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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF  
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
GUY F. BROWN, 
  Bar No. 021008 
 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9025 
 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND 
ORDER 
 
[State Bar Nos. 16-1030 and 16-1857] 
 
FILED JULY 6, 2017 
 

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on June 9, 2017, under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepted the 

parties’ proposed agreement.  

Accordingly:  

 IT IS ORDERED entering an Admonition against Respondent, GUY F. 

BROWN, Bar No. 021008, for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective this date.  

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Mr. Brown shall pay the costs and 

expenses of the State Bar of Arizona for $1,213.50, within thirty (30) days from this 

order.  Interest shall accrue at the statutory rate if not paid by that date. There are no 
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costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary 

Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings. 

  DATED this 6th day of July, 2017. 

________William J. O’Neil________________ 
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
 
 
 
Copies of the foregoing were mailed/emailed 
this 6th day of July, 2017, to: 
 

Hunter F. Perlmeter 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org  
Respondent 
 
Peter Akmajian 
Udall Law Firm LLP 
4801 E. Broadway Blvd. Suite 400 
Tucson, AZ  85711-3638 
Email: pakmajian@udalllaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 
 
by:  AMcQueen    

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
mailto:pakmajian@udalllaw.com
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF 
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
GUY F. BROWN, 
  Bar No. 021008 
 
 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9025 
 
DECISION ACCEPTING 
AGREEMENT 
 
[State Bar Nos. 16-1030 and 16-1857] 
 
FILED JULY 6, 2017 

 

An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on June 9, 

2017 and submitted under Rule 57(a) Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.1  A probable cause order 

issued from the Attorney Discipline Probable Cause Committee, (“ADPCC”), on 

January 31, 2017 and the formal complaint was filed on February 28, 2017. Upon 

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

recommend the agreement be modified.” Rule 57(a)(3)(b).  

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 

                                                           
1 Unless otherwise stated, all rule references are to the Rules of the Supreme Court 
of Arizona. 
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automatically withdrawn and shall not be used against the parties in any subsequent 

proceeding. 

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

complainant by email on June 12, 2017. Complainant was notified of the opportunity 

to file a written objection to the agreement with the State Bar within five (5) business 

days of bar counsel’s notice.  A notice of no objection was filed on June 12, 2017.  

The Agreement details a factual basis to support the admissions to violations 

of Rule 42, ERs 1.9 (duties to former clients), 1.10 (imputation of conflicts of 

interest, 8.4(d) (conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice), and Rule 41(g) 

(engage in unprofessional conduct).  Mr. Brown agrees to accept the sanction of 

admonition and the payment of costs and expenses totaling $1,213.50 shall be paid 

within thirty (30) days or interest will accrue at the lawful rate.  

COUNT I (File No. 16-1030) 

In 2013, a confidential source (“CS”) began providing information to the DEA 

that led to the arrest and indictment of the accused. CS was represented by Rick 

Poster, (“Poster”). Poster, who represented the CS while he was cooperating with 

the DEA as an informant, was then hired by the accused in April 2015, after a search 

warrant issued regarding the property of the accused uncovered drugs and money.  

In May 2015, the assigned prosecutor reminded Poster of his prior representation of 

the CS and urged him to withdraw due to a conflict of interest. He refused.  
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The grand jury indicted the accused on July 24, 2015. On August 24, 2015, 

Mr. Poster filed a notice of defenses. The next day the prosecutor again stated his 

concerns and that he would move to determine counsel. Around that same time, 

Poster and Mr. Brown began sharing office space, a phone number, secretary, and 

two paralegals. The website of Poster stated he “now teams with Guy Brown 

Attorneys.” Otherwise they kept their practices separate. 

Poster referred the accused to Mr. Brown. On August 28, 2015 the accused 

formally retained Mr. Brown based on that referral by Poster. Neither informed the 

prosecutor who moved to determine counsel on September 4, 2015. After that 

motion was filed, Mr. Poster informed the prosecutor that a substitution of counsel 

was forthcoming. The motion was apparently withdrawn. 

On September 10, 2015, Mr. Brown filed a Motion to Compel Disclosure of 

the CS. The motion stated that Mr. Brown had participated in a phone conversation 

with the prosecutor where the prosecutor identified the CS. This was untrue. Mr. 

Brown also indicated that he believed he had previously represented the CS, which 

is why disclosure was necessary. This was also untrue.  

