:lssued

Warrant (ssued

Warrant Issued

Warrant Canceélled (ARRESTED)
Scheduled: Dept 1 06/10/2019 08:00 - Video/48 hr BH - Status Check
Dept1 Video/48 hr'BH - Translation

ATTORNEY ASSIGNED: YANEZ, ABEL - BARNo 7566

-Count 1
* Original Violation Current/Final Violation Disposition Dispssed Date:
Unlawful Use OfCell Phone Or Unlawful Use. Of Cell RPhone or Handheld Liable 872872018

Handheld Device (Civil-484B.165)

Device (Civil-484B165)

S R S N e B U o

Date

Proceedings

3/12/2018 7:53 AM

3/12/2018 7:53 AM

" 6/11/2018 12:00- AM

Charge Filed
Case Created

Plea Added ~ Not Guilty

hllbs:lli.’wm.lasvegasn‘evada.govIGovemrﬂbnthunicipaI-CourUCai.ie{Doéké!-Sea;ch#labuuUXO115267_2 T a5




2/11/2§. 7:36 PM City of Las Vegas > Government > Municipal Court > Case Docket Search

) ‘Date Proceadings
8/28/9018 12:00.AM Disposition: Uncontested Civil Traffic Before Hearlng anble "
9/5/"018 11:46 AM Misdemeanor Appeal Form Filed Accepted |' o T
Count 2
. o-riginaiviolation - Current/Final Violation Disposition .Disposed ba;e;
V Driving Without valid-License (Traffic-  Driving Without Valid License (Traffic.- Found: :87251291§ -12:'0_0.3‘ )
10.02.010) 10.02.010) Gui[ty -AM
Date P.roceedings |
3/12/2018 T:53 AM Charge Filed
. 3/12/2018. T:53 AM Case Created ,
."6/11/2018 12:00 AM Plea Added - Not Guilty
8/28/2018 12:00 AM Disposition: Before Trial Found Guilty \
5/5/2018 11:46 A o isdemeanor. Appeal Form Flled Accepted -
Count 3
»Vorjgigjﬂ,v_igl,ati_on Current/f-'i'na'l Violation e MDISpOSlt!OJ‘I WD':‘;EEEE{ Patg ] L
No Nv :;Plts W/in 30 Days Residency No Nv Lic Plts’ W/In 30° Days Resrdency Found 8/28/2018 12 00
(Trafﬁc-482 285) L (Traffic=482.385) Guilty: AM:
Dater Proceedings
" 3/12/2018 7:53 AM Case Created
'.3/_1'2/‘2'011&7:53;5\1\4_ Charge Filed 7 ]
, 6/11/2018 12:00 AM Plea Added - Not. GUIlty .
8/28/;018 12:00.AM MDls/;;;;;non Before Trial Found Guilty a
9/5/2018.11:46 AM Misdemeanor Appeal Form Filed Accepted
Count 4
Driginal Violation Gurrent/Final Violation Disposition Bisposed Date
‘ No Ne\-lada Drivers Lic Witt;iﬁ 30 Days No:Nevada 6rivérs Lic Within 30 .Days> Li#blé; i 8/2_8/2,6{51:12:0(;”‘
(Civil-10.02.020) {Civil-10.02.020) A
%mﬁm:éxwﬁgf@ s prseeedings
; 3/12/2018 7:53 AM bﬁarge Filed
3/12/2018 7:53 AM Case Created ) o
6/11/2018 12:00 AM Plea Added - Not Guilty e

hitps:fvivvslasvegasnevada.goviGovernment/Municipal-Court/Case-Docket-Searchi#fabout’X01152672 415



2111126, T:36:'FM
P
Date
8/28/2018 12:00 AM

9/5/2018 11:46 AM

City of Las Vegas > Govemment > Municipal Court 5-Case Dockel Search

P'roceedings

Dlsposmon' Uncontested - Civil Traffic Before Hearing Liable

Mlsdemeanor Appeal Form Filed Accepted

Count 5

Original Violation Current/Final Violation Disposition  Disposed Date
Operator - Proof of Insurance Required Operator - Proof of Insurance Required Found 8/28/2018 12:00.
(Traffic-10.02.010) (Traffic-10.02.010) Guilty AN

Date

Proceedings

3/12/2018 7:53 AM
-3/12/2018 7153 AM
¢ 6712018 12:00 A

8/28/2018 12:00 AM

Case Created
Charge Filed:
Plea Added - Not Guulty

DlSpOSlthn Before Trial-Found Gutlty

9/5/2018 11:46 AM

ltem Name
Fin'e
Fine
~Fine
Fine
Fine
, Jait 5 Days CTS)
waall (5 Days CTS) |
) Jail (5 Days CTS)
Jail (5 Days CTS)

Jail (5 Days CTS)

e -

Mlsdeme'lnor Appe'll Form Filed: Accepted

Fines, Fees & Sentencing

Due Status/Paid Balance Completed Date
$115.00 Imposed 0 6/10/2019 -
$308.00 Imposed 0 6/10/2019
$750.00 !mposea o 0 | | 6/10/2019“

. [$20800  mposed 0 [8ho/z0te
$478.00 imposed 0 6[10/201,9 |
5 - Days Imposed (o) 6/18/’7019
N baysu “;p;sé‘dv o . DU 6/18/2019.. e e e oo
oo oue mosed . . 5}18/2019., e e e
5 - Days lmposed. 0 G/1872019 h

5 - Days Imposed Q 6/18/2019

https:/lf»Wm.lasvegasne,qua.goleOvemme_nl/Municjpal-CburUCﬂsé-quKel-Seart_:h{llabbu UX01152672
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Elecum@auypﬂed
01/29/2019

DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

CLTY OF LAS VEGAS )
PLAINTIFF, )
V8, ' | ) CASE: (C-18:334876-A.
) DEPARTMENT: 2
DEFENDANT. ) DOCKET:
)

BLANDINO, XIM DENNIS

SUPPLEMENT TO APPEAL

2 J

CLERK OF THE COURT
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MUNICIFAL COURT 3

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA

THE CITY OF LAS VEGHS CASE. NO. X01152672A/B/C/D/E

Piaintif¥f, ‘DERT. 20
vE.

KIM BLANDINO,

Defendant.

B e i Tl e s S

BEFORE THE HONORABLE. SHANNON NORSTROM,
TRAFFIC COMMISSIONER

TRANSCRIPT RE: STATUS CHECK

JANUARY 3, 2010

APPEARANCES:

The Plaintiff: THE CITY OF LAS VEGAS
Fof the Plaintiff: KELLY GIORDANI, BSQ.
200 Lewis Avenue
Las Vedas, Nevada 88101

The Defendant: KIiM BLANDINO
Pro Se

i)

8
T




17

18 |

- l 9 .

20

21

2

23

24

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA JANUARY 8, 2010

PROCEEDINGS

(AREAS INDISCERKIBLE DUE TO: SIMULTANEQUS sPﬁAKiug.j

THE CLERK: On record,

City versus Kim Blandino, Case NG,
X01152672a/B/C/D and B.

THE DEFENDANT: Kim Blandino --

THE COURT: Thank you,

THE DEFENDANT: -~ appearing pro se for Kim
Blandino.

I'd like to make note administratively that the
sign had alternate judge up there last time I was. in this
courtroom, and now that it’s been changed properly to
hearing commissioner.

THE CQURT: Well, Six; you know, it just so
happens that the hearing commissioner one took a little bit
longer to come in.

THE DEFENDANT @ Okay.

THE COURT: So, that’s all.

THE DEFENDANT: Um, can I --

THE COURT: So --




9
10

11

13

14

15

17

18

19.

THE
THE
THE
THE
THE

THE

‘Disqualify me

DEFENDANT: ~= I --

COURT: No, I'm --

DEFENDANT: -~ I understand that some. ~-
COURT: =-- I‘m going to start. Thank yoﬁ.
DEFENDANT: Okay,

COURT: 8o; Sir, you have a Motion to

as the hearing cemmissioner. I cannot hear a

Motion to Disqualify ma,

THE

THE
to Department

TEE
schedule that
vacated?

THE

THE

THE
MS.
THE
MS.

THE

DEFENDANT: tTrue.

COURT: So your matter is going to be sent up
1 to be resolved up there,

DEFENDANT: And the two thirty-five, ah,

we have for today -- a two~thirty=five,’that's

CCURT: What’s your two thirty—-five for?
DEFENDANT: It was a status check.

GILORDANI: And, Judge, I ~-

COURT: wWell, that probably ~-
GIORDANI: ~-- (indiscernihle) --
COURT: ~- related to the --
GIORDANI:- —- on appeal.

COURT: =-- to the appeal.

What’s the status of your appeal upstairs?

