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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
  

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

JAMES J. SCHOLLIAN, 

  Bar No. 022015 

 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ 2014-9107 

 

[State Bar File Nos. 14-0509, 14-1357, 

and 14-2034] 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

 

FILED MAY 8, 2015 

 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on April 23, 2015, pursuant to 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, James J. Schollian, is hereby 

suspended for four (4) years.  A period of suspension of more than six months will 

require proof of rehabilitation and compliance with other requirements prior to being 

reinstated to the practice of law in Arizona for his conduct in violation of the Arizona 

Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective 60 days 

from the date of this order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, upon reinstatement, Respondent shall be 

placed on probation for a period of two (2) years with terms and conditions to be 

determined during reinstatement proceedings. 
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 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. 

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 

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

evidence. 

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 $2,582.76, within 60 days from the date of 

service 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. 
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DATED this 8th day of May, 2015. 

 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 8th day of May, 2015. 
 

James J. Schollian 
Schollian Law Firm, PC 

1146 North Mesa Drive, Suite 102  
Box 262  
Mesa, AZ  85201-3562 

Email: scholljjs1@gmail.com 
Respondent   

 
Shauna R Miller 

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

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

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
 
 

by: JAlbright 
 

 











































 
 
 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINE 
JUDGE 

_________ 

 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE  

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
JAMES J. SCHOLLIAN, 

  Bar No. 022015 
 

 
 Respondent. 

 No.  PDJ-2014-9107 

 

DECISION ACCEPTING 

CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 

 

[State Bar Nos. 14-0509, 14-
1357 and 14-2034] 

 

FILED MAY 8, 2015 

 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed under Supreme 

Court Rule 57 on April 23, 2015.  Probable Cause Orders were issued on October 20, 

2014 and November 24, 2014.  The formal complaint was filed on December 30, 

2014.  

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. 
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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 

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 complainants by letter on April 

20, 2015, and Judge Polk was contacted by telephone on April 23, 2015, under 

Supreme Court Rule 53(b)(3). Complainants were 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 since passed and no objections 

were filed. 

Mr. Schollian conditionally admits he violated ERs 3.3(a)(1), 3.4(c), 4.1(a), 

5.1(a), 5.3(a), 8.1(a), 8.4(c) and (d), and Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. The parties 

agree to the following sanctions: a four year suspension and upon reinstatement, two 

years of probation with terms and conditions to be determined during reinstatement 

proceedings, and costs of these disciplinary proceedings.   

In Count One, Mr. Schollian was retained in a pre-decree marriage dissolution 

and first appeared on March 5, 2013, two days before the dissolution trial was to 

start. On March 6, 2013, Mr. Schollian moved for telephonic testimony and 

appearance for 3 witnesses.  On March 7, 2013, Judge Polk met with the parties in 

chambers and continued the trial until October 15, 2015.  On October 9, 2013, Mr. 

Schollian contacted Judge Polk’s judicial assistant and stated that his mother, who 

lived in Maryland, passed away and he would file a motion to continue the trial.  That 
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same day, Mr. Schollian faxed to Judge Polk’s division his Motion to Continue October 

15, 2013 Trial (Motion) stating that he needed to travel to Maryland to attend his 

mother’s funeral and memorial service and take care of any necessary family 

business.   

Mr. Schollian did not file his Motion with the clerk of the court and on October 

11, 2013, opposing counsel filed an objection to Mr. Schollian’s Motion.  On October 

22, 2013, Judge Polk continued the trial and set a status conference for November 

20, 2013.  By minute entry dated October 22, 2013, Judge Polk ordered Mr. Schollian 

to bring proof of his mother’s passing to the status conference.  Mr. Schollian 

thereafter, failed to appear at the status conference but participated telephonically. 

Despite repeated requests from the court, Mr. Schollian failed to provide the court 

with information and proof of his mother’s death. On December 4, 2013, he filed 

information which contradicted Mr. Schollian’s earlier assertions and instead stated it 

was a close relative that had passed away. The individual was not a relative.  Judge 

Polk set a show cause hearing re: contempt and ordered Mr. Schollian to appear. Mr. 

Schollian was held in criminal contempt for making material misrepresentations of 

fact. Mr. Schollian conditionally admits that his statements regarding his mother’s 

death was a misrepresentation.  Mr. Schollian also made conflicting statements to 

the State Bar regarding the individual.  In Count One, Mr. Schollian conditionally 

admits he violated ERs 3.3(a) and (3), 3.4(c), 4.1(a), 8.4(c) and (d) and Rule 54(c), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

In Count Two, Mr. Schollian was employed by The Perel Law Firm.  He was the 

managing attorney from December 2013 – July 2014.  Mr. Schollian intentionally 
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made false statements to the State Bar concerning Martin Perel, his interactions with 

Martin Perel, the Martin Perel Law Firm and his involvement with the firm. 

