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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
  

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

PETER KRISTOFER STROJNIK, 
  Bar No. 026082 
 
 Respondent.  

 PDJ 2016-9083 
 
[State Bar File No. 15-0695] 

 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

 
 

FILED NOVEMBER 16, 2016 
 

 

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

reviewed the agreement for discipline by consent filed on November 10, 2016, pursuant 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Peter Kristofer Strojnik, is suspended for thirty 

(30) days for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as 

outlined in the consent documents.  The suspension is effective thirty (30) days from 

the date of this order.   

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon reinstatement Mr. Strojnik shall be placed on 

probation for a period of two (2) years.  The terms of probation are as follows: 

1. Mr. Strojnik will undergo intensive outpatient chemical dependency (IOPCD) 

treatment in a group setting and shall follow the program’s aftercare 

recommendations.  The IOPCD group that Mr. Strojnik chooses must first be 

approved by Dr. Lett.  Mr. Strojnik shall start treating in an approved group 

within thirty (30) days from signing the terms of probation. 
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2. Mr. Strojnik shall not use alcohol, other drugs, or any other mood-altering 

substances except on prescription from a treating health care professional; 

provided, however, that said prescription has been fully disclosed to the 

compliance monitor. 

3. Within thirty (30) days of completing the IOPCD, Mr. Strojnik shall undergo a 

comprehensive psychological evaluation.  Any recommendations generated 

from the psychological evaluation shall be incorporated into the terms of 

probation. 

4. Mr. Strojnik shall comply with all other standard Member Assistance Program 

(MAP) terms as set forth in the terms of probation that will be prepared by the 

compliance monitor of the State Bar. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Strojnik shall be responsible for any costs 

associated with the terms of probation.  

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

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

others. 

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 burden of proof shall 
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be on the State Bar of Arizona to prove noncompliance by a preponderance of the 

evidence. 

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

the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,210.25 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 16th day of November, 2016. 

 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 
 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 16th day of November, 2016, to: 
 
Peter Kristofer Strojnik, Bar No. 026082 

The Strojnik Firm LLC 
Esplanade Center III  

2415 E Camelback Rd Ste 700  
Phoenix, AZ  85016-4245 
Telephone 602-510-9409 

Email: strojnik@skplaw.com 
Respondent 

 
Shauna R. Miller 
Senior Bar Counsel  

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

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

 
by: AMcQueen 

mailto:strojnik@skplaw.com
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, 
 
PETER KRISTOFER STROJNIK, 

  Bar No.  026082 
 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2016-9083 

 
DECISION ACCEPTING 
CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 

 
[State Bar File No. 15-0695] 

 
FILED NOVEMBER 16, 2016 
 

 

In PDJ-2016-9072, an Agreement for Discipline by Consent was filed on July 

12, 2016, and submitted under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  The parties conditionally 

concluded Mr. Strojnik acted “negligently” not “knowingly.”  As a result the parties 

stipulated Standard 7.3, applied and stipulated to the entry of a reprimand followed 

by probation.  An Order of Probable Cause issued on January 27, 2016 however, no 

formal complaint had been filed.  Under Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., notice of 

this agreement was provided to the complainant by letter on May 11, 2016.  

Complainants were notified of the opportunity to file a written objection within five 

days.  No objection was received. 

The PDJ noted the admissions supported no negligent state of mind but, at a 

minimum, a knowing state of mind.  The PDJ directed “the parties file a modification 

stipulating to a knowing state of mind with a thirty (30) day suspension followed by 

the same terms of probation not later than August 17, 2016.  When no modification 

was submitted, that Agreement For Discipline by Consent was rejected. 
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On September 2, 2016, the complaint was filed and assigned File No. PDJ-

2016-9083. An answer was filed on September 28, 2016.  The telephonic initial case 

management conference was conducted on October 4, 2016, and a firm hearing was 

set to commence January 12, 2017. On November 10, 2016, the parties filed an 

Amended Agreement for Discipline by Consent, (“Agreement”), which mirrored the 

modifications recommended by the PDJ.  

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. 

The Agreement details a factual basis for the admissions to the charge in the 

Agreement.  The parties agree that while representing a client, Mr. Strojnik used 

inappropriate means to compel a settlement.  Representation of the client began in 

December 2014 and Mr. Strojnik filed a complaint in Federal Court on March 19, 2015 

alleging sexual harassment of his client. In his demand to defendants, Mr. Strojnik 

threatened to use press releases to alert the public to the sexual allegations to 

facilitate settlement.   

In a correspondence to the opposing party he announced he had created a 

website regarding the allegations and personally posted unprofessional comments.  

He assured the opposing party he would cause a “shame on” you banner to be placed 

in a public area of the businesses of the defendants.  To force settlement, Mr. Strojnik 

also told the opposing party he scheduled meetings with police and the Department 

of Justice regarding the lawsuit alleging the hiring and harboring of undocumented 
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workers, and asserted that through his efforts that CBS 5 Investigates was 

investigating the allegations to compel settlement.   

