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Motions to Suppress

 COMMON MOTIONS
* Motions challenging the traffic stop: lack of reasonable suspicion for the stop. 

Officers must have a specific, articulable reason to initiate a traffic stop (e.g., 
swerving, speeding, broken taillight).  If the stop was based on a mere hunch or pretext without 
legal justification, any evidence obtained may be suppressed.

* Motions challenging the arrest:  
After the stop, officers must develop probable cause to arrest for DUI (e.g., failed field 

sobriety tests, odor of alcohol, slurred speech).  If the arrest occurred without sufficient evidence, 
subsequent chemical tests or statements may be inadmissible.

* Motions challenging the validity of the blood/breath results, or the equipment/process used 
in the collection of the evidence: 

Equipment:  Calibration and maintenance of the breathalyzer device, proper observation 
period before testing.

Blood Tests:  Chain of custody, consent or warrant requirements.



Additional Motions to Suppress

Additional areas where a court may see a defense motion to suppress:

Failure to Read Implied Consent Warnings (Admin Per Se)
• Most states require officers to inform drivers of the consequences of refusing chemical testing.
• Failure to properly advise the driver may result in suppression of test results or administrative 

penalties being overturned.

Lack of or Incomplete Body/Dash Cam Footage
• Missing or incomplete video can raise questions about the officer’s credibility or the legality of the 

stop and arrest.

Miranda Violations (Post-Arrest Statements)
• If the defendant was in custody and interrogated without being read Miranda rights, any 

statements may be suppressed.
• This often applies to admissions made after arrest but before formal questioning.



Admin Per Se:  ARS 28-1321

 A.R.S. §28-1321(B) states: After an arrest a violator shall be requested to submit to and successfully complete any 
test or tests prescribed by subsection A of this section, and if the violator refuses the violator shall be informed that 
the violator's license or permit to drive will be suspended or denied for twelve months, or for two years for a 
second or subsequent refusal within a period of eighty-four months, unless the violator expressly agrees to submit 
to and successfully completes the test or tests. A failure to expressly agree to the test or successfully complete the 
test is deemed a refusal. The violator shall also be informed that:

 1. If the test results show a blood or breath alcohol concentration of 0.08 or more, if the results show a blood 
or breath alcohol concentration of 0.04 or more and the violator was driving or in actual physical control of a 
commercial motor vehicle, a vehicle for hire as defined in section 28-9501 or while providing transportation 
network services as defined in section 28-9551 as a transportation network company driver as defined in 
section 28-9551 or if the results show there is any drug defined in section 13-3401 or its metabolite in the 
person's body and the person does not possess a valid prescription for the drug, the violator's license or 
permit to drive will be suspended or denied for not less than ninety consecutive days.

 2. The violator's driving privilege, license, permit, right to apply for a license or permit or nonresident operating 
privilege may be issued or reinstated following the period of suspension only if the violator completes alcohol 
or other drug screening.



Examples of Motions to Suppress

 Sample Motion to Suppress Breath Results:  
 State v. Jessica Example (in materials):  Review and discussion of the motion 

and State’s response.  How would you rule? 

Defense Mtn to Suppress

State's Response

 Omnibus Motion

 Discussion:  How do judges handle?  How do you handle?

https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20Mtn%20to%20Suppress_Redacted.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20State%20Resp%20MTS%20breath_Redacted.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20Mtn%20in%20Limine%20Omnibus_Redacted.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20Mtn%20in%20Limine%20Omnibus_Redacted.pdf


���� Judicial Checklist: Evidentiary Hearing on Motion to Suppress in DUI Cases 

Maricopa County Justice Courts 
Ashley Fritz, Judicial Education Officer 
Updated: December 2025 

 

������ 1. Validity of the Traffic Stop 

☐ Was there reasonable suspicion for the initial stop? 
☐ Did the officer articulate specific facts (e.g., traffic violation, erratic driving)? 
☐ Was the stop based on a pretext or anonymous tip without corroboration? 

 

��������������������������� 2. Probable Cause for Arrest 

☐ Did the officer observe signs of impairment (e.g., odor of alcohol, slurred speech)? 
☐ Were field sobriety tests (FSTs) conducted and documented properly? 
☐ Was the totality of circumstances sufficient to establish probable cause? 