I recall --




DEFENDANT
COURT:.
DEFENDANT :
GLORDANI:
COURT :
THE DEFENDANT:
MS., GEORDANI;
THE DEFENDANT:
MS. GIORDANI:

pretty soon.

They’re -~ they’'reée still -~
last time ~- .
-- they’re still waiting.

Judge, it’s my -~

Okay.

{Indiscernible) --
== understanding -~
-~ {indiscernible) .scuse,

-- he’ll have a court date here

He has yet to order transcripts, which is

something that needs to be taken care —

THE DEVENDANT:

MS. CIORDANI:
THE DEFENDANT:
transcripts.,
THZ COURT:
MS. GIORDANI:

THE COURY:

THE DEFENDANT:

MS. GLORDANI:
THE DEEENDANT:
THE COURT:

seat.

¥ou gan have a ‘seat.

No, T did -~
-- of upstairs.

-~ the (indiscexrnible)

Please don’t --

Okay.

argue with the City.Attp:ney;
Just --

Ah ~-
-- ecorrecting the record.

Just have a




10.

111

12

22

23

24

THE DEFENDANY: Okay.

THE COURT: Right there. Yow can sit at. the
table,

Counsel, go ahead.

MS. .GIORDANI: Judge, I have filed -- just. to-step
back a few -- I did file av opposition this moxning. T will
provide a stamped copy ~- they’re still being stamped right
now -- to Mr., Blandino.

THE COURT: Okay.

‘MS. GIORDANI: Um, as The Court's aware, the five:
cases, ah, before Your Honor, in reference to that Motion to
Disqualify, are currently on appeal.

80 it is the City’'s position, which we will
reiterate upstairs now in Departmént 1, that This Gourt and:
Department 1 lacks jurisdiction to hear this motion, u@, as
the cases are .currently up on appeal. However, I did
include an argum&nt to @ll the points that were raised by =-

‘PHE COURT: Okay.

MS. GIORDANI: =-- Mr. Blandino.

THE COURY: And that is why we put it ocut, because
it was still pending wpstairs.

MS. GIORDANI: Yes --

THE COURT: But given --

‘MS. GIORDANI: -- it is. e




would not

THE COURT: -~ the motion that has been filed, I

hear Mr. Blandino’s matter until after the motion

is resolved in any event.

So, Mr. Blandino, your status check this afteingon

is vacated. You will be given notice when it is reset,

the status of

to make a

hearing.

that your

THE DEFENDANT: Can I just reply --
THE COURT: You’re all done.
THE DEFENDANT: -~ to what the City Atponmeylsaid?

THE COURT: No. She gave me a factual update on

THE DEFENDANT: I need to enter --
THE COURT: -~ what’s --

THE DEFENDANT: =-- an objection.

THE COURT: ~- going on.

I -~ I don'’t believe you do.

THE DEFENDANT: Well, I object to ==

THE COURT: 1 don’t believe you do.

THE DEFENDANT: -~ you nof being -- giving me time

record,

THE COURT: Sir, this isn‘t even really a formal
Your -- I ean’t hear your motion. She verified
THE DEFENDANT: Oh, I understand that,

THE COURYT: -- your appeal is still panding, so
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there’s nothing moreé really to talk about -—-
THE DEFENDANT: But I need to --

THE COURT: -- right now.

THE DEFENDANT: -- objeect to what she represented.
Every time there’s a -- it goes in threes. 'There's tha =--

the moving party and then we have a response and then Havefa
reply. And if you're not going to -allow me to make a réply

THE COURT: fThis --

THE DEFENDANT: =-- I think that’s not ~- not .
proper.

THE COURT: Sir, you just made your reply,

THE DEFENDANT: I want it directly to the points
that she made.

THE COURT: Was there something she said-that)s
inacecurate? Is your appeal still riot -- is it not pending-
sight now?

THE DEFENDANZ: She .said that I had not ~- I. had
not ordered the transcript.

(MS. GIORDANI HANDS DOCUMENTATION TO DEFENDANT .)

And I did demand a transcript (indiscernible)’ to
the statute. B8So Lo use a term of art -~

THE COURT: Well, it hasn’t ==

THE DEFENDANT: -- it’s ordered —-
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THE
information --
THE
THE

THE

time.
THE
THE
is still pendi
THE

THE

THE
THE
THE

MS.

COURT: =-- heen submitted yet. 8¢ the

DEFENDANT: Okay. Then that’s —-
COURT: -~ she has -~

DEFENDANT; ~- ¢orrect. Then that’s -—-
COURT: =- is that there --

DEFENDANT: -~ actually correct,

2 COURT: -- is no transcript filed at this

DEFENDANT: That’s true.

COURT: The bottom line, $Sir, -is your appeal
ng.

DEFENDANT: True.

COURT: So theze will Be no hearing ‘today.

‘DEFEMDANT: True,” -~ — - - -
COURT: Okay., He are done.

DEFENDANT: 0Okay.
COURT: Thank you.
DEFENDANT: Thank you.
COURT: You're welcome.

GIORDANI: This one’s .for you.

/ T give this to you, Judge? This one =~

COURT: Uh-huh.

GIORDANI: -- will just be with the file,
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This is that oppositicn that I just served upon Mr.
Blandino,
(DEFENDANT EXITS COURTROOM.)

THE COURT: Ah, all right.

There you go (indiscernible).

{THE COURT HANDS DOGUMENTATION TO COURT CLERK 2.

ATTEST: I do hereby certify that I have truly and
correctly transcribed the video Proceedings in the above-
entitled case to the best of my ability.

/S/CHARLENE”BARRA
TRANSCRIPTIONIST

- CERTIFIED. copy
DOBUMENT ATTACHED DISA
< TRUE AND- CORRECTCOP
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BEFORE THE NEVADA COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

'STATE OF .NEVADA .

In The Matter of the

HONORABLE VALORIE VEGA,
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE,
Couinty of Clark,

State of Nevada,

Respondent.

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND. ORDER
| IMPOSING DISCIPLINE -

hearing”) in Las Vegas Nevada; pursuant to KRS 1.467(3)(C) -and

Commission on Judicial Discipline {hereinafter  f§hé

Commission”). Mary E. Boetsch, Esg., served as Special Coursel

- Jimmerson, Esq., who Were present.

Counsel presented a Stipulation regarding -dispositiofi of a

for a contested hearing,

Pursuant to prior written notice, the above-entitled

maEtter came on for public (fo:maly,hearing 4hEréina£tgﬁ“ﬁﬁhe~"
- Commission Rule 18 on February 11, 2013, ;bgforg, ﬁhgv~§ég§¢a{
to the Commission .and was present. The Respondent; the
Honorable Valorie Vega (hereinafter “the Respondent”) appeared:
and was represented by James J. Jimmerson, Esq.,. and James. M,
At the hearing the Special Counsel .and Respondent’s |
Complaint against the Respondent, as fwell as an -gmegdgdf

statement of Pormal Charges, both of which had previcusly -been

filed with the Commission. The Stipulation eiiminated‘the need:

- § e e
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14|f Pistrict Court Judge assigned to Department Two of ‘the Eighth:
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'8 charged with First Degree Murder in the death of a child;
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20.
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charges; that the retrial began on or about November B, 2010;

24

25|
26
27

- T, T VR R T o

A. Preface

T, 0n 7 Februaty 5, 20137 §pecial “counsel, Mary B..
Boetsch, Esqg., and the Respondéent, personally and. 'ﬁh;(;o'ti_gh her
Counsel, James J. Jimmersdn, Esq., and James M. CIJ.mmerscnf

Esg., entered into.a written Stipulation. which. was filed. Wlth

‘the Commission. In that Stipulation, the Respondent admitted o

the factual allegations contained in Counts One .and Two of .£he

amended Statement of Formal Charges which. hadi been filed with:

the Commission. The BAmended .Statement of Formal -‘Charges -

‘alleges:

COUNT ONE

1. that at all times relevant heretd, <you were ‘the

‘Judicial District Court of ‘€lark County, Nevada.

2. that in that capacity you presided over the trial of

‘Victor O. Fakoya, Case ~Number 08-C-249790, a&n individual

this trial ended on or about March .10, QQLD,»Witﬁ.a?ﬁisﬁfiai.

' due to a hung jury,

3. That you thereafter présided over the retrial of Mr,

-Fakoya, who remained in custody. during the pendeﬁcy of these: - i

and ended with a jury acquittal on or about December 17, 2010:
4, That in the course of the retrial, you requlred ’che

jury, the attorneys and staff to conduct prodeedings for a

. continuous period of ‘time from approximately 1:12 p.m. -on

g
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-named prevision of the Nevada Code -of Judiecial ‘Conduct and ‘that

8|l Commission.

‘December 16, 2010 until the jury returned with its verdiet at
;appr)ox:imate,ly 6:57 a.m. December 17, 2010; that you dldso for
’ir'ar,_i,g_us_ reasons, including but rnot limited to, your personal
{s_c‘:hetl'ule,« and thus, you were not courteous to the :LnleJ-duals
:involved at trial.

