
 

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 21-321 

 

Judge: Cathleen Brown Nichols 

Complainant:  Richard A. Russell 

ORDER 

The Complainant alleged that a superior court judge violated the law and his 
rights and failed to issue timely rulings. 

The Complainant’s appeal of a protective order matter in a limited 
jurisdiction court was perfected, transferred, and filed with the Coconino County 
Superior Court on January 5, 2021 (CV2021-00016). A ruling on the lower court 
appeal was not entered until July 22, 2021. In her response, Judge Brown Nichols 
stated that her division was unaware that the matter had been assigned to her until 
April 26, 2021 when the Complainant had called for a status update. Judge Brown 
Nichols argued that her sixty-day deadline to rule ran from the April 26, 2021, the 
date the matter was submitted to her. In addressing why her ruling was not issued 
until eighty-seven (87) days after April 26, 2021, Judge Brown Nichols argued that 
the Complainant’s submittals were voluminous and difficult to comprehend, that 
she had conducted three felony jury trials during that time period, and that the 
Complainant had submitted additional documentation which extended her 
deadline. The Commission found these arguments unpersuasive, in particular 
noting that the additional submittals by the Complainant did not substantively 
affect his appeal.    

Judge Brown Nichols conduct in failing to issue a timely ruling on the lower 
court appeal violated the following provision of the Code: 

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

The Commission previously issued a public reprimand to Judge Brown 
Nichols in CJC Case No. 21-363 for multiple delayed rulings that occurred in the 
time period of mid-2020 through mid-2021. The ruling in this case also occurred in 
the same time period, and for that reason, the Commission has chosen to issue 



 

another public reprimand, rather than pursue formal charges against Judge Brown 
Nichols under a doctrine of progressive discipline. Judge Brown Nichols has 
implemented remedial tracking measures to hopefully alleviate any such delay in 
the future.   

Accordingly, Judge Cathleen Brown Nichols is hereby publicly reprimanded 
for the conduct 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). 

Commission member Denise K. Aguilar did not participate in the 
consideration of this matter. 

Dated: May 24, 2022 

FOR THE COMMISSION 

 

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

 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on May 24, 2022. 



State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 21-321 

Judges:  
 

Complainant: Richard A. Russell 

ORDER 

May 24, 2022 

The Complainant alleged three judicial officers violated the law and his rights.   

The role of the Commission on Judicial Conduct is to impartially determine 
whether a judicial officer has engaged in conduct that violates the Arizona Code of 
Judicial Conduct or Article 6.1 of the Arizona Constitution. There must be clear and 
convincing evidence of such a violation in order for the Commission to take 
disciplinary action against a judicial officer. 

The Commission does not have jurisdiction to overturn, amend, or remand a 
judicial officer’s legal rulings. The Commission reviewed all relevant available 
information and concluded there was not clear and convincing evidence of ethical 
misconduct in this matter. The complaint is therefore dismissed pursuant to 
Commission Rules 16(a) and 23(a).  

Commission member Denise K. Aguilar did not participate in the consideration 
of this matter. 
 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on May 24, 2022. 



 Arizona Revised Statutes Title22, section 22-425:  A victim, as defined in section 13-4401, may bring 
 a special action seeking to enforce any right or to challenge an order denying any right guaranteed 

 to all victims. 

 SPECIAL ACTIONED DEMAND(S) of RICAHRD ALAN RUSSELL, 
 (alias herein complaint as Mister Russell, date of birth, January 21st, 1989,) 
 IN PLEAD COMPLAINT TEXT-BASED FORMAT, 
 IN  AND  OF  MISTER  RUSSELL’S  NON-VIOLENT  ACT(S)  AND 
 LAWFUL ACT(S), ACT(S) OF HIS MADE IN DURESS (V.C.) 
 UNDERSTANDING  THESE  DEMANDS  HEREIN  ARE  PRODUCED 
 BY  HIS  PERSON  FOR  IMMEDIATE  AND  REQUISITE  PUBLICATION 
 ON  AND  WITHIN  ALL  STATE  AND  ALL  FEDERAL  PUBLIC 
 JUDICIAL RECORD(S); whereas; 

 MISTER RUSSELL, understands if a conduct commission agrees that his person 
 has proven that any below named judge engaged in unethical and unlawful 

 misconduct, that supposedly this procedure executed by a state (and federal) 
 commission(s) itself cannot “change” the outcome of the  immediately below 

 listed cases (written on page 2 of 50 herein)  SOLELY because of the 
 assumption that forced retirement, forced disqualification, and forced 

 imprisonment of the below listed judges is but a dream of grace ruffling the 
 two wings of lady justice herself  ; Mister Russell understands that a 

 misconduct commission procedure is an act itself, an act executed wholly and 
 entirely outside the case jurisdictions listed below; that is, to very clearly state 

 that this complaint text herein is lawfully permitted to be reviewed by a 
 commission for their own independent procedure(s), while simultaneously being 
 used by another actor and person of agency for act; Mister Russell understands 
 any power(s) as codified by and within the Judicial Conduct and Disability Act of 

 1980, 28 U.S.C. §§ 351–364, is not to be misconstrued with the power(s) of a 
 properly and duly, lawfully, acting, judicial officer, a judge lawfully, ethically, and 

 properly accepting the below listed case pleading personal matter(s) and subject 
 matter(s) from within their own duly enforce jurisdiction(s); 

 COMPLAINT NAME is ‘Judicial Conduct Complaint  8.27.2021RAR’, 
 Mailing Address is ‘ ’, 

 Preferred email is   ’, and 
 Daytime Phone is ‘+ , stating 
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 to all victims. 
 NINE (9) NAMES OF The UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA, COLLEGE OF 
 MEDICINE, ARIZONA BOARD OF REGENTS, MEDICAL DOCTOR, 
 CO-CONSPIRING, MAFIA, RACKETEERING, US JUDICIAL OFFICERS* 
 as, 

 (1.)  (trained by University of Arizona, 
), 

 (2.)  (trained by Arizona State University, 
), 

 (3.)  (trained by University of Arizona, 
), 

 (4.)  (trained by University of Arizona, 
), 

 (5.) CATHLEEN BROWN NICHOLS (MH 2020-00106 & 
 CV2021-00016), 
 (6.)  (trained by Arizona State University, 

), 
 (7.)  ( ), 
 (8.)  ( ), and 
 (9.)  (trained by University of Arizona,  

 
). 