 

����� 3. Chemical Testing Procedures 

☐ Was the breathalyzer properly calibrated and maintained? 
☐ Was there a valid warrant or consent for blood/urine testing? 
☐ Was the chain of custody for blood/urine samples intact? 

 

�������� 4. Implied Consent Compliance 

☐ Was the defendant properly advised of implied consent rights? 
☐ Was the advisement recorded or documented? 
☐ Did the defendant refuse or consent voluntarily? 

 

����� 5. Video and Audio Evidence 

☐ Is dash cam or body cam footage available and complete? 
☐ Does the footage support or contradict the officer’s account? 
☐ Was any footage lost or not preserved? 

 



���� 6. Miranda and Custodial Statements 

☐ Was the defendant in custody at the time of questioning? 
☐ Were Miranda warnings given before interrogation? 
☐ Were any statements made voluntarily and knowingly? 

 

�������� 7. Other Constitutional Concerns 

☐ Was there any unlawful detention or delay? 
☐ Were any searches conducted without a warrant or valid exception? 
☐ Were the defendant’s due process rights upheld? 

 

��������� Notes: 

 

 

 

 

���� This checklist is intended as a judicial reference tool and does not constitute legal advice or 
binding authority. 

 



EXAMPLE

Maricopa County Justice Courts, Arizona

Plaintiff(s)  Name / Address / Phone Defendant(s)  Name / Address / Phone

CASE NUMBER:

ORDER
Attorney for Plaintiff(s)  Name / Address / Phone Attorney for Defendant(s)  or Garnishee  Name / Address / Phone

Date:
Justice of the Peace

           I CERTIFY that a copy of this document has been or will be mailed to:

         Plaintiff at the above address           Plaintiff's attorney           Defendant at the above address           Defendant's attorney

           Date:                                                           By
Signature

( ) - ( ) -

( ) - ( ) -

STATE OF ARIZONA 

The court, having previously set a firm jury trial on [INSERT DATE AND TIME] in the above referenced matter issues the 
following orders: 

IT IS ORDERED, final disclosure shall be made within seven (7) days prior to the firm jury trial date pursuant to 
AZ.R.Cr.P.15.6(c).  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, any violations of the final disclosure deadline may result in sanctions pursuant to 
AZ.R.Cr.P.15.7(c).  

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, to efficiently manage the proceedings and complete the trial in a timely manner, proposed 
jury instructions shall be filed with the court no later than [INSERT DATE].   
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BY MS.  

Q So you did make an arrest? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q And what did you arrest the Defendant for? 

A DUI, driving under the influence of alcohol. 

Q Now, let's get into the information about the 

driving.  So when you responded, you already had knowledge that 

you were responding to the Defendant having multiple traffic 

violations; is that correct? 

MR. :  Objection.  Asked and answered.  I think 

he's already clarified that. 

THE COURT:   

   

MS.     

  

     

    

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. : 

Q Ofc.  ? 
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We have testimony that there was bad driving.  That 

he failed to stop not once, but twice at two stop signs, and 

that he was driving on the wrong side of the road.  We also 

have an admission from the Defendant that he had consumed five 

beers. 

MR. :  Objections.  Facts not in evidence.  

Outside the scope. 

MS. :  Facts are in evidence.  The officer --  

    

      

MR.    

     

     

 

MR. :  Because it was post-Miranda, post-arrest, 

at which time he admitted to the amount of alcohol.  

Previously, he just admitted to consuming alcohol, in general. 

    

  

MR.    

THE COURT:   
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BY MS. 

Q Deputy, what training have you had in regards to how

the videos are captured and stored within the agency?

A As part of my drug recognition expert training, I'm

required to attend in-service training, at least eight hours

every two years.  I routinely attend the -- the International

Association of Chiefs of Police Drug Evaluation and

Classification conference, commonly referred to as Drugs,

Alcohol, and Impaired Driving.  As part of that, I've attended

advanced training in relation to the -- the limitations and --

of bodycam footage and video in general, versus whether it's

dashcam or on-person body camera versus still shots and in

reference to how the -- what the limitations are versus what

the human body is capable of.  

Q And during your experience, have you also observed

your bodycam versus what you would see on the street?

MR. :  Objection.  Leading.

