State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 19-271

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
November 20, 2019

The Complainant alleged a superior court judge failed to timely rule on a
request for injunctive relief.

The role of the Commission on Judicial Conduct is to impartially determine
whether a judicial officer has engaged in conduct that violates the Arizona Code of
Judicial Conduct or Article 6.1 of the Arizona Constitution. There must be clear and
convincing evidence of such a violation in order for the Commission to take
disciplinary action against a judicial officer.

The Commission does not have jurisdiction to overturn, amend, or remand a
judicial officer’s legal rulings. The Commission reviewed all relevant available
information and concluded there was not clear and convincing evidence of ethical
misconduct in this matter. The complaint is therefore dismissed pursuant to
Commission Rules 16(a) and 23(a).

Commission member George H. Foster, Jr. did not participate in the
consideration of this matter.

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on November 20, 2019.












(A} A judge shall not accept any gifts, loans, bequests, benefits, or other things of value, if
acceptance is prohibited by law or would appear to a reasonable person to undermine the
judge’s independence, integrity, or impartiality.

Comment

4. Businesses and financial institutions frequently make available special pricing, discounts, and
other benefits, either in connection with a temporary promotion or for preferred customers,
based upon longevity of the relationship, volume of business transacted, and other factors. A
judge may freely accept such benefits if they are available to the general public, or if the judge
qualifies for the special price or discount according to the same criteria as are applied to persons
who are not judges. As an example, loans provided at generally prevailing interest rates are not
gifts, but a judge could not accept a loan from a financial institution at below-market interest
rates unless the same rate was being made available to the general public for a certain period of
time or only to borrowers with specified qualifications that the judge also possesses.

5. If a gift or other benefit is given to the judge’s spouse, domestic partner, or member of the
judge’s family residing in the judge’s household, it may be viewed as an attempt to influence
the judge indirectly. A judge should remind family and household members of the reporting
requirements imposed upon judges by Rule 3.15 and urge them to take these restrictions into
account when making decisions about accepting such gifts or benefits.

RULE 2.11. Disqualification
Comment
1. Under this rule, a judge is disqualified whenever the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be

questioned, regardless of whether any of the specific provisions of paragraphs (A)(1) through
(5) apply.

Rule 3.6. Affiliation with Discriminatory Organizations

(A) A judge shall not hold membership in any organization that practices invidious
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, gender, religion, national origin, ethnicity, or sexual
orientation.

Comment

1. A judge’s public manifestation of approval of invidious discrimination on any basis gives rise
to the appearance of impropriety and diminishes public confidence in the integrity and
impartiality of the judiciary.

RULE 2.10. Judicial Statements on Pending and Impending Cases

(B) A judge shall not, in connection with cases, controversies, or issues that are likely to come
before the court, make pledges, promises, or commitments that are inconsistent with the
impartial performance of the adjudicative duties of judicial office.
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