State of Arizona
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 07-210

Complainant: No. 1316210689A

Judge: No. 1316210689B

ORDER

The commission reviewed the complaint filed in this matter and found no ethical
misconduct on the part of the judge. The issue raised is legal or appellate in nature, and
the more appropriate remedy would have been to appeal the judge’s decision to a court
with proper jurisdiction.

The commission is not a court and cannot change a judge’s decisions; therefore,
the complaint is dismissed pursuant to Rules 16(a) and 23(a).

Dated: August 29, 2007.

FOR THE COMMISSION

/s/ Keith Stott
Executive Director

Copies of this order were mailed
to the complainant and the judge
on August 29, 2007.

This order may not be used as a basis for disqualification of a judge.
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