State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 14-346

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
A justice of the peace self-reported a delayed ruling.

The responsibility of the Commission on Judicial Conduct is to impartially
determine if the judge engaged in conduct that violated the provisions of Article 6.1
of the Arizona Constitution or the Code of Judicial Conduct and, if so, to take
appropriate disciplinary action. The purpose and authority of the commission is
limited to this mission.

After review, the commission found no evidence of ethical misconduct and
concluded the judge did not violate the Code in this case. The judge indicated he
had self-initiated a review of Formal Advisory Ethics Opinion 06-02 (Prompt
Disposition of Judicial Matters) and had also taken steps to ensure that the
reported delay does not occur in future cases. Accordingly, the complaint is
dismissed in its entirety, pursuant to Rules 16(a) and 23.

Dated: February 2, 2015
FOR THE COMMISSION

/s/ George A. Riemer

George A. Riemer
Executive Director

A copy of this order was mailed
to the judge on February 2, 2015.

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



2014-346

FROM THE CHAMBERS OF

Commission on Judicial Conduct
1501 West Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Re: Self reporting a 60-day rule violation
To the Honorable Commission:

[ am self—'r’eporting an inadvertent violation of the sixty day rule in a case I
was to have decided by March 11, 2014. I was alerted last week when a
supervisor forwarded me a litigant message. I have no excuse for my failure
to promptly rule- it was not purposeful as I have always issued timely
decisions within the mandatory period in my whole career but this one
slipped through the cracks. I am not justifying my lack of compliance but the
reminder system we had was replaced by a new calendéring method at a time
that coincided with the time-frame in which the case was heard.' Our new

systems are better but, obviously, not yet completely reliable. As soon as 1

! The attached email illustrates the point- it shows that no case was heard by me on the day of the trial when in
fact that was the date it was heard.








