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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 

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

LYNDON B. STEIMEL, 

  Bar No. 011733 

 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2015-9031 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No.  14-2197] 

 

FILED MAY 6, 2015 

 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on April 13, 2015, pursuant to 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Respondent, Lyndon B Steimel, is 

Reprimanded with Probation for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective thirty (30) days 

from the date of this order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Respondent shall be placed on probation for a 

period of two (2) years. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as part of his probation, Respondent shall 

participate in LOMAP.  Respondent shall contact the State Bar Compliance Monitor at 

(602) 340-7258, within ten (10) days from the date of service of this order.  

Respondent shall submit to a LOMAP examination of their office procedures.  



2 

 

Respondent shall sign terms and conditions of participation, including reporting 

requirements, which shall be incorporated herein.  The probation period shall be 

effective June 3, 2015, and will conclude two (2) years from that date.  Respondent 

will be responsible for any costs associated with LOMAP. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as part of his probation, Respondent shall 

make restitution in the amount of $18,921.29, with interest at the legal rate to be 

paid in twenty-four (24) equal payments, to the Complainant, Martin Aronson.  

Respondent shall make monthly payments in the amount of $873.12 not later than 

the fifth (5th) of every month, commencing June 5, 2015, until the restitution is paid 

in full.  Failure to timely make payments shall be a material breach. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall be subject to any additional 

terms imposed by the Presiding Disciplinary Judge as a result of reinstatement 

hearings held. 

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

Respondent shall immediately comply with the requirements relating to notification of 

clients and others. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent pay the costs and expenses of 

the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,200, within thirty (30) days from the date 

of service of this Order.  Any unpaid amount shall bear interest at the statutory rate 

of ten percent per annum until paid in full.  There are no costs or expenses incurred 

by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in connection with  
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these disciplinary proceedings. 

 DATED this 6th day of May, 2015 

 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 6th day of  May, 2015. 

 
Lyndon B. Steimel 
14614 N Kierland Blvd Ste N135  

Scottsdale, AZ  85254-2744 
Email: lyndon@steimellaw.com 

Respondent   
 

Hunter F. Perlmeter 
Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 
 

 
by: JAlbright 

 

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, 
 

LYNDON B. STEIMEL, 

  Bar No. 011733 

 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2015-9031 

 

DECISION ACCEPTING CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

 

[State Bar No. 14-2197] 

 

FILED MAY 6, 2015 

 

A Probable Cause Order was issued on March 3, 2015.  No formal complaint 

has been filed.  On April 13, 2015, the parties filed an Agreement for Discipline by 

Consent.   

Supreme Court Rule 57(a) authorizes filing consent agreements with the 

presiding disciplinary judge (“PDJ”) after the authorization by the Attorney 

Discipline Probable Cause Committee to file a complaint. Rule 57(a)(3)(B), 

specifically provides: 

If the agreement is reached before the authorization to file 
a formal complaint and the agreed upon sanction includes 
a reprimand or suspension, or if the agreement is reached 

after the authorization to file a formal complaint, the 
agreement shall be filed with the disciplinary clerk to be 

presented to the presiding disciplinary judge for review. 
The presiding disciplinary judge, in his or her discretion 
or upon request, may hold a hearing to establish a factual 

basis for the agreement and may accept, reject, or 
recommend the agreement be modified. 

 

Supreme Court Rule 57 requires conditional admissions be tendered solely “…in 

exchange for the stated form of discipline….” The right to an adjudicatory hearing is 



2 
 

waived only if the “…conditional admissions and proposed form of discipline is 

approved….” If the agreement is not accepted, the conditional admissions are 

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

proceeding. Rule 57(a)(4)(C), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

Notice of this agreement was provided to the complainant by letter on March 

31, 2015 under Supreme Court Rule 53(b)(3). Complainant was also notified of the 

opportunity to file any written objection to the Agreement with Independent Bar 

Counsel within five business days of bar counsel’s notice. That time has now passed 

and no objection has been filed. 

Mr. Steimel conditionally admits he negligently violated ERs 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 

3.1, 4.4(a), and 8.4(d) and the parties have agreed to the following sanction: 

Reprimand, two years of probation with the State Bar’s Law Office Management 

Assistance Program (LOMAP) and restitution which represents the judgment entered 

against his client for attorney fees due to the misconduct of Mr. Steimel and that 

client’s $5,000.00 retainer, plus interest, to be paid in 24 months equal payments 

while Mr. Steimel is on probation.   