Mr. Brown had never had a phone conversation with the prosecutor and never 

represented the CS. The inaccuracies that appeared in the motion resulted from the 

communications between Poster and Mr. Brown. Mr. Brown had filed a motion 
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given to him by Poster, which Poster had drafted before withdrawing and referring 

the case the Mr. Brown.  

After reviewing the motion, the prosecutor emailed Mr. Brown asking him to 

file an amended motion correcting the erroneous reference to a phone discussion 

between the two. Mr. Brown agreed and filed an amended motion stating, 

“[a]mended to add that on or about August 20, 2015, counsel for the State and 

previous counsel spoke on the phone about several issues related to this case- one 

being the identity of at least one CS.” On November 9, 2016 the Court denied Mr. 

Brown’s Motion to Order Disclosure of the Confidential Informant.  

On December 3, 2015, the State moved for Determination of Any 

Representation Conflict. The motion was based on the State’s belief that Mr. Brown 

was “presently associating and working with,” the former attorney because they 

shared the same office address, their legal secretary lists both firms in their email 

signatures, contact information for the other attorney was obtainable from Mr. 

Brown’s office, Mr. Brown had adopted as his own a motion initially drafted by the 

other attorney, and the two had shared specific factual information with one another 

despite the other attorney withdrawing as counsel for the defendant. The court 

denied the motion but ordered that “Mr. Brown shall have no contact with Mr. Poster 

(attorney) whatsoever with respect to this case and the confidential information.” 
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COUNT II (File No. 16-1857) 

On December 9, 2015, Mr. Brown was charged with a misdemeanor following 

an altercation involving his 84 year-old father in the lobby of an office building.  The 

incident was recorded by a surveillance camera. The parties stipulate that Mr. Brown 

“grabbed his father’s hand causing him to fall to the ground, injuring his wrist and 

getting a cut above his eye.” Several months after this conduct was reviewed by the 

ADPCC, the City of Phoenix moved to dismiss the criminal case against Mr. Brown, 

which motion the court granted.   

LEGAL GROUNDS STATED IN SUPPORT FOR ADMONITION 

As required under Rule 57(a)(2)(E), the parties referenced the American Bar 

Association’s Standards for imposing Lawyer Sanctions. The parties stipulate 

Standard 5.14 (Failure to maintain personal integrity) applies to Count II. It states 

that admonition is appropriate when a lawyer engages in any other conduct that 

reflects adversely on the lawyer’s fitness to practice law. The parties applied this 

standard “in light of the changed circumstances” of the City of Phoenix moving to 

dismiss its criminal case against Mr. Brown. There is changed circumstances in what 

occurred. Mr. Brown was always presumed innocent of the charges. It is presumed 

what is meant is because there is no present possibility of a criminal conviction that 

the State Bar is disinclined to prosecute a knowing or intentional charge of 

misconduct against Mr. Brown. Bar counsel has prosecutorial discretion under Rule 
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49(a).  The parties stipulate that Mr. Brown’s mental state was negligent when he 

caused his father to fall during an argument. 

The parties submit in mitigation Standards: 9.32(c) personal or emotional 

problems. Mr. Brown is receiving psychotherapy for anger management, 

(Agreement, sealed Exhibit C); 9.32(e), full and free disclosure to the Bar; and 

9.31(l), remorse (demonstrated by continued participation in therapy). The parties 

also agree that applicable are aggravation Standards: 9.22(a) prior disciplinary 

offenses (previous admonition); 9.22(h) vulnerability of the victim; and 9.22(i) 

substantial experience in the practice of law.   

The purpose of professional discipline is not to punish the attorney. Rather, 

“[t]he purpose of professional discipline is twofold: (1) to protect the public . . . . 

and (2) to deter others from engaging in misconduct.” [Peasley, supra.] 

IT IS ORDERED accepting and incorporating the Agreement and any 

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

and costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding totaling $1,213.50, to be paid 

within thirty (30) days from this date.  There are no costs incurred by the office of 

the presiding disciplinary judge.  A final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED this 6th day of July, 2017. 
 

                 William J. O’Neil              
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
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Copies of the foregoing were mailed/emailed 
this 6th day of July, 2017, to: 
 

Hunter F. Perlmeter 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org  
Respondent 
 
Peter Akmajian 
Udall Law Firm LLP 
4801 E. Broadway Blvd. Suite 400 
Tucson, AZ  85711-3638 
Email: pakmajian@udalllaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 
 
by:  AMcQueen 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
mailto:pakmajian@udalllaw.com
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