 *Related Case: 
 4  in  

 
 (SEALED & PROTECTED) MH 2020-00106 in 
 COCONINO COUNTY SUPERIOR COURT 

 in  
 

 CV2021-00016 in COCONINO COUNTY SUPERIOR 
 COURT CASE 

 in  
 in  
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 *Please  further  note  that  the  9th  Circuit  Courthouse  (see  4th  Letters)  and 
 Coconino  County  Superior  Courthouse  (see  misfiled  ‘Vi  Coactus 
 Pleading...’  on  May  18th,  2021)  have  both  failed  and  also  refused  to 
 provide  two  additional  case  numbers  for  hearing,  as  of  September  9th  of 
 year  2021;  that  is,  refused  pro  se  plaintiff  his  case  numbers  relationed  to 
 violation  of  Federal  Torts  Claims  Act  (Russell  V  The  United  States  of 
 America),  as  well  as,  relationed  to  a  Tier-3  Complex  medical  mal-practice 
 case  ( , 

 
 
 

 [ ])  --  properly  produced  and  properly  pleaded  within 
 both  of  these  supposedly  duly  empowered  jurisdictions.  Due  to  the 
 number  of  cases  involved  and  complexity  of  ethical  challenges  brought 
 herein,  as  well  as,  time  constraints  on  a  single  “pro  se”  pauper  such  as 
 Mister  Russell,  who  is  attempting  to  manage  all  of  these  cases  and 
 remain  gainfully  employed  …  exemption  MUST  be  permitted  by  the 
 presiding,  chief  justice  at  both  state  and  federal  commission  discretion,  in 
 particular  where  local  rule  might  prohibit  herein  complaint  (e.g.  prohibit  via 
 9th Circuit Local Rule 6.1[b]). 

 The fundamentals of personal jurisdiction have been ignored, and no due constraint 
 on the ability of concerned courts in the United States of America have protected 
 Mister Russell, nor his family, as law-abiding individuals with right to freedom, 
 property, and pursuit of happiness.  Mister Russell does NOT consent  to unfair, biased, 
 violation of law, not limited to misapplication of jurisdiction and not limited to the 
 unlawful 9th Circuit refusal of his federal Rico Act case appeal jurisdiction due to a 
 notice postmarked within 30 days and received well within the allotted 60 day 
 timeframe. Mister Russell does not consent to the  handing 
 personal, non-public medical record matters, into the hands of , nor any 
 judicial o�cer against his written command not to do so and likewise against his 
 consent. Furthermore, Miss Nichols accepted personal jurisdiction of an, unsealed, 
 non-Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) appeal case  ex post 
 her hearing Mister Russell (and his legal counsel in a rightfully sealed and lawfully 
 protected HIPAA matter) significantly relationed to the appeal case, therein 
 establishing an extensive,  ex parte,  biased, opinion  ex ante  Mister Russell’s noticed 
 appeal. This significantly explains why in appellate jurisdiction Mister Russell’s cases 
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 are closed and dismissed mere days after a deadline, yet state-paid and 
 government-funded oppositional parties (to Mister Russell) are illegally given 
 approximately 7 months to respond on a left open, unlawfully backlogged, unlawfully 
 delayed, docket of pedophililic hate speech revoking Mister Russell’s constitutional 
 right(s) -- the same docket criminally left open with absolute silence and absolutely 
 zero response from the plainti� refusing to engage in an appeal record based upon 
 100% hearsay and double-hearsay as order by, governmental, co-conspiratorial, mafia 
 members named Mister Russell Hughes and Miss Nichols. In fact, these state-based 
 mafia, racketeering, discrepancies -- specifically asymmetric application of rule and 
 procedure otherwise designed to ensure equity between parties --, embody the unfair 
 bias predicated and continuously implemented by persons of the state to stop Mister 
 Russell in his lawful persecution. Both parties must be given the exact same treatment 
 by a judge based upon fair and unbiased application of law, not a colorful delusion of 
 unrestrained power. However, this has not occured when comparing treatment of 
 Mister Russell versus the conspiring and co-conspiring state-actors he actively 
 litigates against for his and his family’s lawful restoration. TO EMPHASIZE UNFAIR 
 BIAS:  even AFTER being stabbed and injected with controlled substance against his 
 written command and repeated cries not to inject his body (zero court order for 
 involuntary treatment), Mister Russell’s cross-petitioned injunctions were STILL not 
 even read by a judicial o�cer for over 3 months, rather filed and then forgotten on the 
 courthouse first-floor by a clerk now pallid in the face, extremely ill, and hopefully not 
 nearing her deathbed. Please compare this to the same day, opposing (state-paid and 
 government-funded) party, who appears to still be a corporal of a local police 
 department:   his unlawful and defamatory petition for injunctive legal protection 
 against Mister Russell is heard, modified, and ordered upon in less than 24 hours. This 
 is a 1 to 90 day ratio, one day compared to three months for processing of 
 documentation. This “1% ratio” of unfair bias has continuously manifested in unlawful, 
 criminal, judicial bias, specifically in predicated and unlawful acts a_cross multiple 
 states and multiple jurisdictions, simply because Mister Russell is litigating against 
 state-paid, government-funded, individuals, doctors, polices, and judges. 

 UNFAIR AND BIASED judicial mafia racketeering is NOT EVIDENCE of Mister Russell 
 functioning “so impaired that he lacks capacity to remain in his community”, unable to 
 independently manage his “primary activities of daily living, interpersonal 
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 A case number must be immediately provided for Mister Russell’s complaint claiming 
 violation of the Federal Torts Claims Act in (  Russell v �e United States of America  , as 
 brought before the ), and a case number must be provided by 
 the Coconino Superior Court for the properly and duly petitioned Tier 3 medical 
 mal-practice complaint. Both of the federal tort and medical mal-practice pleadings, 
 complaints as petitions, have been produced in  forma pauperis  by  pro se  litigant Mister 
 Russell  vi coactus,  in a proper, duly executable, manner for immediate service and for 
 immediate execution by the state-paid government-funded co-conspirators in 
 violation of the law. Mister Russell demands by  writ of certiorari  -- understanding 
 reality of his non-violent person, a literal victim of US government-funded, domestic, 
 terrorism … his person possibly to be unlawfully detained, unlawfully chained inside of 
 a locked cement room -- commands his documents be processed in accord with law 
 and with due processes of law, specifically and promptly resulting in two additional 
 complaint case numbers assigned by  jurisdiction (for federal 
 tort damage) and Coconino Superior Court jurisdiction (for local hospital 
 mal-practice). Furthermore, this special action of  certiorari  commands (as has already 
 been demanded repeatedly over 12 months on public record) first and foremost that 
 the USMS release their false and unlawally secreted public record on Mister Russell. 
 These records directly relate to how his person was falsely imprisoned, then stabbed 
 inside of a criminal racketeering hospital, using in some significant part University of 
 Arizona Police Department perjury (defamation) and University of Arizona College of 
 Medicine (commonly controlled by ABoR) defamation. For example, this perjury and 
 defamation names persons such as ” and ”, specifically as 
 personal names Mister Russell has never unlawfully threatened (the prior completely 
 unknown to Mister Russell and the latter a now licensed psychiatrist who has traveled 
 the world and attended undergraduate as well as medical school studies with Mister 
 Russell in a friendship lasting 12 years). Yes, it is a fact that documenting written lies on 
 public record, then refusing to correct for such egregious errors given repeated 
 demands to do so along with evidence proof of such inaccuracy (as errors going as far 
 as referencing a decade-long MD-licensed friendship of Mister Russell); well it is fact, 
 that this is a FANTASTIC way to end up in prison. And, yes of course, this is precisely 
 why the USMS refused repeatedly to release their own records after making fools of 
 themselves regarding a�davit requirements relationed to FOIA Form 361, failing to 
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 even read their own form. In fact, these USMS, as well as, the Department of Homeland 
 Security (DHS, CBP) document(s) being kept secret by the federal government are 
 directly related to the Coconino Municipal Court’s injunctive orders appealed by 
 Mister Russell October of 2020 (currently petitioned for review by his person in the 
 Arizona Supreme Court). These document(s) in some significant part concern the 
 government-funded and state-paid agency persons (  i.e.  and  

