
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 25-602 

Judge:  

Complainant:  

ORDER 

February 20, 2026 

The Complainant alleged a superior court judge failed to follow the law in 
multiple ways including by issuing unsigned orders and allowing errors in court 
documents. 

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 Colleen E. Concannon did not participate in the 
consideration of this matter. 
 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on February 20, 2026. 
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Compliant is a retired  veteran with  years of honorable service and a 90% service-
connected disability rating. After studying the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure, 
Defendant represented himself pro se throughout these proceedings. Despite properly exercising 
his legal rights, Defendant was systematically subjected to retaliatory actions. I was never 
afforded my day in court on the merits of the underlying dissolution case.

I. JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT

Filed pursuant to Article 6.1 of the Arizona Constitution and Arizona Supreme Court Rules 81–
85.

II. CRITICAL FACTS

A. Case Dismissal Trigger ( )

The case was dormant nine months. After I contacted the clerk, the Court dismissed the action 
for lack of prosecution on . 

B. The Defective Decree ( ) 

: While the case remained dismissed, the court lacked authority to enter orders 
other than ruling on the Motion to Reinstate, and I received no notice of a “Lodged” decree of 
dissolution,  

: Judge  reinstated case. 

: My Motion for Reconsideration was denied by a document prepared by a JAA 
and completely unsigned legally ineffective. Judicial authority cannot be delegated. State v. 
Superior Court (Estelle), 192 Ariz. 129 (1998). “document has affixed to it in some form the 
name of the judge that evidences an intention of authentication”. 

 

: Judge signed a decree containing six violations of ARFLP Rule 44.1: 

1. False “default” language despite my Response being filed. 

2. No Application for Default. 

3. No Entry of Default. 

4. No certificate of mailing; I received no notice. 

5. No Form 6 submitted for the  spousal maintenance award. 

6. Awarded unrequested relief (SBP). 

C. Judge's Written Admission ( ) 

My Motion to Set Aside ( ) identified these issues. 
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Critical admissions in this unsigned order:

 Decree "miss-states" facts
"This is not a 'default' Decree"

 I had appeared and participated. 
 My timeline was correct. 

Complainant's request for an evidentiary hearing was denied. Judge  then conducted an 
evidentiary proceeding through the court's Judicial Administrative Assistant (JAA), entirely 
outside complainant's presence and without notice. The Court relied upon Petitioner's alleged 
'mail log'—a document never properly admitted into evidence, never authenticated under oath, 
and never subjected to cross-examination or any form of adversarial testing. Complainant was 
denied any opportunity to examine this evidence, challenge its authenticity, or present contrary 
evidence. This ex parte evidentiary proceeding constitutes a violation of due process. 

His reasoning: claimed Petitioner's document preparer's mail log showed service to me.

Problems:

 I never received anything 

 Only "proof" was Petitioner's own mail log (not proper certificate of mailing USPS)

 Service shown to wrong address despite my  Change of Address filing 

 Order improperly delegated fact-finding to JAA regarding service

D. Contempt Enforcement ( ) 

: Contempt hearing regarding nonpayment spousal maintenance/arrearages.

What Happened: 

1. At start of hearing, Judge stated to court reporter " " referencing case and 
" ," proceeded by " " to discuss decree. (Legally 
incorrect; Lehtinen v. Lehtinen, 197 Ariz. 600 (App. 2000) holds validity is always a 
proper defense) 

2. Judge engaged in conduct that appeared to abandon neutrality by questioning only one 
party and presenting the case on Petitioner’s behalf. Petitioner offered no evidence
presented no case  

3. I submitted to court updated affidavit of financial information and testified about inability 
to pay:

o Unemployed
o 90% VA disability 
o Only income: VA disability compensation and Pension 
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