MS.   It's foundation, Your Honor. 
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training and experience? 

A I went to Maricopa County Sheriff's Police Academy, 

graduated that in earlier parts of 2015. 

Q Uh-huh. 

A There we learned about just like traffic stops, the 

civil violations, and whatnot.  And then, from there I did 

field training, road training, went to gang training, different 

types of -- the interview investigation trainings.  And then 

traffic-related, I've done horizontal gaze nystagmus training, 

HGN, and certified in that. 

Q And do you have specific training and experience with 

DUI investigations? 

A Yes.  The horizontal gaze nystagmus, we went over 

field sobriety tests, along within the academy we went over 

that.  I've done multiple DUI task forces throughout my two 

years, and I've done quite a few DUIs myself, both drug- and 

alcohol-related. 

Q Thank you.  Now, were you on duty on  

at approximately 5:24 a.m.? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Okay.  And were -- did you respond to area East 

Indian School Road and North Mesa Drive? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay.  And is that in the jurisdiction of this court? 

A Yes, it is. 
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Q Now, how did you come into contact with the 

Defendant? 

A From Sgt.  she initiated the traffic stop.  I 

was at the substation at Indian School and Center, and I 

responded to her location.     

. 

Q Now, when you received the call to respond, what were 

you responding to? 

A I don't recall the specifics, but that our dis -- 

Q Like when the call came in, what was it for? 

A Someone driving through stop signs, is what I 

remember. 

Q Okay. 

A It might have been a little more detailed just from 

following, just giving out locations and whatnot.  But I'd have 

to look through our CAD records for that. 

Q Okay.  So prior to responding, you had received a 

call for traffic violations, correct? 

A Yes, ma'am. 

Q Bad driving?  Okay.  Now, when you responded to the 

scene, what happened next? 

A I responded.  I approached from the driver's side.  

Sgt.  already talking to the Defendant.  She, I 

forgot what point it occurred, but Defendant was asked to step 

out of the vehicle and he did.  It was during that time, just 
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dealing with him, I smelled a strong odor of alcohol emitting 

from both his breath and body, as well as I observed now 

bloodshot, watery eyes. 

Asked him basic questions, where he's coming from.  He 

told me coming from a friend's house in Phoenix, driving home 

in Scottsdale.  He did tell me he just moved over from Florida.  

I asked him if he had been drinking.  He said he had been 

drinking at his friend's house.  He had about four hours of 

sleep before he woke up and decided to drive home. 

Q Okay.  Did you perform any field sobriety tests? 

A Yes, I did. 

Q Okay.  Can you tell us about that? 

A I had him perform the HGN, horizontal gaze nystagmus 

test.  And during which time I observed six out of six clues of 

impairment. 

MR. :  Objection.  Foundation. 

   

MS. :  Well, I didn't ask a question, so we 

can get into more of the field sobriety tests. 

THE COURT:  What's your problem with the foundation?  

   

MR.   He hasn't established his training and 

experience with HGN, Your Honor.     

      

 

Ashley Fritz
Highlight
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SURPRISE CITY COURT – 16081 N. CIVIC CENTER PLAZA, SURPRISE, AZ 85374 (623)222-4800 

STATE OF ARIZONA 

VS 

______________________ 

DOB: 

CASE NUMBER:  

COMPLAINT: 

JURY TRIAL ORDER 

This case is currently set for Jury Trial on     at  at Surprise City 
Court located at 16081 North Civic Center Plaza, Surprise, Arizona 

IT IS ORDERED that counsel shall be available to try this case on , at   . with 
day 2, if needed, being .  Counsel with scheduling conflicts shall arrange for coverage by 
other attorneys as may be necessary to try this case during the date(s) stated above. 

IT IS ORDERED that counsel for the State and the Defense shall promptly schedule and ensure the 
availability of their intended witnesses for this trial date, by subpoena or as otherwise necessary and 
appropriate, as this trial date is intended to be FIRM.  

IT IS ORDERED affirming the Jury Trial Management Conference set for  at 
. 

IT IS ORDERED appointing  as the trial judge in this case. 

Dated this _____ day of _______________________, 2025. 

