State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 25-269

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
October 2, 2025

The Complainant alleged a municipal court judge improperly considered
erroneous information from prior cases in a criminal case.

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 allegations of the complaint in this matter solely raised disagreements
with legal rulings. The Commission does not have jurisdiction to overturn, amend, or
remand a judicial officer’s legal rulings. “A good faith error of fact or law does not
violate this rule. However, a pattern of legal error or an intentional disregard of the
law may constitute misconduct.” See comment 3 to Rule 2.2 of the Code of Judicial
conduct. Any violation of the Code of Judicial Conduct must be proven by clear and
convincing evidence.

A mistake in a ruling does not automatically mean that the judicial officer has
engaged in judicial misconduct. Judicial officers are required to exercise their
discretion in making their decisions. Even if a judicial officer’s decision is legally or
factually incorrect, the ruling is generally considered to be “legal error” and not
“ethical misconduct” that the Commission can address. When a complaint to the
Commission solely relates to the correctness of a judicial officer’s legal decisions, the
Complainant is seeking the Commission to function in the capacity of an appellate
court. Correcting legal errors is the role of the appellate courts, not the Commission.

The Commission 1s a regulatory body with Ilimited jurisdiction. The
Commission is not a court, and as such, i1t does not have any authority to overturn a
judicial officer’s rulings, intervene in a case, assign a new judge to hear a case, or
award any monetary or other relief. The Commission process cannot be a substitute
for seeking appellate review.



The Commission reviewed all information submitted by the Complainant 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).

A Duty Panel comprised of Commission members Regina L. Nassen, Scott H.

O’Connor, and Christopher P. Staring considered this matter.

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on October 2, 2025.












day after | had an accident. You clearly had your mind made up as you told as soon
as he saw the advocate that we asked to see.

I will be filing a complaint as | saw you let people walk who had more issues to accuse us
of manipulating is not ok. has incompetent representation who won’t
respond to an email or phone call and he had to file the motion on his own due to no
response from his attorney.

My wife and | never got to tell our story.

and

On , wrote:

Please see the attached Ruling. If you have any questions, contact the Court.

From the Team: Please consider the environment before printing
this email.

Under Arizona Law, email to and from public entities may be public records
subject to release upon request. This message (including any attachments)
contains information intended for a specific individual and purpose. If you are not
the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by either reply email
or by telephone and delete this message from your system.





