
Green Party Questionnaire for Superior Court Judge

GREEN PARTY OF ALAMEDA COUNTY
2022 ENDORSEMENT DECISION

Name: Tamiza Hockenhull 

Phone: 510-207-2649

Email: tamiza@hockenhullforjudge.com or tamizahockenhull@icloud.com

Website: Hockenhullforjudge.com

Current line of work: Superior Court Commissioner

1) Why do you want to be a judge?  What do you believe are the main priorities for a 
Superior Court Judge:

I would like to be a Superior Court Judge because I believe it is an opportunity to serve
the people of Alameda County and the state of California.   It is a position of service.   I 
principally desire to increase access to justice (making the court’s more accessible to 
the people it serves) restorative justice and community outreach.   I currently serve as 
a Superior Court Commissioner and I am actively involved in achieving these priorities 
and I would continue to do so as a Superior Court Judge.

2) Give a brief summary of your background and qualifications for the office of
Superior Court Judge.

I’ve served in the field of law for twenty-two years, first as an attorney and more 
recently as a Judicial Officer.   As an attorney I served as a City Attorney, Adjunct Law 
Professor, a Principal in my own Law Firm and I engaged in the practice of Civil, 
Criminal, Family and Juvenile law.   More recently I gained judicial experience first as a 
Judge Pro Tem for the Alameda County Superior Court and the San Francisco County 
Superior Courts, then as an Administrative Law Judge for the State of California and in 
my current position as a Superior Court Commissioner.   I’ve served as a Superior 
Court Commissioner for six years.   I have the background, experience and 
qualifications to serve as a Superior Court Judge.

mailto:tamiza@hockenhullforjudge.com
https://www.hockenhullforjudge.com/
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3) Please identify any endorsements you have received thus far.

My endorsements are listed on my website (Hockenhullforjudge.com) and they include 
endorsements from the Superior Court Judges of the Alameda County Superior Court 
where I currently serve as a Superior Court Commissioner as well as Superior Court 
Judges from other counties and Appellate Justices.

4) A.Describe the sources of the financial contributions received by your campaign.

My campaign has received donations from my family members, friends, neighbors, 
church members…from the community of Alameda County.

B.Please identify any sources from which (or whom) you would refuse to accept
campaign contributions.

Law enforcement

5) How will you make yourself accountable to the voters who elected you?

Superior Court Judges hold a unique position in that they must apply the law to the 
facts of the case and make decisions independent of politics, however, as a Superior 
Court Judge I would come up for reelection every six years and thus I would be 
accountable to the voters of Alameda County.

6) A.When were you admitted to the California Bar?

October 22, 1999

B.Have you ever been the subject of any disciplinary actions by the State Bar or
sanctions by any court? If so, describe the circumstances.

NO



7) Describe, chronologically, your law practice and experience after your graduation
from law school.

Associate Attorney- Private Civil Litigation Firm that has closed
Deputy City Attorney- San Francisco City Attorney’s Office
Adjunct Professor- UC Hastings College of Law
Commissioner- Fair Employment and Housing Commission
Principal- Hockenhull Law Group
Owner/Director- Juvenile Dependency Counselors, Inc.
Judge Pro Tem- Alameda and San Francisco County Superior Courts
Administrative Law Judge- California Board of Parole Hearings
Commissioner- Alameda County Superior Court- Current Position

8) A.What has been the general nature of your legal practice?

Civil and criminal litigation, juvenile and family litigation as well as estate planning

B.Please describe your typical clients and mention the areas, if any, in which you
have specialized, including any significant pro bono work.

During my time as a practicing attorney, I was active as a court appointed program 
through the Alameda County Bar Association and later as the owner/Director of a law 
company that provided court appointed representation in Juvenile Dependency cases 
in Alameda County.

9) A.Describe up to five of the most significant litigated matters which you personally
handled.

B.Identify the party or parties whom you represented; describe the nature of your
participation in the litigation and the final disposition of the case.

