
1 

 

 
BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  

JUDGE 
__________ 

  

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

VIDA Z. FLOREZ-WARNER, 

  Bar No. 013531 

 

Respondent.  

 PDJ 2015-9093 

 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No.  14-1299] 

 

FILED NOVEMBER 3, 2015 

 

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge, having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on October 19, 2015, under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepts the 

parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, Vida Z. Florez-Warner, is suspended 

for sixty (60) days for her conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional 

Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective 30 days from the date of this 

Order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED under Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., Ms. Florez-Warner 

shall immediately comply with the requirements relating to notification of clients and 

others. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon reinstatement, Ms. Florez-Warner shall be 

placed on probation for two (2) years with the State Bar’s Law Office Management 

Assistance Program (LOMAP) and obtain a practice monitor. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Ms. Florez-Warner shall pay the costs and 

expenses of the State Bar of Arizona for $1,339.70, within thirty (30) days from this 
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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 3rd day of November, 2015. 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed 
this 3rd day of November, 2015, to: 

 
David L. Sandweiss 
Senior Bar Counsel 

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 

 
Karen Clark 
Adams & Clark PC 

520 E. Portland St.  
Phoenix, AZ  85004-1843 

Email: karen@adamsclark.com 
Respondent's Counsel 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
by: JAlbright 
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  

JUDGE 
__________ 

 

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

VIDA Z. FLOREZ-WARNER, 

  Bar No.  013531 

 

Respondent. 

 PDJ-2015-9093 

 

DECISION ACCEPTING CONSENT 

FOR DISCIPLINE 

 

[State Bar No. 14-1299] 

 

FILED NOVEMBER 3, 2015 
 

 A Probable Cause Order issued on July 27, 2015, and the formal complaint was 

filed on September 8, 2015.  An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) 

was filed by the parties on October 19, 2015, and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct1.  Upon filing such Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall 

accept, reject or recommend modification of the agreement as appropriate.”   

Rule 57(a)(2) 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 

complainant(s) by letter dated September 24, 2015. Complainant was notified of the 

opportunity to file a written objection to the agreement with the State Bar within five 

                                                           
1 Unless stated otherwise, all rules referenced are the Arizona Rules of the Supreme Court. 
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(5) business days of bar counsel’s notice. One objection was filed on October 26, 

2015, suggesting that Ms. Florez-Warner be disbarred and be required to return to 

law school.  The comments of complainant lend great insight to the agreement and 

demonstrate the level of harm the actions of Ms. Florez-Warner caused others, 

including clients, the CourtS and the profession. Those comments are appreciated 

and were helpful.  For the reasons stated, the recommendation of complainant was 

not followed. The conditionally admitted misconduct is summarized.   

Ms. Florez-Warner advertised as a specialist in bankruptcy and family law when 

she was not certified by the State Bar as a specialist in either practice area.  Ms. 

Florez-Warner did not create her own advertisement listings, however, in 2014, the 

State Bar made her aware of the false and misleading information regarding her legal 

services. Ms. Florez-Warner conditionally admits she took no action to correct the 

false and misleading information.   

Ms. Florez-Warner represented four separate clients in four separate 

bankruptcy matters.  Overall, she failed to meet standards required to represent 

debtors because she did not have sufficient knowledge or experience in handling 

bankruptcy matters.  After accepting their cases, she exerted minimal effort and was 

not competent in preparing her clients’ petitions.  She filed inaccurate and incomplete 

bankruptcy schedules and was required by the trustee to amend schedules and to 

disgorge fees in all four matters.  The Judge found Ms. Florez-Warner’s pleadings to 

be “sloppy at best, incompetent at worst.”  In another case the court ruled a motion 

was “addressed to the legal and ethical responsibilities of Debtors’ counsel to report, 

and herself discover and disclose these same critical facts.”  The court found her 

actions wrong and stated, “Bankruptcy is not a game of ‘hide the ball,’ to force others 



3 
 

within the system to ferret out critical facts.  If a lawyer wishes to play that game, 

she stands to forfeit her license to practice law….”   