) who physically kidnapped and falsely 
 imprisoned Mister Russell in this flagsta� hospital; the same policing agents lawfully 
 wire-tapped Mister Russell asking, “How many phones does this guy have?” For the 
 record, Mister Russell, had two phones on his person , 

. 

 [EXHIBIT PROOF OF FEDERAL POLICE ILLITERACY, FOIA, FORM 361] 

 These unlawfully secreted documents are key evidence intentionally hidden by the 
 state and government actors as conspirators and co-conspirators, documents 
 otherwise helping to elucidate how exactly this entire legal circumstance unlawfully 
 escalated to include a seemingly unrelated local police department’s wife filing for an 
 Injunction Against Harassment (IAH) after Mister Russell literally pick up trash in the 

 public park. And by literal oath, these documents directly implicate and 
 link the federal police (from the Judicial Security Division) to the co-conspiring mafia 
 of judicial o�cers listed within this present complaint here. It is not a question of law, 
 rather a matter of lawlessness, that these two groups of racketeering individuals from 
 the federal police and the US judiciary -- working alongside supposed medical 
 professionals (  e.g. ) -- have acted outside of their 
 o�cial working capacity to kidnap Mister Russell. The exact time and day (  

) that Mister Russell was physically and involuntarily locked inside of the hospital 
 by the judicial security division person , he was two blocks from the 
 municipal court house in the process of returning to the public building with COVID 
 mask for petitioning his own IAH -- that is, a protective order -- against this same 

. Unfortunately, this police o�cer’s wife time of these events in  
was mentally incapacitated by the clinically diagnosible delusion that a gay man 

 is stalking her own daughter’s outfits. Yes, this police  unfortunately 
 was unable to stave o� her own “psychological infection”, as in her own individual 
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 delusion of fear that a homosexual male had a sexual interest in her daugher of female 
 sex (regardless of age, race, gender, etc). Just one fantastic case report, part and parcel, 
 to the “manufactured mass psychosis” Mister Russell already has attempted to warn of 
 in his written letters to the totalitarian, criminal, mafia . A 
 warning like a “canary in the mine”, also given to Miss Nichols July 2020 in his sealed 
 and protected medical record(s); a warning explicitly given in writing to the defendant 
 medical doctors of the University of Arizona College of Medicine - Tucson; a warning 
 of what is now here:  pandemic fright. A virus of unknown origin, from a lab 
 collaboratively funded between US and Chinese interests, which is now inside of the 
 testicles and ovaries of thousands and thousands of Children. 
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,)  was misfiled  by the criminal, “demonic”, mafia of racketeers within the 

 courthouses of the United States of America  . Specifically, it was misfiled days after 
 Mister Russell was assaulted , in this same superior court (of Coconino 
 County) by a co-conspiring state-paid and government-funded racketeering baili�, 
 and notably misfiled in the months following Mister Russell’s aggravated assault with a 
 deadly weapon -- while inside of this hospital (falsely imprisoned during his federal 
 case litigation, causing it to be closed even) -- specifically occurring due to a 
 co-conspiring mafia racketeering judge, again, in this exact same Coconino 
 courthouse. This misfiling act by an employee of the Coconino County Superior Court, 
 Clerk’s O�cer, by default precluded and still at present time-date precludes Mister 
 Russell’s right for his own statutory, 1-year limitation, civil defamation restoration. 
 This is just one more example of how injustice -- and unfair treatment at the expense 
 and the cost of violation of literal law, falls directly on the heads and faces and names 
 of the totalitarian mafia racketeers claiming to uphold justice -- just one more 
 example of this injustice taken in debt, and in detriment, on Mister Russell. 
 Consequently, Mister Russell is presently left rightless by the United States of America 
 and State of Arizona (specifically left rightless to his due civil restoration for even 
 criminal harm to his body and) specifically his person with absolutely no lawful cause 
 to RE-submit a clearly identified, pleading type complaint document, for RE-filing at a 
 time AFTER the passing of statute of limitation. A case with a number must be 
 produced by this court, saving the court as well as Mister Russell time, resources, -- as 
 the only legal route restoring his lawful right of civil petition, civil hearing and civil 
 trial, as well as, restoration for defamation, restoration for conspiracy against his civil 
 rights, and at minimum restoration for hate speech. There is no courthouse excuse for 
 their own injustice in this manner because literally their own laws and procedures 
 state that “the operation of any of these rules may be suspended when it is clearly 
 shown … injustice would otherwise result”. 

 Furthermore, Mister Russell spelled out “Tier-3” in this complaint document; again, it 
 is verbatim identifiable as a “medical mal-practice pleading”. Therefore, it should have 
 been sealed as requested. This pleading complaint should not have been published in 
 the public judicial record without review and redaction of all protected health 
 information (HPI). This pleading has private health information of Mister Russell, 
 which is protected under federal HIPAA laws governing release of HPI. Therefore, of 
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 note and emphasis, it is a complaint document produced by Mister Russell in duress, 
 to the best of his ability, and as submitted clearly superseded monetary jurisdictional 
 limitations requiring compulsory arbitration -- regardless of included and regardless 
 of excluded Certificate on Compulsory Arbitration. Mister Russell directly challenges 
 the  and Coconino Superior Court to locate any substantial 
 number of normative case rulings in applicable law and supportive civil pleadings -- 
 alleging multiple stabbing injections and kidnapping and defamation OR a Tier 3 
 medical mal-practice civil complaint --, which have failed (upon court ordered award 
 to plainti� for restoration), failed to supersede the A.R.S. Title 12, Section 133, 
 “jurisdictional limits of not to exceed sixty-five thousand dollars for submission of 
 disputes to arbitration”. It appears obvious, even to a lay-person, that Mister Russell’s 
 pleading involves a monetary and non-monetary act of restoration well above 65,000 
 USD. It appears obvious that this misfiled pleading of Mister Russell’s should have been 
 assigned a case number of its own regardless of accompanying certificate(s) and 
 regardless of lack of any accompanying certificate claiming damages explicitly above 
 65,000 USD; that is, rather than left misfiled on public record. It appears obvious that 
 at minimum the Coconino County Superior Court should have at minimum partially 
 sealed this case (pleading) involving confidential, non-public, medical information of 
 Mister Russell. However, as has been demonstrated within this complaint regarding 
 judicial misconduct, there appears to be significant lawlessness, criminally implicating 
 the acts made by the private citizens operating within houses of courts. It appears all 
 power has now been concentrated into the hands of the state and government, leaving 
 everyone else in the community utterly rightless and utterly chained to the interests 
 controlling and bidding on these hands, appendages, of state and of government. 

