State of Arizona
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 08-053

Complainant: No. 1330110730A

Judge: No. 1330110730B

ORDER

The commission reviewed the complaint filed in this matter and found no ethical
misconduct on the part of the judge. The issues raised involve a legal decision made by
the judge on the basis of the facts and evidence presented to him. The commission is not
a court and cannot review evidence to determine whether or not a judge’s decision is
correct. Therefore, the complaint is dismissed pursuant to Rule 16(a).

Dated: March 20, 2008.

FOR THE COMMISSION

\s\ Keith Stott
Executive Director

Copies of this order were mailed
to the complainant and the judge
on March 20, 2008.

This order may not be used as a basis for disqualification of a judge.
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COMPLAINT AGAINST A JUDGE

Date: m

Instructions: Describe in your own words what the judge did that you believe constitutes misconduct. Please
provide all of the important names, dates, times and places related to your complaint. You can use this form or
plain paper of the same size to explain your complaint, and you may attach additional pages. Do not write on the
back of any page. You may attach copies of any documents you believe will help us understand your complaint.

(Attach additional sheets as needed)
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PAGE 2 OF ComPuawr AEWET JVDGE

‘Bc—; MISTAKEN. THE PLRIWTIFF SEEMED WERUIVS /WD RAMER CowrsED
AWD MADE OTHER STATEMEWTS THAT MOPE Wo SBEWSE. .

THE JU0LE TRWED BAck TD ME T IWFSRMBO W Wbt
Ao SAI0 uMms IwceprEeTr AGT PAUMEWT DATES ETC, T (WARMED TUOGE
AWD SHUVED Him TUE PAU MEWIT VAT was SPwT GARed. L
INDICATSO TMAT T - KWBw INTEREST Coowr (BE AODED “TO "ME Loww Awo
L two PrRousw CLAMm REGARDING CAYMEWTS MADE wWAS
FALSE Awp T ASK THMUT TS CASE OB DiSmissen Awd I Récos
mH TPE TO AWSWER, TWE JwOGE "WRWED o WO
ASHED F WE Yo MW Thiws ELSE T SAY. BEGiW TD MAKE
STATEMEUTS ABKWT WIS DISABILTU STHUS 1w ComPaRISow TO MIWE, SRI0
I wordeo FoR Hw AwdD WE PAID ME AWD THAT T So-CALLED WITVESS
HE CrovedT T COoURT LS SomEBowWE T ALSO WORKED FOR, THE JVOGE
ASHED (& WE WAL MM KNOWLEDGE OF “TWE Lovad, Sai0 Wo,
TRE TJu0eE TURWED Bpcd TO ME AS THoUGK TMESE RAWMBLINGS OF

MATIERED SomEHow , T REPUED THE REASow T CBASHO BEiwL
ASSEGLATED Witk 1S UMY HES A LIAR, JVPGE

Théw |WFIRMEDO ME HE wis ENTERING R JVOGEMEWT FuRk "WE RE-
MawinG DALacE oF “THE LowW Awd THERE wryeo B CTHER MEaws

AILAGLE ToR. T CoukeT, AS HE Swso ™ EYIT “WHE
CORT Ropm UE IWFRMEDO WME XE WS TREK WG OW TUE L omd

BAaLawe CoURT CosTs oF & 34.9], T BwriEs " T ¢er

S WM THE CoURT CO6TS, HE REPLIED Tvhers CORRECT AwDd QuickLY
EXITEO ME CoRT Rewm, T wis SuockED !

T PROVED IW Wp UNCERTIW TERM S TT THE PLAINTIFF
HAO BLATEWILY MiS REPRESEWTEP THE FAcTS RECAROING DAUMENT=,
OV THIS Lo, “THE JUDGE , HE Coued woT RULE. IWTEREST BE ADOEO -
THIS Loaw,

THE WDLE SMEHsw (W A MATIER of INWUTES LEGTTImIZES STATEMEWTS

MADE Ou TWE PLAwTIAF THAT HRO ABSOLUTLY RELItmie o s
Fok FURTWER ARGUMEUT T HWE EWCLOSED LETTERS T WRAE TO JVDQE

v e mEwONTioN) OF A COXT WoUSE WHRKER AFTER I EXDAIWED wWhaT

OLLURAED: T WAVE DISCUSSED T

S SrUATIoW WTH wo LAWNERS.
I ALSO weere A LEwER To JUDGE
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PBGE 3 OF COMAAINT ALnIWST IUOGE |

Both wekre OIS GUSTED , “THEY BoTH oo ME s OUTComE 'S UBRY
SUSPICIOUS . THEY CLAMED Wt THIS JVOGE HWD DowgE wvs o ACTER
THE TERms OF A Lomw LWHICH IS WoT Lesal . TMT WS ca<e Pio wor
REQUIRE A TUOGEMEWT, A JUDGE MEWVT THAT CoWSEQUENMTLY ADDED
(WTBREST AWO LEAVES ME VUNERABLE TD OTHER ACTiIoWS FOR COLLECTon
OF THIS Lovw, THIS wWAS A BLATAWT MAIPOLATIV OF THE LAY FoR,
REassws Tw wor SURE OF AWD ABSOCLUTLY WUFAIR . PEPPLE Wiy Have
BoRrowZ0 MgwEU AwD ARE MAKIVG THE PAMMETS ARE W DAWGER WiTh

JVOGES L(KE ow THE BBWCH  HE Shoued BE DismisSSED.