_____________________________ 
Judge Louis Frank Dominguez 

On___________________ copies were emailed/mailed to: 
Surprise City Prosecutor: prosecutor@surpriseaz.gov 
Defense Attorney:  
Defendant:  

EX
AM

PL
E 

http://www.surpriseaz.com/
mailto:prosecutor@surpriseaz.gov
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 

I. FACTS 

On July 28, 2024, at 00:38, DPS received a 9-1-1 call regarding a single vehicle collision 

on the northbound on ramp for State Route 143 at University Drive. When Trooper Kothe 

arrived, he observed Defendant in the front driver’s seat of a Jeep Patriot. The Jeep 

Patriot’s airbags were deployed and there was damage to the roof of the vehicle, 

suggesting the vehicle had rolled. When Trooper Kothe approached the Defendant and 

asked her if she was okay and what happened, Defendant stated, with slurred speech, 

she was, “driving fine and then [her] car flipped.” Trooper Kothe and Captain Gephart 

worked to move the Defendant’s vehicle from on ramp to the gore area. During this 

period, Defendant made statements to Captain Gephart about how she had recently 

purchased the vehicle and believed something flew in front of her car, causing the 

collision. During that exchange Captain Gephart smelled the odor of alcohol on the 

Defendant. 

After removing Defendant’s car from the on ramp, Trooper Kothe then asked 

Defendant to perform some field sobriety tests to make sure she was not impaired. The 

Defendant agreed to do field sobriety tests. After performing field sobriety tests, 

Defendant admitted to Trooper Kothe that she had been drinking and performed a 

preliminary breath test. The preliminary breath test yielded a result of .177. Trooper 

Kothe ultimately arrested Defendant placed her in the back of the patrol vehicle.  

At 1:22AM, while Defendant was in the back of Trooper Kothe’s patrol vehicle,  

Trooper Kothe asked the Defendant the first admonition of admin per se - whether she 

would consent to “a test or tests of [her] blood, breath, urine or other bodily substance 

for the purpose of determining [her] alcohol concentration or drug content.” Defendant 

asked Trooper Kothe is she could refuse, and he informed her that she could. Defendant 

refused. Trooper Kothe then moved on to the next admonition. Prior to reading the next 

admonition, Defendant informed Trooper Kothe she does not like needles. Trooper Kothe 
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read the next three admonitions and Defendant asked Trooper Kothe what he would 

suggest she do. Trooper Kothe informed her that he could not suggest anything. 

Trooper Kothe then informed Defendant that if she did not like needles, they could do 

a breath test. When asked whether she should like to do a breath test, Defendant said, 

“it’s gonna say that I’ve been drinking.” Trooper Kothe, again, asked whether she would 

like to do a breath test. Defendant asked Trooper Kothe what happens and whether she 

would lose her license. Trooper Kothe then informed her that her license would be 

suspended either the ninety days or one year. Trooper Kothe asked her, again, whether 

she would consent to the breath test, and Defendant agreed to take the breath test. 

While at the station, Trooper Kothe prepared the Intoxilyzer 9000 and interviewed 

Defendant during the deprivation period. At 2:02AM Trooper Kothe stated the Intoxilyzer 

would be ready shortly and explained the time frame for the breath tests. Defendant then 

vocalized her concern about whether she should do the breath test. Based on her 

statements, her concern was regarding the admissibility of the breath test and 

admissibility of any refusal. Trooper Kothe asked if she would consent to the breath test, 

and Defendant asked if the breath test was admissible. Trooper Kothe notified her that 

the Intoxilyzer results could be brought up in court.  

Once the Intoxilyzer started making noises to signal the test was ready, Defendant, 

again, asked if the Intoxilyzer results could be used in court. Trooper Kothe, again, told 

Defendant that Intoxilyzer results could be brought up in court and asked whether 

Defendant would consent. Defendant then asked if she would be put in prison. Trooper 

Kothe informed the Defendant that prison is a decision for the prosecutor. Defendant 

asked what would happen if she did not perform the breath test and Trooper Kothe stated 

he would have to do additional paperwork, and they would go from there. Defendant 

then told Trooper Kothe she wished he could tell her what to do, and Trooper Kothe 

reminded her that he could not tell her what to do. Defendant and Trooper Kothe then 

had the following exchange:  
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Defendant: My inner self is telling me not to.  

Trooper Kothe: Okay. That’s fine. 