 Mister Russell’s duly empowered sanctions lawfully serviced in front of two 
 courthouse witnesses inside of , must immediately be serviced to 
 the acting Attorney General of the United States of America; Mister Russell’s 
 oxygen-ozone compatible adapter (provisional patent) is by scientific and international 
 expert consensus a matter of grave public concern according to 26,000 licensed 
 medical professionals, 20 Italian hospitals, and 14 national governments. These 
 sanctions concern national security and national safety, specifically what appears a 
 failure and breakdown of the judicial branch of governance to preserve law and order 
 during a global pandemic fright; terror from a (possibly bio-weaponized) virus, which 
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 is a virus itself inactivated rapidly and permanently by ozone (O3). There is no national 
 security concern created by any act of Mister Russell, and it is emphasized herein that 
 the national safety is jeopardized by the government and the government-funded 
 employees themselves. And yet it appears these same employees refused to release 
 Mister Russell’s FOIA documents citing federal police investigation matters and 
 national security. Mister Russell must reiterate for clarity, that despite being a victim 
 to the listed defendant’s acts of conspiracy, and co-conspired violations of law, he 
 refuses to further be victimized and labeled a national security concern himself. And in 
 this very same regard, Mister Russell point blank chose to not involve, nor engage 
 actively, the Federal Bureau of Investigation for the safety of the general public. The 
 federal police plainly appear in the case of Mister Russell on public record to be the 
 actual safety issue, not the other way around, whence Mister Russell has been labeled a 
 public danger for posting screenshots of the internationally acclaimed artwork and 
 foregin film called “The Square” captioned with words such as “I love you dad”. 
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 of Mister Russell. While on the earlier  date, Mister  physically pushed 
 his large abdomen against Mister Russell, pushing against her person while 
 simultaneously Mister Russell verbally directed to “stop”. Repeatedly saying to STOP. 
 This is unacceptable; this is unlawful. The  was given a 
 phone call recording of , a clerk of the court, who witnessed both Mister 

 physical provocation, as well as Mister  act(s) of harassment. 
 Furthermore, the , as well as the local , received 
 the recording of Mister Russells assault by  on the date of . 
 Mister Russell has further proof of additional  security o�cer(s) 
 similarly harassing his person unnecessarily, while he is in the acts of servicing 
 sanctions on the court house. For example, repeatedly the baili� and security person 
 in Tucson district court refused to even provide his identification to Mister Russell. 
 This recording from within  has only 
 captured the voices of Mister Russell and the court house sta�. It is a lawfully obtained 
 recording of this behavior of harassment by government employees occuring inside of 
 a public building against Mister Russell as a non-violent private citizen in duress -- 
 such harassment being pervasive and continuously predicated to emotional upset even 
 of his immediate family at times, not limited to Mister Russell’s brother, his mother, 
 and his brother’s wife raising three children all less than 8 years of age. 

 It is A VIOLATION OF LIBERTY AND FREEDOM PRINCIPLE  to stop, hinder, interfere  , a 
 non-violent, law-abiding, free, US Citizen, litigating against mafia racketeering judicial 
 o�cers  from taking a picture of his own legal documents atop a counter in front of 
 non-verbally consenting clerks for his own document records as victim of crimes 
 perpetrated by the state and the government  . It is A VIOLATION OF LIBERTY AND 
 FREEDOM PRINCIPLE  to stop, hinder, interfere  , Mister Russell from audio recording 
 only the government-paid and state-paid non-witnesses and non-victims in his 
 non-violent, law-abiding, act(s) within a public building and as a free, US Citizen, 
 litigating against mafia racketeering judicial o�cers. This is the 21st Century, and US 
 citizens do not need to be blackmailed, coerced, and assaulted, -- not by a state, not by 
 a person, not by a corporation, not by a public -- because they are taking a limited 
 number of pictures and recordings of their own legal evidence and documents inside 
 of a courthouse lobby -- specifically not a courtroom and specifically not during a 
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 preceding, while specifically not endangering any victim, nor endangering any jury 
 person. 

 In fact, this is the second preventable assault made against Mister Russell that has 
 occurred with zero criminal history, zero criminal conviction, and zero act of violence 
 made by Mister Russell, for point-blank standing up to face the most self-empowered 
 individuals and corrupted apparatuses within contemporary history, government, and 
 rule:  judges, police, doctors. His being assaulted repeatedly, as he attempts to inform 
 the public record of medical treatment data, real-world information and research that 
 clearly demonstrates a death-grip has been taken to conserve a state of medicine 
 within the United States and beyond America. Furthermore, the commission muste be 
 made aware that Mister Russell Hughes co-conspired in blocking Mister Russell’s 
 lawful request to even make such recordings in the , 
 well aware Mister  and the like baili� have premeditated, predicated, and 
 continuously made unlawful acts outside of o�cial security capacity harming him. 
 Mister Hughes made no comment when the female baili� physically refused to return 
 Mister Russell’s phone to him in the middle of the Corporal’s closing remarks in 

. Mister Hughes knows that the record is 
 not correct and accurate in this regard, so as to exclude Mister Russell repeatedly 
 stating that the baili� must give him his property back (to his hands). The practice of 
 law does not equate to persons working for houses of court behaving like adolescent 
 monkeys taking property and pushing plainti� victims and threatening anyone who 
 makes recordings of evidence of crimes within PUBLIC courthouse halls and lobbies, 
 especially not judges and their security. And the same stands true, that taking a picture 
 of one’s own legal a�davit and document does not equate to harassing, nor equate to 
 assaulting another person inside of a public building. Mister Russell is in duress, and 
 he is a victim entitled to right(s) of protection, not terror of and from the state and the 
 government. 