Case #1
In the matter of Zina Carter-Robinson
Published: Citation: In re Z.C.(2009) 178 Cal.App.4th1271
Court:   Alameda County Superior Court
Judge: Honorable Stephen Pulido
Jury or Non-Jury Trial: Non-Jury Trial
Date: 2008-2009
Opposing Counsel: Andrew Massey, Alameda County Counsel Office, 1221 Oak 
Street, Ste.#450, Oakland, CA 94612  Phone: 510-272-6700
Party Represented: Legal Guardian, Zina Guess



Case Description: This was a juvenile dependency case.   This case is significant to 
me and the area of juvenile dependency law, because litigation raised the legal issue 
whether Welfare and Institutions Code section 366.3 limits the amount of time Social 
Services may provide family maintenance or reunification services in order to support a
legal guardianship.   I believe this case expanded the law in the area of family 
maintenance and reunification services available for legal guardians and the children in
their care.   Alameda County Social Services through County Counsel argued that 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 366.3(e)(10) applied and services were limited to
six months.   However, as counsel for the legal guardian, I argued that section 366.3(b)
of the Welfare and Institutions Code was applicable and services were not limited to 
six months, instead, such services were without limitation for purposes of supporting 
the legal guardianship and the best interests of the child.   Following litigation the trial 
court ruled in favor of the legal guardian and the appellate court upheld the trial court’s 
decision. 

Case #2
In the matter of Austin Larsen, Case # HJ09011820
Court: Alameda County Superior Court
Judge: Honorable Stephen Pulido
Jury or Non-Jury Trial: Non-Jury Trial
Date: 2008
Opposing Counsel: Whit Griffinger, 3445 Golden Gate Way, Lafayette, CA 94549 
Phone: 510-858-9027
Party Represented: The Father, Jeffery Larsen
Case Description: Litigation concerning the fact that both parent’s reunification 
services had been terminated due to their failure to participate and progress in their 
case plan.   The case progressed to a hearing pursuant to Welfare and Institution’s 
Code section 366.26 where the parent’s parental rights would be terminated. The 
question of where their three children should be placed with either the maternal 
grandparents or the paternal grandparents was the issue at the trial.   The paternal 
grandparents filed a motion seeking placement of the children with them.   My client, 
the father, wanted his children placed with his parents where they had previously lived 
(with both their parents) prior to removal by Social Services.  After facts and evidence 
were presented to the court, the court ruled that the children should be placed 
with  their paternal grandparents. This case is significant, because I believe the court’s 
ruling was in the best interests of the children as the law requires, because there was a
greater bond between the children and the paternal grandparents and their home was 
the only home the children knew prior to their removal.

Case#3
In the matter of Cayden Millard, Case# SJ13020715
Court: Alameda County Superior Court



Judge: Honorable Willie Lott (Now Ret.)
Jury or Non-Jury Trial: Non-jury Trial
Date: 2014-2015
Opposing Counsel: Joel Chan, Alameda County Counsel’s Office, 1221 Oak St, Ste# 
450, Oakland, CA 94612 Phone: 510-272-6721
Roxanne Romell, East Bay Children’s Law Office, 7700 Edgewater Drive, Ste# 210, 
Oakland, CA 94621  Phone: 510-496-5200
Party Represented: The Father, Terry Schema
Case Description: Complicated litigation and trial requiring days of expert testimony 
surrounding the Indian Child Welfare Act and the Welfare and Institution’s Code.   Both 
parents failed to reunify with their son, however, on behalf of the father, I argued that 
his child is a Native American child and Social Services failed to adhere to the 
requirements of the Indian Child Welfare Act in the removal and continued custody of 
the child.  Despite extensive litigation in which the impact and requirements of the 
Indian Child Welfare Act on parents’ rights was explored, the court ultimately ruled that 
Social Services acted appropriately under the law.   This case is significant because it 
explored the requirements of the Indian Child Welfare Act in Juvenile Dependency 
cases and specifically on the law’s impact on Native American children and families.

Case #4
In the matter of Joseph Rhodes, Case# 171997
Court: Alameda County Superior Court
Judge: Honorable Willie Lott (Now Ret.)
and the Honorable Rhonda Burgess 
Jury or Non-Jury Trial: Non-Jury Trial- Oral Argument
Date: 2014 
Opposing Counsel: Jennifer Madden, Deputy District Attorney of the Alameda County 
District Attorney’s Office, currently Judge of the Alameda County Superior Court, 
Hayward Hall of Justice, Dept. 22, 24405 Amador Street, Hayward, CA 94544
Phone: 510-690-2731
Party Represented: The Minor, Joseph Rhodes
Case Description: Litigation pursuant to Welfare and Institution Code section 241.1 
involving the question of whether the minor who is a transgender youth who leaves 
his/her placements and prostitutes should remain a juvenile dependent or instead be 
made a juvenile delinquent.   On the minor’s behalf, I argued before Judge Rhonda 
Burgess that the minor should remain a juvenile dependent due to the needs of the 
minor, the resources Social Services could provide the minor and the fact that the 
minor had been sexually exploited while in foster care. Opposing counsel argued that 
the minor should be made a delinquent due to her criminal behavior.  After reviewing 
the evidence presented and hearing oral argument,  the court  ruled that the minor 
would remain a dependent under the care of Social Services.   This case is significant, 
because it dealt with issues surrounding sexual exploitation of foster youth and how 



this issue should be handled by our juvenile courts. I believe it continues to be an issue
the juvenile courts must address.

