
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 26-160 

Judge:  

Complainant:  

ORDER 

June 2, 2026 

The Complainant alleged a superior court judge improperly dismissed a civil 
action. 

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 members Denise K. Aguilar, Michael J. Brown, and Regina L. 
Nassen did not participate in the consideration of this matter. 
 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on June 2, 2026. 
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Defendants’ Motion To Dismiss 
 

 The Court has received and fully considered Defendants  and  
 Motion to Dismiss, Plaintiff’s Response and Defendants’ Reply. After full consideration 

of all points and authorities contained in the Motion and Reply, the Motion is granted. 
 

Plaintiff, representing himself in a family court case, has brought claims of professional 
misconduct, negligence and intentional infliction of emotional distress against opposing counsel 
in the family court case and counsel’s paralegal. There is no alleged relationship between 
Plaintiff and Defendants, professional or otherwise, which would give rise to any duty owed to 
Plaintiff. To the contrary, the law requires the Court to hold all persons representing themselves 
to the same standard as a licensed attorney. Parties who choose to represent themselves “are 
entitled to no more consideration than if they had been represented by counsel” and are held to 
the same standards as attorneys with respect to “familiarity with required procedures and . . .  
notice of statutes and local rules.” Smith v Rabb, 95 Ariz. 49, 386 P.2d 649 (1963); see also 
Higgins v. Higgins, 194 Ariz. 266, 981 P.2d.134 (App. 1999). A party’s ignorance of the law is 
not an excuse for failing to comply with it. In re Marriage of Williams, 219 Ariz. 546, 200 P.3d 
1043 (App. 2008) citing Moore v. Meyers, 31 Ariz. 347, 253 P.2d 626 (1927). Plaintiff claims 
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that a Notice of Appearance or Substitution of Counsel was improper in the family court case 
and thereafter he suffered the alleged harms in dealing with opposing counsel.  

 
In ruling on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, the Court will “assume the truth of the 

well-pled factual allegations and indulge all reasonable inferences therefrom.” Cullen v. Auto-

Owners Ins. Co., 218 Ariz. 417, 419 (2008). The Court will grant the motion only if the plaintiff 
is not entitled to relief “under any facts susceptible of proof in the statement of the claim.” ELM 

Ret. Ctr., LP v. Callaway, 226 Ariz. 287, 289 (App. 2010), quoting Mohave Disposal, Inc. v. City 

of Kingman, 186 Ariz. 343, 346 (1996). The Court will not “speculate about hypothetical facts 
that might entitle the plaintiff to relief.” Cullen, id. at 420. Nor will the Court “accept as true 
allegations consisting of conclusions of law, inferences or deductions that are not necessarily 
implied by well-pleaded facts, unreasonable inferences or unsupported conclusions from such 
facts, or legal conclusions alleged as facts.” Jeter v. Mayo Clinic Ariz., 211 Ariz. 386, 389 (App. 
2005). Based upon the record submitted, 

 
 THE COURT FINDS that Plaintiff has failed to state a claim for relief against the 
Defendants pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. Therefore,  
 
 IT IS ORDERED granting Defendants  and  Motion to 
Dismiss filed . 
 
 IT IS ORDERED that not later than  calendar days after the entry of this order, 
Defendants may apply for an award of taxable costs pursuant to A.R.S. § 12-332.  If an application 
or statement is submitted that Plaintiff wishes to oppose, a response must be filed not later than  
calendar days after service.  Defendants are not permitted to file a reply unless requested to do so 
by the court. 
 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that not later than  calendar days after the entry of this 
order, Defendants must also submit a proposed form of judgment, leaving blank a space for taxable 
costs.  That form of judgment may incorporate by reference what is said here but otherwise should 
be confined to the amounts being awarded along with Rule 54(b), Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure 
language. 
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