 [SEE EXHIBIT 1] 

 Likewise, the State of Arizona Attorney General must be notified of Mister Russell’s 
 courthouse published intention to challenge Rule 122 and Rule 122.1, and the like 
 statute, as unconstitutional in relation to his recording of courthouse employed 
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 person(s) acting outside of their judicial duty(/duties). Mister Russell should not 
 continuously require local police to escort him into a public courthouse building for 
 his own safety from the courthouse sta�, especially when using his phone to ensure 
 he, himself as a victim of crime, is physically safe, while documenting evidence to 
 protect his person from future mafia racketeer damage(s). Mister Russell has every 
 right to record his person being physically assaulted inside of any courthouse, as well 
 as, harassed by baili�s. There is no discussing this point, PERIOD THE END. Mister 
 Russell does not need permission to record a state-paid and government-funded actor 
 violating the law, and mister Russell does not need permission to quickly take 
 photographs (exclusively) of his own legal documents on a counter, and this is true of 
 his person while in any public building and public space. Rule 122 is designed to 
 protect victims and jurys, and processes of law, and at no point in time does this rule 
 identify any possible cause to and of a victim of the state, federal, government. As 
 Mister Russell has entered onto public record, the presumption of innocence is no 
 longer in e�ect for judicial o�cers, police o�cers, and medical doctors. As Mister 
 Russell has entered onto public record and public notice:  he reserves the right to 
 record his interactions with individuals working in conspiracy and co-conspiracy with 
 the state of Arizona and the government in general. Mister Russell MUST make 
 recordings of all interactions, so as to be able to restore his person damaged in 
 conspiracy and co-conspiracy by the state. Without proper recordings and evidence 
 produced by his person, how is Mister Russell supposed to prove his claims? He can’t, 
 and there is no further discussion on this fact. What the courthouse employees are 
 doing is attempting to secrete and cover up their crimes, their harassments, their 
 assaults. That is exactly what the police and judges also are doing unlawfully and also 
 have done unlawfully. No immunity protects any federal, nor state employee, from 
 making blatantly falsified and blatantly defamatory lies on public record, especially 
 when predicated within a state of continuous like-kind behavior. How is the US 
 Department of Justice so backward? How is the US Department of Education so 
 confused? Why can the prior, the Department of Justice, attempt to enact 
 unconstitutional laws to protect their own individual, personal, interest not by 
 assumption, rather by fact? How is Mister Russell able to prove he has been harassed 
 within a courthouse, when he is not allowed to record anything inside of a courthouse? 
 This is all called criminal, mafia, conspiracy and racketeering. 
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 [SEE EXHIBIT 2] 

 Mister Russell, does not agree to  abusive and biased acceptance of 
 personal jurisdiction, ordering dismissal without prejudice of his Petition for Review 
 in the . And Mister Russell demands clarification of (general 
 and specific) jurisdiction matter with the herein complaint text in his now third (3rd) 
 special action produced before  court of unlawful bastardisation, 
 specifically  writ of certiorari  . Her order of dismissal is not based upon a proper, duly 
 empowered, personal matter of jurisdiction. Mister Russell is actively attempting to 
 heard by a jury of his peers as a plainti� against the  (ABoR); 
 his financial interests are directly tied in LITERAL word for word, direct, business and 
 competition to her previous state-paid and state-funded vote, interest, control, and 
 power, all four causes tying (in)directly to such private interest -- none of which 
 appears to be financially disclosed (as required by applicable law) until  AFTER  Mister 
 Russell began, lawfully, rebuking her act(s) via email. In other words,  has 
 failed to disclose her  and  
 before entering her biased and unethical dismissal (so it appears), and ABoR is a 
 co-conspiring and listed defendant in Mister Russell’s RICO Act federal lawsuit and his 
 on-going conflictual cause against the interest of the  recently paying  
 over one thousand (1,000) USD within the last 12 months. Just, unbiased, and fair action 
 is required of the , without scruple; and the subject matter of 
 Mister Russell’s case(s) is a matter of state-wide importance (see final Exhibit 5). And 
 for the commission record, within Mister Russell’s petition for review in the Arizona 
 supreme court, he does bring into question the legal issue(s) of unrestricted coverage 
 and right to record in public buildings, specifically coverage and right of victims of 
 state-based terrorism. Mister Russell must not be labeled a criminal, nor charged with 
 any crime, for attempting to make records of the very heinous acts of terrorism 
 committed by an unchecked, ruthless, and lawless group of mafia conspirators and 
 co-conspirators freely choosing to blind themselves of a whole reality. And this does 
 appear to be a pattern of abuse, predicated and continuous in nature, by the defendant 
 parties listed by Mister Russell as has been demonstrated herein -- very unlike an 
 isolated instance, within an isolated court house. 

 [SEE EXHIBIT 3.0] 
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 In this same regard, the University of Arizona Police Department unlawfully coerced 
 Mister Russell, limiting his communication to only legal personnel, including that of a 
 general counsel member(s) contracted through the , even retired and entirely 
 unavailable university campus representative(s). Mister Russell was coerced into this 
 unlawfully predicated and continuous state of duress by the defendant parties. And so 
 as to disobey this unlawful  employee(s) request(s) as a necessity in his attempt to 
 collect required student records to transfer medical education programs and 
 interview, he has been forced to violate some requests at no damage to any person 
 other than the defendant(s) by their own willing hands. Likewise, as can be seen by the 
 emails and documents provided below, even the Department of Education has falsely 
 alleged the lawful acts of Mister Russell’s are and were unlawful, criminal, acts in some 
 way. And again, how is Mister Russell supposed to prove crimes of defamation and 
 perjury without accurate and admissible evidential record of his acts? Acts all made by 
 his person freely on the public university campus and beyond, notably with his 
 completioning three bachelors degrees, a minor, and nearly a doctor medical degree 
 over the period of 11 to 12 years with absolutely zero criminal reports and persecutions 
 and convictions made against his person within the entire state of Arizona, as well as, 
 entire nation. Without proper records produced and subsequently admitted to be 
 heard by a jury of his peers, specifically records of the crimes committed by the 
 conspirators and co-conspirators (including the medical doctors, police, AND judges), 
 how is Mister Russell supposed to prove that something that did not happen, indeed, 
 did not happen in reality? And thus, due to Mister Russell blatantly disobeying the 
 criminal mafia racketeers at the University of Arizona Police Department (paid and 
 controlled via the , including their email content) he obtained a signed and date 
 certified copy from the Dean of Students -- managing all student behavioral risks and 
 disciplinary records -- very clearly indicating that he, that Mister Russsell, never once 
 “committed a crime reported to campus security authority” as the listed defendant 

, from the listed defendant US Department of Education states 
 Mister Russell claimed otherwise. When in reality, the exact opposite occurred. The 
 University of Arizona College of Medicine, medical doctors as contracted employees of 
 the  (and as listed defendants for harming Mister Russell) had their concerns 
 dismissed as “non-criminal” by police investigation -- see police emails below to 
 Deputy Dean, Doctor , University of Arizona, College of Medicine. 
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 Furthermore, the Dean of Students never once indicated Mister Russell was banned 
 from the public campus. Rather, Mister Russell in fact called the local police, as well as, 
 the medical school simply in courtesy before walking freely onto the medical 
 university building ONCE to return notes that the partnering hospital unlawfully 
 demanded returned, specifically medical training documents with patient names 
 Mister Russell himself had written and stored inside of a waterproof and fireproof safe 
 in 100% in accord to the law. Likewise, Mister Russell NEVER ONCE “alluded” to his 
 “disciplinary action” in conversation with Mister , nor  
 Jr., nor US Department of Education (email), rather “academic (administrative) 
 dismissal” VERBATIM -- dismissal which was unlawful upheld upon his appeal and 
 which violated FERPA due to  failure to provide access to his grades within the 45 days 
 permitted by federal law  . 

