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IN THE 
SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

BEFORE THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

1501 W. WASHINGTON, SUITE 102, PHOENIX, AZ 85007-3231 
__________ 

  

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF  
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

CHARLENE TARVER, 

  Bar No. 025926 

 

Respondent. 

  

 PDJ 2015-9004 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

 

[State Bar Nos. 13-3119 and 14-0708] 

 

FILED JANUARY 29, 2015 

 

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge of the Supreme Court of Arizona, having 

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) filed on January 13, 

2015, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., hereby accepts the parties’ proposed 

Agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, Charlene Tarver, is hereby 

Reprimanded and shall be placed on Probation for her conduct in violation of the 

Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective 

the date of this Order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Ms. Tarver shall be placed on Probation for a term 

of eighteen (18) months.  The period of Probation shall commence upon entry of this 

Order and will conclude eighteen (18) months from that date. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED as a term of Probation, Ms. Tarver shall contact 

the director of the State Bar’s Law Office Management Assistance Program (LOMAP), 



2 

 

at 602-340-7258, within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order.  Ms. Tarver shall 

submit to a LOMAP examination of her office’s procedures, including, but not limited 

to, client relations.  The director of LOMAP shall develop “Terms and Conditions of 

Probation”, and those terms shall be incorporated herein by reference.  The Probation 

period will begin to run on the date of this Order and will conclude eighteen (18) 

months from that date.  Ms. Tarver shall be responsible for any costs associated with 

LOMAP. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as a term of Probation, Ms. Tarver shall obtain 

a practice monitor, approved by LOMAP, who will advise Ms. Tarver concerning 

litigation questions and supervise her regarding law practice management and ethics. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as part of her Probation, Ms. Tarver will be 

required to make Restitution in the amount of $5,660.00, plus prejudgment interest 

at the rate of ten per cent per annum from June 1, 2013 to the Complainant, Nancy 

Topoozian, in Count I and Restitution in the amount of $2,500.00, plus prejudgment 

interest at the rate of ten per cent per annum from May 30, 2012 to Complainant’s 

client, Charles Poore, in Count II.  Due to financial hardship, Ms. Tarver will make 

monthly payments in Count I in the amount of $314.45 on the fifth of every month, 

beginning the first month following the date of this Order, until the restitution is paid 

in full.  Ms. Tarver will make monthly payments of $138.89 in Count II on the fifth of 

every month, beginning the first month following the date of this Final Judgment and 

Order, until the Restitution is paid in full.   

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Ms. Tarver shall pay the costs and expenses 

of the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,200.00, within thirty (30) days from 
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the date of service of this Order.  Any unpaid amount shall bear interest at the statutory 

rate of ten per cent per annum until paid in full.  There are no costs or expenses 

incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in 

connection with these disciplinary proceedings. 

DATED this 29th day of January, 2015. 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 29th day of  January, 2015. 
 

Charlene Tarver 
Tarver Law Group  

2999 North 44th Street, Ste 306 
Phoenix, AZ 85018 
Email: ctarver@tarverlaw.org 

Respondent 
 

Hunter F. Perlmeter 
Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 
 

by: JAlbright 
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IN THE 
SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

BEFORE THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

1501 W. WASHINGTON, SUITE 102, PHOENIX, AZ 85007-3231 
__________ 

 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE  
STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 
CHARLENE TARVER, 

  Bar No.  025926 
 
 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2015-9004 
 

REPORT ACCEPTING CONSENT 
FOR DISCIPLINE 

 
[State Bar File Nos. 13-3119 and 
14-0708] 

 
FILED JANUARY 29, 2015 

 

 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on January 13, 

2015, and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3), of the Rules of the Arizona Supreme Court.  

The Agreement was reached before the authorization to file a formal complaint. Upon 

filing such Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, reject or 

recommend modification of the agreement as appropriate”.   

Rule 57 requires admissions be tendered solely “…in exchange for the stated 

form of discipline…”   Under that rule, the right to an adjudicatory hearing is waived 

only if the “…conditional admission and proposed form of discipline is approved…”  If 

the agreement is not accepted those conditional admissions are automatically 

withdrawn and shall not be used against the parties in any subsequent proceeding. 

Under Rule 53(b)(3), notice of this Agreement was provided to the 

complainants by phone.  Complainants were notified of the opportunity to file a 

written objection to the agreement with the State Bar within five days of bar counsel’s 
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notice.  While complainants do not object to the stipulated sanction, they each object 

to the repayment over 18 months and request they be paid immediately.   

The Agreement details a factual basis for the admissions to the two charges in 

the agreement.  Ms. Tarver conditionally admits violations of ERs 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 3.1, 

8.4(d), and 54(d)(2).  The parties stipulate to a sanction of reprimand with eighteen 

months of probation with the State Bar’s law Office Management Assistance Program 

(LOMAP), including a practice monitor, restitution and the payment of costs and 

expenses of the disciplinary proceeding in the amount of $1,200.00.  Aggravating 

and mitigating factors were generally referred to in the Agreement.  The undergirding 

proof of mitigation of “personal problems” was later submitted under seal.   

As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, Ms. Tarver advised the first 

Complainant the two year statute of limitations regarding the filing of a federal suit 

against her doctor as a result of medical complications following surgery that had 

been performed nearly five years and eleven months earlier might be avoided by 

alleging breach of contract and breach of implied warranty.  A retainer Agreement 

was signed and Ms. Tarver was paid a retainer and anticipated costs of $5,660.   

