State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 26-016

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
April 7, 2026

The Complainant alleged a city court judge prematurely granted a motion and
1ssued an erroneous ruling 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 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).

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on April 7, 2026.






parte procedural disposition, depriving the opposing party of adversarial participation
before discretionary relief affecting a mandatory deadline was granted.

Such handling is inconsistent with basic procedural fairness and undermines
confidence in neutral application of the rules.

2. Granting Relief Without a Legally Sufficient Showing of Good Cause

(Canon 1, Rule 1.1)

The State’s motion cited only generalized workload conditions (“understaffing”). Arizona
judicial administrative guidance expressly states that conclusory workload assertions
do not constitute good cause.

By granting the extension without requiring a case-specific, legally sufficient showing,
the court applied an incorrect legal standard rather than enforcing the governing rules.
3. Retroactive Reissuance After Deadline Expiration

(Canon 1, Rule 1.1; Canon 2, Rule 2.2)

After the deadline passed, Judge vacated the original order and
reissued the extension on , retroactively reviving an expired deadline.
Once a deadline has expired, relief requires a showing of excusable neglect, a
heightened and mandatory standard. No such showing was made, and no findings were
articulated.

And despite no legally sufficient showing of good cause or excusable neglect, the
extension was reissued after the deadline had already lapsed.

Exhibits Submitted

The following documents are attached as a single PDF and incorporated by reference:
Exhibit A: The State’s motion for extension of time citing
“understaffing.”

Exhibit B: The order granting the extension the same day it was filed.
Exhibit C: The order vacating the original extension and reissuing it
after the deadline had expired.

Requested Review

| respectfully request that the Commission review whether Judge conduct
complied with Canon 1, Rule 1.1 and Canon 2, Rule 2.2, particularly with respect to
procedural fairness and enforcement of mandatory rules.
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