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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
  

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

TRINI ARMENTA, 
  Bar No.  014723 

 
Respondent.  

 PDJ-2016-9043 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No.  15-1729] 

 

FILED MAY 18, 2016 

 

 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by 

Consent filed on May 2, 2016, accepted the parties’ proposed agreement pursuant to 

Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  

Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Trini Armenta, is reprimanded and placed on 

probation for a period of six (6) months, subject to early termination, for his conduct 

in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent 

documents, effective immediately. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Armenta shall contact the State Bar 

Compliance Monitor at (602) 340-7258, within ten (10) days from the date of this 

order. Mr. Armenta shall submit to a LOMAP one time consultation. Mr. Armenta shall 

complete any follow up deemed necessary by LOMAP.  Mr. Armenta shall be 

responsible for any costs associated with LOMAP. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Armenta 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.  There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk 
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and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in connection with these disciplinary 

proceedings. 

DATED this 18th day of May, 2016. 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 

 
Copies of the foregoing e-mailed  

this 18th day of May, 2016, and 
mailed on May 19, 2016, to: 
 
Bradley F. Perry 

Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org  

 
Ralph W. Adams 
Adams & Clark, PC 

520 E. Portland Street 
Phoenix, AZ  85004-1843 

Email: ralph@adamsclark.com  
Respondent’s Counsel 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

by: AMcQueen 
 

mailto:lro@staff.azbar.org
mailto:ralph@adamsclark.com


 

 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE  

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 

TRINI ARMENTA, 
  Bar No.  014723 
 

 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2016-9043 

 
DECISION ACCEPTING 

CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 

 

[State Bar File No. 15-1729] 
 

FILED MAY 18, 2016 
 

 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on May 2, 2016, 

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.  An Order 

of Probable Cause issued on March 25, 2016.  Upon filing such Agreement, the 

presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, reject or recommend modification of the 

agreement as appropriate”.   

Mr. Armenta was hired to represent a client in divorce proceedings. The client 

paid a significant retainer. Mr. Armenta acknowledges his fee agreement did not 

contain language advising the client of the right to discharge Mr. Armenta and be 

entitled to a refund of all or a part of the fee. Mr. Armenta and the client developed 

romantic feelings towards each other, he engaged in a one-time sexual relationship 

with the client, and he continued to act as counsel despite the significant risk that 

the representation could be materially limited by his personal interest in his client. 

Mr. Armenta admitted his conduct violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. ER 

1.5(d)(3), (Fee Agreement), 1.7(a)(2), (Conflict of Interest), and 1.8(j) (Client 
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sexual relations). There is no restitution.  The parties have stipulated Mr. Armenta 

has expressed sincere and deep remorse which has also been demonstrated by him 

significantly discounting the bill of his client.  The parties agree Standard 4.33 and 

4.64 apply as they stipulate Mr. Armenta engaged in an isolated instance of 

negligence in failing to provide his client with accurate information regarding the 

potential conflict.  He acted knowingly in his sexual relationship but acted negligently 

failing to consider the romantic relationship might have affected his representation.  

The parties agree suspension is the presumptive sanction but stipulate the mitigating 

factors warrant reprimand due to his remorse coupled with his full and free disclosure 

and cooperative attitude towards these proceedings. Mr. Armenta has no prior 

disciplinary history. The probation is to be a one-time LOMAP fee agreement 

consultation, effective in thirty (30) days plus costs of $1,200 to be paid within thirty 

(30) days.  

Under Rule 53(b)(3), the parties initially stated a notice of this Agreement was 

provided to the complainants by letter on April 26, 2016.  On May 5, 2016, a Notice 

of Errata corrected that information.  The notice was sent by email on May 4, 2016 

and by letter on May 5, 2016.  Complainants were notified of the opportunity to file 

a written objection to the Agreement with the State Bar within five business days of 

bar counsel’s notice.  Under the Supreme Court Rules, five days are added to that 

time period for mail or email.  Complainant had through May 17, 2016 to submit an 

objection to the State Bar.  An objection was timely filed.  

The objection of complainant is appreciated and exposes the injury caused to 

her by Mr. Armenta and his damage to the legal profession.  This judge appreciates 

and respects the candid assessment in the objection.  That objection raises important 
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issues and concerns. The concluding observations of complainant are that the actions 

of Mr. Armenta “should be publicized in the glossy magazine Arizona Attorney for all 

other attorneys to see…”   

The ethical chain between the lawyer and client are built with links of 

expectation.  Mr. Armenta admittedly broke that chain when he failed in his ethical 

obligations and his reputation is bound to the disregard of his client. However, our 

Supreme Court has stated attorney discipline is not intended to punish the offending 

attorney, although the sanctions imposed may have that incidental effect.  In re 

Swartz, 141 Ariz. 26 6, 686 P.2d 1236 (1984). Contrary to the assertion of 

complainant, the proposed reprimand is a formal sanction.  That sanction is public, 

not private. The actions of Mr. Armenta are not excused. While his conduct may be 

published in the Arizona Attorney magazine, that publication is not a sanctioning body 

and the information is not designed to harm the attorney but to protect the public.  

Accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating the Agreement, its modification and all 

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

with six months of probation with LOMAP and costs totaling $1,200.00, plus interest 

at the statutory rate in full within thirty (30) days from this order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted.  A final judgment and 

order is signed this date.   

DATED this 18th day of May, 2016. 

 
      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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Copies of the foregoing e-mailed  
this 18th day of May, 2016, and 

mailed on May 19, 2016, to: 
 

Bradley F. Perry 
Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 
Ralph W. Adams 

Adams & Clark, PC 
520 E. Portland Street 

Phoenix, AZ  85004-1843 
Email:ralph@adamsclark.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

by:  AMcQueen 
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