Attached to the agreement is the Notice of Entry of Judgment on Sister-State 

Judgment which states the Judgment is $13,921.29.  Besides that, the parties have 

stipulated will be added the $5,000.00 retainer, which totals $18, 921.29.  The parties 

made a mathematical error in this calculation, but having attached the judgment that 

error is corrected.  In mitigation, the parties agree Mr. Steimel made full and free 

disclosure under Standard 9.32(3).   

However, the parties also stipulate “A pattern of misconduct” is a mitigating 

factor.  It is not.  Under the Standards, it is an aggravating factor.  The parties cite 
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the “substantial experience in the practice of law” of Mr. Steimel is a mitigating factor 

under the Standards.  It is also an aggravating factor.  Mr. Steimel has prior discipline 

and the parties stipulate this and an additional aggravating factor of “a pattern of 

misconduct.” 

The client is the complainant and hired Mr. Steimel to take legal action after 

being victimized by the Bernie Madoff scandal.  Mr. Steimel was paid $5,000 as the 

initial fee.  Unaware the statute of limitations in an unregistered securities matter 

was only one year, he sued. A motion to dismiss under the statute of limitations was 

immediately filed.  He responded to the motion and sought leave to amend the 

complaint.  On February 3, 2011, the court denied the motion to amend the complaint 

and dismissed the complaint with prejudice. 

Mr. Steimel informed complainant he sued after the expiration of the statute 

of limitations hoping opposing counsel would not notice.  He informed his client he 

would rectify the situation by filing a new complaint under a different case number.  

He did not do so in a timely manner.  Multiple emails and calls followed from 

complainant which were went unanswered for over two years. 

In May, 2013, twenty seven months after the first dismissal, Mr. Steimel filed 

a new lawsuit virtually identical, “word-for-word except that two sentences had been 

added” to support the new theory.  By the time of filing this second lawsuit, one of 

the original defendants had deceased.  Despite being given the contact information 

for the Executor of the estate, Mr. Steimel did nothing to amend the complaint.  In 

October, 2013, opposing counsel demanded the suit be dismissed or attorney fees 

and costs would be sought.  Mr. Steimel gave no indication to complainant regarding 

the potential for fees and costs being assessed against the complainant. 
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On January 30, 2014, the Court entered Rule 11 sanctions against complainant 

and required him to pay the opposing attorneys and costs.  Mr. Steimel did not inform 

his client of this until February 26, 2014, “due to the unpleasantness of having to 

share this information with him.”   

The parties stipulate to restitution for $18,921.29, with interest at the legal 

rate, to be paid in 24 equal payments during the period of probation.  The parties 

stipulate the PDJ shall determine the rate of interest.  Since the payment of interest 

is a part of just compensation, determining the proper rate of interest is a judicial 

function. Tucson Airport Auth. v. Freilich, 136 Ariz. 280, 665 P.2d 1002, (Ariz. 1983).  

The statutory rate of ten percent per annum is applicable.  A.R.S. 44-1201A. 

Mr. Steimel requests his payments be paid on the fifth of each month 

commencing June 5, 2015. Mr. Steimel shall assure Complainant receives the 

monthly payment of $873.12 not later than the fifth day of each month commencing 

June 5, 2015.  Mr. Steimel is cautioned that failure to timely make his payment shall 

be a material breach.  The State Bar must notify the PDJ of any material breach. 

Under Supreme Court Rule 60(a)(5)(C), if the PDJ determines the terms of probation 

have been violated an additional sanction may be entered which may be any of the 

sanctions under Supreme Court Rule 60(a) including disbarment.  He is cautioned to 

govern himself accordingly.   

The PDJ having finds the consent agreement meets the purposes of attorney 

discipline, accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference. Respondent agrees to pay costs associated 

with the disciplinary proceedings for $1,200.00. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted. Costs as submitted 

are approved for $1,200.  His two year probation term shall commence on June 3, 

2015. His twenty four equal payments of $873.12 to complainant shall be received 

by complainant not later than the fifth day of each month commencing June 5, 2015. 

Now therefore, the final judgment and order is signed this date.   

 DATED this 6th day of May, 2015. 
 

William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________   ___ 
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 6th day of May, 2015. 

 
Hunter Perlmeter 

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

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

 
Lyndon B. Steimel 
14614 N. Kierland Blvd., Suite N135 

Scottsdale, AZ  85254-2744 
Email:lyndon@steimellaw.com 

Respondent 
 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 
 

by: JAlbright 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org

































































	Steimel Final J & O
	Steimel Decision accepting consent
	Steimel Agreement

