State of Arizona

COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL CONDUCT

Disposition of Complaint 20-142

Judge: Joe “Pep” Guzman

Complainant: Adriana Greisman

ORDER

The Complainant alleged a justice of the peace failed to timely rule on a
protective order matter.

Judge Joe “Pep” Guzman presided over a contested order of protection
hearing on February 10, 2020 and February 21, 2020, at which time, he took the
matter under advisement. Judge Guzman failed to issue a ruling within 60 days,
and he filed periodic certifications that he had no pending or undetermined cause
for more than 60 days, although Complainant’s attorney had filed a written request
for ruling on March 18, 2020. The ruling was finally issued on or about July 22,
2020, which was an unreasonable delay of approximately three months.

Judge Guzman’s conduct violated the following provisions of the Code of
Judicial Conduct and Arizona law:

Rule 1.1, which states, “A judge shall comply with the law,
including the Code of Judicial Conduct.”

Rule 1.2, which states, “A judge shall act at all times in a
manner that promotes public confidence in the independence,
Iintegrity, and impartiality of the judiciary, and shall avoid impropriety
and the appearance of impropriety.”

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

Article 2, Section 11 of the Arizona Constitution, which states,
“Justice in all cases shall be administered openly, and without
unnecessary delay.”

A.R.S. §11-424.02, which states, in part: “A justice of the
peace . . . shall not receive his salary unless such justice either certifies
that no cause before such justice remains pending and undetermined



for sixty days after it has been submitted for decision or there is
submitted by the chief justice of the Arizona supreme court a
certification that such justice of the peace has had a physical disability
during the preceding sixty days or that good and sufficient cause exists
to excuse the application of this section to particularly identified
litigation then pending.

Accordingly, Judge Joe “Pep” Guzman is hereby publicly reprimanded for his
conduct as 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).

Dated: November 17, 2020
FOR THE COMMISSION

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

Copies of this order were distributed to all
appropriate persons on November 17, 2020.



CONFIDENTIAL FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct
1501 W. Washington Street, Suite 229 20-142
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COMPLAINT AGAINST A JUDGE

Adriana Greisman Joe Guzman
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.

| obtained an order of protection against Dave Wolf in January 2019 from the Agua Fria Justice Court,
Maricopa County. Subsequently, the case referenced in this Complaint began when the Plaintiff Dave
Wolf filed for an order of protection against me in May 2019, also in the Agua Fria Justice Court.
Following a hearing before the Honorable Cheryl Brown on May 23, 2019, the court entered an order of
protection against me.

In December 2019, | requested a hearing pursuant to Rule 38(a), Rules of Protective Order Procedure.
Judge Guzman denied my request. On a Special Action in the Maricopa County Superior Court, Judge
Douglas Gerlach ruled that | was entitled to a hearing and ordered that the Agua Fria Justice Court hold a
hearing to determine whether the protective order against me should be continued, modified or revoked.
Exhibit 1, Order of Judge Gerlach.

Following that order, Judge Guzman held a hearing which required two afterncons to complete on
February 10 and February 21, 2020. Rule 38(h) of the Rules of Protective Order Procedure requires that
the judicial officer is to state the basis for continuing, modifying or revoking the order "at the conclusion of
the hearing." At the conclusion of the hearing on February 21, 2020, Judge Guzman stated that he was
taking the matter under advisement and that he would issue a ruling within ten days.

After almost four weeks, Judge Guzman still had not ruled, so | had my attorney file a Request for Ruling
on March 17, 2020. Exhibit 2. Since then, my attorney’s office has called the Agua Fria Justice Court
regularly every few days to request the status of the ruling. On April 2, 2020, Crystal Solorio, a legal
advocate for victims of domestic violence, also contacted the court on my behalf. The court verified that
Judge Guzman had the file on his desk and that the case was scheduled for review on April 7, 2020. Still,
Judge Guzman has not ruled on the case. More than 60 days have passed since the hearing was
completed on February 21. The court staff have not stated that Judge Guzman has been ill or
incapacitated in any way.

The Agua Fria Justice Court has not provided any information regarding why no ruling has been made.
The judge is aware that | am awaiting a ruling. The order of protection, which | do not believe to be [egally
justified, appears on my credit report and causes me great distress. | have paid my attorney thousands of
dollars to get to this point, and Judge Guzman has destroyed my confidence in receiving fair treatment
from the judicial system. Now | am afraid that the judge is waiting until after May 23, 2020, when the order
of protection will expire, so he can determine that my request to have the order revoked is moot.