Ms. Florez-Warner was ordered in all four matters to disgorge her fees within 

in 30 days but she did not meet the deadline.  She did, however, ultimately comply 

with the orders 5 weeks later in one matter and three months later in another matter.  

She further failed to disclose a required fact in one client’s bankruptcy petition and 

supporting documents exposing her clients to civil and criminal penalties. 

In a fifth bankruptcy matter, Ms. Florez-Warner did not adequately 

communicate with her clients and failed to file a response to the trustee’s motion to 

compel production of documents.  She further failed to timely appeal the non-

discharagablity judgement and thereafter, a hearing was held.  Ms. Florez-Warner 

was again ordered to disgorge her fee and obtain continuing legal education.  The 

Judge ordered her to obtain CLE in bankruptcy and considered directing Ms. Florez-

Warner to show cause why she should be barred from practicing in Arizona’s 

bankruptcy courts “because you are not meeting the standards that are required to 

represent debtors.”  

Ms. Florez-Warner conditionally admits her misconduct violated Rule 42, ERs 

1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5(a), 3.4(c), 7.1, 7.4, 8.4(d) and Rule 54.  The parties stipulate to a 

sanction of a sixty (60) day suspension, two (2) years of probation upon 

reinstatement with the State Bar’s Law Office Management Assistance Program 

(LOMAP) including a practice monitor, and costs of $1,339.70, to be paid within thirty 

(30) days from this Decision and Order.   

/ 

/ 
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Presumptive Sanction 

The parties agree the presumptive sanction is between disbarment and 

suspension. The parties cite numerous ABA Standards that apply.  Ms. Florez-Warner 

conditionally admits she knowingly and negligently violated her duties to clients, the 

legal profession and the legal system causing actual injury and potentially serious 

injury to clients, opposing parties and counsel, the courts, and the legal system.   

Aggravation and Mitigation 

The agreed upon aggravating factors include: 9.22(a) (prior disciplinary 

offenses), 9.22(b) (selfish motive), 9.22(c) (pattern of misconduct), 9.22(d) 

(multiple offenses), and 9.22(i) (substantial experience in the practice of law).  

In mitigation are factors: 9.32(b) (absence of a dishonest motive), 9.32(c) 

(personal or emotional problems), 9.32(d) (timely good faith effort to make 

restitution or to rectify consequences), 9.32(e) (full disclosure to disciplinary board 

or cooperative attitude toward proceedings), 9.32(g) (character or reputation), 

9.32(k) (imposition of other penalties or sanctions), and 9.32(l) (remorse).   

The PDJ notes there is no evidence offered to support mitigating factor, 9.32(c) 

(personal and emotional problems) except for the pre-settlement letter statements 

by Ms. Florez-Warner’s counsel. The PDJ concludes that the absence of this factor 

would not change the overall outcome.  It is Ms. Florez-Warner’s efforts to rectify her 

misconduct and demonstrated remorse that mitigates her misconduct to a short term 

suspension and probation.   

Here, there are more than the characteristic proclamations of genuine 

remorse.  The aggravating factors such as a pattern of misconduct, multiple offenses, 

and substantial experience in the practice of law warrant a harsher punishment as 



5 
 

stated by complainant unless remorse is built on something better than the 

vagueness typically found in admissions.   Our Supreme Court has stated, 

Those seeking mitigation relief based upon remorse must present a 

showing of more than having said they are sorry.... [T]he best evidence 

of genuine remorse is affirmative and, if necessary, creative efforts to 

make the injured client whole. For this reason, we think that 

respondent's late apology, standing alone, is insufficient to support a 

finding of remorse.  

Matter of Augenstein, 178 Ariz. 133, 137, 871 P.2d 254, 258 (1994). 

