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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF  

THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

JEFFREY A. HEINRICK, 

  Bar No. 028605 

 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ 2017-9084 

[State Bar File No. 17-0408] 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND 

ORDER 

 

FILED OCTOBER 30, 2017 

 

 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on October 24, 2017, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepts 

and incorporates the parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Jeffrey A Heinrick Bar No. 028605, is 

suspended for sixty (60) days for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective November 6, 

2017. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon reinstatement, Mr. Heinrick shall be 

placed on probation for a period of eighteen (18) months. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the terms of probation are as follows: 
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Mr. Heinrick shall contact the State Bar’s Compliance Monitor, Yvette Penar, within 

seven (7) days of reinstatement and shall follow Ms. Penar’s instructions concerning 

his probation. 

1. Mr. Heinrick shall make an appointment with Dr. Phillip Lett within 

fourteen (14) days of his reinstatement for a mental health evaluation.  Based on Dr. 

Lett’s evaluation, the State Bar will prepare the terms of probation. 

2. Mr. Heinrick shall sign and return the terms of probation within seven 

(7) days of receiving same, to Ms. Penar.  The terms of probation are incorporated 

herein. 

NON-COMPLIANCE LANGUAGE 

 In the event that Respondent fails to comply with any of the foregoing 

probation terms, and information thereof, is received by the State Bar of Arizona, 

Bar Counsel shall file a notice of noncompliance with the Presiding Disciplinary 

Judge, pursuant to Rule 60(a)(5), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  The Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

may conduct a hearing within 30 days to determine whether a term of probation has 

been breached and, if so, to recommend an appropriate sanction.  If there is an 

allegation that Respondent failed to comply with any of the foregoing terms, the 
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burden of proof shall be on the State Bar of Arizona to prove noncompliance by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED pursuant to Rule 72 Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., Mr. 

Heinrick shall immediately comply with the requirements relating to notification of 

clients and others. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Heinrick shall pay the costs and expenses 

of the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,217.46, within thirty (30) days from 

the date of this order.  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 30th day of October, 2017. 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 30th day of October, 2017, to: 

 

Terrence P Woods 

Broening Oberg Woods & Wilson PC 

PO Box 20527  

Phoenix, AZ  85036-0527 

Email: tpw@bowwlaw.com   

Respondent's Counsel   
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Shauna R. Miller 

Senior Bar Counsel  

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 

 

 

by: MSmith 

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

 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER  

OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

JEFFREY A. HEINRICK, 

  Bar No. 028605 

 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9084 

 

DECISION AND ORDER 

ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE BY 

CONSENT 

 

[State Bar No. 17-0408] 

 

FILED OCTOBER 30, 2017 

Probable Cause issued on May 31, 2017 and the formal complaint was filed 

on June 29, 2017.  The parties filed their Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed 

on October 24, 2017 pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.   

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. Mr. Heinrick has voluntarily waived the right to an adjudicatory hearing, 

and waived all motions, defenses, objections or requests that could be asserted upon 

approval of the proposed form of discipline.  The State Bar is the complainant, 



2 
 

therefore, notice of this agreement and an opportunity to object as required by Rule 

53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. is unnecessary. 

The Agreement details a factual basis to support the conditional admissions.  

Mr. Heinrick conditionally admits he violated Rule 42, ERs 1.4 (communication), 

4.1 (truthfulness in statements to others), 8.4(c) (engage in conduct involving 

dishonesty, fraud deceit or misrepresentation), and (d) (conduct prejudicial to the 

administration of justice.)  The agreed upon sanctions include a sixty (60) day 

suspension, eighteen (18) months of probation, and costs totaling 1,217.46 within 

thirty (30) days from this order.  The conditional admissions are briefly summarized. 

On August 15, 2016, Mr. Heinrick emailed his secretary and supervisor 

stating he was covering Casa Grande Justice Court on August 17, 2016 for another 

public defender who had a trial. Five pre-trial conferences were set on the court 

docket for August 17, 2017. Thereafter, Mr. Heinrick failed to appear at the 

scheduled court appearances and instead, emailed/texted the prosecutor and clients 

to reschedule the court appearances.  Mr. Heinrick misrepresented his reasons for 

his failed appearance, made false entries in the case notes, and misrepresented in the 

emails stating that he was the assigned prosecutor when communicating with the 

clients about rescheduling their cases.  This misrepresentation is troubling. Mr. 

Heinrick further failed to inform the court why he failed to appear is also troubling 

and calls into question his truthfulness and character. 
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Rule 58(k) provides sanctions shall be determined under the American Bar 

Association Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, (“Standards”).  The parties 

agree Standard 6.1, False Statements, Fraud and Misrepresentation applies to Mr. 

Henricks’s violation of his duties to the legal system by violating ERs 4.1, 8.4(c) 

and 8.4(d).  Standard 6.12 specifically provides that suspension is appropriate when 

a lawyer knows that false statements or documents are being submitted to the court 

or that material information is improperly being withheld, and takes no remedial 

action, and causes injury or potential injury to a party to the legal proceeding, or 

causes an adverse or potentially adverse effect on the legal proceeding. 

Mr. Heinrick did not notify the court he would not be appearing for scheduled 

court proceedings. He was untruthful in his representations. Mr. Heinrick 

misrepresented to the clients that the prosecutor had an emergency hearing in another 

court and their matters needed to be continued. His misrepresentations caused 

potential injury to clients and to the legal proceedings and the assigned attorney. 

Standard 4.6, Lack of Candor also applies to Mr. Heinrick’s violation of 

duties owed to his clients by violating ERs 4.1 and 8.4(c) and provides that 

suspension is appropriate when a lawyer knowingly violates a court order or rule, 

and there is injury or potential injury to a client or a party, or interference or potential 

interference with a legal proceeding. 
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Mr. Heinrick misrepresented to the clients that the text messages they received 

originated from their assigned public defender and that their matters were continued 

because of the Prosecutor, not because Mr. Heinrick was sick.  Mr. Heinrick also 

made false entries regarding the reasons for the continuances into the Public 

Defender records causing potential injury to the clients. Such conduct requires an 

evaluation by a mental health expert to assure the public is protected. The terms of 

the agreement provide for that.  

The parties agree aggravating factors 9.22(b) dishonest or selfish motive, 

9.22(g) refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct, and 9.22(i) substantial 

experience in the practice of law are present.  The sole factor present in mitigation 

is 9.32(a) absence of prior disciplinary record. 

The parties agree to a sixty (60) day suspension effective November 6, 2017, 

and upon reinstatement, eighteen (18) months of probation (MAP evaluation), and 

payment of the State Bar’s costs and expenses totaling $1,217.46 within thirty (30) 

days.   

Now therefore,  

IT IS ORDERED accepting and incorporating the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference.  There are no costs incurred by the Office  
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of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge.  A final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED this 30th day of October, 2017. 

       
      William J. O’Neil     

     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  

 

COPY of the foregoing e-mailed/mailed  

on this 30th day of October 2017, to: 

 

Terrence P Woods 

Broening Oberg Woods & Wilson PC 

PO Box 20527  

Phoenix, AZ  85036-0527 

Email: tpw@bowwlaw.com   

Respondent's Counsel   

 

Shauna R. Miller 

Senior Bar Counsel 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org    

Respondent’s Counsel 

 

by: MSmith 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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