5. That your conduct ‘as described herein constitutes a

violation of Rule 2.8, of the Nevada Code of Judicial Condict:
‘COUNT. WO
. 6. That the allegations in: patagraphs 1 ~through: 5 are
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set. forth
‘herein.

7.  That during the course of ‘the retrial of Case Numbex -
08-C-249790 described herein, you recessed court in the: early
-afternoen on approximately six (6) fo'dcas-i-onSizii. Spec;flcally, : on -
or about November 29, December 1, December 6, Dacember 8
December 13 and December 15, 2010; that you did 50 ‘to enable-
:you to attend your daughter's high school soccer games, |

8. That your conduct as described herem -constitutes a
violation of Rule: 2.8 of the Nevada Code of J'ud:.c:.al .é‘_ondqctg.,,

II. 1In the Stipulation the ?Resp@nﬁ;enf? ‘specifically |

acknowledged and agreed that her conduct as set forth in the |

Amended; .‘Statement. of . FPormal . _.Charges;. andm-.as:katedmaboverm },w.,,.,

constituted clear and convincing evidence that she violated the-

the evidence supported the imposition of discipline by the-
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III. In the Stipulation the Respondent agreed . to the

impesition of a public reprimand, a form of . dlsc.l.pllne

authorized by Article 6, Section 21(5) of the Nevada.
Constitution and NRS 1,4294.

that by accepting the terms of the Stipulation, she waived hez

right to appeal to. the Nevada Supreme: Court pursuant to Rule 3D

except that she was permitted to éippeal_ the propriety of any

discipline imposed which was: more sév_are than the form of

‘discipline proposed by the Special Counsel ‘and accepted by the.
12 ‘ _ -

[t Respondent, as stated herein, after .a .nitigation and traverse .
“hearing befare the Commission.

V. The Commission has considered the Stipulation

Counsel for the Respondent .at the public hearing.. After being

fully advised of its: obligations and duties; the Commisgion

- finds that the hearing was conducted according to. the statutes;

rules and procedures reguiréd by law. Following private

‘deliberations, the Commission announced its unanimous decision

Il as to the appropriate sanction +to .be imposéd: which As
23 -
0s ‘consistent with the teim$ of the Stipulation. The. Commission
_25.;7 hereby issues the: following Findings of Fact; Coriclusions: . of

2¢. 'Law and Order Imposing Discipline pursuant to Commission Rules

27 and 28, and NRS 1.4673 and 1.4677.

1177




O U R W N e

~I

10
11
12

14|

15
16.
17"

19
20

231}

2 4
25

27

13

B. FINDINGS OF FACT

The Commission finds that. the Stipulation. establishes. rf;'l:'y_.

clear and convinecing evidence each of the fol_l_om_ng factsi.

1. The Respondent was, at all times appliéable ta.

‘the events in this case, a. District Court, Jidge of the Eighth
}.Judicial District Court 7 Clark County, WNevads. Therefore,. the

Respondent was a judicial officer whose conduct was. subject o -

the provisions of the Nevada Code .6f Judicial Conducty and

2. The Respondent violated the provision of the

‘Code -of Judicial Conduct as stipulated in the Stdpulation and

| as specified in -paragraph. A - L) p--aDOV .- ———

€. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

1. The Commission has both personal Jurisdiction. -
over the Respondent and subject matter jurisdiction -over the

violations of the Nevada Code of Judicial Condugt at issue in

{l the case.
184}

2. The Commission unanimously concludes -that _the

|| Stipulation suffices as proof of violations of the Nevada Code - |

53| of Judicial Conduct in effect a&s of March 2010, as stated

herein.

3.  The Respondent has waived her right ‘to saiépééil,: ‘ta:
the Nevada Supreme .Court, as the form of :disg~iplr§;jneaf_‘impg_sgq‘ is
not. more severe than the form of discipline stlpulated to by

the Respondent.

s
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D. IMPOSITION OF DISCIPLINE

‘The- Commission concludes that the apprepr:.ate dlsclpllne,-
under Commission Rule 28 as to Sald v1olat:_ons shall be as._

follows :

By unanimous vote of +the Comm:.ssxon i _;éﬁréuant ta |

subsectiens: 5{a) and (b) of Artn.cle 6, Section 21 of the

‘Constitution of the State of Nevada; the version of-NRS 1.4653

(2) in efféct on the dates in- question, and Conm:.ss:.onRuleZB,
the Respondent be, and she hereby is, publically ‘Teprimanded

for having committed the acts -as specified in the Stipulation

and fully set. forth above.

E. 'ORDER
IT IS5 HEREBY ORDERED by unanimous vote of -Commissioners
Chairman Doug Jones, Judge Jerome -Polaha, Judge Richard Wagrer,

: Karl Armstrong, Wayne Chimarusti; May Lau and Gary. Vausg, ‘that
the: Respondent should be and hereby is publically. reprimanded

~for violations: of Current Rile 2.8 of the WNevada Code -of.

Judicial conduct,

IT IS FURTEHR ORDERED by unanimons: vote that the Chairman:

'1s authorized. to sign. this document on behalf of all voting

‘Commissioners.

Respondent, that the Exetutive Director of the -.Iud‘i‘éia'l,_
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document in the appropriate records of the Commission: .and w:.th

the Clerk of the Nevada Supreme Court.

IT IS TFURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk's Certificate of

{{Mailing, found below, shall -constitute the notice of the ERtEy

of this document pursuant to Commission Rule 34; and the

Clerk shall promptly serve it on the Respondent’s Counsel -and

the Special Counsel.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED this i‘i—l’—'{dayof ;4 14~ 2013.

NEVADA ‘COMMISSION. ON.
JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

P, O: Béx 48

Carson City, Nevada 89702
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appear on Feb. 18, 202.8.

Because Judge Giordani (“Giordani™) did not assign herself to: the actual case until Feb. 18,

2026 Kim filed a motion to disqualify within the time fame of NRS 1.235(motion must be filed

within 10 days of assignment).Kim told Giordani in.open court that this Motion would be: filed

on Feb 18 the video. of this by ONJ is at hltps:l/-www.vou_l-ubc.com/watch‘?v-'-‘.-OLc'lio’DEGOts . Kim
- appczired sb,eéi_aily_and not generally, Kim was also threatened with tarrant for not showing up
on Feb. 18, 2026.

REASON FOR FILING AS AN EMERGENCY

This latest video of K;&m‘s Feb 18 court appearance has over 118 thousand views. in just 2-weeks

ivith 893 comments. See The Citv of Las Vesas vs Kim Blandino. February 18, 2026.. The video.
of Feb. 10, 2026 has 35 thousand views and 572 comments. See.

https://wwsw.youtube.com/watch?v=069q TuWdZ-1&=5s .

Acomment from the Feb 18 appearance fiom & User.calléd isaned and Kim’s:teplyme—~ - .._.

“ Whoever made the death threat against Blahblahblahdino better follow
through with it , or [ will report you to the board of judicial misconduct
Reply  Duly noted and recorded”

A comment from the Feb. 10, 2026 video dnd Kin’s reply:
“T don’t know if it is the sadist in me, but man, id like to see blandine:
bloody
Duly noted and recorded
Reply™
There are many other violent comments and threats made against Kim on these and: ather
videos. Kim is concerned that Kim and/or his Tamily could be a target for extreme violence. The

insane hatred that commenters have toward Kim like “lock Kim up and throw away the key” are

about 99% of the comments are very similar to a lynch mob mentality or the “Give us-Barrabas”

38




chants at Jesus® trial. Just eb 28 Kim received a call on his cell while at a Celebration of Life
Ceremony [or Leah Reesa Campbell at the FOE Federation of eagles. from _p’hjo-ne' nuniber
XXXXXXX and Kim heard “You are one of the biggest Douche Bags in the world” and then the:
male caller hung up. LVMPD refused to take a police report.

Kim attempted to serve Giordani in chambers with the motion to. disqualify lowever-
Giordani blocks anyone from serving champers as the statute requires. Therefore, Kim left the
Motion ﬁfitll Marshal Thompson outside the couitroonm directly afier-filing.

Therefore, Kim must have Giovdani obey the statute and the case.law and acknowledge that
after 4 motion to disqualified is filed the judge must do nothing further with the case and then
reassign the case unless the judpe Since Giordani refused to challenge-the Motion to disqualify
withing 5 judicial days. That all of the facts and points herein point to why emergency action is
needed.

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

God(also called the Creator or Elohim, Elohim being both singular and plural like thie words,
sheep, fish or deer) created the Universe around 6,000 years ago he-created light and spacetime
. in 3 days on the 6" day God made Man called Adam. God saw thatit was-not-good ,fOl_',' Manto be
alone so he created out of man a companion called Eve who was his helpl'nate- (hot-play_boy “sex
mate™). Adam and Eve were perfect and eternal and there was no-déath in this world.