 The record of such  conversation with Mister  is found in AMR 
 audio recording “ ”. 
 This audio record, plus additional record(s), which Mister Russell has generated in 
 relation to these individuals violating the applicable US Department law(s) on student 
 information and records is the evidence admissible within the US courthouses as proof 
 of truth. These records generated by Mister Russell against the US Department's 
 actions and against their individuals as natural persons acting outside of the duties to 
 provide falsified information and inaccurate replies to Mister Russell provide a solid 
 example of why Mister Russell must record all actions with any defendant party. Again, 
 the with the US Department of Education interactions on record with Mister Russell in 
 mind -- understanding the government actor (with individuals natural person) also 
 shielded by unconstitutional and backward judicial immunity case law based in 
 corruption of justice itself -- with this example in mind, the application of Rule 122 and 
 Rule 122.1, specifically these laws prohibiting Mister Russell’s lawfully producing of an 
 audio record of his person (  e.g.  being assaulted within a Superior Court) contradicts 
 the very fundamental purpose of this same court in every basis and form, of every 
 color and letter, in utter, rapacious perversion of the Spirit within justice as well as 
 lady justice herself. AGAIN FOR EMPHASIS, without evidence recorded, it is impossible 
 for Mister Russell to litigate against a single conspiring state-paid and 
 government-funded institution as well as against, even just one, single, employee as an 
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 audio-video recording) led to the dismissal of harassment charges made against Mister 
 Russell within the opposing party’s own police department (as this opposing party’s 
 own place of employment). Thus, the punitively and unlawfully upheld hate speech 
 order -- not a  de facto  , nor  de jury  , IAH, rather literal hate speech and civil rights 
 violation conspiracy crime made in predicated and STILL CONTINUING VICTIM 
 RETALIATION -- has been applied unlawfully on Mister Russell’s name. He is a 
 homosexual male with no gun of violence, nor ready access to any gun of violence, and 
 this was true for the entire duration of the unlawful injuction, as well as, before and 
 after. Mister Russell has absolutely zero history and zero present sexual (nor clothing) 
 interest(s) in any girl of any minor age, and he has multiple older male long-term 
 relationships already entered onto public record stating the contrary:  he has had an 
 exclusive interest in who he has in reality exclusively and actively dated for 
 approximately 8+ years, that being older, white, males. Multiple community references 
 have testified under oath and submitted signed attestations forms with knowledge of 
 Mister Russell for many number of cumulative years, and all have confirmed that 
 statement that he is a gay male, not a pedophile of minor females. 

 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 MAFIA JUDICIAL 
 RACKETEERS 

 REPEAT FOR CLARITY:  MISTER RUSSELL IS A HOMOSEXUAL MALE 
 INTERESTED IN MEN OLDER THAN HIMSELF, NOT FEMALES OF ANY AGE. 

 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 There is no more fitting description of a supposed judge, who desperately violates the 
 law to contradict own herself, specifically contradict herself ONLY AFTER becoming 
 aware of a litigant's persecution of her, her colleagues, as well as, persecution of an 
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 additional large number of co-conspiring state-paid and government-funded persons, 
 departments, and agencies:  “  BAD FAITH  ”  . The Coconino Superior Court justice, 
 Cathleen Brown Nichols, ate her own unlawful act(s) on , then choked on 
 her order originally denying mental health petition(s) claiming Mister Russell is 
 “dangerous”. All done by her person in bad faith. Of gravest conduct concern, 
 half-honorable judge Nichols unlawfully delayed approximately 6 months of backlog, 
 then during October 2020 until July 2021: 
 (1) failed to order on Mister Russell’s  writ(s)  as well as cross-petitions for injunctions, 
 (2) failed to even respond to the appeal memorandum claiming “unfair” and “unbiased” 
 order(s), 
 (3) refused to admit admissible evidence of the Corporal’s own daughter giving an 
 authorized police station forensic interview, 
 (4) failed to identify that the plainti� party only presented under oath on the available 
 record what is literal hearsay and double-hearsay, and 
 (5) then even had to admit that her co-conspiring, racketeering, colleagues of state and 
 government, have potentially, permanently and negatively, impacted the rest of Mister 
 Russell’s life (in her remanding the case, guilty, of and in her own words). 

 At this present juncture, both power and o�cial notice of service are legal 
 considerations (a) relationed to Mister Russell’s multiple-jurisdictional and 
 inter-related acts for restoration and (b) relationed to his concerns of sovereignty over 
 a�airs within state and federal territories in general (  i.e.  not limited to invalidation of 
 otherwise duly empowered act[s] executed within all jurisdictions of the United States 
 of America). This is why previously in his 5th Letters to the i  -- likewise, 
 unsurprisingly, unlawfully, excluded and secreted from public judicial record -- Mister 
 Russell has already demanded (in the ) production of his case documents to 
 a more proper international law jurisdiction, specifically international tribunal and 
 criminal court. And lastly, this complaint text herein should be considered respecting 
 any and all due process requirement(s), as Mister Russell’s own act made in a manner 
 reasonably calculated to inform the listed judicial o�cers and venues of such act(s) to 
 be a�ecting their respective jurisdiction. Additional detailing of the facts, dates, times, 
 etc  , of these judicial “ultra obscenities”, acts themselves  ultra vires  -- acts as made by 
 the listed nine (9) judicial o�cers and listed conspirators and co-conspirators -- are 
 documented publically (in some part) below: 
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 Federal court sanction documents serviced on March 12th, 2021 in Tucson’s 
 District Court in front of two-witness , , case number 

, 
 Notice of Appeal filed on  in  of case 
 number  (see Docket entry 58), 
 Praecipe & Notice of Preliminary Injunction Appeal filed on  in 
 Coconino County Superior Court of case number CV2021-00016, 
 Appellant memorandum filed on January 5th, 2021 in Coconino Superior 
 Courthouse of case number CV2021-00016, and 
 Judicial ‘FULL _ Conduct Complaint _ 8.27.2021RAR’ emailed on September 
 20th, 20201 to the State of Arizona Judicial Conduct Commission, as well as, two 
 paper, hard, copies mailed subsequently (upon request) to the O�ce of the 
 Circuit Executive, P.O. Box 193939, San Francisco, CA 94119-3939. 