Mr. Strojnik was warned his conduct was actionable under Arizona law and 

violated his ethical obligations.  For about five weeks Mr. Strojnik stopped.  When 

“settlement efforts broke down he reverted to his previous conduct.”  He reopened 

his website, posted content on that site and arranged to have flyers distributed at 

the business of defendants stating defendant was a “predator” with defendant’s 

picture.  In response to a settlement offer Mr. Strojnik stated, “I do not engage in 

hyperbole. What I say is what I do.” Mr. Strojnik stated he intended to “destroy” the 

businesses of defendant. 

The parties conditionally stipulate that at the insistence of Senior United States 

District Court Judge Neil V. Wake, Mr. Strojnik eliminated the need for a restraining 

order by agreeing to cease his inappropriate conduct.  The parties stipulate “The 

Court made it very clear, however, that Respondent’s behavior was unprofessional.”  

It is stipulated Mr. Strojnik was warned his conduct was illegal and unprofessional. It 

is stipulated Mr. Strojnik returned to that behavior after the warning. 

Mr. Strojnik conditionally admits he violated Supreme Court Rule 42, ERs 4.4 

(respect for rights of others), 8.4(d) (conduct prejudicial to the administration of 

justice), and Rule 41(g) (unprofessional conduct).  Mr. Strojnik conditionally agrees 

he engaged in overly zealous tactics to ruin the opposing party personally and that 

his conduct “under all of the circumstances, was unprofessional and prejudicial to the 

administration of justice.”  The parties agree the actions of Mr. Strojnik caused actual 

harm to the opposing party, and violated his duty to the profession, the legal system, 

and the public.”   
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Rule 42, ER 4.4(a) precludes a lawyer from using “means that have no 

substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person.” Rule 

4.4(a) prohibits conduct that has no substantial purpose other than to embarrass, 

delay, or burden a third person.  The wording replaces that of the predecessor Model 

Code provision, DR 7-102(A)(1), which forbade the lawyer from taking action that 

would serve merely to harass or maliciously injure another.  It is not uncommon that 

charges of violating Rule 4.4(a) involve conduct that has both a “legitimate purpose 

and an illegitimate purpose.” In re Royer, 78 P.3d 449 (Kan. 2003).  

The parties stipulate Standard 7.2 applies.  It states,  

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer 

knowingly engages in conduct that is a violation of a duty 
owed as a professional and causes injury or potential injury 

to a client, the public, or the legal system. 
 

The parties agree aggravating factors are present: Standard 9.22(a) (prior 

discipline); although not considered prior discipline, Mr. Strojnik was conditionally 

admitted to the practice of law and placed on probation.  There is no information 

regarding the conditional admission in the Agreement; and 9.22(i) (substantial 

experience in the practice of law).  Mitigating factors include: Standard 9.32 (a) 

(absence of prior disciplinary record and successful completion of the terms of the 

conditional admission order); 9.32(b) (absence of selfish or dishonest motive), and 

9.32(c) (personal or emotional problems arising from his addressing a substance 

abuse problem involving alcohol which exacerbated personal issues).  

The purpose of Lawyer Discipline is stated in Standard 1.1.  

The purpose of lawyer discipline proceedings is to protect 

the public and the administration of justice from lawyers 
who have not discharged, will not discharge, or are unlikely 

properly to discharge their professional duties to clients, 
the public, the legal system, and the legal profession.  

file:///C:/Users/pdj/AppData/Roaming/Mozilla/Firefox/Profiles/33t7eidq.default/epub/11/OEBPS/annotatedmodelrulesofprofessionalconduct_ch37.html%23ru4.4a
file:///C:/Users/pdj/AppData/Roaming/Mozilla/Firefox/Profiles/33t7eidq.default/epub/11/OEBPS/annotatedmodelrulesofprofessionalconduct_ch37.html%23ru4.4a
file:///C:/Users/pdj/AppData/Roaming/Mozilla/Firefox/Profiles/33t7eidq.default/epub/11/OEBPS/annotatedmodelrulesofprofessionalconduct_ch37.html%23ru4.4a
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IT IS ORDERED incorporating the Agreement and any supporting documents 

by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: thirty (30) days suspension, two 

(2) years of probation under conditions set forth in the agreement, and the payment 

of costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding for $1,210.25 to be paid within 

thirty (30) days of the final order. 

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

are approved for $1,210.25 and shall be paid not later than December 21, 2016.  

Now therefore, a final judgment and order is signed this date.  Mr. Strojnik is 

suspended effective thirty (30) days from the date of this order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED all additional case management dates and 

deadlines set forth in the Order re: Initial Case Management Conference, including 

the hearing set for January 12 and 13, 2016, are vacated.  

The State Bar shall give notice to the assigned settlement officer that the 

scheduled settlement conference is hereby vacated.   

DATED this 16th day of November, 2016. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
 
 

Copy of the foregoing mailed/emailed 
this 16th day of November to: 

 
Shauna R. Miller 
Senior Bar Counsel 

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

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
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Peter Kristofer Strojnik 
The Strojnik Firm LLC 

Esplanade Center III 
2415 E. Camelback Rd. Ste. 700 

Phoenix, AZ 85016-4245 
Email: strojnik@skplaw.com 
 

 
by:  AMcQueen 
 

mailto:strojnik@skplaw.com
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