Defendant: Are you sure?  

Trooper Kothe: Yeah, if you don’t want to blow you don’t have to blow. 

Defendant: I’m not gonna get into trouble? 

Trooper Kothe: It’s one-hundred percent consensual. So do you want to blow or not? 

Because.. it’s a yes or a no and I can’t really help you with making the decision of yes or 

no it’s just whether you want to or not. And then I take different steps from there.  

Defendant: So you have to do extra paperwork? 

Trooper Kothe: Yeah, I’ll have to do extra paperwork, yes. 

Defendant: Okay... well that would suck so… yeah my inner self is telling me not to. I 

don’t know. I think it’s because my friend Molly blew and she had to do 30 days in jail and 

she had a seizure in jail and I don’t want to go to jail. Because I know in Arizona your first 

time you go to jail.  

Trooper Kothe: So, Jessica, I’m just going to be very frank with you because you’ve 

been very cool with me, okay, I’m going to be very cool with you. The next step is I’m 

gonna put you in one of the rooms. I’m gonna draft a search warrant. Once I get the search 

warrant signed, I’m going to bring you back in here with a phlebotomist and we’re gonna 

draw your blood, 

Defendant: (inaudible) I’ll just blow. Thank you. 

Trooper Kothe: I know you don’t like blood – needles, so. 

Defendant: Yeah, no. 

After this exchange, Defendant walked over to the Intoxilyzer and performed the breath 

test. 
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II. LAW AND ARGUMENT 

A. Defendant Voluntarily Consented to the Breath Test. 

Departure from the implied consent procedures does not alone show that consent is 

involuntary. State v. De Anda, 246 Ariz. 104, 107, ¶16 (2019). Voluntariness of consent 

given after an admonition turns on the totality of the circumstances. Id.  

Defendant argues that because Trooper Kothe improperly told the Defendant her 

license would be suspended for the ninety days or one year after receiving the results was 

a failure warranting suppression. However, in viewing the totality of the circumstances, 

Defendant was properly notified of the consequences of refusal when she was initially 

read the admin per se form. Having just performed a preliminary breath test and being 

informed of the result, Defendant knew the next breath test would indicate she had been 

drinking. She even admitted so to Trooper Kothe. Trooper Kothe’s review of the 

consequences, although not by the book, was not an improper assessment of Defendant’s 

consequences.  

Defendant also told Trooper Kothe why she originally refused Trooper Kothe’s request 

for a blood or breath test – her fear of needles. When Defendant expressed doubts about 

doing the breath test, Trooper Kothe informed Defendant that the breath test was “one-

hundred percent consensual.” On multiple occasions, Defendant asked whether she was 

allowed to refuse and whether she would be in trouble and each time Trooper Kothe 

reminded her she could refuse, and she would not be in trouble for refusing. Given 

Defendant’s extensive medical history and her fear of needles, Trooper Kothe was being 

considerate in informing her of the consequences of a further refusal. After being 

informed that the alternative was a blood draw, Defendant thanked Trooper Kothe. That 

is not the behavior of someone who feels coerced. The totality of the circumstances do 

not support Defendant’s assertion. Defendant’s consent was voluntary. 
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B. Defendant’s Breath Test is a Lawful Search Incident to Arrest Under Birchfield. 

The Fourth Amendment prohibits “unreasonable searches” without a warrant. 

Administration of a breath test constitutes a search. Birchfield v. North Dakota, 579 U.S. 

438, 455 (2016). The question then turns to whether or not a warrantless breath test is 

reasonable. Id. The Supreme Court held in Birchfield that “because the impact of breath 

tests on privacy is slight, and the need for BAC testing is great, the Fourth Amendment 

permits warrantless breath tests incident to arrest for drunk driving.” Id. at 440. The 

Fourth Amendment does not require officers obtain a warrant prior to demanding a 

breath test when it is demanded search incident to arrest. Id. at 441. 