God had to give at least one thing that Adam and Eve could not do. Otherwise, if God said
they could do anything they wanted, there could be no disobedience, and therefore no
demonstration of love.-Adam and Eve ate of the forbidden tree of th.'e knowledge of good and evil
and lost their eternal nature. Therefore, God had a choice to _cl.;:s__t_r_oy. both Adam and Eve or givé:

a second chance to allow them to continue as fallen beings andallow them to 'p;'ocl‘eafe By sexual

02



v
relations See Genesis Chapter 1-3.

Had man not fallen they would never have had sexually created children. See Book oft
. Mormon 2 Nephi 2: 21-25( as well as other apocryphal sources).

_Gad gave. the promise to Adam.and,Eve.that Eve’s offspring.would crush.the.offspuing ofidhe oo
serpent:

"‘Ancl T will put enmity between you and the woman, and between your offspring
and hers; he will erush your head, and you will slul\e his-heel.” Genesis 3:15 NIV
version

This is the promise that God gave mankind that the savior or Son.of God would come through
Eve and he would redeem man to God. This savior as nearly all of the world knows is the
* historical Jesus and millions believe in him to this day. The great. flood occurred and anly’»N_f_o'a:h-
and his sons and their wives survived this flooding of the earth through the ark God commanded
Noah to build. Land based animals also were spared on that ark. ‘

Kim is the 140" great-grandson of Noah. And everyone on the earth is descended from Noah.
And all land- based animal Tife descends from the animals that went onto the Ark with N'o_a_h_. The
variations of life are all due to the miracle of DNA and. the Billions upon billions of possible
difficrent combinations of that DNA. A Great Dane, the poodle and the Dachshund and many
others all come from the same two male and. female dogs that were on the ark.

Kim was bom in the U.S. at Malmstrom Al Base in. Montana in 1955. In 1993, in part, from
seeing a modern day Ahab and Jezebel elected to their “joint presidency” Kim was motivated to-
act, Kim relinquished his U.S. citizenship and became & citizen and subject _o.ﬁ_ Elohim’s:
Kingdom of Israel. Kim became an Ambassador for Jesus the Christ and to-be reconciled to.the

«

Almighty God. See 2 Corinthians.5:20:



“We are therefore Christ’s ambassadors, as though God were making his
appeal through us. We implore you on Chris’s behalf: Be reconciled to God.”
NIV (emphasis added)

Kim became part of what is knowi as the “Greal Commission™:

“Then the eleven disciples went to-Galilee, to the mountain where Jesus had.
told them to go. 7 When they saw him, they worshiped him; but some doubted
Then Jesus came to them and said, “All authority in heaven .and on_earth has
been given to me. '? Therefore go and malke diseiples of all nations, baptizing
them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, 2and
teaching them to gbey everything I have commanded. you, And surely I am with
vou alwavs. to the very end of theage.” Matthew 28:16-20

Obviously these eleven disciples could not live for thousands of years. So this ‘Great
Commission depends on passing the mission on lo generations upon generations. Please note: that
Jesus commands that that the “baptizing in the name of the Father, and of the Son -and of tlie
Holy Spirit™, This is the plural Elohim as described above, Elohim is both plural and singular.

Kim was also called by the Creator to investigate judicial corruption in the Eighth Judicial
District Court (“EJDC™). Kim therefore became a voluiteer unpaid. investigator [which means
unofficial] with or for the Nevada Commission.on Judicial Discipline (NCID™). In this God
given role Kim obtained letters of caution from the NCID against former district?judg.e Rob Bare
and former district court judge Douglas Herndon (now justice of the Nevada Supreme Court),

Kim is also an investigative journalist and. curtently is part of the new media with.a Youtube
channel and an X(formerly wwitter) Kim in fact has-a media request-before this court.

Kim has been retaliated against for decades because of exercising his rights that are

_ guaranteed under the Constitution of the United States. Especially first amendment righis

FACTS AND ARGUMENT



Debiparshad v. Eightl Jud. Dist. Ct in & for Cmy. of Clark, 137 Nev. 691, 499 P.3d 597
(2021) demands that another judge other than Giordani vacate this void order 'i:i{lnmdiately.
NRS1.235 speaks for itself yet the case law solidifies that Giordani acted illegally in ruling on
Kim’s motion to veopen. See NCJID decision A attached

Even éo, there is even further evidence as to not acting after a motion to-disqualify has been
filed. District Court judge Erika Ballou is still on-a-suspension fr,oml even eitering the courthouse
in part for violating The Revised Code of Judicial Conduct (*CODE”).

“Count III alleges Respondent violated the Code of Judicial Conduct by
falling-to follow the law and take no action on -4 matter after the. State filed:
motions to recuse or dis_qualil‘y. Respondent from the Christman matlers. As
to this charge. Respondent contends she was-not required to stay the case as
she was never properly served with the State's affidavit. This'is an incotrect
statement of the law, A filed affidavit seeking disqualification ‘must be
served on the judge sought to be disqualified. NRS 1.235(5). While failure
to properly serve a Judge with the @ffidavit may be sufficierit-grounds for a
reviewing judge (other than the judge sought to be disqualified) to dismiss
the motion to disqualify, it does not follow that Respondent has -the
authority lo.make that ruling herself. Indeed, once a.motion to.disqualify is.
filed, a judge must proceed no further with the case. NRS. 1.235(6)
{emphasis added). The statute requires only i\t filing of the -affidavit, not
the service -of i, to trigger the requirement that the Judge pause the
proceedings. Additionally, the Commission notes Respondent had actual
notice of the pending recusal motion because it was the stibject of
Respondent's minute order striking the motion. Respondent: further alleges
she did not commit misconduct because it is her duty to rule on motions
before the court and the attorney in the Christman case filed a niotion to
siike the State’s motion to disqualify. Respondent's argument is
unpersuasive. It is axiomatic that a judge must follow-the Taw, See Canon 1,
Rule L.1. As such, when ‘1he law requires a judgeé to halt proceedirigs
pending resolution of a- motion to disqualify, that is what a judge must do,
irrespective of other pending motions. Furthermore, the Comumission notes
Respondent granted Christman's motion to strike the day after it was filed.
The record does not reflect any opportunity to be heard or to cure the
- alleged defective document given by Respondent to the State piior to- her
ruling. Although: this is a likely violation of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule
2.6(A) (providing a judge shall accord every person who-has a legal interest
in a procecding the right to be heard), this charge was not formally before
' the Commission. By a 7-0 vote, the Commission finds that Special Counsel
proved by clear and convincing evidence that-Respondent violated the Code

6




as alleged in Count II of the FSOC. Specifically, that Respondent,
Committed a violation of Canon I of the Code, Rule 1.1 (requiring a judge
to camply with the law, including the Code itself); Committed aviolation of
Canon 1 of the Code, Rule 1.2, (requiring a judge {o act at all times-in a
manner that promotes public-confidence in the independence, integrity, and
impartiality of the judiciary and to avoid impropriety and the appearance-of
impropriety); Committed a violation -of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule 2.2
(requiring. a. judge to uphold and apply the law and perform all; duiies.of.
judicial office fairly and impartially); and Committed a-violation of Canon2
of the Code, Rule 2.5 (requiring a judge to perform judicial and
administrative duties coripetently and diligently). Furthermore, by a 7-0
vole, the Comumission finds by clear and convincing evidence that
Respondent's violations were knowing and deliberate under NRS
- 1.4653(5)(b)(2). Exhibit A count 117

Kim has a right to have an impartial judge to determine that the case should be ‘reopened and
that Kim be allowed show that the matter should be dismissed with prejudice.

Kim is having real world prejudice from these charges hanging: over Kim’s head, Judge
Reynolds of District Court dept 29 leamned of the false battery claim and has apparently
presumed Kim’s guilt as judge Reynolds referenced it in an-order issued Jan 8, 2026. See Exhibit
B attached footnote 2 which states:

“2 M. Blandino has essentially been civil, though disobedient to the Court’s
* Orders. The Court has now learned that while the Court was drafting this
Order Mi. Blandino went to the main courthouse and was cited for
Battery against one of the District Court Clerk workers when Mr
Blandino was frving fo entersomewhere and tried to push past her Mr.
Blandino canie back to the Phoenix Building with the citation and the tivo:

marshals at security were made aware of it. Event # 20260108-005. Page. 3
Ex. B

Therefore. prejudice is not hypothetical this is real world prejudice by a sitting judge and Kim
has a hearing with judge Reynolds on April 2. Judge Reynolds is treating this as an established
fact of guilt. This matter must be dismissed with prejudice before this date so. that Kim -can

inform judge Reynolds and judge Reynolds will not hold this against Kim and judge Reynolds



can apologize to Kim in open court for PRE-JUDGING Kim.
Unless this court dismisses immediately with prejudice Kim will be further préjudiced.
In any event Kim must have emergency relief. As judge Giordani cannot proceed further on

this matter another judge must rule on this emergency motion

e R e C e e e e s e e e e e S e e o T T e e e e

CONCLUSION

For the above reasons this motion must be heard immediately. Kim’s very 1ifé is imminenitly
threatened. This latest caller or others could at this moment be planning to- Kill Ki'm' as Charlie
Kirk was killed. A eomplete dismissal with prejudice can stop horribles from happening,

I. This court an a different judge must declare the March 2; 2026 order void and vacate'it in

its entirety.