Judge Guzman has failed to rule promptly as required by Canon 3B(8), American Bar Association,
Annotated Model Code of Judicial Conduct. His failure to rule within 60 days as required also prohibits
Judge Guzman from receiving his salary pursuant to A.R.S. section 11-424.02(A). Please investigate this
matter and discipline Judge Guzman accordingly.
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ROWLEY CHAPMAN & BARNEY, LTD.
63 Fast Main Street, Suite 501

‘Mesa, Arizona 85201-7417

Telephone: (480) 833-1113

Facsimile:  (480) 833-1114

Nathaniel H. Wadsworth — SBN 0247 99
wadsworth@azlegal.com

Attorneys for Defendant

IN THE AGUA FRIA JUSTICE COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA
10420 W. Van Buren Street, Suite #101, Avondale, AZ 85323

DAVID WOLF, Case No. CC2019092711000
Plaintiff,
REQUEST FOR RULING
V.
ADRIANA GREISMAN,
Defendant.

Defendant Adriana Greisman hereby requests a. ruling on the Order of Protection
Hearing held on February 10 and 21, 2020 before the Honorable Joe Guzman,

Rule 38(h), Rules of Protective Order Procedure, requires that the Court must state the
basis for continuing, modifying or revoking a protective ofder “at the conclusion of the
hearing.” Following the hearing on February 21, the Court indicated that a ruling would be
issued within 10 days. The hearing concluded 25 days ago (17 court days) and the patties have

yet to receive a ruling.






Comp Supp 1

20-142
9/3/20
From: adriana greisman
Subject: Re: Wolf v. Greisman, Agua Fria Justice Court
Date: August 13, 2020 at 11:53:50 AM MST
To: Deane Fields
I looked up when . from Judicial Conduced contacted me. She left a voice

message at 3:03pm on 7/16/20. I called her back either that day or the
next. I'd have to get a copy of my phone records in order to tell you when 1
called her back. Her phone # is

If

On Aug 10, 2020, at 5:38 PM, Deane Fields wrote:
Hello Adriana,

Please find attached the executed Minute Entry regarding the Ruling on the
Request for Ruling in the Wolf v. Greisman matter. The Court ordered the
Injunction Against Harassment issued against the defendant is affirmed and
remains in effect.

Sincerely,

Dee Fields
Paralegal to Michael Wawro, Esq.
Rowley Chapman & Barney, Ltd.

The information transmitted by this e-mail is intended only for the addressee and may
contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any interception, review,
re-transmission, dissemination, or other use or taking of any action upon this
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited by law
and may subject them to criminal or civil liability. If you received this communication in
error, please contact us immediately at {480) 833-1113, and delete the communication
from all computers.



From: adriana greisman

Subject: Re: Wolf v. Greisman, Agua Fria Justice Court
Date: August 13, 2020 at 11:53:50 AM MST

To: Deane Fields

[ loocked up when / from Judicial Conduced contacted me. She left a voice
message at 3:03pm on 7/16/20. 1 cailed her back either that day or the
next. I'd have to get a copy of my phone records in order to tell you when I
called her back. Her phone # is

It

On Aug 10, 2020, at 5:38 PM, Deane Fields wrote:
Hello Adriana,

Please find attached the executed Minute Entry regarding the Ruling on the
Request for Ruling in the Wolf v. Greisman matter. The Court ordered the

injunction Against Harassment issued against the defendant is affirmed and
remains in effect.

Sincerely,

DeefFields
Paralegal to Michael Wawro, Esq.
Rowley Chapman & Barney, Ltd.

