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The Florida Family Policy Council’s
2008 Statewide Judicial Candidate Questionnaire

Ey answering and signing this Questionnaire, you warrant that You understand that, as a judge, your decisions

will follow binding precedents and that your answers do not constitute a promise to rule in a cerfain way in a case,

Full Name (please print) /W,?/.{)( o /3@%@0

1. What is your current marital status? _ /Z74@/2 150 / [ W2 10 mos )

ra

2. If you have children, how many? Abr

3. Do you have any military experience? ﬁj\_ No Yes Ifyes, what branch?

4. Ol what charitabic, communiry, civic, frarernal, or religious organizations are you a member?

Brownaz? coupvs AR Assuc. -

». To what charitable, community, civie, fraternal or religious organizations have you made contributions jn the past three
(3) years?

;~ Which of the current Justices of the U.5. Supreme Court most reflects your Judicial philosophy?

K Decline to respond* Refiise to respond

7. Which of the curreat Justices of the Florida Supreme Court most reflects your Judicial philasophy?

K _Decline to respond* Refuse to respond

&. Do you agree with the following statemem? “The Florida Constitation recognizes a ri ght lo same-sex marriage.”
Apree Disagree _ Undecided ﬂ Decline to respond* Refuse to respond

9. Inre: TW, 55] So. 2d 1156 (Fla. 1989), held thar a Florida law requiring parental consent before a minor child can
undergo an abortion surgery was unconstitutional under Art. I, Sec. 23 of the Florida Constitution. The Florida Supreme
Court held that the challenged statute fails because it intrudes upon the privacy of the pregnant minor from conception to
birth". The 77 court also ruled that “where parental rights over a minor child are concerned,” neither the state’s interest
in protecting a minor child nor the preservation of the family unit is sufficiently compelling under Florida law to override
Florida's privacy amendment. Do you agree with the Court’s ruling In re: TH?

___Agree _ Disagree __ Undecided ;(__X;_ Decline to respond®* _ Refuse to respond

1

" This responsc indicates thal | would answer this question, bul belicve thar if | dig 20, then I would be required 10 recuse mysell a5 a judge in any procesding
onceming this answer because of Flopids Canons AE(T) and 3E(1)(A). which requirc a Judge to disqualify himself or haself when "the judpz's impartiality might

bly be questioned .." or wheq he or she "has made o public statement that commits, or appears to commit, the judge with respect to: (i) parties or classes of
_/in the proceeding: (i) an issue in tic proceeding: or (iii) the controversy in e procceding.” In this regard, my apinion is informed by Florida Supreme Court
udicial Ethics Advisory Commitiee Opinion No. 06-]18 (Aug, 7. 2006), which stares that “it jaust be remembered that when considering motions forr disqualification,
12 "eye of the beholder' is the primary focus. . . . {Thhe dispositive question is . , . whether the individual *beholder's' fear of partiality 5 reasonable, reasonableness
eing derenmined by g neutral and ohjective slondard. .. . The (iudicial] candidate must pot furnish Answerz that appzar 1o bind [he candidate if such issurcs arise once
e candidate has wssumed judizial office.” (Emphasis in original.)
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10. In Krischer v. Mclver, 697 So. 2d 97 (Fla. 1997), the Florida Supreme Court held that a statute prohibiting assisted
suicide did not violate Art. I, Sec, 23 (the Privacy Clause) of the Florida Constitution, because any asserted privacy
interest in assisted suicide was outweighed by State's compelling intercsts in preserving life, preventing suicide, and
maintaining integrity of medical profession. Do you agree with the court’s decision in Xrischer?

——Agree _ Disagree _ Undecided & Decline to respond* ___ Refuse to respond

11. Lofton v, Kearney, 157 F. Supp. 2d 1372 (Fla. 2001), held that a Florida law prohibiting homosexual adoption does

not violate the Equal Protection Clause ofthe 1.5, Constitution. Do you agree with this holding?

___Agree _ Disagree __ Undecided M_ Decline to respand® _ Refuse to respond

12. Bush v, Holmes, 919 So. 2d 392 (Fla. 2006), held that Florida’s educational voucher program (the “Florida

Opportunity Scholarship Program®) violated the Florida Constitution because it “diverts public dollars into scparate
private sysicms parallel to and in competition with the free public schoals that arc the sole means sct out in the Florida

pLIVALS SYSILS par,
Constitution for Lhe State to provide for the education of Florida's children.” Do you agree with the reasoning of Bush 1

Holmes?

- Agree _ Disagree __ Undecided L Decline to respond* ___ Refuse to respond

13. In Delgadp v. State, 776 So. 2d 233 (Fla, 2000), the Florida Supreme Court relied upon legal precedent in New York
and other states and added the new element of “surreptitiously” to Florida’s statutory definition of burylary. The text of
the Florida's Statute on burglary, Fla. Siat, § 810.02(1) (1989), does not contain the term “surreptitiously” in its
definition: “Entering or remaining in a structure or a conveyance with the intent to commit an offense therein, unlcss the

. mises are at the time open to the public or the defendant is Jicensed or invited to enter or remain.” Do you agree with
Lu€ court’s addition of the required element of “surreptitiously” to Florida's burglary statute?

Apgree Disagree Undecided Decline to respond* Refuse to respond
— S g - P - P

(Questionnaire must have a signature to be valid)

Signature M %{/ Date }Zé//ﬂﬁ

Please return this questionnaire before Friday, August 8, 2008 by one of three ways:

1. PDF this questionnaire with your original signature and e-mail it to Info@FL fami] v.ore

2. Send via Facsimile to (407) 251-0023

ge Avenue

3. Send by Overnight Mail to: Florida Familv Policy Council 4853 South Oran
Suite C, Orlando FL, 32806
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question, but believe thut if 1 did so, then | would be roquired to recuse myselt as a judee in any procecding

This response indicates that | would answer (his
a judge 1o disqualify himsell or herself wiicn “"the Judpe’s impurtiality mizht

onceiming this aaswer because of Florida Canons 3E(1) and 3IEQY)(T). which require
“ably e quastioncd ..." or when he or she "Tias mads s public statement that commits, or appears to commit, the judpc with respect 1 (i) parties or classes of

. in the proeceding; (i) an issue in the proceeding; or (iii) the controversy i the proceoding,” In this regard, my opinion is infonmed by Florida Supreine Court
sdicial Elhics Advisory Commumiltes Opinion No. 06-18 (Aug. 7, 2006, which states that it muse be remembered that when considering motions lor disqualification.
2 ‘cye of the behnlder’ is the primaiy focus. .., [Tihe dispositive question is . . . whether the individual ‘beholder’s” fear of partialiry is rensonable, reasonableness
sing determined by a neutral and objective sundard. ... The [judicial] candidate must not Asrnish unawceys that oppear w bind the candidoie if such issucs Arise once

« candidute hos asswimed judicial uffice.™ (Emphasis in orginal.)