-2 Because Giordani did ot challenge Kim’s motion ‘to disqualify: Giordani must take no.

— further action in this case or for that matter take any action in any case regarding Kim

Blandino

o

Judge Giordani must be directed to report herself (o the NCID and: any' judge hearing this

matter must: 1'315()r(=-'Gi-01'dzln‘i' {o the NCIDinaccord with Rule 2.15 -

Rule 2.15. Responding to Judicial and Lawyer Misconduct.

(A)_A judge having knowledoce that another judoe has commifted a
violation of this Code that raises.a substantial question regarding the:
judge’s honesty, trustworthiness, or-fitness as a judge in other respects
shall inform the appropriate authority. a

. (B) A judge having knowledge that a lawyer has-committed a violation
of the Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct that raises a substantial ques-
tion regarding the lawyer’s honesly, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer

s inother respects shall-inform:the appropriate-authority.. '

(@ A judge who. receives information ‘indieating a substantial likeli-
~ hood that another judge has cominitted a violation of this Code shall take
appropriate action.



(D) A judge who receives information indicating a substantial likeli-
hood that a lawyer has committed a violation of the Nevada Rules of Pro-
fessional Conduct shall take appropriate action.. (emphasis.added). -

4. Because of the immense trouble Kim has been put through this matter !h‘is-cOuft should be
reopened and then the charge dismissed with prejudice sua sponte by an impartial Judge
assigned. Or in the alternative reopened and allowed to have an evidentiary hearing to
show conclusively that a fraud upon the court-has been perpetrated and that Jeaviig this
“sword of Damacle”s hanging over Kim’s head for a year

5. Inthe alternative {o grant such other reliefas is proper and just. -

DATED this 9th day of March , 2026.

7 a
S

Kim Blandino

C/O 441 N-16™

Las Vegus Nevada 39101

702 219-5657
Kim 43792@earthlink.net

ASSEVERATION IN'SUPPORT OF MOTION

I Kixﬁ Blandino state under penalty of perjury that [ am over 70 years of age (outside the
womb) and have read the foregoing and the same is true and correct except as to those
matters of belief and belief and as to those matters Kim believes them to be true. And
lh.at:

L. That this filing is not made to vex, harass, delay or made in: bad faith nor for any

improper purpose and anyone who says or claims differently is lying through their teeth.



2 That any and all exhibits are true and correet and authentic according to FRE .:9'051}zmd the
state rules of evidence.

| declare under penalty of perjury that I have read the foregoing -aud the sarie is true and

correct,

DATED this 9th day of March, 2026.

/
P
KIM BLANDINO PRO SE #363075
C/O441 N 16™ ST
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101
(702) 219-5657
No Fax
Kim43792@earthlink.net
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA g;,’ ﬂ gg E ) |

- SEP-22 Zﬂf\ «.
[n the-Matter of OLERTY ",'...A;a%‘éml;r

THE HONORABLE ERIKA BALLOU,
District. Court Judge, Eighth Iudicial District

Court, Clark County, State of Nevada, CASENO. __ 91339

Respondent,

{attached hereto is a tue and correct copy of the FINDINGS OF FACT; C.ONCLU_S?'I:QN’Sf OF :

{ Discipline on September 22, 2025,

CERTIFIED COPY OF FINDINGS OF FACT
CONCLUSTONS OF LAW AND IMPOSITION.OF DISCIPLINE

Pursuant to Commission Procédural Rule 28:2, 1 hereby certify that the dociument |

LAW AND IMPOSITION OF DISCIPLINE filed with the Nevada Commission: on Judisial|

DATED this 22" day of September, 2025.
STATE OF NEVADA _
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE
P.O. Box 18123
Reno, NV 8951

By: W A
PAULC.DEYHLE
General Counse] and Executive Director
Nevada Bar No, 6954

AT N
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THE HONORABLE ERIKA BALLOU,
1 Court, Clark Counly State of Nevada,

F:Léb

FuByS”

SEP22. 7()731

nrunﬁt;aammawc ¥ wzumum.u: ’
) e ARG ; 'uu. |
BEFORE THE NEVADA. COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

STATE.OF NEVADA

In the Matter of

DmtrtctCouxtJudnc Eighth Judicial District o o |
CASE'NOS. 2024-103-P-& 2024-105-p

Respondent.

gl e S LS W R

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND IMPO_SIT 10N OFDISCIPLINE _

On April 24, 2025, Special Counsel Ffor the Nc\f;td"a» Commission on. Judicial Discipline|
(“Commission™) filed Formal Statement of - ‘Charges (“FSOC™) against ‘the Honorable Erika BaHou :
District Judge for the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County, Nevada- - Requndqn_t_.’"),:;pursuantto:.

NRS 1.467(5) alleging knowing or unknowing violations of the Revised Nevada Code of Judicial

Conduct (“Code”).  Respondent filed her Ansiver on May 14,2025,

On May 20, 2025, the Commission’s presiding officer issued 4 Préhearing Order estabhshmg
the rules and procedure for the handling of pre-trial i sues, motions, and the submission of exhibits & und"
evidence. On July 22nd and 23rd, 2025, Special Caunsel filed -his Prehearing, Brief and Exhibits,
Respondent failed. to file her Prehearing Brief oi her exhibits in accordance: with. theiPn'eliearixlg Order;

The day before the public hearing, Respondent submitted-her exhibit list of 18 exhlblts and 243 p'wesj

of documents,

On August 7, 2023, pursuant to. NRS 1.4673 and PRIDC I8, the Commission condueted a
public hearing on the FSOC at the office of the Nevada State Bar in‘Las Vegas, Nevada,  Thortias-C,
Bradley, Esq. appeared as Special Counsel. Thomas F. Piiaro, Esq. appeared on behalfof Res_’pcndc'ni‘,

who was also present. Without objection exhibits submitted by the Speoial Counsel were.admitted mtof "

| evidence.  Special Counsel objected 1o the admission. of-Respondent’s-exhibits=ophq- “objestion wig]

sustained as to all exhibits except one as the exhibits were not Submitted in -accordance with the

Prehearing Qrder.
1/
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court of appeals, a district court judge, a justice of the peace, or a municipal Jjudge for violations of the

ACode. See Nev. Const. art, 6, § 21, NRS 1,425 et seq.; See also Canon 1, Rule l.l."Rcs‘;:p‘ondcntv\&{asf’

| Counsel’s exhibits, which were admitted by stipulation into evidence, and. through- testimony- of

v (“Christman™). Christman had pleaded guilty to a felony offense in 2017 and was sentencéd:to-a term of |

imprisonment. In the Christman Petition, Christman asserted that she reccived inc,ffccti've assistance of
granted the Christman Petition and ordered her réleased from custody on her own recognizange. "]‘.hé‘
decision and ruled that the record did not support a finding that counsel performed ineffectively at
‘ordcred the judgment of the district court be reversed and remanded the matter back -to--R‘cSponden_tv"g.i

| court for proceedings consistent with that order. Rather than enter an order denying the postconviction

habeas petition, however, Respandent scheduled another evidentiary hearing to allow Christiian (he.|

| seeking an order directing Respondent to vacate the scheduled evidentiary: hearing, enter judgment in

Pursuant o PRIDC 28, the Cominission sets forth the following findings of fact and.conclusions
of law, |
Al JURISDICTION

The Commission has jurisdiction to discipline a justice of the supreme court, a judge of the |

sworn in as a district court judge on or about Janvary 4, 2021, and continues 16 serve in that capacity..
court judge.
B. FACTS

The facts in this matter were proven by clear and convincing evidence througlt the: Special,
Respondent and Betsy Allen, Esg.

In 202t, Respondent conducted an evidcmiary‘.hearing_ on a Petition for a Writ of Habeas,
Corpus ("Christiman Petition™) that had been filed by a. criminal defendant named Mia ‘Christman.
counsel during the sentencing phase of her casc. Following the Christman Petition hearing, Respondenit.

