
State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

 

Disposition of Complaint 20-142 

Judge: Joe “Pep” Guzman  

Complainant:  Adriana Greisman  

ORDER 

The Complainant alleged a justice of the peace failed to timely rule on a 
protective order matter. 

Judge Joe “Pep” Guzman presided over a contested order of protection 
hearing on February 10, 2020 and February 21, 2020, at which time, he took the 
matter under advisement.  Judge Guzman failed to issue a ruling within 60 days, 
and he filed periodic certifications that he had no pending or undetermined cause 
for more than 60 days, although Complainant’s attorney had filed a written request 
for ruling on March 18, 2020.  The ruling was finally issued on or about July 22, 
2020, which was an unreasonable delay of approximately three months.   

Judge Guzman’s conduct violated the following provisions of the Code of 
Judicial Conduct and Arizona law: 

 Rule 1.1, which states, “A judge shall comply with the law, 
including the Code of Judicial Conduct.” 

 Rule 1.2, which states, “A judge shall act at all times in a 
manner that promotes public confidence in the independence, 
integrity, and impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety 
and the appearance of impropriety.” 

 Rule 2.5(A), which states, “A judge shall perform judicial and 
administrative duties competently, diligently, and promptly.” 

 Article 2, Section 11 of the Arizona Constitution, which states, 
“Justice in all cases shall be administered openly, and without 
unnecessary delay.”   

 A.R.S. §11-424.02, which states, in part:  “A justice of the 
peace . . . shall not receive his salary unless such justice either certifies 
that no cause before such justice remains pending and undetermined 
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for sixty days after it has been submitted for decision or there is 
submitted by the chief justice of the Arizona supreme court a 
certification that such justice of the peace has had a physical disability 
during the preceding sixty days or that good and sufficient cause exists 
to excuse the application of this section to particularly identified 
litigation then pending. 

Accordingly, Judge Joe “Pep” Guzman is hereby publicly reprimanded for his 
conduct as described above and pursuant to Commission Rule 17(a).  The record in 
this case, consisting of the complaint, the judicial officer’s response, and this order 
shall be made public as required by Commission Rule 9(a).  

Dated: November 17, 2020 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

/s/ Louis Frank Dominguez    
Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on November 17, 2020. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Luis Guzman (MJC)   
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 5:19 PM 
To: Commission on Judicial Conduct <CommissionJudicialCo@courts.az.gov> 
Cc: Luis Guzman  
Subject: FW: Message from "RNP58387927C43B" 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Ms , 

The following is Judge Guzman's response to your letter dated September 16, 2020, regarding more 
allegations made by Adrianna Greisman. 

Part A. 

The July 22, 2020, ruling was made on the court's electronic data management system (EDMS). The 
request for judicial action appears on the judicial review page of the data system. After the judicial 
officer takes action on a matter appearing on the judicial review page, the judge clicks on the 'judicial 
review complete' button and the matter is electronically forwarded to court staff for further processing. 
Once the case is forwarded to court staff the judge takes no action on the matter as it no longer appears 
on the judicial review page. 

The ruling was forwarded to court staff on July 22, 2020, for further processing. Court staff mailed a 
copy to the attorneys on July 30, 2020. A copy of the Certificate of Mailing completed by court staff is 
attached to this email. It is unknown what date the attorneys received their copies in the mail. It goes 
without saying, the judge does not handle the mail. 

Part B. 

On page One of Ms. Greisman's September 2, 2020, letter she states, "Judge Guzman commented to Mr. 
Wolf's attorney, Christopher Rapp, that he (the judge) was an admirer and friend of Christopher Rapp's 
father...". Christopher Rapp's father is a retired Superior Court judge. She goes on to say this presented 
"a clear conflict of interest" for which Judge Guzman should have recused himself. Certainly, Ms. 
Greisman is following the advice of her attorney in preparing these documents for submission to the 
Commission on Judicial Conduct. However, the best course of action would have been to actually review 
the record in this matter to determine what was actually stated by Judge Guzman. The recording in this 
matter is the best evidence of what was actually stated. 

