
IN THE ALABAMA COURT OF THE JUDICIARY 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

MARVIN W. WIGGINS 
CIRCUIT JUDGE 
FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 

CASE NO. 54 

ORDER ON MOTION TO DISMISS 

A public hearing was held on the record on January 6, 2020, to address several motions 

filed by respondent judge Marvin W. Wiggins, including a motion to dismiss the complaint for 

alleged non-compliance by the Judicial Inquiry Commission ("JIC") with JIC Rule 6. Under 

Court of the Judiciary ("COJ") Rule 9, the Chief Judge must decide "all procedural and 

evidentiary questions." After further research and deliberation, it appears that the motion to 

dismiss must be denied based in part on Steensland v. Alabama Judicial Inquiry Commission, 87 

So. 3d 535 (2012) and Moore v. Judicial Inquiry Commission, 234 So. 3d 458, 477-80 (Ala. 

2017). In Moore, the respondent judge argued on appeal to the Supreme Court, among other 

things, that he had been adjudicated guilty by the COJ of a charge (Count VI) that did not 

directly emanate from a verified complaint filed in the JIC pursuant to JIC Rule 6(A), and that 

the investigation and notification procedures specified in JIC Rule 6(C-D) had not been followed 

by the JIC with respect to that count. The Supreme Court held that the lack of a specific JIC 

Rule 6A verified complaint related to Count VI was not a jurisdictional defect to the presentation 

of that count to the COJ, and that any alleged deficiencies in following the other provisions of 

Rule 6 did not constitute reversible error for reasons including that the respondent judge did not 

demonstrate any prejudice before the COJ as required by JIC Rule 19. I also note that some of 

the issues raised in the present motion to dismiss are similar to those raised by the respondent 






















