State of Arizona
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 06-055

Complainant: No. 1279200074A

Judge: No. 1279200074B

ORDER

An initial review of the complaint filed in this matter reveals that the issues raised
are groundless and unsupported.

The complainant alleges the court is biased because the opposing party and the
judge attended the same state university. There is no evidence that they knew one another
at any time, and there is no evidence of an ex parte contact. The sealing of a court record
to protect a minor is a legal decision made by a court and outside the commission’s
jurisdiction.

Because the contents of the complaint do not support the claims, the complaint is
dismissed pursuant to Rule 16(a).

Dated: February 28, 2006.

For the Commission

/s/ Keith Stott
Executive Director

Copies of this order were mailed
to the complainant and the judge
on February 28, 2006.

This order may not be used as a basis for disqualification of a judge.
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Very truly yours,




	Text19: 
	Text20: 


