State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 23-468

Judge:

Complainant:

ORDER
May 24, 2024

The Complainant alleged improper legal rulings by a justice of the peace
hearing civil 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 Barbara Brown and Delia R. Neal did not participate
in the consideration of this matter.

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on May 24, 2024.
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COMPLAINT AGAINST A JUDGE

Name: Judge’s Name:

Instructions: Use this form or plain paper of the same size to file a complaint. Describe in your own words what you believe
the judge did that constitutes judicial misconduct. Be specific and list all of the names, dates, times, and places that will help
the commission understand your concerns. Additional pages may be attached along with copies (not originals) of relevant
court documents. Please complete one side of the paper only and keep a copy of the complaint for your records.

Plaintiff filed its response around , citing the inapplicability of both
doctrines and addressed nothing else.

Complainant filed his reply in support of his motion on . However, the
Court (under ) denied Complainant’s MTD without providing an explanation in support
of its ruling (violating Rule 5(a)(3): Failure to provide clarity on his oral and written communication)
that same day and did so without considering Complainants reply.

Complainant filed his second MTD on , which also referenced and had the
Appellate Courts ruling attached as Exhibit “C”, reiterating the citations of doctrines of res judicata
and collateral estoppel with the addition of the citation of doctrine of collateral attack.
Complainant also emphasized that the proceeding stems from Plaintiff's illicit banking activity as
the credit card account as discussed in the matter was issued illegally as Plaintiff is operating as an
unlicensed business in the Arizona violating ex turpi causa non oritur actio and ex turpi causa non
oritur actio.

Plaintiff filed its response on citing the inapplicability of res judicata and
collateral estoppel, but did not address the collateral attack claim, nor did it address its illegal
activity operating as an unlicensed business in the state of Arizona.

Complainant did not file a reply, and the Court (under i denied the second MTD
providing no explanation in support of his denial on which violates Rule 5(a)(3):
Failure to provide clarity on his oral and written communications.

On ~a Status Conference was held in front of the Honorable Judge

(hereinafter " ") during which the Appellate Court's ruling and Complainant's
second MTD were discussed in great detail. At first, the Court (under ' seemed to want to
dismiss the matter because the matter had already been adjudicated by the Appellate Court but
felt it would be “ "ifit did. Yet,
the Court (under ) ) inquired why Plaintiff did not plead everything it pled in its response to
Complainant's second MTD to the Appellate Court for the appellate judge to consider (Status
Conference DVD @11:42:07-11:42:29). Counsel for Plaintiff stated that its client (Plaintiff) felt the
Appellate Court had misapplied the law, and Plaintiff just chose to refile, citing its authority as
A.R.S. §10-1501(B)(8) (Authority to transact business by securing or collecting debts or enforcing
mortgages and security interests in property securing the same) as am attempt to comply with the
Appellate Court’s ruling. Counsel for the Plaintiff also fied to the Court by stating its client is “

” (Status Conference DVD @11:44:12-
11:44:40). This is contrary to the information contained on Plaintiff's own website, radio and
television commercials, and contrary to what had already been determined by the Appellate Court

4









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.