State of Nevada appealed. On August 11, 2022, the Nevada Supreme Court reversed Respondent’s

sentencing and that Christman had, theréfore, failed to show relief was warranted. The Supreme: Court

opportunity Lo present additional evidence.

On January 25, 2023, the State filed a Petition for a Writ of Mandamus (“State’s Petition”) |

2




favar of the State, dnd to remand Christman into custody. On October 12, 2023, the Supiéme Court |
granted the State’s Petition and ruled that Respondent failed to follow the Supreme Court's mandate. |

The Supreme Court specifically ordered Respondent to enter judgment in favor of the State. |

Respondent did not {ollow the Supreme Court’s direct,
On April 24, 2024, the State filed a motion before the Supreme Court to enforce:its previous’

mandates. While that motion was pending in the Supréme Court, the State filed a-motion in the d'istr-i.‘ct';

28

mation to strike the recusal motion claiming that the motion should have been filed in -hcri"-'}')'dis't‘--'

conviction case. Without conceding that point or withdrawing the motion from the 'l_m'dcrlying.=cri'j1'ﬁ'inalf

case, on May 2, 2024, the State filed an additional motion to recuse-Respondent in the post-conviction

case. While the State’s motions to recuse were pending, Respondent granted Christnian's. mation ito

strike the-State's. recusal motion, e e e e s s e i) e

On May 3, 2024, the Supreme Court dirccted the Chief Judge of the Eighth Judicial District.
Court to reassign Christman’s postconviction and underlying eriminal case to a diffevent district court
judge. The Supreme Court stated that upon reassignment of those cases, ‘tiie newly appointed: district’

cout! judge should promptly comply with the Supreme Court's mandate outlined in its two-prior

Christman orders. The Christman cases were reassigned to District Court Judge Johnson who

immediately entered judgment in favor of the State and remanded Chirvistman- into custody.

C. DISCUSSION

In the FSOC, Respondent is accused in six (6) counts of committing judicial misconduct under
the Code, Each-count will be discussed in turn.

COUNTI

Count | alleges Respondent violated the Code of Judicial Conduct by 'fj‘ailing'or refusing:to enter-

Jjudgment in favor of the State and by failing or refusing to remand defendant Christman ‘into :custojdy

after the Supreme Court reversed Respondent’s Christman Petition ruling on August 11, 2022,

To this charge,. Respondent claims she believed that she had the authority under:the. order of

27-g¢remand 1o -schedule an evidentiary. hearing as the Supreme, Couwrt’s use of the ‘words “ORDER the,|

|{Judgment of the district court REVERSED AND REMAND this matter to the -district court for}

3

court to -recuse Respondent in Christinan's undetlying criminal case., In vésponse; Christman-filed a| -
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{understood criminal procedure. As the Supreme Court stated in its subsequent ‘Order granting the |

State’s Petition, “the district court manifestly abused its discretion by clearly errin

Respondent’s violations were knowing and-deliberate under NRS 1.4653(S)(b)(2).

proceedings consistent with this order” “could mean a lot of things,” The Commission {inds: this:
drgument unpersuasive, particularly given testimony adduced ‘at’ the hearing established thiat]

Respondent was a seasoned criminal defense attorney prior (o taking the bench and, therefore, |

in:interpreting this|

court’s mandate, and it capriciously exercised its discretion by acting conprary to well established r',ul:c"fr
of law.” See Special Counsel’s Exhibit 5, Order Granting Petition, p.5. |

By a 7-0 vote, the Commission finds that ‘Special Counsel proved by ‘clear and convjnci'ngf- ;g
evidence that Respondent viplated the Code s alleged iri Count I of the FSOC, 'Spec'iﬁci,ll'.l'){;,t'_hay;
Respondent,

Committed-a violation.of Canon | of.the: Code; Rule 1.1 (requiring-a judge.to comply with the-i
law, including the Code itself);

Committed a violation of’ Canon | ofthe Code, Rule 1.2, (rjcquirin‘g»--afjud_gc; 16 act atdll times ii.
a manner that promotes- public confidence in the independence, -ikltchtiiy,_,and"ti:npal'L,ial'i'ty- of the:
judiciary and to-avoid impropricty and the appearance of impropricty); )

Commitied a violation of Canon 2 of tlie Code, Rule 2.2 (requiring @ judge to uphold.and apply
the law-and perform all dutics of judicial office fairly and impartially); and

Commiuted a violation of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule 2.5 (requiring a judge to-perform judicial
and administrative duties competently and dil,igc;nﬂy).

Furthermore, by a 7-0 vote, the. Commission finds By clear and!: cohvinciijg_cvidcu_cc that

COUNT 11

Count 1] alleges Respondent violated the Code of Judicial Conduct by failing to eniter jiidgement |

in favor of the State and remand defendant Christman into custody. after the:Supreme: Couit 'g:_r_an,tg';jdéfihe-:
State’s Petition on October 12, 2023.
~ To this charge, Respondent claims the Supreme. Court’s order was clear but.did nol.say by when |
Respondent must do so. The Comnmission finds this unpersuasive, As the Supreme Corirt nofed in é’its-,:
Order directing the removal of Respondent from the -Christman cases, “althoughthe writ.of mandamts |

4
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| court would do the acl required by the writ immediately after receipt of the. writ.”” See. Special Counsel’s |

| Exhibit 10, Order Denying Motion, p.3.

| evidence that Respondent violated the Code as alleged in Count I1.of the FSOC. Specifically, that|:

| judiciary and to.avoid impropricty and the appearance of imprapriety);
the law and perform all duties of judicial officé fairly and impartially); and

and administrative dutics competently and diligently).

| properly served with the State’s affidavie. This is an incorrect statement of the law. A filed affidavit

issued in this matter did not state a specific time for the district court to.enter a judgment inl the. state’s |

favor, that writ was peremptory in nature and thus NRS 34, '1,90(2'.)'.a11d2-(;3:,)' contemplate that lhci:diist;igtf;

By a 7-0 vote, the Commission finds that Special Counsel proved by clear-and convincing |

Respondent,
Committed a violation of Canon 1 of the' Code, Rule 1.1 (requiring a judge to-comply with the |
law, including the Code itself); ‘
Committed a violation of Canon | of the Code, Rule 1.2, (requiring a judge to.act at-all-times in:

a manner that promotes public canfidence in the independence, integrity, and-impartiality .of the:
Committed a viclation of Canon 2 of the:Code, Rule 2.2 (requiring a judge to uphold.and apply
Committed a violation of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule 2.5 (requiring, a judge to_perform judicial:

Furthermore, by a 7-0 vote, the Commission finds by clear and: convincing evidence that
Respondent's violations were knowing and deliberate under NRS- 1.4653(5)(b)(2). .
COUNT 1L |
Count 11 alleges Respondent violated the Code of Judicial Conduct by failiﬁg to follow the law.
and take no action on a matter after the State filed motions torecuse or disqualify Responident:from the
Christman matters.

As to this charge, Respondent contends she was not required 1o stay-the case as-she was never

failure 0 properly serve a judge with the affidavit may be sufficient grounds for a revic.»\iihg-‘jydgcv'
(other than the judge sought to be disqualified) to dismiss the motion. to disqualify, it does not follow|
that Respondent has the authority: to make that ruling, herself. Indeed, once .a motion to diSquéilify* is

5
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pending-recusal motion because it was the subjéct of Respondent’s minute order striking the motion,
| motions before the court and the attorney in the Chrisiman case filed a motion to stiike the-State’s |

{ motion to disqualify. Respondent’s argument i$ unpersuasive. It is axiomatic that a.judge must follow |

|the law, See Canon 1, Ruile 1.1, As such, when the law requires a judge to halt proceedirigs. .p'c':n’dilj'g i

defective document given by Respondent to the State prior to her ruling. Although. this is a. like,ly-f

violation of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule 2.6(A) (providing-a judge shall accord everyperson who:has a

W

Jiled, a judge must proceed no further with the case. NRS 1.235(6) (emphasis added). T l'1‘c'.'~'s_té'1tutefv
requires only the filing of the affidavit, not the service of it, to tiigger the requirement that ‘the.jud‘ge,i

pause the proceedings. }\ddit'ional!y, the. Commission notes Respondent lad actual notice of .lfh_e'j

Respondent further alleges she did not conimit misconduct because it is her duty to rule on

reselution of a motion to disqualify, that is what a judge must do, ftrespective of other pending motions; |
Furthermore, the Commission notes Respondent granted -Christman’s motion to strike the day

after it was filed. The record does not reflect any opportunity to be heard ot to cure the 'all_cgedf

legal interest in a proceeding the right to be heard), this charge was not formally before “the.
Commission, |

By a 7-0 vote, the Commnission finds that Special Counsel proved by cl_car and sCDnv,incin_g;
evidence that Respondent violated the Code as alleged in Count 1 of the FSOC, Specifically, tiat|
Respandent,

Committed a violation-of Canon 1 of the Code; Rule [.1 (requiring a_j'udge to compl_y‘%\\'fitll,:tiic-‘
law; including the Code itself); |

Commitied a violation of Canon | of the Code, Rule {.2, (x‘qqui‘fing a judge to-act atall times in :;
a manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, integrity, and i'njpartfi_alii;y of the
Judiciary and to-avoid-impropricty and the appearance of ifupropriety);

Commiltted a violation of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule 2.2 (tequiring a judge.ta. Uphold and. apply }
the law and perform all duties of judicial office fairly and impartially); and '

Commilted a violation of Canon 2 of the Code, Rule 2:5 (requiring a judge to perform Judiciat

and administrative duties competently and diligently),

4




Furthermore, by a 7-0.vote, the Commission finds by clear and convincing evidence that ‘Respondent’s

and the alleged lack of notice of the affidaviton Respondent.

compassion in her rulings and in not wanting Christman’s baby to be placed in the custody of Child |

‘from an external source, the party alleging bias must show the Judge’s opinion-displays a deep-scated
‘favoritism or antagonism that would make fair judgment impossible. Canarelli -v. Lighthi -Judicial |

District Court, 138 Nev. 104, 108.(2022) citing Liteky v. United Stares, S10'U.S. 540, 555 (1 994).

