State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 22-470

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
July 14, 2023

The complainant alleged a superior court judge (now retired) improperly
exercised jurisdiction in a criminal matter.

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).

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on July 14, 2023.









Bill of Exceptions
Take Notice: Defendant refuse any herein court’s agents appointment(s) of counsel, Public
Defender, or Bar Attorney, the defendant maintains that to incur such an appointment(s), supports
and creates herein court’s ability of augmenting Defendant’s status and standing ‘In Personam/
pro per jurisdiction’ a subrogation/ Order into “confer ‘pro se commercial jurisdiction’, of which
Defendant filed multiple Case Challenge’s, being placed upon the herein Case records, and
without being addressed by Plaintiff’s agents or the court’s agent’s to direct Plaintiff to Answer,
of Defendant’s In Personam Jurisdiction Challenge(s) of the herein legislative tribunal’s
commercial court, and the ability to rule over one of the people and the
court’s to ‘create order’ “one of the people” to be a ‘Pro Se representative an d/b/a ens legis
business entity’, created by Government to invoke a business status and standing. Defendant’s
Challenges to the name, enabling the courts agents to confer and
secure as ‘One of the People’ being held as surety/obligee of a government created fictitious
entity, to do business as d/b/a within the commercial establishment herein legislative tribunal’s
authority and jurisdiction. Defendant’s multiple Challenges readdressing as filed within this
herein courts case(s) by defendant, of which Challenges to have been filed for such People bound
by oaths of Treacherous actions, the herein court’s agents negated the Plaintiffs to answer of
posed Challenges, only then to confer court’s own authority of unsubstantiated self invoked
finding, to create within an “ORDERED” establishment of a pro se standing upon the Defendant
one of the People’s status. The herein court’s agents
and ; both acting agents of the
herein court’s to have confer jurisdiction, and to have denied the defendant’s Challenges by
alleviating the Plaintiff’s agent by Answering. The herein court to have been given Notice of
herein stated jurisdiction conferral(s) by court’s agents to no avail. This court to readdress, is
herein challenged, to demand the ‘Plaintiff to prove In Personam Jurisdiction over the defendant

The verification of a clear concise contract establishing the Trust

Trust as lien holder in due coarse within County Public Recording Office.
Tiea record number contracting and addressing as such. A clear and concise
verifiable ‘Public Notice’ of Verification of ‘Private Contract’ verifiable within County

cases number(s) and ,to have verified
Defendant’s on the record, notice of __ _ Trust, Claim in lien, to be used as
Defendant’s refute and as Public Noticed documented testimony, of Plaintiff’s Agents unverified,
and unsubstantiated commercial lien charges. The Defendant’s position, and to CLAIM of the
conspiring of the Court’s Agents and the State of Arizona County Agent’s of racketeer
influenced and corrupt organization, the complicit action as administrators and judge(s) within an
administration capacitv. to confer commercial jurisdiction over One of the People the herein
Defendant , conspiring with the State of Arizona Agent’s as Plaintiff’s by
commingling pro se commercial Jurisdiction.

After Challenges to jurisdiction file upon the record, and verbally challenged within herein court

hearing, the Plaintiff’s to have failed to prove jurisdiction upon the record, the court is reminded,
“a court can not confer jurisdiction, it must be proven where none exist and cannot make a void
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THE COMMISSION’S POLICY IS
TO POST ONLY THE FIRST FIVE
PAGES OF ANY DISMISSED
COMPLAINT ON ITS WEBSITE.

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