Case #5
In the matter of Alexandra and Roberta Frame, Case #HJ10014802
Court: Alameda County Superior Court
Judge: Honorable Willie Lott  (Now Ret.)
Jury or Non-Jury Trial: Alternative Dispute Resolution- Negotiated Settlement
Date: 2015
Opposing Counsel: Nedra Shawler, Alameda County Counsel’s Office, 1221 Oak St, 
Ste# 450, Oakland, CA 94612     Phone: 510-272-6700
Party Represented: Olga Coronado, the Mother
Case Description: Litigation surrounding the return of the minors to the mother’s care. 
While the mother was not living at home and not addressing her substance abuse 
problem with treatment, the father gained and loss custody of the minors twice.   On 
behalf of the mother, who ultimately addressed her substance abuse problem and 
gained housing, I initiated litigation that included a substantive motion and pre-trial 
litigation.   Ultimately, the litigation settled with an agreement and court order to send 
the minor’s home with their mother under the supervision of Social Services.   This 
case is significant because the minors were teen-agers who wanted to be placed with 
their mother; they wanted some continuity in their lives.   While the father struggled with
his addiction and tried to maintain custody of the minor’s, the mother finally faced her 
addiction issues and had been clean and sober for some time.   The mother was a 
parent who was ready and available to provide a clean and sober environment for her 
daughters and litigation surrounded safety concerns because the mother failed to 
reunify in the past as well as what was in the best interest of the minors.

Case #6
Published: In re Aurora P. (2015) 241 Cal. App. 4th 1142
Court: Alameda County Superior Court
Judge: Honorable Willie Lott   (Now Ret.)
Jury or Non-Jury Trial: Non-Jury Trial
Date: 2014 
Opposing Counsel: Whit Griffinger, 3445 Golden Gate Way, Lafayette, CA 94549 
Phone: 510-858-9027
Party Represented: The Mother
Case Description:  I represented the Mother who has five children who became the 
subjects of dependency proceedings in 2010. In 2014, after a bench trial spanning 
multiple hearing dates wherein County Counsel and I presented evidence supporting 
dismissal and minor’s counsel presented evidence opposing dismissal.   The juvenile 
court dismissed the case and entered an order stating, “Conditions do not exist which 
would justify initial assumption of jurisdiction under section 300 and are not likely to 



exist if supervision is withdrawn.” The juvenile court dismissed the dependency and 
ordered informal family maintenance services. The appellate court affirmed the juvenile
court decision, citing Welfare and Institutions Code section 3641.   This case is 
significant because it is important to have court supervision in place to ensure the 
safety of the children.   However, when a parent successfully completes her case plan 
and the children are thriving in the parent’s care, there is a time when it is appropriate 
to remove the court’s supervision over the family.

10) Have you ever held public office other than judicial office? If so, please provide
the details, including the office involved, whether it was elected or appointed, and
the length of your service, giving dates.

NO

11) Please list all bar associations and professional societies of which you are a
member and any boards that you serve on.

12) Please list all organizations and associations other than bar associations or
professional societies of which you are (or have been) a member, including civic,
charitable, religious, educational, social and fraternal organizations.

13) What are your views on the prison industrial complex and California's rate of
incarceration?

As a sitting judicial officer (currently a Superior Court Commissioner) and as a Judicial 
Candidate, I am bound by Judicial ethics and thus cannot answer this question.

A.Do you believe that there is systemic racism in the court system? If so, how
would you acknowledge and address it?

As a sitting judicial officer (currently a Superior Court Commissioner) and as a Judicial 
Candidate, I am bound by Judicial ethics and thus I do not believe I can answer this 
question, although I desire to do so.



14) Have you signed, or will you soon sign, Move to Amend's candidates' and elected
officials’ pledge?  It supports HJR 48, the We the People amendment to the US
Constitution, which would abolish corporate personhood, rescind constitutional
rights for corporations, and end financial expenditures being legally treated as
expressions of free speech: https://www.movetoamend.org/pledge

As a sitting judicial officer (currently a Superior Court Commissioner) and as a Judicial 
Candidate, I am bound by Judicial ethics and thus cannot answer this question.

15) Is there anything else you would like to add?

No, thank you for this opportunity and thank you in advance for your consideration.
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