‘matter, evidence that her dctions ‘were driven by such a deep-seated favoritism as to constitute |

violations were knowing and deliberate under NRS l.4653(5)(b_)‘(2).

COUNT [V

Count IV alleges Respondent violated the Code -of Judicial Conduct .by ruling on deféndant|
Christman’s motion. to modify.senience after the State had filed.its motion to recuse-Respondent;
Special Counsel conceded this Count was not.proven by clear and convincing evidence due.to’

issues related to the timing of Respondent’s minute order on Christman’s motion to modify senténce:

By a 7-0 vote, the Commission finds that Special Counsel did not prove by clear and‘.co‘nvjineihg{
evidence that Respondent violated the Code as alleged in Count IV of the FSOC,
COQUNT V
Count V alleges. Respondent violated the Code of Judicial Conduet by exhibiting clear bias ify

the Christman matters. To this charge, Respondent attests she was not biased: but rather showed |

Protective Services if it were avoidable. '

Where the alleged bias originates from a judge’s performance of her judicial duties, rather than |

While proof of Respondent’s repeated failure to follow the law was clear and convincing, in-{his|

impermissible-bias was not. That said, while compassion miay be a vii-tuc_,td'ajudici’a’l officer; it should |
never be used as a license or an excuse to.violate the. law: |
By a 7-0 vote, the Commission {inds that Special Counse! didnot prove by clear-and convincing:
evidence that Respondent violated the Code as alleged in Count V of the FSOC, )
COUNT VI
Count Vi alleges Respondent violated the Code of Judicial Conduet by -fai'lingto:c,o'op‘erate with
the Commission’s. investigator and timely schedule an in-fpersonfinlervie_w; To this cllat'ge;-.l{cspdndcht'

7




[ oW ]
—

Eas)
2

investigator called and upon the trial’s conclusion, Respondent immediately went on a pre-scheduled.

1 constiwate failure to cooperate under the Code.

diseipline on a judge if the Commission determines that the judge. has committed willful misconduct. |

a judge il the Commission determines that the judpe has violated one:or more of the provisions of the

|:public admonishment, reprimand or censure of a Judge; imposition of a fine; suspehsioﬁ"fr,om office.

misconduct of the judge. NRS 1.4677(1).

J

attests she was not bieing uncooperative. Respondent testified she was in a jury: trial ‘when the;
vacation for two weeks. Based on the evidence submitted, the Commission does nct find dijs to]

By a 7-0 vote, the Commission finds that Special Counsel did not prove by-elear-and convincing |
evidence that Respondent violated the Code as-alleged in Count VI of the FSOC.
D. IMPOSITION OF DISCIPLINE

The Commission may remove a judge, publicly censure a judge, or impose other formis of|

NRS 1.4653(1)(a). Willful misconduet, as it applies in this matter, is a knowing or-deliberate violaiiqng
of one or more of the provisions of th¢ Revised Nevada Code of Judicial Conduct. NRS

1.4653(5)(b)(2). The Commission may publicly censure a judge or impose Gther forms. of‘discjp_}i,m;-'qn;
Code in a manner that is not knowing or deliberate. NRS 1.4653(2). Other fornis of ‘d'isci_;')"l'ine.inc]ud'e:

without pay; requiring a judge to complete a probationary period, attend training or educational courses;

follow a remedial course of action, issue a public apology, comply with conditions or. limitations on

{|future conduct, or seek medical, psychiatric or psychological :careor ::counsc;ling;ﬂ:‘anmthg,«ju‘dg‘é;frio\m IR

serving in a judicial office in the [uture or impose any other reasonable -discipli'nmy -action orl

combination of disciplinary actions that the Conunission determines will -cuitail or temedy thel

NOW THEREFORE, pursuant lo subsections'5(a) and (b) of Article 0, Section 21 ofithe:

Constitution of the State of Nevada, NRS 1.4653¢1)(a),, NRS 1.4677, and PR‘JD’C 28, after :-c:iue_i
deliberation and consi‘dcratién of the evidence presented and taking into consideration: the: Lofta_lityiojfj
Respondent’s actions, by a 7 to 0 vote, IT IS HERERY ORDERED: |
L Respondent-is SUSPENDED from the exercise of judicial office, without salary, fm :

a period of eigliteen (18) months.
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2, Imposition of twelve (12) months of that sanction is hcr'elin- suspended and|

Respondent is placed on probation for a period of two (2) years on the following terms and |

conditions: .
a, Respondent shall be SUSPENDED from the exercisé of Jjudicial ofﬁ‘ce,_:
without salary, for a period of six (6) months effective 2§ of 12:01 aih. on
September 23,.2025. |
b. Before returning to the bench, Respondeit shall coniplete;, at ‘her own;
expense, a specialized remedial training program.with the National Judicial Cq,l_lég_‘éj; |
(“NJC”). This training program will be developed and administered by NJC staff|.
and/or associated professionals and specilically customized and tailorved’ to,,v
Respondent’s misconduct and Code violations as seft fOl-’ﬂll in this :‘O'xfd"er.,:
Respondent shall make herself available and fully cooperate with the NJC. in!
compléting this training program in a timely nianoer.
¢ Respondent shall have no further viclations of ‘the law or of the Codé of
Judicial Conduct'while on probation.

In Favor: Commissioner Chait Stefanie Humphrey, Commissioner Vice-Chair-John Krmpatic,

Presiding Officer Hon. David Hardy; Commissioner Karl Armstrong, Esq., ‘Commissioner Hon.

Thomas Gregory, Commissioner: Patricia Halstead, Esq,,.and Commissioner Joseph Sanford

Opposed: None
[T IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Commission Chairis authorized to sxgn this docurmiesit. on
behalf of all voting Comimissioners.
DATED this 22™ day of September, 2025.
STATE OF NEVADA
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL DISCIPLINE

P.0. Box 18123
Reno, NV 89511

By: 2Lz itss 9‘%&#
STEFAMIE HUMPHREY? 7
COMMISSION CHAIR -
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that [ am an employee of the Nevada Commission on Judicial Discipline and.

that on the 22 day of September, 2025, [ served a copy of the FINDINGS OF FACT,|

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND IMPOSITION OF DISCIPLINE by email and U;S Mail, p“o‘s'tai‘gi,e':fE

. s . . . e
paid, addressed to the following:

Tom Pitaro, Esq.

Altorney at Law ‘

601 S. Las Vegas Blvd. South
Las Vegas, NV 89101
pitaro@email.con
Respondent’s Counsel

Thomas C. Bradley, Esq.
435 Marsh Ave.
Reno, NV 89509
tomi@tombradleylaw.com
Speceial Counsel

Valerie:Carter, Commission Clerk
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ELECTRONICALLY SERVED
1/8/2026 2:57 PM Eléctronically File
002026 256 P

' CLERKQF_-mE;'couaf
ORDR '
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA.
de N

KIM BLANDINO, CASENO.: A-25-932149-W

Plaintift,
VS, DEPARTMENT 29
LVMPD., |

Defendant,

ORDER

Rule 2.9 of the Nevada Code of Judieial Conduct states:

Rule 2.9. Ex Parte Communications.

(A) A judge shall not initiate, permit, or consider ex. parte
communications, or consider other communications made to the:judge. ontside
the presence of the partiés or their lawyers, concerning a pending or impending
matter..

(D) A judge shall muke reasonable efforts, mcludmv providing appropriate
supervision, to_ensure that this Rule is not violated by court staff, court
officials, and others subject to the judge’s direction. and conirol.