Pre-settlement letter statements by Ms. Florez-Warner’s counsel cannot 

equate with remorse and properly, none were offered. This is because remorse 

requires one to engage in an effort at reconciliation. Ms. Florez-Warner candidly lays 

out the meaningful real life rationale for her ethical misconduct.  There is no 

rationalization, minimization, nor blame shifting.  Remorse is not about theory, it is 

about reality.  Only when one addresses their misdeeds directly and accurately can 

one directly and accurately address and resolve the weakness that caused the ethical 

short fallings. 

There is little middle ground in an expression of remorse.  If genuine remorse 

is to be expressed, it is not a time to hide from one’s misdeeds or rationalize the 

misconduct.   Remorse is difficult because of the internalizing of the wrong done and 

the necessity, because of one’s actions, to strive to restore the relationship through 

one’s walk (actions) and talk (words).  These are both affirmative actions. 

Remorse is uncommon.  Perhaps not that individuals are unclear or uncertain 

of their misconduct, but rather something internal impedes a person from taking the 

steps needed to establish it.  Genuine remorse upholds human dignity.  Its absence 

can assure an erosion of the recognition of individuality with a don’t-bother-me-I’m-
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too-busy coldness resulting in a greater loss of human dignity.  Remorse opens one 

to the opportunity of resolving injury and healing a battered interpersonal 

relationship.  But that requires self-analysis, candor and affirmative evidence.  In 

genuine remorse, self-centered rationalization of one’s misconduct and caution are 

laid aside in favor of the potential of true resolution.  It is worth the effort.  Laying 

aside one’s caution in favor of eliminating the isolation caused by the injury inflicted, 

is worth the risk of the transparency of remorse. Remorse is a significant mitigating 

factor in attorney discipline.  Here, it is clear and unambiguous.  

Ms. Florez-Warner wrote letters to the court apologizing, obtained an excellent 

mentor and acted on that mentor’s suggestions.  She also completed specific 

continuing legal education courses in bankruptcy practice to ensure her misconduct 

would not repeat itself. The proof of the impact of her remorse is evident in multiple 

ways.  Her appreciation for the actions of a responsible judge who threatened Ms. 

Florez-Warner with an OSC to remove her license to practice in bankruptcy court is 

insightful.  She has owned her personal problems and is protecting her clients from 

her previous absence of responsibility and “loss control” of her home and office. As 

importantly, real remorse goes beyond the borders of what is minimally required.  

Mr. Florez-Warner has demonstrated rehabilitation and a desire to serve the public 

as demonstrated by the positive assessment of her excellent mentor.  

The object of lawyer discipline is to protect the public, the legal profession, the 

administration of justice, and to deter other attorneys from engaging in 

unprofessional conduct. In re Peasley, 208 Ariz. 27, 38, 90 P.3d 764, 775 (2004).  

Attorney discipline is not intended to punish the offending attorney, although the 

sanctions imposed may have that incidental effect. Id.  In that context, the PDJ finds 
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given the considerable mitigation present and the demonstrable true remorse 

presented, the proposed sanction meets the objectives of discipline.   

IT IS ORDERED incorporating the Agreement and any supporting documents 

by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: a sixty (60) day suspension, two 

(2) years of probation upon reinstatement (LOMAP including a practice monitor), and 

$1,339.70 in costs, which shall be paid within thirty (30) days of the final judgment 

and order. These financial obligations shall bear interest at the statutory rate. 

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

are approved for $1,339.70 and are to be paid within thirty (30) days.  Now therefore,  

a final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED 3rd day of November, 2015. 

 
      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 
 

Copies of the foregoing were mailed/emailed  
this 3rd day of November, 2015 to: 

 
David L. Sandweiss 
Staff Bar Counsel 

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

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

Karen Clark 
Adams & Clark, PC 

520 E. Portland Street 
Phoenix, AZ  85004-1843 
Email: Karen@adamsclark.com 

Respondent’s Counsel 
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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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