A review of the recording shows that Judge Guzman asked Mr. Christopher Rapp if he was related to 
Judge Edward Rapp. Christopher Rapp answered the question by saying that he was related to Judge 
Rapp, and that he was his son. Judge Guzman prefaced the question by stating, "the following question 
has no relevance to this case". 
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Christopher Rapp then made an inaudible statement after telling Judge Guzman he was related to Judge 
Rapp. Judge Guzman replies to the inaudible statement by telling Christopher Rapp that he (Judge 
Guzman) was formerly employed at the Maricopa County Juvenile Court Center. Judge Guzman also 
states, that this was years ago; and that he (Judge Guzman) knew Judge Rapp was a juvenile court judge, 
and perhaps the presiding juvenile court judge. Judge Guzman ends the dialogue by stating there are not 
too many Rapp's running around. 
 
Judge Guzman was employed at the juvenile court center from 1981 to 1985. The first 18 months of 
employment were spent at the juvenile detention center as a juvenile detention officer assigned to the 
11pm to 7am shift. In 1981, Judge Guzman served as a volunteer probation officer before accepting a 
position as a juvenile detention officer. Judge Guzman had just graduated from ASU with a Bachelor's 
degree in Justice Studies.  After 18 months of working in the juvenile detention center, Judge Guzman 
accepted a position as a juvenile surveillance officer under a grant from the United States Department of 
Justice. At this point in his life, Judge Guzman contemplated a career as a Juvenile Probation Officer. But 
that was not to be, he remained a juvenile surveillance officer until the Summer of 1985, resigning to 
attend the CLEO (Continuing Legal Education Opportunity) law program at the University of Utah. Judge 
Guzman began his first year of law school at the Sandra Day O'Connor College of Law at Arizona State 
University in the fall of 1985. 1985 marked the end of any professional association Judge Guzman had 
with the juvenile court center, its activities and court personnel. That was 35 years ago. 
 
Judge Rapp was a juvenile court judge during the time Mr. Guzman was employed as a juvenile 
detention officer and juvenile surveillance officer. These two positions came under the supervision of 
the chief administrative officer, Ernesto Garcia. They were not positions overseen by the presiding judge 
of the juvenile court. Judge Rapp may have been the presiding juvenile court judge during the time Mr. 
Guzman worked in the detention center and in the probation unit. Mr. Guzman does not recall that 
specific detail. However, Mr. Guzman does recall that Judge Rapp was an immensely popular figure 
around the juvenile court center and nearly everyone from probation, law enforcement and detention 
center were aware of his presence as a juvenile court judge. He was well respected. Judge Rapp enjoyed 
the omnipresence of being at the heart of the juvenile court operation. That is the main reason Judge 
Guzman is able to remember Judge Rapp from his time working at the juvenile court center. 
 
It should be noted Judge Guzman was 21 years old when he started working at the juvenile court center. 
In those years, the juvenile court center encompassed court operations, probation department and the 
detention center. Judge Guzman found out about Judge Rapp when he a 21 year old young starting his 
career at the juvenile court center. When Ms. Greisman alleges that Judge Guzman "admired and was 
friends" with Judge Rapp, she is essentially asking Judge Guzman to explain a professional relationship 
that may or may not have existed 40 years ago. Judge Guzman will oblige. The judge has nothing to hide. 
 
Judge Guzman and Judge Rapp are not friends. They never were friends. They were never colleagues. 
Never enjoyed a meal together. Never spent time together outside the court or socially. The two men do 
not have mutual friends or acquaintances. Judge Guzman does not recall one instance where he and 
Judge Rapp enjoyed a conversation. The two never golfed together. The two men never enjoyed a beer 
summit. Judge Guzman is unable to  recall a moment he and Judge Rapp were in the same room 
together.  Finally, Judge Guzman remembers Judge Rapp because of his position as juvenile court judge 
and the influence he had over juvenile court operations. 
 
Judge Guzman did not have a conflict of interest in presiding over the matter of Wolf vs. Greisman. 
There was no reason for Judge Guzman to recuse himself from this matter. 



 
Ms. Greisman is misleading the Commission into believing Judge Guzman made the aforementioned 
statements in open court. A review of the record shows  those words were never uttered by Judge 
Guzman. Judge Guzman never said he and Judge Rapp were friends. Judge Guzman never said he 
admired Judge Rapp. In fact, Judge Guzman never said anything that would reflect an emotive 
connection with Judge Rapp. Clearly, Ms. Greisman sees an ally in complaining to the Commission, and 
will try to manipulate it to pursue her agenda. Maybe she needs to seek the advice of competent legal 
counsel and cease spreading untruths. 
 
The above statement is Judge Guzman's response to the Commission. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Judge Joe Guzman 
 








