
FAQ: Judicial Corruption Through Financial 

Maneuvers 
1. What is the main concern raised in the articles regarding judges in San Bernardino and 
Riverside Counties? 
The articles raise concerns about potential judicial corruption, specifically focusing on judges 
taking out large property loans with suspiciously quick repayment timelines. This practice raises 
suspicions because their reported income seems insufficient to cover these repayments, 
suggesting potential external sources of funding and possible bribery. 
2. How are property loans and reconveyances potentially used to conceal bribery?  
Judges may take out large loans against their properties and then quickly repay them, potentially 
using funds from undisclosed sources. The reconveyance, or the removal of the mortgage after 
repayment, can obscure the source of these funds, making it difficult to trace any potential illicit 
payments. 
3. Who are Judge James M. Welch and Judge Steven Mapes, and what are the allegations 
against them? 
Judge James M. Welch, formerly a presiding judge in San Bernardino County, and Judge Steven 
Mapes, currently serving in Barstow court, are both accused of engaging in suspicious loan 
activities. Documents reveal they took out multiple loans with rapid repayments, raising concerns 
about the origin of the funds used. 
4. What is the connection between Judge Welch and Melodie Z. Scott?  
Judge Welch presided over numerous probate and conservatorship cases, some of which 
involved Melodie Z. Scott, a professional fiduciary accused of financial misconduct. This 
connection raises questions about potential bias and undue influence in Welch's rulings on cases 
involving Scott. 
5. What is the significance of the Riverside County District Attorney's reluctance to assign 
case numbers to complaints about judges' loan activities?  
The refusal to assign case numbers for complaints regarding judges' loan activities raises 
concerns about a potential cover-up within the Riverside County District Attorney's office. This 
lack of transparency hinders investigations and fuels suspicions about a systemic issue of 
protecting judges from scrutiny. 
6. What are the broader implications of these allegations for the judicial system?  
These allegations erode public trust in the judicial system. When judges are perceived as 
susceptible to financial influence, it casts doubt on their impartiality and the fairness of their 
rulings, undermining the core principles of justice. 
7. What are the potential consequences of judicial corruption, particularly in probate and 
conservatorship cases? 
In probate and conservatorship cases, where vulnerable individuals rely on the court for 
protection, judicial bias can have devastating consequences. Unjust outcomes may favor those 
with close ties to the judge, leaving vulnerable individuals and families without proper legal 
recourse. 
8. What steps can be taken to address the issue of potential judicial corruption and 
increase transparency? 
Strengthening oversight mechanisms, such as stricter financial disclosure requirements for 
judges and independent review boards with the authority to investigate misconduct allegations, 
are crucial. Additionally, public awareness and media scrutiny play a vital role in holding judges 
accountable and pushing for reforms. 

 