 PAGES 31 THROUGH 75 (below signature and date herein) ARE EXHIBITS WITH 
 EVIDENCE MOSTLY IN IMAGE FORMAT. ALL COMMUNICATION MADE BY MISTER 
 RUSSELL DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN IS A LEGAL COMMAND OF AFFIDAVIT AND WRIT 
 POWER, ENACTED BY HIS PERSON  VI COACTUS  . THE COMMUNICATION(S) MADE BY 
 MISTER RUSSELL ARE ACCURATE AND TRUE TO THE BEST OF HIS KNOWLEDGE. 
 RESPECT HIS LEGAL COMMAND(S):  All my words and  information communicated and transmitted in any fashion are 

 privileged, secret, confidential, copy-right protected, personal property, with intended receipt strictly for person(s) listed in the salutation line 
 originally above. This is understanding all (Freedom of Information Act) distribution requires ex ante written notification of communicator, and this 
 is understanding that receipt of any communication is expressly to be received -- by such salutation-line listed, persons only, otherwise, 
 immediately read, understood, and deleted -- in an act ONLY such that all original communicator rights to sealed and confidential, relationed, 
 proceedings within separate jurisdiction(s) IS PERPETUALLY AND UNQUESTIONABLY MAINTAINED. Communication is not property of any 
 state-based entity, nor third party, and communicator retains full, exclusive, legal right of ownership and legal right of reproduction, distribution, to 
 all copied communication. Furthermore, ONLY the original communicator herein retains complete, final, and irrevocable legal right to and of 
 communication (re)interpretation in any and all court of law, national, international, tribunal; that is for any and all acts. Do not distribute without 
 express written communication. You as reader are legally responsible for all information and communication, including its required deletion. Always 
 include this legal disclaimer in any act of copying, distribution, etcetera. The owner, rights holder, and original communicator of and over all words, 
 documents, and information communicated via text herein, he has direct and permanent contact as follows: +15202139973, 
 rick.alan.russell@gmail.com. 

 RICHARD ALAN RUSSELL  R+R 
 ---------------------------    ----------------------------------------- 
 Legal Name  Legal Signature 
 13:39 MST  SEPTEMBER 29TH, 2021 
 ----------------------------  ----------------------------------------- 
 Time                                                      Month, Day, Year 
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 [EXHIBIT PROOF OF FEDERAL POLICE ILLITERACY, FOIA, FORM 361] 

 Mister Russell even gave the USMS their own case number 20 in PDF file 
 attachment named “FOIA_2020_RICHARDALANRUSSELL”, yet the FOIA o�ce replied 
 that their department cannot locate any documents within the State of AZ, nor 
 confirm, nor deny any record on my name. Mister Russell knows there is a record on 
 his person, and the federal police need to release it because it details the unlawful, 
 criminal, kidnapping, of his person by the Judicial Security Division of the very judge(s) 
 named within this complaint herein. 

 Furthermore,  has unlawfully failed to reply-receipt, that he has 
 forwarded my FOIA request denial appeal document (“Dear Reader of This Letter at 
 the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Appeals O�ce (1)”) to the District of Columbia 
 o�ce. This document has detailed legal arguments regarding exemptions for secreting 
 public records. 

 When reading this exhibit emphasis is added on how many times the USMS’s FOIA 
 department repeatedly stated that the DOJ-631 form is required before finally 
 processing my FOIA request. That is, processed after over three (3) months 
 unnecessary delay. For the record, Mister Russell’s FOIA request was indeed processed 
 WITHOUT THE FORM DOJ-361. 

 The USMS clearly failed to even read and understand their own form (the same 
 DOJ-361 form to be specific) stating the DOJ-361 form itself is NOT required in the body 
 of the text. 
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 EXHIBIT 4.1 

 Surely, , from the  realizes that the supposed leaders of 
 the world are riding penis rockets to outer-space during a pandemic fright; surely 

 recognizes her own raping of minds -- disenfranchised, dehumanized, 
 unhealthy, Children following lead. 
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February 18, 2022 

Commission on Judicial Conduct 
1501 W. Washington Street, Suite 229 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007    
Sent Via E-Mail   

Re:  Notice of Complaint and Opportunity to Respond (Case No. 21-321) 

Members of the Commission: 

     Thank you for this opportunity to address the Commission regarding the above-mentioned 

matter.  The Commission has asked me to address concerns regarding the timeliness of my ruling 

in this case.  As noted, the case originated in the Flagstaff Municipal Court, and the Appellant, 

Mr. Russell, filed an Appeal of the Flagstaff Municipal Court’s decision affirming an Injunction 

Against Harassment issued against him.  Said lower court appeal was perfected, transferred, and 

filed with Coconino County Superior Court on January 5, 2021.  Thereafter, Mr. Russell filed 

several pleadings/documents in May and June of 2021.  I issued a ruling on the appeal and the 

subsequent pleadings/documents on July 21, 2021.  In my Decision, I noted that:  “This Division 

received this matter on or about April 26, 2021.”  The Commission has requested that I address 

the following questions/concerns. 

     First, that the appeal appears to have been sent to the superior court on January 5, 2021.  Why 

was this matter not handled in a more expeditious manner?  Because the Clerk’s Office did not 

notify me of the subject Appeal, and did not send the Appeal and the Court file to me until after I 

requested it on April 26, 2021.   

     In this regard, I did not know about the subject appeal until Mr. Russell called on April 26, 

2021, and left a message on my Judicial Assistant, Christal Stump’s voice mail.  Ms. Stump 

advised me that Mr. Russell had left a voice mail message for her regarding an appeal.  The 

Clerk’s Office had not sent the matter to me to rule on.  At my request, my Judicial Assistant, 

immediately looked Mr. Russell’s name up in our case management system, and located the 

Appeal and e-mailed the Appeals Clerk in the Clerk’s Office, and requested that the Appeal and 

Court file be sent to our Division immediately.  Please see attached to this Response a copy of 

my Judicial Assistant’s email to the Appeals Clerk on April 26, 2021, requesting the Appeal and 

Resp (Brown Nichols)
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Court file, the day that we first became aware of the matter after Mr. Russell left a message on 

Ms. Stump’s voice mail earlier that day.   

     I have also been asked to address the question that if the 60-day ruling deadline began on 

January 5, 2021 (the date that the Clerk’s Office received the Appeal from the Flagstaff 

Municipal Court), then a timely ruling would have had to be issued on or before March 8, 2021.  

However, it is my understanding that the 60-day rule applies from the date that the matter is 

submitted to the Judge for decision. 

     Importantly, Judicial Salary Certifications state:  “No cause has been submitted to me for 

decision which remains pending and undetermined for sixty days or more since the date of 

submission for decision.”  Therefore, it is my understanding that I must issue a ruling within 60 

days of the matter being submitted to me for decision.  Since the subject matter was not given to 

me, until I requested it, on April 26, 2021, that this was the date that the matter was initially 

submitted to me for decision.  In this regard, I have also been asked to address that if I did not 

receive the matter until April 26, 2021, then 87 days still passed between the date I  received the 

case, and when my ruling was issued. 

