
 

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 21-332 

Judge: Erica Cornejo 

Complainant:  Theodore E. Meckler 

ORDER 

The Complainant alleged that a justice of the peace violated the law and 
denied him an opportunity to be heard. 

The Complainant appeared before Judge Cornejo in two civil matters (CV20-
022057 and CV21-003490-RC). In CV20-022057, the Complainant had requested 
entry of a default judgment. Judge Cornejo denied the request, and further 
dismissed the proceeding without giving the Complainant an opportunity to be 
heard as required by Rules 101(b) and 140(e), Arizona Justice Court Rules of Civil 
Procedure. In CV21-003490-RC, Judge Cornejo again sua sponte dismissed the 
complaint in contravention of Rule 144(d), Arizona Justice Court Rules of Civil 
Procedure, which states, “Except as provided in sections (b), (d), and (e), a lawsuit 
shall only be dismissed upon motion and by court order, and only on terms and 
conditions that the court determines are fair and proper.” 

The Commission noted the particular provisions of the Arizona Justice Court 
Rules of Civil Procedure at issue and requested Judge Cornejo address her conduct 
in light of those rules as well as Rules 1.1, 1.2, and 2.6(A) of the Code. Judge 
Cornejo submitted an extremely brief reply in which she stated she did not believe 
the Complainant had demonstrated a prima facie case entitling him to judgment. 
Her response failed to address her conduct as related to any of the cited Justice 
Court Rules or provisions of the Code. The only other substantive portion of her 
response related to her erroneous belief that she was required to recuse herself from 
the Complainant’s case after he filed a motion for change of judge.  

In CJC Case No. 20-248, the Commission had previously dismissed a 
complaint with an advisory to Judge Cornejo related to delayed rulings. Based on 
her lack of a thorough response in that case, the advisory comment letter stated, 
“The Commission also notes for future reference, the lack of a thorough response to 
a Commission inquiry can be perceived as insufficient candor to the Commission.” 



 

By sua sponte dismissing the two lawsuits in violation of the law and failing 
to submit a thorough response to the Commission, the Commission found that 
Judge Cornejo’s conduct violated the following provisions of the Code: 

● Rule 1.2 (Promoting Confidence in the Judiciary) 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 2.2 (Impartiality and Fairness) which states, “A judge shall 
uphold and apply the law, and shall perform all duties of judicial office 
fairly and impartially.” 

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

● Rule 2.6(A) (Ensuring the Right to Be Heard) which states, “A judge 
shall accord to every person who has a legal interest in a proceeding, or 
that person’s lawyer, the right to be heard according to law.” 

● Rule 2.16(A) (Cooperation with Disciplinary Authorities) which states, 
“A judge shall cooperate and be candid and honest with judicial and 
lawyer disciplinary agencies.” 

Accordingly, Justice of the Peace Erica Cornejo 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. 











































































































































































































































From: Erica Cornejo  
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 12:53 PM
To: Elliott, April 
Subject: RE: CJC Case No. 21-332

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.

Good afternoon, thank you for the opportunity to respond to Mr. Meckler’s complaint.  I did not
believe that Mr. Meckler demonstrated a prima facie case in which he was entitled judgment and
therefore denied his requests for default judgment.

However, in reviewing the record, I believe I did make an error.  When he requested a new Judge be
assigned to his case I should have recused myself and allowed him to be reassigned.  Furthermore, if
he had appealed the case to Superior Court and they believed he was entitled to a hearing; I would
have granted him one pursuant to that order in front of a new Judge. I did not deny him out of any
sort of prejudice but rather was simply affirming the orders from the Presiding Judge.  I should have
looked at the matter for myself instead of relying on the previous orders.    

Thank you, Erica Cornejo

Resp (Cornejo)
21-332
3/25/22





appeal I have been competent overall in my duties.   I would also argue that Rule 2.6 (A) (Ensuring
the Right to be Heard) was not violated.  In my opinion this case proceeded as it should.  Mr.
Meckler made a claim, his claim was heard through motions and when he did not prevail Mr.
Meckler was granted the opportunity to appeal.  He was successful on appeal and now has been
given the opportunity to be further heard by a different judicial officer as was his wish.  In reviewing
the record, Mr. Meckler requested a hearing after being denied his Motion for Default Judgment; if I
could engage in revisionist behavior, I would grant that request.  It is my belief that all the errors I
made in this case were properly addressed by the appeal process.  I complied with the higher court
orders and have gained a greater understanding of my role. 
 
I am not requesting a formal hearing.  However, if the Commission on Judicial Conduct believe one is
required I would participate.  Thank you to the Commission on Judicial Conduct for allowing me the
opportunity to respond and reviewing this Motion for Reconsideration.
 
Hon. Erica Cornejo
Precinct 2
Pima County Justice Court
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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 Erica Cornejo 
Pima County Consolidated Justice Court 
Precinct 2 
State of Arizona, 
 
 Respondent. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)  

 
Case No.: 21-332 
 
 
ORDER DIRECTING THE FILING 
OF A RESPONSE 

 
Respondent Judge Erica Cornejo 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 17, 2022. Disciplinary Counsel 

shall provide a copy of her Response to Respondent on or before June 17, 2022. Absent 

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

any additional materials. 

Dated this 10th day of June, 2022. 
 

FOR THE COMMISSION 
 
    /s/ Louis Frank Dominguez 

Hon. Louis Frank Dominguez 
Commission Chair 
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Copies of this pleading were delivered on June 10, 2022, via electronic mail, to: 
 
Hon. Erica Cornejo 
Pima County Consolidated Justice Court 

 
 
Respondent 
 
 
 
April P. Elliott 

 
 
Disciplinary Counsel 
 
 
 
 
By: /s/ Kim Welch     
      Kim Welch, Commission Clerk 





















EXHIBIT A 



 



 



 



 



 



 





 

State of Arizona 

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT 

Disposition of Complaint 21-332 

Judge: Erica Cornejo 

Complainant: Theodore E. Meckler 
 

ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT JUDGE’S 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 

 
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. 

Dated: August 12, 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 August 12, 2022. 