Martin Perel is a California attorney who lives at an assisted living facility.  He 

has no Phoenix law firm and has never practiced in Arizona.  The Perel Law Firm, LLC 

was incorporated in Maricopa County on August 28, 2012. L.J. Somers is listed as 

manager, statutory agent and member.  Martin Perel was added as a member on 

September 28, 2012.  Harriet Hemerling, a suspended attorney, now disbarred, 

began working at the firm on July 23, 2012.  It believed that Ms. Bradshaw was 

already working at the firm at that time.   

The bogus law firm was set up by suspended attorney, Harriet Hemerling and 

Lauren Bradshaw (aka Kamese Rasheed and Wendy Bryant).  Ms. Bradshaw pled 

guilty in January 2011 to facilitation to commit fraudulent schemes and artifices and 

criminal impersonation, among other crimes.  The Perel Law Firm was being operated 

by Ms. Bradshaw without the consent of attorney Martin Perel.  

In mitigation, Mr. Schollian submits he contacted the Las Vegas Police 

Department and reported the actions of Ms. Bradshaw and Ms. Hemerling, five 

months after being questioned by the State Bar.  Mr. Schollian obtained most of the 

client files and confidential information from Harriet Hemerling and was able to assist 

his clients without inference from Ms. Bradshaw or Hemerling.  Mr. Schollian is also 

pursuing a lawsuit against Ms. Hemerling and Ms. Bradshaw to recover client funds.  

In Count Two, Mr. Schollian conditionally admits he violated ERs 4.1(a), 5.1, 5.3, 

8.1(a) and (b), 8.4(c) and (d), and Rule 54(d), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

Count Three is conditionally dismissed.   
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In Count Four, the Perel Law Firm was hired to represent a client in an 

immigration matter in April 2014, while Mr. Schollian was the managing attorney.  At 

the initial consultation, the client met with non-attorney staff and was directed to pay 

the firm $3,500.00 for representation and to have her husband released on bond.  

The non-attorney staff further informed the client that her husband “could” be 

released on bond.  She was also informed she may not have to pay for an immigration 

case because her husband might be released on an employment authorization. The 

client’s husband however, had a criminal record which precluded his release on bond. 

Thereafter, the client was asked to sign a second retainer agreement because the 

firm’s accountant had her sign the wrong fee agreement.  The new fee agreement 

provided for a retainer fee for $6,500.00.  The client refused to sign a new fee 

agreement and requested a refund.  Ms. Bradshaw refused to give the client a refund.  

In Count Four, Respondent conditionally admits he violated ERs 5.1 and 5.3, Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct. 

In considering a sanction, the PDJ is guided by the American Bar Association 

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standards).  The parties agree Mr. 

Schollian’s misconduct implicates Standards 6.11, 5.11, 6.22 and 7.2 and that the 

presumptive sanction is disbarment. However, given the unique circumstances and 

the mitigating factors present, the parties agree that a four year suspension and 

probation is the sanction.   

Mr. Schollian violated his duties as a professional, the legal system and the 

public.  His intentional and knowing misconduct caused actual harm to the profession, 

the legal system and the public.  Aggravating Factors are: 9.22(b) selfish or dishonest 
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motive, 9.22(c) pattern of misconduct, 9.22(d) multiple offenses, 9.22(h) 

vulnerability of victims, and 9.22(i) (substantial experience in the practice of law). 

Non ABA Mitigating factors: On or about October 15, 2014, Mr. Schollian tried 

to protect clients from further harm by informing staff that the Perel Law Firm was 

being operated by Ms. Hemerling and Ms. Bradshaw without the consent of Martin 

Perel and informed staff of Ms. Bradshaw’s criminal conviction for fraudulent 

schemes.  Based on the actions of Mr. Schollian and others, the Perel Law Firm was 

closed.  Mr. Schollian obtained client files and assisted his clients and completed 

matters.  Mr. Schollian also contacted law enforcement authorities and provided a 

truthful statement to the State Bar on October 23, 2014 regarding the unauthorized 

practice of law by Ms. Hemerling and Ms. Bradshaw and his involvement. 

The PDJ determined the agreed upon sanction will fulfill the purposes of 

discipline and protect the public.  The PDJ having found the parties have appropriately 

applied the Standards in arriving at the agreed upon sanction, 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 in the amount of $2,582.76. 

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

are approved for $2582.76.  Now therefore, the final judgment and order is signed 

this date. The suspension shall be effective 60 days from the date of this Decision 

and Order. 

DATED this 8th day of May, 2015. 
 

 

      William J. O’Neil 
              
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
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Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 8thday of May, 2015:  
 

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 
 
James J. Schollian 

Schollian Law Firm, PC 
1146 N. mesa Dr., Suite 102, Box 262 

Mesa, AZ  85201-3562 
Email: scholljjs1@gmail.com 
Respondent 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 
 

 
by: JAlbright 
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