The information transmitted by this e-mail is intended only for the addressee and may
contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any interception, review,
re-transmission, dissemination, or other use or taking of any action upon this
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited by law
and may subject them to criminal or civil liability. If you received this communication in
error, please contact us immediately at (480) 833-1113, and delete the communication
from all computers.
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Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct
15601 W, Washington Street, Suite 229
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COMPLAINT AGAINST A JUDGE

Adriana Greisman Joe Guzman
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.

| obtained an order of protection against Dave Wolf in January 2019 from the Agua Fria Justice Court,
Maricopa County. Subsequently, the case referenced in this Complaint began when ths Plaintiff Dave
Wolf filed for an order of protection against me in May 2019, ailso in the Agua Fria Justice Court.
Following a hearing before the Honorable Cheryl Brown on May 23, 2018, the court entered an order of
protection against me,

In December 2019, | requestad a hearing pursuant to Rule 38(a}, Rules of Protective Order Procedure,
Judge Guzman denied my request. On a Special Action in the Maricopa County Superior Court, Judge
Dougias Gerlach rufed that | was entitled to a hearing and ordered that the Agua Fria Justice Court hold &
hearing to determine whether the prolective order against me should be continued, modified or revoked.
Exhibit 1, Order of Judge Gerlach.

Following that order, Judge Guzman held a hearing which required two afternoons to comglete on
February 10 and February 21, 2020. Rule 38(h) of the Rules of Protective Order Procedure requires that
the judicial officer is to state the basis for continuing, modifying or revoking the order "at the conclusion of
the hearing." At the conclusion of the hearing on February 21, 2020, Judge Guzman stated that he was
taking the matter under advisement and {hat he would issue a ruling within ten days.

Afler almost four weeks, Judge Guzman still had not ruled, so [ had my attorney file a Request for Ruling
on March 17, 2020, Exhibit 2. Since then, my attorney's office has called the Agua Fria Justice Court
regularly every few days to request the status of the ruling. On April 2, 2020, Crystal Soloric, a legal
advocate for victims of domestic violence, also contacted the court on my behalf. The court verified that
Judge Guzman had the file on his desk and that the case was scheduled for review on April 7, 2020, Still,
Judge Guzman has not ruled on the case. More than 60 days have passed since the hearing was
completed on February 21, The court staff have not stated that Judge Guzman has been ill or
incapacitated in any way.

The Agua Fria Justice Court has not provided any informatien regarding why no ruling has been made.
The judge is aware that { am awaiting a ruling. The order of protection, which | do not believe to be legally
justified, appears on my credit report and causes me great distress. | have paid my attorney thousands of
dollars o get to this point, and Judge Guzman has destroyed my confidence in receiving fair tfreatment
from the judicial system, Now | am afraid that the judge is waiting untit after May 23, 2020, when the crder
of protection will expire, so he can determine that my request to have the order revoked is moot.

Judge Guzman has failed to rule promptly as required by Canon 3B(8), American Bar Association,
Annotated Model Code of Judiciai Conduct. His failure to rule within 60 days as required also prohibils
Judge Guzman from receiving his salary pursuant to A.R.S. section 11-424.02(A). Please investigate this
matter and discipline Judge Guzman accordingly.
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ROWLEY CHAPMAN & BARNEY,LTD. =~ "
63 East Main Street, Suite 5301 ot 8 AR

‘Mesa, Arizona 85201-7417

Telephone: g480) 833-1113

Facsimile;  (480) 833-1114

Nathaniel H. Wadsworth — SBN 024799
wadsworth(@azlegal.com

Attorneys for Defendant

IN THE AGUA FRIA JUSTICE COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF MARICOPA
10420 W, Van Buren Street, Suite #101, Avondale, AZ 85323

DAVID WOLF, Case No. CC2019092711000
PlaintifT,
REQUEST FOR RULING
Vv,
ADRIANA GREISMAN,
Defendant.

Defendant Adriana Greisman hereby requests a ruling on the Order of Protection

Hearing held on February 10 and 21, 2020 before the Honorable Joe Guzman.

Rule 38(h), Rules of Protective Order Procedure, requires that the Court must state the
basis for continuing, modifying or revoking a protective order “at the conclusion of the
hearing.” Following the hearing on February 21, the Court indicated that a ruling would be

issued within 10 days. The hearing concluded 25 days ago (17 court days) and the parties have

yet to receive a ruling.





















