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O R D E R 

 
 On November 22, 2023, I denied Appellant Planned Parenthood 

Arizona Inc’s “Motion for Recusal” having determined that “an 

objective, disinterested observer would not entertain a significant 

doubt that justice will be done in this case.”  Judicial Ethics 

Advisory Committee Advisory Opinion 96-14 (Nov. 21, 1996).  

Regardless, there exists a continuing duty for a judicial officer to 

consider whether recusal may be necessary should a circumstance 

arise, “including but not limited to the . . . circumstances” set 
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forth at Arizona Rule of Judicial Conduct 2.11(A).  Subsequent to the 

November 22 Order, additional information related to the parties and 

respective counsel has come to my attention warranting that I recuse 

myself from any further deliberations in this matter.  

 IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
 DATED this 30th day of November, 2023. 
 
 
 
       ______/s/____________ 
       WILLIAM G. MONTGOMERY 
       Duty Justice 
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