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________ 

 

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

 
KARYL KRUG, 
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 PDJ 2016-9100 
 

 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

 
[State Bar No. 15-2174] 

 
FILED JANUARY 13, 2017 
 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on December 21, 2016, 

pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepted the parties’ proposed agreement.  

Accordingly:    

IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Karyl Krug, Bar No. 028911, is admonished 

effective this date for conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional 

Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Ms. Krug shall pay the costs and expenses of the 

State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $ 1,200.00, within thirty (30) days from the 

date of this Order. If costs are not paid within thirty (30) days, interest will begin to 

accrue at the legal rate.  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 13th day of January, 2017. 

      William J. O’Neil                              
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
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Copies of the foregoing emailed 
this 13th day of January, 2017, and 

mailed January 17, 2017, to: 
 

Meredith Vivona 
Independent Bar Counsel 
Office of the Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct  

1501 W. Washington St., Suite 229 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

mvivona@courts.az.gov 
 
Ralph Adams, Esq. 

Adams & Clark, PC 
520 East Portland Street 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-1843 
ralph@adamsclark.com 
Counsel for Respondent Krug 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

by: AMcQueen 

mailto:lro@staff.azbar.org
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FILED JANUARY 13, 2017 

 

A probable cause order issued on August 31, 2016.  The Attorney Discipline 

Probable Cause Committee (ADPCC) imposed an admonition with two (2) years of 

probation, “the terms of which included completion of the continuing legal education, 

(“CLE”), New Lawyer Boot Camp and payment of the costs and expenses of the 

proceeding.” [See Agreement, Page 1.] Ms. Krug objected and a formal complaint 

was filed on October 11, 2016.  Thereafter, an Agreement for Discipline by Consent 

(Agreement) was filed on December 21, 2016 pursuant to Rule 57(a) Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct.1  Upon filing such an 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 automatically 

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

                                                           
1 Unless otherwise stated, all rule references are to the Rules of the Supreme Court of Arizona. 
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Pursuant to Rule 53(b)(3), notice of this Agreement was provided to the 

Complainant by email on December 14, 2016 and Complainant was notified of the 

opportunity to file a written objection to the agreement within five (5) business days 

of bar counsel’s notice.  One objection was received by the Complainant which was 

fully considered by the PDJ. The objection stated the proposed discipline was 

insufficient for the misconduct and requested the ADPCC sanctions be reinstated or 

disbarment be imposed.  The PDJ notes the agreed upon sanction is substantially the 

same as reinstating the discipline imposed by ADPCC.  No term of probation is 

included as Ms. Krug has completed substantive educational requirements as 

required in the prior proposed terms of probation and is ordered to pay the costs and 

expenses of this proceeding.  [See Agreement, Exhibit F.] These included the 

programs, A Lawyer’s Day in Court and the eight part seminar, Civil Practice and 

Procedure Symposium.  [Agreement, Exhibit F.]   

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

violations of Rule 42, specifically ERs 1.1 (competence), 3.1(a) (meritorious claims 

and contentions), and 8.4(d) (conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice). 

The parties agree to the following sanction: admonition and the payment of costs 

totaling $1,200.00 to be paid within thirty (30) days or interest will accrue at the 

lawful rate.  

Ms. Krug represented a client pro bono in an underlying civil matter and shared 

the representation with co-counsel. Ms. Krug had no Arizona civil litigation experience 

in handling claims for defamation, abuse of process, fraudulent conveyance of civil 

conspiracy to commit fraud and relied on co-counsel to ensure the pleadings filed 

were supported by law.  The pleadings filed failed to comply with applicable 
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procedural rules and Ms. Krug admits she failed to try to understand the relevant 

legal issues.  She asserted a claim for one million dollars of punitive damages with 

no good faith basis in fact or law to support the damages.  The deficient pleadings 

caused the Court to issue three separate orders with instructions to correct the 

deficiencies.  

The parties agree Ms. Krug violated her duty to clients, the profession and the 

legal system. Standard 4.54, Lack of Competence, applies to Ms. Krug’s violation of 

ER 1.1 and provides: 

Admonition is generally appropriate when a lawyer 

engages in an isolated instance of negligence in 
determining whether he or she is competent to handle a 

legal matter, and causes little or no actual or potential 
injury to a client. 

 
Ms. Krug did not hold herself out as a civil attorney and was negligent in 

evaluating her level of competency to represent the client in civil litigation. Her 

negligence in this isolated instance caused potential harm to the client and the 

profession. 

Standard 6.24, Abuse of the Legal System, applies to Ms. Krug’s violation of 

ER 3.1(a) and provides: 

Admonition is generally appropriate when a lawyer 
engages in an isolated instance of negligence in complying 

with a court order or rule, and causes little or no actual or 
potential injury to a party, or causes little or no actual or 
potential interference with a legal proceeding. 

 

Ms. Krug negligently relied on co-counsel and lacked experience in civil 

litigation when she pursued punitive damages in bad faith.  Her negligence caused 

actual injury to the legal system and potential injury to the opposing party. 
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The parties agree the following aggravating factor is present: 9.32(i) 

substantial experience in the practice of law.  Ms. Krug has substantial experience in 

the practice of law in Texas (approximately 22 years) but failed to avoid and correct 

her misconduct in Arizona. The parties agree the following factors are present 

mitigation: Standard 9.32(a), absence of prior disciplinary history, 9.32(b), absence 

of dishonest or selfish motive, 9.32(g) character or reputation (6 letters were 

submitted as Exhibit E), and 9.32(l) remorse (Exhibit f). 

The PDJ finds that the proposed sanctions of admonition and costs meet the 

objectives of attorney discipline and the Agreement is accepted and incorporated by 

this reference.  A final judgment and order is signed this date.  Accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED Ms. Krug is admonished effective the date of this order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Ms. Krug shall pay the costs and expenses of the 

State Bar of Arizona for $1,200.00 within thirty (30) days from this order.  There are 

no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary 

Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings. 

DATED this 13th day of January, 2017. 

 
      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 
 

Copies of the foregoing emailed  
this 13th day of January, 2017, and 

mailed January 17, 2017, to: 
 
Ralph Adams, Esq. 

Adams & Clark, PC 
520 East Portland Street 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004-1843 
ralph@adamsclark.com 
Counsel for Respondent Krug 
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Meredith Vivona 

Independent Bar Counsel 
Office of the Arizona Commission on Judicial Conduct  

1501 W. Washington St., Suite 229 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
mvivona@courts.az.gov 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

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

lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

by:  AMcQueen 

mailto:lro@staff.azbar.org
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