Falsely accused me of damaging her patio furniture when she had a construction crew on site for
weeks in that area. - Falsely accused me of throwing a manual at her foot when she admitted in ema.l
that | did not. - While the OOP was in effect, falsely accused me of having a friend speak 1o her ey
behalf after the OOP was in-place, waiting over two months before reporting the false incident Trhs
consequences wouid have been a criminal chaige. - While the OOP was in effect, falsely accusec me
of harassing her by changing a club breakfast venue when, in fact, | was invited by thess peogietc o.re
with them in a new location {6 help me feel safe. The consequences would have been a criming!
charge. - 5/8/2019: She instructed someone 0 contact me on her behalf to perform technical wore,
even though | turned over ail assets on of pefore January 8. This person emailed me on Surday, 15

and then called me on Wednesday, 5/8. She has previously and falsely accused me regarding
technical matters. | will ignore all such contacts. However, I'm afraid it is another attempl to accuse me
of a crime. - During the relalionship | became afraid of her when: - She told me that she is in charge of
me more than once. - | observed her verbally attacking a service provider in an out-cf-control manner.
When | asked her to stop and speak rationally, she angrily told me that | was out of line. - She yelizd an
numerous occasions in November and December 2018. - During our relationship, she wamed me that

when | meet her two siblings and her mother, they will ali ask me why | would want to be with her. !
became frightened of what she mignt do.

ETective: June 3, 2013 npe 2 ot 3 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03




Case No CCzoedaln

Agua Fria Justice Coutt/AZ007073J/0714 10420 W. Van Buren St., Suite #101  Avondale, AZ 85323

them

Tre for'cwirg persons should also be on this Order. As slated in number 4, the Delendant s a darger (¢

5
6 De’endant should be ordered to stay away from these locations, at all times, even when | am not present
[X} Home:
[ ] Work:
[ } Schocl/Others:
7. [X] If checked, because of the risk of harm, order the defendant NOT to possess firearms or ammunitan
unseling This can te

8. [ ] if checked, order the Defendant to participate in domestic violence counseling or other €O
ordered only after & hearing of which Defendant had notice and an opportunity to participate.
oach the Plaintiff in public places

endant shall not appr
fancant shalf not

Other: The Defendant shall not contact the Plaintiff. The Def
T . If the Plaintiff is present the De

S.
or any of the Community areas ofthe -
approach.;
Under penalty of perjury, t swear or affirm the above statements are true to the best of my knowledge, and |
elief as allowed by law.

request an Order/ Injunction granting r

5

_ Attes.,
e Judicial Officer / Clerk 7 Notary Date

Plainﬁ}f -

Effective: J . . . .
une 3, 2013 Page 3 of 3 Adopted by Administrative Directive No. 2013-03
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EQSP (Guzman
AGUA FRIA JUSTICE COURT, MARICOPA COUNTY, STATE OF ARIZONA
10420 West Van Buren Street, Suite One, Avondale, 285323 20 2 0 = § 4 2

August 7, 2020 AUG 0 7 202

Dear.
Re: Response to Case number 20-142

Judge Joe Guzman has received a copy of the complaint filed by Adriana Greisman wherein she alleges
the judge failed to make a ruling on her case within the 60 day time limit.

The case of David Wolf vs. Adriana Greisman (CC2019-092711) represents a situation where both
litigants have mutual and effective Orders of Protection against one another. Adriana obtained an Order
of Protection against David in January 2019, and David obtained an Order of Protection against Adriana
in May 2019. They both reside in the same retirement community, enjoy the company of mutual friends
and are active in various activities within the retirement community.

Judge Cheryl Brown presided over a lengthy (in excess of 2 hours) and drawn out Prior to Issuance
Hearing in May 2019, after which the judge granted David Wolf an Order of Protection against Adriana.
The Order of Protection was served upon Adriana shortly thereafter. in December 2019, Adriana
through legal counsel requested a hearing on the Order of Protection. The Court concluded that a
hearing on the matter already had taken place, and relied on the lengthy Prior to Issuance Hearing (May
2019) in denying the request for a hearing. On special action to the Superior Court of the State of
Arizona in Maricopa County, it was ruled that Adriana Is entitled to one hearing AFTER the issuance of
the Order of Protection. That hearing took place on February 10 and 21, 2020; and, after more than four
hours of testimony, the court took the matter under advisement.

The court entered a ruling sustaining the Order of Protection in the matter of Wolf vs. Greisman the

week of July 20, 2020. The court understands its ruling is outside of the 60 day limit. The judge will make
no excuses, and apologizes to all concerned for the delay.

Judge Joe Guzman



Resp Supp 1
20-142
9/8/20

AGUA ERIA JUSTICE COURT, MARICOPA COUNTY, STATE OF ARIZONA
10420 West Van Buren Street, Suite 101, Avondale, AZ 85323

September 7, 2020

Re: Case Number 20-142

Dear
The following is Judge Guzman’s response to your letter dated August 18, 2020.
Response to Question One.