Arizona precedent has held the same. Defendant’s Motion to Suppress argues that 

Navarro does not apply because the breath test was “well away from the time of arrest 

in both location in time.”1 On the contrary, in State v. Navarro, Navarro was found by law 

enforcement passed out behind the wheel while blocking traffic. Tucson Police officers 

woke Navarro and conducted a DUI investigation. He was read his Miranda Rights at the 

scene and transported to a police station where he was read the “admin per se” 

admonitions. The “admin per se” form that was read to Navarro was the one later held 

invalid by the Court in Valenzuela for being coercive. Still, upon hearing the admonition, 

Navarro agreed to submit to a breath test. 241 Ariz. 19, 20 ¶ 2 (App. 2016). 

The Arizona Court of Appeals emphasized that requiring a DUI arrestee to “exhale into 

a testing device is a ‘slight inconvenience’ that represents a ‘burden which such defendant 

must bear for the common interest.’” Id. at ¶ 4. Therefore, because the warrantless 

breath test Navarro submitted to did not violate the United States or Arizona 

Constitution, the exclusionary rule was not application.  Id. at ¶ 7.  

Defendant’s Motion asks that this Court go against holdings by both the United States 

Supreme Court and the Arizona Supreme Court. Both of which hold that a properly 

 
1 Def.’s Motion To Dismiss 5: 15 
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Defendant             DOB:  ___________ 

Case # __________________________ 

Complaint # ______________ 

TRIAL DATE NOTICE 

 Jury Trial 

 Non-Jury Trial 

File Stamp Only 

BY SIGNING BELOW, DEFENDANT UNDERSTANDS AND AGREES THAT: 

➢ If I am represented by counsel in this case, I will stay in regular contact with my attorney.
➢ If my mailing address or phone number changes, I will immediately notify the Court and my attorney.
➢ I understand that if I fail to appear at my Trial:

• The Court may hold the trial in my absence, and I could be convicted of any or all criminal charges alleged.

• The Court may enter a default judgment against me on any civil charges and impose fines and fees for
those charges. I understand that this could also result in a suspension of my privilege to drive.

• If a jury trial is cancelled within 24 hours of the scheduled date and time, the Court may impose a $500
Jury Cancellation Fee.

• The Court may issue a warrant for my arrest without further notice.
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Defendant’s Mailing Address _____________________________________________________________________ 
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Evidentiary Objections

 Foundation, Arizona Rules of Evidence, Article VI, Witnesses (Rules 601-615)
 Foundation Objection 1

 Objection #2:  Outside the scope of the hearing

 Foundation Objection HGN

Other Objections:
 ► Asked & Answered
  Which Rule is this?
 ► Facts Not in Evidence
 ► Leading

https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%201%20Trial%20Obj-%20Foundation_Redacted.pdf
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https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%203%20-%20Foundation%20HGN.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%203%20-%20Foundation%20HGN.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20-%20Asked%20and%20Answered%20Obj.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20-%20Facts%20Not%20in%20Evid%20Obj.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/EXAMPLE%20-%20Leading%20Obj_Redacted.pdf


Additional Resources

Example of a Jury Trial Order:  Judge Dominguez’ Example Jury Trial Order
 Example of Trial Date Notice: Example Trial Notice

Example of Order Regarding Pre-Trial Motions Discovery:  Example Motion Discovery Order

Evidentiary Hearing on Motion to Suppress Checklist:  Checklist for Evid Hrgs Re DUI 12-2025

For further questions or forms/jury instructions:
https://azcourts.sharepoint.com/sites/wendell

Contact Information:
Ashley Fritz, Judicial Education Officer
Maricopa County Justice Courts
Ashley.fritz@jbazmc.Maricopa.gov
Cell:  602-619-2937

https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/EXAMPLE%20Jury%20Trial%20Order%20Rev.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/EXAMPLE%20Trial%20Date%20Notice.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/DUI%20JT%20ORDER_Redacted.pdf
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/Checklist%20for%20Evid%20Hrgs%20Re%20DUI%2012-2025.docx?web=1
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/Checklist%20for%20Evid%20Hrgs%20Re%20DUI%2012-2025.docx?web=1
https://jbazmc-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ashley_fritz_jbazmc_maricopa_gov/Documents/2025%20Jury%20Trial%20Academy%20GOHS/Afternoon%20Discussion/Checklist%20for%20Evid%20Hrgs%20Re%20DUI%2012-2025.docx?web=1
https://azcourts.sharepoint.com/sites/wendell
mailto:Ashley.fritz@jbazmc.Maricopa.gov
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