State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 23-141

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
August 28, 2023

The complainant alleged a superior court judge issued improper legal rulings
in a criminal case.

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 members Denise K. Aguilar and Louis F. Dominguez did not
participate in the consideration of this matter.

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on August 28, 2023.









This  -page Addendum was filed on to the Court
and is now re-filled to Judge . The first page of this Addendum states:

The stated claim for million in damages is only from for

6th Amendment rights injury, which impugned his right to
counsel of his choice, and ended right to repudiate his accusers.
Also requested is that the rejected Notice Requesting Post-Conviction
Relief be restored.

Judge illegally prevented my constitutional right to present my claims for
relief. He wrongfully removed my original accuser, the State, out of my reach. I was
entitled to force the reversal of the false charges that the State manufactured against me,
but Judge wrongfully denied and prevented that right to be available to me.

Judge did not wait — as required by law — the full ___days for the “state” to

respond, then  more days for me to reply. Judge illegally shielded the
State from having to answer and be accountable for its false charges against me.
Judge also violated 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. Comment [1] also states: To ensure impartiality and fairness to
all parties, a judge must be objective and open-minded. Judge Wein did not do this.

Rule 2.6(A) Ensuring the Right to be Heard A judge shall accord to every
person who has a legal interest in a proceeding the right to be heard according to law.

Judge did not do this. He also violated Comment [1] as follows:

Comment [1] The right to be heard is an essential component of a fair
and impartial system of justice. Substantive rights of litigants can be
protected only if the right to be heard is observed.

Judge failed to do his duty, by refusing to allow — as per law — that the
other side respond to my claims of innocence, AND, that I be able to refute any claims
by the other side, as granted by ARS § 12-820, which is now explained:

Arizona entities and employees are liable for their negligence and
omission to obey true rules, which are designed to provide justice; it is
the “failure” to “exercise” a duty, which terminates immunity and creates
liability. See: Galati v. Lake Havasu City, 186 Ariz. 131, 920 P.2d 11
(1996), which is now quoted from the Arizona Supreme Court:

The immunity statute, however, provides immunity for the City’s
“exercise” of a judicial or a legislative function, A.R.S. §12-820.01(A)(1).
We interpret the term “exercise” to require action, not the absence of
action. Arizona cases determining what is a judicial or a legislative act
require an actual act, not a failure to make a decision. Saggio v. Connelly,
147 Ariz. 240, 241, 709 P.2d 847, 875 (1985). We hold, however, that the
absence of a decision is not the exercise of a judicial or a legislative
function entitled to immunity under A.R.S. section 12-820.01(A)(1). C.F.
Goss v. City of Globe, 180 Ariz. 229, 231, 833 P.2d 466, 468. When an
Arizona entity fails to perform the duty required by the established rules,
they become liable for the injury they caused. A.R.S. § 12-820.01(A)(2).
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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.