The payroll certifications are given to the judge, signed, and then submitted by court staff in the
ordinary course of business. It is unclear what date any of the payroll certifications submitted between
April 21, 2020 and July 20, 2020, were signed by Judge Guzman. Judge Guzman can only rely on the date
that appears on any of the certifications submitted during the time-period in question. The payroll
certifications can be signed in a swift moment in time, meaning there is no designated day or time
reserved for the purpose of signing the certifications. Most judges simply sign the certification and then
move on to the next task. In this case, however, Judge Guzman has no independent recollection as to
what particular date any of the payroll certifications submitted during this time-period were signed by
the judge.

Judge Guzman accepts responsibility for signing the payroll certifications and adhering to the language
contained therein.

Judge Guzman will be careful to read the language that appears on the payroll certification and apply it
to any relevant matter submitted for a decision.

Response to Question Two:

Judge Guzman does not recall knowing that a ruling was overdue when any of the payroll certifications
were signhed. In other words, the judge did not sign the certifications knowing full well, and in that
particular moment, that a matter submitted for a ruling had yet to be decided. The dueling harassment
cases involving David Wolf and Adriana Greisman were not on the judge’s mind when any of the payroll
certifications were signed.

Response to Question Three:

No, Judge Guzman is unaware of any corrective measures to be taken at this point in time. The judge
has not been in contact with the Chief Justice regarding this matter.

Response to Question Four:

The last six months have been challenging for all courts in Maricopa County, including the Agua Fria
Justice Court. Some of these challenges have affected the way courts in the state of Arizona operate.



Since March 18, 2020, several administrative orders have been issued in response to the COVID-19
public health threat that changed court operations to ensure courts operate safely, and protect the
health and safety of court employees, judicial officers and the general public. The numerous efforts the
Maricopa County Justice Courts have taken to adhere to all pertinent administrative orders has been
nothing short of exhausting. It is no exaggeration in stating that 110% of the justice courts collective
conscience has been to concentrate on employee safety, modified court operations and utilizing
available electronic means to carry out the function of the court. Efforts include, but are not limited to,
the following:

Staffing Plan. Judges have been ordered to create a staffing plan. This may include dividing court
employees into teams to prevent all or a substantial portion of court employees from becoming infected
or requiring quarantine at the same time due to work-related contact. The Agua Fria Justice Court
created a jump team that works from home and has no contact with court employees or is allowed in
the court building. Of course, this required an analysis of which employee(s) is bested suited to work
from home and providing them with the necessary electronic equipment.

Physical Distancing. The court has adopted policies consistent with the administrative orders to ensure
proper physical distancing inside the court building. This includes closing off certain areas in the
courtroom and posting appropriate signage throughout the court facility.

In Person Proceedings. Pursuant to relevant administrative orders the court limits any required in-
person proceedings to attorneys, parties, victims, witnesses, jurors, judicial officers and court
employees. This is to protect the health and safety of court personnel and the general public.

Health Screening Protocol. A health screening protocol for judicial officers and court employees has
been developed to detect COVID-19 —related symptoms consistent with recommendations by public
health officials to prevent the spread of the virus. Also, the court installed sneeze guards in the
courtroom and other pertinent areas to protect against the spread of the virus.

Use of Technology. The justice courts have enhanced their ability to utilize teleconferencing and video
conferencing to handle proceedings. The effort was painstaking and laborious, but the justice courts
managed to design a system that is efficient and protects the health and safety of all participants.

Most ex parte and contested hearings on orders of protection are being handled electronically.

The Agua Fria Justice Court has experienced a tremendous increase in the use of the telephone, fax and
electronic mail to manage court business, ensure consistency with core constitutional rights, and protect
the health and safety of court employees and the general public.

Changes to Court Procedures. Matters taken under advisement that require a ruling within 60 days
usually do not appear on the Electronic Data Management System (EDMS). EDMS has replaced hard files
for regular civil actions. It is the equivalent of the ‘in basket’ that administrators are accustomed to using
in handling daily administrative matters. EDMS has a time calculator that helps calculate the 60-day
time-period. Judges work on EDMS cases on a daily basis to avoid backlog and ensure a timely ruling on
any matter submitted for a decision. Once the judge completes a review of the file it is re-routed to
court personnet for further processing. The Agua Fria court will adopt the practice of placing any matter
taken under advisement on the EDMS platform to ensure a timely decision.



