
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 24-501 

Judge: Mark W. Reeves 

Complainant:  David M. Haws 

ORDER 

The Complainant alleged a superior court judge had multiple delayed rulings 
and falsely signed payroll certifications. 

On November 14, 2024, attorneys representing a party in a civil litigation 
matter, Yuma County Superior Court case S1400CV202000272, filed a petition for 
special action (case number CV-24-0268-SA) with the Arizona Supreme Court 
complaining that Yuma County Superior Court judge Mark Wayne Reeves did not 
issue orders on a motion to dismiss and an application for attorney’s fees within sixty 
days as required by law. In the petition for special action, the attorneys claimed that 
the orders were overdue by more than three years, and they avowed they made 
numerous requests for Judge Reeves to sign the orders. The attorneys further claimed 
that Judge Reeves had regularly signed and filed monthly payroll certifications 
avowing that he had no cause submitted to him for decision which remained pending 
and undetermined for sixty days or more from the date of submission for decision. On 
November 20, 2024, the Arizona Supreme Court issued an order dismissing the 
special action and instructing the attorneys to first seek relief from Judge Reeves and 
from the Arizona Court of Appeals before resorting to a special action before the 
Supreme Court. 

Following the dismissal of the special action, Judge David M. Haws, Presiding 
Judge for Yuma County Superior Court, met with Judge Reeves regarding the 
overdue rulings, and Judge Reeves made those rulings. Judge Haws also investigated 
with court staff if there were other delayed rulings on Judge Reeves’ caseload. This 
investigation ultimately identified sixty matters in which there might be overdue 
rulings and additional instances of inaccurate payroll certifications. Additionally, 
Yuma County Court Administration received several complaints from litigants 
regarding delayed rulings by Judge Reeves, and they worked with Judge Reeves’ staff 
regarding calendaring matters and worked to resolve the litigants’ complaints.  

In his response, Judge Reeves noted some delays were related to staff issues. 
He generally denied delayed rulings in the other cases but admitted to delayed 



2 

rulings in CV202000272. Judge Reeves did note there were issues with the electronic 
case management system which impaired tracking.  The Commission acknowledges 
problems with this system. However, the Commission is concerned that Judge 
Reeves, in his response, generally failed to acknowledge that the ultimate 
responsibility for calendar management rests with the judge in order to comply with 
the Code and other provisions of Arizona law.  

The Commission found that Judge Reeves’ conduct violated the following 
provisions of the Code of Judicial Conduct and Arizona law: 

• Rule 1.1 which states, “A judge shall comply with the law, including the 
Code of Judicial Conduct.” 
 

• Rule 2.5(A) which states, “A judge shall perform judicial and administrative 
duties competently, diligently, and promptly.” 
 

• Article 2, Section 11 of the Arizona Constitution which states, “Justice in 
all cases shall be administered openly, and without unnecessary delay.” 
 

• Article 6, Section 21 of the Arizona Constitution which states, “Every 
matter submitted to a judge of the superior court for his decision shall be 
decided within sixty days from the date of submission thereof. The supreme 
court shall by rule provide for the speedy disposition of all matters not 
decided within such period.” 
 

• Rule 91(e), Arizona Rules of Supreme Court which states, “Every matter 
submitted for determination to a judge of the superior court for decision 
shall be determined and a ruling made not later than sixty days from 
submission thereof, in accordance with Section 21. Article VI of the Arizona 
Constitution. Each superior court clerk shall report to the Administrative 
Director of the Courts, in writing, on the last day of March, June, 
September and December, in each year, all matters in that court submitted 
for decision sixty days or more prior to the date of such report and 
remaining undecided on the date of the report. The report shall contain the 
title of each action or proceeding, the matter submitted, the judge to whom 
submitted, and the date of submission.” 
 

• A.R.S. §12-128.01 which states: 

Receipt of salary by judges and commissioners; affidavit; pending and 
undetermined causes; violation; classification 

A. A superior court judge or commissioner shall not receive his salary unless 
such judge or commissioner either certifies that no cause before such judge 
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or commissioner remains pending and undetermined for sixty days after it 
has been submitted for decision or there is submitted by the chief justice of 
the Arizona supreme court a certification that such superior court judge or 
commissioner has had a physical disability during the preceding sixty days 
or that good and sufficient cause exists to excuse the application of this 
section to particularly identified litigation then pending. 

B. Any certification submitted by the chief justice pursuant to subsection A 
shall set forth in detail the nature and duration of the physical disability 
involved or the reason why subsection A should not apply to the specified 
pending litigation. 

C. Any person who issues or causes to be issued any check, warrant or 
payment to a judge or commissioner knowing that, pursuant to this section, 
such judge or commissioner should not receive his salary is guilty of a class 
3 misdemeanor. 

In determining the appropriate sanction, the Commission noted that it 
recently issued public reprimands to other judges for delayed rulings that resulted in 
the parties having to resort to filing a special action with the appellate courts in order 
to force a ruling to be made – Case Nos. 24-110 (Thorn) and 24-128 (Gentry). 
Additionally, the Commission noted that in Case No. 20-171 (Sears), the Commission 
publicly reprimanded a justice of the peace, in part, for untimely rulings, even though 
there was not clear and convincing evidence of a violation of the sixty-day rule. Rule 
2.5(A) of the Code is broader than the statutory and constitutional provisions, as it 
covers all judicial matters, not just matters that have been “submitted for decision.” 
See Formal Ethics Advisory Opinion 06-02. While the Commission did not find clear 
and convincing evidence to support a sixty-day violation in the other 59 cases cited 
by Complainant, there is clear and convincing evidence of an overall violation of Rule 
2.5(A) that Respondent has not performed his duties promptly and diligently, 
particularly when coupled with Respondent’s hands-off approach toward calendar 
management.  

Accordingly, Judge Mark W. Reeves is hereby publicly reprimanded for the 
conduct described above and pursuant to Commission Rule 17(a). The record in this 
case, consisting of the complaint, the judicial officer’s response, and this order shall 
be made public as required by Commission Rule 9(a).  

Commission members Roger D. Barton and Cathy Riggs did not participate in 
the consideration of this matter. 

Dated: December 9, 2025 
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FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Christopher P. Staring     
Hon. Christopher P. Staring 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on December 9, 2025. 


























































