With two weeks of the July 2 deadline to file the lawsuit, Complainant wrote 

Ms. Tarver for a status update.  Having heard and received nothing, her client emailed 

her concerning the July 2nd deadline to file suit, requesting copies of the proposed 

complaint.  Ms. Tarver did not respond to the first email.  When a second email was 

sent four days later on June 24, Ms. Tarver responded later in the day acknowledging 

the deadline and agreed to forward copies of the complaint prior to filing. 

 Not having received anything, her client emailed her again on June 26.  Ms. 

Tarver did not respond.  On July 1, her client notified her again demanding an 
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explanation for the lack of communication and the failure to file suit early as 

promised.  On the filing deadline of July 2, Ms. Tarver emailed her client a draft 

complaint which misspelled her client’s name and was to be filed in state court rather 

than federal court.  When her client raised these concerns, Ms. Tarver explained she 

had concern over possible subject matter jurisdiction issues in Federal court and could 

move it to federal court later. 

 As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, the following day, July 3, Ms. 

Tarver filed a two count complaint alleging breach of contracted and implied 

warranty.  Her client asked on July 10 if the defendant had been served.  Ms. Tarver 

did not respond.  Her client emailed again on July 14 but received no response. Her 

client wrote on July 18 asking for a listing the dates and hours Ms. Tarver had worked 

on the case.  On July 25, Ms. Tarver responded, without listing her dates or hours of 

work nor answering whether service had been effectuated on the defendant.  Multiple 

emails were sent and not responded to over a multi-week period. 

 On September 5, 2013, the defendant filed a motion for Judgment on the 

Pleadings pointing out the statute of limitations for breach of contract for rendering 

health care was two years and had expired nearly four years prior to the filing of suit.  

Ms. Tarver did not inform her client of the motion nor respond to it.  After several 

more emails were sent regarding scheduling, Ms. Tarver and her client spoke on 

September 13.  The next day her client asked why Ms. Tarver had filed a certificate 

for Arbitration.  Nearly a month passed before Ms. Tarver responded despite an 

additional email being sent to her for an update.  On October 17, 2013, the court 

dismissed the case with prejudice noting the failure to file a response. 
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 As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, on October 25, her client again 

asked for an update with no response.  On November 1, the client discovered her 

case had been dismissed by reviewing the Superior Court website and informed Ms. 

Tarver of her discovery demanding her file.  On December 2, Ms. Tarver filed a Motion 

to Vacate Judgment, which was denied on December 17, citing the two year statute 

of limitations established by the Arizona Medical Malpractice Act, which includes 

contract actions.  Ms. Tarver asserted her belief the matter had merit, apparently 

despite the language of the statute.  Her client demanded a refund.  Ms. Tarver 

informed her client of her appeal rights.  She was repeatedly non-responsive to the 

State Bar inquires citing email, voicemail and mailing difficulties.  Ms. Tarver 

ultimately timely responded to the screening letter of bar counsel. 

 The second Complainant is an attorney who took over a guardianship 

previously handled by Ms. Tarver.  As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, the 

husband and wife clients were in their 80’s at the start of representation.  

Complainant had concern upon learning Ms. Tarver had been paid $5,000 for what 

appeared to be very little work.  His several attempts to contact Ms. Tarver to discuss 

the case, obtain the file and obtain a refund were to no avail.  Ms. Tarver has asserted 

that due to her office relocation and technical difficulties with phone lines, internet 

access/email and US Post mail, she did not receive the correspondence. 

As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, Ms. Tarver charged her clients a 

paid upon receipt $5,000 flat fee calling for her to prepare and file a Petition for 

Informal Appoint of Guardian and Conservatorship on behalf of wife.  Ms. Tarver 

states she prepared the document, but did not file it as Ms. Tarver determined wife 

was lucid and did not want husband to serve as her guardian.  A part of the basis for 
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husband wanting a guardianship was based on two family members obtaining a power 

of attorney from wife. 

As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, Ms. Tarver wrote these two family 

members, not identifying who she represented and identifying the individual they 

were to contact as “my associate” despite that individual not being admitted to 

practice law. Complainant was the wife’s lawyer for several years and had drafted 

the Power of Attorney.  Ms. Tarver asserts she did not receive any communications, 

including the request for her file by husband’s attorney, which has still not been 

received from her.  

The parties agree that Standard 4.43 of the American Bar Association’s 

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standards) is most applicable under the 

circumstances of this matter. The mitigation is substantial.  The conditionally 

submitted facts could easily justify a greater sanction especially in light of Ms. 

Tarver’s own emails acknowledging an awareness potentially beyond negligence.  

Notwithstanding, and given the unique circumstances in this matter, the PDJ finds 

the proposed sanctions of reprimand and probation meet the objectives of discipline.  

The Agreement is accepted. 

 IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: reprimand 

with eighteen months of probation (LOMAP), including a practice monitor, restitution 

in the amount of $5,600.00 to the first client, $2,500.00 to the second client, and 

the payment of costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding in the amount of 

$1,200.00. These financial obligations shall bear interest at the statutory rate of ten 

per cent per annum from June 1, 2013 for the first client, from May 30, 2012 for the 
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second client, and from March 1, 2015 for the costs and expenses of the disciplinary 

proceeding. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted.  Costs as submitted 

are approved for $1,200.00.  Now therefore, a final judgment and order is signed this 

date.  Ms. Tarver is reprimanded and probation imposed. 

DATED this 29th day of January, 2015. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 29th day of January, 2015. 
 

Hunter F. Perlmeter 
Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 
Charlene Tarver 

2999 North 44th Street, Ste 306 
Phoenix, AZ 85018-7250 

Email: ctarver@tarverlaw.org 
Respondent 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 

 
 

by:  JAlbright 
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