Judges Weekly Forum. The justices of the peace meet each week to discuss current trends in court
operations, administrative orders issued by superior court and supreme court, and review executive
orders issued by the Governor of Arizona, and administrative orders and guidelines issued by county,
state and federal agencies. Aside from superior and supreme court administrative orders, the most
demanding on the courts have been executive orders relating to rental evictions.

The Governor’s Executive Order (2020-14) sighed on March 24, 2020, which directed all law
enforcement personnel, including Constables, to delay the enforcement of the Writ of Restitution in
eviction cases involving non-payment of rent placed a burden on the operation of the courts. The courts
were placed in a position to not only modify procedures and practices, but also to be public information
officers for attorneys, landlords, tenants and members of the general public seeking clarity from the
executive order. Most, if not all, delinguent tenants believed that a landlord was prohibited from filing
an eviction action for non-payment of rent. This was an erroneous position for tenants to take and the
judge, court employees and court administration were all thrust into the role of pubtic information
officers. Moreover, most tenants believed they were no longer responsible for payment of rent. Again,
this was an erroneous interpretation of the Governor’s executive order that required correction by the
judge, court employees and court administration. The justice court bench convened to develop a series
of best practices to ensure compliance with the executive order.

Aside from maintaining pace with administrative orders, modifying or limiting court practices, and
protecting the health and safety of court emplovees and judICIa| offlcers, Judge Guzman has
. This was due to the

outbreak of COVID-19 and Governor Ducey's order closing all schools. Beginning in March, 2020, the
Judge has taken personal time off

. This time marked the beginning of distance teaching and online learning in the
state of Arizona for students, parents, educators and school administrators. This meant schools went
scrambling to create an electronic teaching model to offer their students. Of course, this was something
new for most public schools and represented a move they were not prepared for. Not to mention the
chaos this caused in househalds with school age children as parents and guardians prepared to help
teach their children from home. And, of course, parents hit panic mode in search of a laptop or desk top
computer for their child. We all know panic buying emptied the shelves of toilet paper earlier this year,
but also it depleted the electronics needed by students to learn from home. Luckily, ™~

Anyways, the judge ' Vo

The foregoing completes Judge Guzman’s response.

Respectfully submitted,



v \ v
Judge Joe Guzman



Resp Supp 2
20-142
10/07/20

From: Luis Guzman (MJC)

Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 5:19 PM

To: Commission on Judicial Conduct <CommissionJudicialCo@courts.az.gov>
Cc: Luis Guzman

Subject: FW: Message from "RNP58387927C43B"

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.

Ms ,

The following is Judge Guzman's response to your letter dated September 16, 2020, regarding more
allegations made by Adrianna Greisman.

Part A.

The July 22, 2020, ruling was made on the court's electronic data management system (EDMS). The
request for judicial action appears on the judicial review page of the data system. After the judicial
officer takes action on a matter appearing on the judicial review page, the judge clicks on the 'judicial
review complete' button and the matter is electronically forwarded to court staff for further processing.
Once the case is forwarded to court staff the judge takes no action on the matter as it no longer appears
on the judicial review page.

The ruling was forwarded to court staff on July 22, 2020, for further processing. Court staff mailed a
copy to the attorneys on July 30, 2020. A copy of the Certificate of Mailing completed by court staff is
attached to this email. It is unknown what date the attorneys received their copies in the mail. It goes
without saying, the judge does not handle the mail.

Part B.

On page One of Ms. Greisman's September 2, 2020, letter she states, "Judge Guzman commented to Mr.
Wolf's attorney, Christopher Rapp, that he (the judge) was an admirer and friend of Christopher Rapp's
father...". Christopher Rapp's father is a retired Superior Court judge. She goes on to say this presented
"a clear conflict of interest" for which Judge Guzman should have recused himself. Certainly, Ms.
Greisman is following the advice of her attorney in preparing these documents for submission to the
Commission on Judicial Conduct. However, the best course of action would have been to actually review
the record in this matter to determine what was actually stated by Judge Guzman. The recording in this
matter is the best evidence of what was actually stated.

A review of the recording shows that Judge Guzman asked Mr. Christopher Rapp if he was related to
Judge Edward Rapp. Christopher Rapp answered the question by saying that he was related to Judge
Rapp, and that he was his son. Judge Guzman prefaced the question by stating, "the following question
has no relevance to this case".



