State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 15-335

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER

The complainant alleged a pro tem superior court judge was not competent in
the performance of his duties and made improper rulings in two protective order
proceedings.

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.

The commission does not have jurisdiction to review the legal sufficiency of
the judge’s rulings. In addition, the commission found no evidence of ethical
misconduct and concluded that the judge did not violate the Code in this case.
Accordingly, the complaint is dismissed in its entirety, pursuant to Rules 16(a) and
23.

Commission members Gus Aragon and Louis Frank Dominguez did not
participate in the consideration of this matter.

Dated: March 25, 2016
FOR THE COMMISSION

/s/ George A. Riemer

George A. Riemer
Executive Director

Copies of this order were mailed
to the complainant and the judge
on March 25, 2016.

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















Under A.R.S. 12-1809(S):

There was no reasonable evidence harassed

No cause existed to believe that great irreparable harm would result to plaintiff if

the injunction was not granted before the Defendant could be heard in
opposition. charges did not meet the requirements for harassment).

Plaintiff made no effort to give notice to the Defendant and there was no reason

notice should not have been given to the Defendant.

Defendant ( ) lived at the same house as the Plaintff . had an
obligation to give notice to but deliberately chose not to.

trespassed into home the night before to deliver a Notice to
for the landlord, but made no attempt to provide Notice to » of her unlawful

harassment charges.

1. No reasonable evidence existed_ i harassed

2. No cause existed to believe great irreparable harm would result to

3. made no effort to give notice to even though trespassed

into house the night before.

4. There was no reason Notice should not have been given to the Defendant.

Judge . had a lawful duty to Deny _Injunction
against Harassment against or at the very least schedule a
further hearing within 10 days with reasonable notice to the defendant,

under A.R.S. 12-1809(E). *Judge ‘failed to meet these 4 Requirements.*
Instead, Judge granted an unlawful Injunction Against Harassment
(charges) against the Defendant Ms. y, favoring in

violation of the statute 12-1809 (E) and in violation of A.R.S. 12-1809 (S).




THE COMMISSION’S POLICY IS
TO POST ONLY THE FIRST FIVE
PAGES OF ANY DISMISSED
COMPLAINT ON ITS WEBSITE.

FOR ACCESS TO THE
REMAINDER OF THE
COMPLAINT IN THIS MATTER,
PLEASE MAKE YOUR REQUEST
IN WRITING TO THE
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL
CONDUCT AND REFERENCE
THE COMMISSION CASE
NUMBER IN YOUR REQUEST.