     Because Mr. Russell filed three subsequent pleadings/documents between May 10, 2021, and 

June 24, 2021, I treated the matter as having been finally submitted to me for decision after Mr. 

Russell’s last filing on June 24, 2021.  As my Decision stated, and the Commission has noted, 

after I first received the subject Appeal on April 26, 2021, Mr. Russell then filed subsequent and 

very lengthy pleadings/documents on May 10, 2021 (document entitled “Notice of Filing” and 

“Praecipe & Notice of Preliminary Injunction Appeal,” 33 pages in length), and on May 18, 

2021 (document entitled “Vi Coactus Pleading Immediate Lawful Restoration for Both Civil and 

Criminal Damages caused by act(s) in violation of Arizona Administrative Code, Arizona 

Revised Statutes,” 44 pages in length), as well as another document on June 24, 2021 (entitled 

“Regarding my unnumbered & unidentifiable pleading lodged as a miscellaneous document on 

May 18, 2021”), wherein he made several requests, including requesting to withdraw what he 

had filed on May 18, 2021.   

     I thought it was important to address Mr. Russell’s subsequent filings on May 10, 2021, May 

18, 2021, and June 24, 2021, in addition to his Appellant’s “Memorandums,” which totaled 51 

pages.  As such, I did address all of Mr. Russell’s lengthy filings in this matter, which all 
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together totaled 128 pages, after also reviewing and considering the lengthy transcript (total of 

106 pages) of the contested hearing held in the Flagstaff Municipal Court. 

     I issued my Decision on Mr. Russell’s Appeal and his subsequent filings on July 21, 2021, 

which was 27 days after his last filing in this matter, on June 24, 2021.  I appreciate and 

understand that I could have, and arguably should have, ruled on the subject appeal within 60 

days of the matter being submitted to me for decision, when I first learned of the Appeal on April 

26, 2021.   

     Importantly, I also acknowledge that since the Clerk’s Office did not send the matter to me 

timely, and that almost four months had passed between the time that the Clerk’s Office received 

the Appeal, and I was notified of the matter, I should have ruled more quickly.  However, as I 

stated above, and in my Decision, Mr. Russell filed subsequent and lengthy pleadings/documents 

on May 10, 2021, and May 18, 2021, as well as a filing on June 24, 2021, wherein he made 

several requests, which included what appeared to be a request to withdraw his filing on May 18, 

2021.  I thought it was important to address all of Mr. Russell’s subsequent filings, in addition to 

his Appellant’s “Memorandums,” which I did when I issued my Decision on July 21, 2021, 

which was 27 days after Mr. Russell filed his last pleading/document/request on June 24, 2021.    

     This is no excuse; however, I do believe it is important to note the following.  Mr. Russell’s 

voluminous Appellant’s “Memorandums,” and subsequent documents/pleadings filed in the 

subject case, totaling 128 pages, were very difficult to understand, and required a significant 

amount of time to review and consider.  In addition, the lengthy transcript of the subject 

contested hearing held in the Flagstaff Municipal Court, which totaled 106 pages, also required 

significant time to review and consider.   

     Also, during the time period after I was notified of the subject appeal on April 26, 2021, until 

Mr. Russell’s last filing in this case on June 24, 2021, I presided over three criminal felony jury 

trials (from May 4, 2021 to May 7, 2021; May 11, 2021 to June 4, 2021; and June 15, 2021 to 

June 18, 2021), that also required my attention and time.   

     To ensure that I am promptly notified of all pending appeals assigned to our Division, our 

case flow manager now notifies our Division of all pending appeals assigned to me, in a monthly 

report sent to our Division.  This practice began after I was notified of the subject appeal on 

April 26, 2021.  I also notified our Clerk of the Court, Valerie Wyant, a few months ago, that our 

Division has not been receiving Appeals assigned to me timely from the Clerk’s Office, and she 
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has spoken to the Appeals Clerk about the issue.  Due to these measures, I believe that in the 

future, we will be notified promptly of all Appeals filed with our Court and assigned to our 

Division for decision. 

     Thank you for taking the time to consider my response to the Commission’s questions and 

concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Judge Cathleen Brown Nichols 
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Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct 
1501 West Washington Street, Suite 229 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Telephone: (602) 452-3200 
 
 
 

STATE OF ARIZONA 
 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 
 
 

Inquiry concerning 
Judge Cathleen Brown Nichols 
Coconino County Superior Court 
State of Arizona, 
 
 Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)  

 
Case No.: 21-321 
 
 
ORDER DIRECTING THE FILING 
OF A RESPONSE 

 
Respondent Judge Cathleen Brown Nichols filed a Motion for Reconsideration 

of the public reprimand issued on May 24, 2022.  

IT IS ORDERED that Disciplinary Counsel for the Commission shall prepare 

and file a response to Respondent’s motion by June 30, 2022. Disciplinary Counsel 

shall provide a copy of her Response to Respondent on or before June 30, 2022. Absent 

a request from the Commission, Respondent may not submit a written reply brief or 

any additional materials. 

Dated this 16th day of June, 2022. 
 

FOR THE COMMISSION 
 
    /s/ Louis Frank Dominguez 

Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 

 



2 

Copies of this pleading were delivered on June 16, 2022, via electronic mail, to: 
 
Edward F. Novak, Esq. 
Attorney for Respondent 
Polsinelli PC 
enovak@polsinelli.com 
 
 
 
April P. Elliott, Esq. 
Disciplinary Counsel 
Commission on Judicial Conduct 
aelliott@courts.az.gov 
 
 
 
 
 
By: /s/ Kim Welch     
      Kim Welch, Commission Clerk 



















 

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 21-321 

Judge: Cathleen Brown Nichols 

Complainant: Richard A. Russell 
 

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT JUDGE’S 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 
August 12, 2022 

 
The respondent judicial officer filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the 

Commission’s reprimand decision as set forth in its previous order. Pursuant to 
Commission Policy 23, disciplinary counsel was requested to file a response to the 
motion, and did so. 

On August 5, 2022, the Commission denied the Motion for Reconsideration. 
As provided in Commission Policy 23, the respondent judicial officer’s Motion for 
Reconsideration, disciplinary counsel’s response, and this Order denying the Motion 
for Reconsideration shall be made a part of the record that is posted to the 
Commission’s website with the other public documents (the Complaint, the judicial 
officer’s response, and the Reprimand Order). 

Commission members Denise K. Aguilar and Joseph C. Kreamer did not 
participate in the consideration of this matter. 
 
Copies of this order were distributed to all 
appropriate persons on August 12, 2022. 