Christopher Rapp then made an inaudible statement after telling Judge Guzman he was related to Judge
Rapp. Judge Guzman replies to the inaudible statement by telling Christopher Rapp that he (Judge
Guzman) was formerly employed at the Maricopa County Juvenile Court Center. Judge Guzman also
states, that this was years ago; and that he (Judge Guzman) knew Judge Rapp was a juvenile court judge,
and perhaps the presiding juvenile court judge. Judge Guzman ends the dialogue by stating there are not
too many Rapp's running around.

Judge Guzman was employed at the juvenile court center from 1981 to 1985. The first 18 months of
employment were spent at the juvenile detention center as a juvenile detention officer assigned to the
11pm to 7am shift. In 1981, Judge Guzman served as a volunteer probation officer before accepting a
position as a juvenile detention officer. Judge Guzman had just graduated from ASU with a Bachelor's
degree in Justice Studies. After 18 months of working in the juvenile detention center, Judge Guzman
accepted a position as a juvenile surveillance officer under a grant from the United States Department of
Justice. At this point in his life, Judge Guzman contemplated a career as a Juvenile Probation Officer. But
that was not to be, he remained a juvenile surveillance officer until the Summer of 1985, resigning to
attend the CLEO (Continuing Legal Education Opportunity) law program at the University of Utah. Judge
Guzman began his first year of law school at the Sandra Day O'Connor College of Law at Arizona State
University in the fall of 1985. 1985 marked the end of any professional association Judge Guzman had
with the juvenile court center, its activities and court personnel. That was 35 years ago.

Judge Rapp was a juvenile court judge during the time Mr. Guzman was employed as a juvenile
detention officer and juvenile surveillance officer. These two positions came under the supervision of
the chief administrative officer, Ernesto Garcia. They were not positions overseen by the presiding judge
of the juvenile court. Judge Rapp may have been the presiding juvenile court judge during the time Mr.
Guzman worked in the detention center and in the probation unit. Mr. Guzman does not recall that
specific detail. However, Mr. Guzman does recall that Judge Rapp was an immensely popular figure
around the juvenile court center and nearly everyone from probation, law enforcement and detention
center were aware of his presence as a juvenile court judge. He was well respected. Judge Rapp enjoyed
the omnipresence of being at the heart of the juvenile court operation. That is the main reason Judge
Guzman is able to remember Judge Rapp from his time working at the juvenile court center.

It should be noted Judge Guzman was 21 years old when he started working at the juvenile court center.
In those years, the juvenile court center encompassed court operations, probation department and the
detention center. Judge Guzman found out about Judge Rapp when he a 21 year old young starting his
career at the juvenile court center. When Ms. Greisman alleges that Judge Guzman "admired and was
friends" with Judge Rapp, she is essentially asking Judge Guzman to explain a professional relationship
that may or may not have existed 40 years ago. Judge Guzman will oblige. The judge has nothing to hide.

Judge Guzman and Judge Rapp are not friends. They never were friends. They were never colleagues.
Never enjoyed a meal together. Never spent time together outside the court or socially. The two men do
not have mutual friends or acquaintances. Judge Guzman does not recall one instance where he and
Judge Rapp enjoyed a conversation. The two never golfed together. The two men never enjoyed a beer
summit. Judge Guzman is unable to recall a moment he and Judge Rapp were in the same room
together. Finally, Judge Guzman remembers Judge Rapp because of his position as juvenile court judge
and the influence he had over juvenile court operations.

Judge Guzman did not have a conflict of interest in presiding over the matter of Wolf vs. Greisman.
There was no reason for Judge Guzman to recuse himself from this matter.



Ms. Greisman is misleading the Commission into believing Judge Guzman made the aforementioned
statements in open court. A review of the record shows those words were never uttered by Judge
Guzman. Judge Guzman never said he and Judge Rapp were friends. Judge Guzman never said he
admired Judge Rapp. In fact, Judge Guzman never said anything that would reflect an emotive
connection with Judge Rapp. Clearly, Ms. Greisman sees an ally in complaining to the Commission, and
will try to manipulate it to pursue her agenda. Maybe she needs to seek the advice of competent legal

counsel and cease spreading untruths.

The above statement is Judge Guzman's response to the Commission.

Respectfully submitted,

Judge Joe Guzman
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