(NCIC Rule 2.9)(emphasis added)

On November 14, 2023, the Court issued an Order that stated:

On 11/14/25, Blandino filed a 16-page briefsecking an extension. Blandino has
also called the Court many times seeking help. T hesc calls. are inappropriate and
violate rulés of ethics, the Eighth Judicial District Court Rules on .ex parte
communications. If Blandino continues to call the Caurt he: will be sanctioned,
communications must be in writing and filed on thé docket of the Court. The
Court is not allowed to have contact with parties or to- give legal advice.

(See Order 11/14/25 at 1:22-2;1.)

Case Number: A-25-932149-W
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| designated a vexatious litigant many years ago and that Order is still in force -today. Mr.
‘Marshal. he wants to waltch how the Judges do things, he wanls to know how the Court-and staff]
enter-and leave their rooms.
1o speak with them as they go to the restroom or try to fullill their duties in the ,c'dm‘thous&-'_
Staff intentionally attempts 1o avoid ‘Mr. Blandino because of the law, rules of cthics,.and this)

previously, on January 8, 2026, Mr. Blandino came to Court to speak to thie Court dir_ectlj

{elevator on the 11" foor and tried to engage me regarding the above-captioned case. I'Ic-\\fas;'

less than 200 sqft of space from the public elevalors to the security check-in point on this-Tloor. This smiill space

Since that time the Court has continued to warn Mr. Blandinoe that the Court cannot havel
any discussions abont active cases with Mr. Blandino outside. the: présence of opposing counsel.

Mr. Blandino is well familiar with litigation and knows this rale. Mr. Blandino has been)

Blandino has significant experience as a litigant. Still, the Court has been accommodating and.

allowed Mr. Blandino to come to Court to watch any proceeding he likes. Now lig has told the

Mr. Blandino has tried contacting staff by phone, cmail, and also uficd.,;w.aitingpin the hall

Cowrt’s prior orders speeifically-on point.

Despite Mr. Blandino’s. familiarity with the rules and having been. admomshed

outside the presence of opposing counsel regarding pending matters in this case.

Specifically, when I, Judge Reynolds, arrived today Mr. Blandino-was waiting outside thej

blocked at security by the Marshal who had to raise his voice and directly told Blandino he was
not allowed to discuss his case with the Court: Blandino asserted that he:could and attempted tof

get my attention with a raised voice anyway, to which the Marshal appropriately responded. 1

" The Court notes that this building only has iwo clevators which ave:shared by the:public.and-court mﬂ The
building only has two courtrooms, one for Department- | 1 and on for-Department 29, both on the 11 floor. There s

also includes thie court stafl entrance from the elevators, and the public.diop:box for the court. Court:staffshare
restroom facilitics with the public as well'on the 1™ floor. Accordingly, ifMr. Blandino is-allowed to come:{othe

11 flaor at-all he cani confinue 1o accost members of statf with pleas about his case, which is inappropriate.and
unfawtul,
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continued to my chambers without any direct discussion with:Mr, Blandino,

Later this morning, Mr. Blandino waited patiently while the:Court cox;d_,uctcd_it‘s mqﬁr_ni_né
calendar. Onee calendar was completed Mr.. Blandino stated ldlldly,‘fi'omolillc gallery, something
to the effect that: *“This may be out of order Judge but.1 need to talk to you!” The:Court states
Mr. Blandine is never angry or attacking in his statements directly to'the Court. He is relatively
calm but purposeful and direct in addressing things when.he wants, despite multiple-warningst
from the marshals this morning to not speak to the Judges directly. ‘So while there is‘-no hostility]
being exhibited to the court directly by yelling or physical attacks against the ;ludge, it is
certainly still disorderly, plainly viofates this Court’s prior orders, and is therefore contemptuous
bc’hﬁvior towards the Court and is ground for contempt sanctions. Thi is‘_pz'lrti'cularly;t'r‘uc'whcn
it happens it the Courthouse and in the Court’s presence.

Mr. Blandino continues to make these comments and.efforts to discuss his case directly
with the Court despite multiple warnings from the Marshals, and the Couct, that he cannot do
what he is trying to d().

Today in response to Mr. .Blandino, and pursuant to my governing code, i.c. the Judicial
Code of Conduct (Rule 2.9) and NRS 199.340, I siated from:the-bench that Mr. Blandino isnot
allowed to discuss his case with me outside the presence of pposinig counsel. 1 réminded him
that he. had alrcady been warned, and I warned ‘him clearly that continued attempts to' do. so
would be eriminal contempt that could lead to prison time.?

As Mr. Blandino waited until the calendar was completed there was no recording-of this

interaction so the Court makes its record here. But the Court cannot condonie continued: attemp'l?T

% Mr. Blandino has essentially been civil, though disobedient 1o the Court's Orders.. The Court has:now learned: thal
while the Court was drafling this Order Mr. Blandino went to the main courthouse und was.cited for Bmtery agzi'iné(-
one of the District Court. Clerk workers when Mr. Blandino wag trying lo-enler somewliercand tied lb-;pu‘sh' pasi
her. Mr. Blandino came back 1o the Phoenix Building with the citation-and- the two:marshals.at security were made
aware of it. Event # 20260108-005. ' ' ' T

3
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| 199.340.

lo circumvent its orders.
The contempt statute reads:
NRS 199.340 Criminal contempt. Every person who shall commit a
contempt of court of any onc of the following kinds shall be guilty of a
misdenieanor:
1. "Disorderly, contemptuous or insolent behavior committed ciring the

sitting of the court, in jts immediate view-and presence, and directly teiling to-
interrupt its proceedings or to impair the respect due to its authority;

4. Willful disobedience to-the lawful process or mandate ofa court;

5. Rcsistancc, willfully offered, to its ,lawﬁxl process :Olf.n‘lﬂl‘ldatc';

o - — o TR el LT 20y ST I R e S L A T :—-ﬁ"' 318 A, —wm =
As pnm uifoxts have been unsuccessful to convince Mr, Blandmo that. s contmucd

attempts to make contact with stalf and the Cowrt outside the presence of opposing counsel is 4
serious violation of ethics and the law, and constitutes contempt, the. Court issues:this Order as.a

final warning and notice and gives additional Orders to comply with NCIC 2:9 and NR§|

Accordingly, and for good cause appearing,
IT IS ORDERED that any future attempts to contact the Court CX-ﬁ_ﬂ[_lC, meaning outside
the -presence of oppoesing counscl, whether by phone, email, in-person (in court, in private, 011‘_
anywhere in the public) will be weighed for criminal contempt sanétions.*and;. can f_cSllIt' in ja_i:l.
-
time-and prosecution. All contact with {he Court or its staft must-be made in writing and filed on
the public clocket, just as all other litigants are required to do. |
i
i

i




e : IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that given Mr. Blandino’s. efforts to. violate the. rules: .QI-E

[

ethics, and consistent refusal to abide by the-Court's order to not conununicate with: the-Court o
staff, the Court orders that he shall not come to the- 1 1" floor of the Phocnix Building, 330 South!

3 St Las Vegas, NV 89101, for any purpose.unless he has a scheduled hearing in Court-on.the|:

= R )

1% flgor.

~1}

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Mr. Blandino is not allowed to arrive-on the 11 th 'ﬂ,g_oji;
more than 30 minutes before the Scheduled Hearing and when he desives to come: :thr.o,ugh;_
security he must wait to be escorted by a marshal to the courtroom where he has his designated,
hearing.

» 2 This Order shall remain i foree “while Mr. Blandino has any: matter pending :beforel

13|| Department 29 or any such matter that was in Department 29 remaius active on appeal.,

14 DATED: January 8, 2026 ‘Dated:this 8th day of Jariuary, 2026
Is //jw,; G ,/ZJJA/A— |
16 HISTRICT COURT JUDGE
17 3AA 6DA 734A F24F
18 Dot Coutt sudge
19
20
21
= 97
23
24
251 -
26
27

Ikpntas 29
vax, NV 50148,
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that -on or about the date signed, a copy of this Order was

blectronically served to all registered parties in the Eighth Judicial District Cowt Electronic

1Filing Program to the proper partics as tollows:

(AN Parties on the E-Service List)

/3 Auvstin De Recsy

Austin De Reis
Judicial Law Clerk

e
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DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Kim Biandino, Plaintiff(s) CASE NO: A-25-932149-W
vs. DEPT. NO. Depariment 29

L.V.M.P.D, Défendant(s)

AU'I‘OI\%IA'l‘lZD CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This automated certificate of service was generated by -the Eighth:Judicial District
Court. The foregoing Order was served via the court’s ¢lectronic. ¢File system to all
recipients registered for e-Service on the above entitled case as listed below:
Service Date: 1/8/2026

Matthew Christian m!6091c@lvmpd.com

Kim Blandino kim43792@carthlink.net




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































