BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED PDJ 2025-9026

MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR OF

ARIZONA FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER
CORY D. FARLEY [State Bar No. 24-0447]

Bar No. 020151,

Respondent. FILED AUGUST 1, 2025

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having accepted the parties’ Agreement for
Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) submitted pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,

IT IS ORDERED that CORY D. FARLEY, Bar No. 020151, is Suspended for a
period of one (1) year, effective January 19, 2024! for his conduct in violation of the
Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as set forth in the Agreement documents.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent comply with the requirements
relating to notification of clients and others and provide and/or file all notices and
affidavits required by Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall pay restitution to Edward
Cunningham in the full amount of principal and interest due to Mr. Cunningham under

Respondent’s original July 27, 2023 promissory notes.

1 The suspension date is retroactive to the date Respondent went on administrative suspension, January 19,
2024.



IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall pay the costs and expenses of
the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,227.08 within 30 days. There are no costs or
expenses incurred by the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge in these proceedings.

DATED this 1¢t day of August, 2025.

Lisa A. VandenBerg

Hon. Lisa A. VandenBerg
Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Copy of the foregoing emailed
this 1st day of August, 2025, to:

Stephen P. Little
lro@staff.azbar.org

Cory D. Farley
cory@farley-law.com

by: SHunt


mailto:lro@staff.azbar.org
mailto:cory@farley-law.com

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED PDJ 2025-9026
MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR OF

ARIZONA ORDER ACCEPTING
AGREEMENT FOR DISCIPLINE
CORY D. FARLEY BY CONSENT

Bar No. 020151,
[State Bar No. 24-0447]
Respondent.

FILED AUGUST 1, 2025

On July 22, 2025, the parties filed an Agreement for Discipline by Consent
(“Agreement”) pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. The State Bar of Arizona is
represented by Senior Bar Counsel Stephen P. Little. Respondent Cory D. Farley is self-
represented.! The Agreement seeks to address the State Bar’s Formal Complaint filed
April 18, 2025 (“Complaint”) referencing State Bar No. 24-0447.

Contingent upon approval of the proposed form of discipline, Respondent
voluntarily waives his right to an adjudicatory hearing, as well as all motions, defenses,
objections, or requests that could be asserted. Pursuant to Rule 53(c)(3), Ariz. R. Sup.
Ct., the State Bar provided Notice of the Agreement and an opportunity to file a written
objection to the Complainant by email on June 24, 2025. The Presiding Disciplinary

Judge (“PDJ”) was not provided with any objections prior to the date of this Order.

! The Agreement indicates that Respondent Farley has chosen not to seek the assistance of counsel.
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The Agreement details a factual basis in support of Respondent’s conditional
admissions and is incorporated by reference.? Respondent Cory D. Farley conditionally
admits his conduct violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., specifically ER 1.5(b), ER 1.8(a),
ER 8.1(b), and ER 8.4(c).3 As a sanction, the parties agree to a one (1) year Suspension,
retroactive to January 19, 2024, the date the Respondent went on administrative
suspension.

As part of the Agreement, the State Bar dismisses the violation allegations
regarding Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., ER 1.8(h), ER 8.4(a), and ER 8.4(b). Respondent
Farley shall pay restitution to Mr. Cunningham in the full amount of principal and
interest due as reflected in the Agreement.

Generally speaking, the ethical issues arose in the context of Respondent Farley’s
retention/representation of a client in the sale of client’s restaurant. Respondent failed
to communicate the scope of the representation and/or basis or rate of any fee in
writing. While representing the Client, he solicited the Client for loans to a restaurant
owned by the Respondent. While soliciting for the loans, the Respondent made false
disclosures and representations to the Client about the financial status of Respondent’s
restaurant. The transaction and terms of the loans were not fair or reasonable to the

client, in violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct.

2 See Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.
3 Respondent’s admission of violation of ER 8.4(c) is limited as stated in the Agreement.
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Sanctions imposed against lawyers “shall be determined in accordance with the
American Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions” (“ABA
Standards”). Rule 58(k), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. In reviewing this Agreement, the PD] has
considered the duties violated, the lawyer’s mental state, the actual or potential injury
caused by the misconduct, and the existence of aggravating and mitigating factors.

The parties agree that Respondent knowingly violated his duty to the client,
causing actual harm to the client.

The Agreement relies on ABA Standard 4.6. Standard 4.62 states “Suspension is
generally appropriate when a lawyer knowingly deceives a client and causes injury or
potential injury to the client.”

The parties stipulate to three aggravating factors: (1) dishonest or selfish motive;
(2) bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary proceedings by intentionally failing to
comply with rules or orders of the disciplinary agency; and (3) substantial experience in
the practice of law. The parties stipulate to three mitigating factors: (1) absence of a
prior disciplinary record; (2) personal or emotional problems# and (3) character or
reputation.

After reviewing the matters presented, the PDJ concludes that the Agreement
achieves at least the minimally appropriate protections to the public and the other

recognized purposes of the lawyer discipline process.

4 See exhibit C, filed under seal.



IT IS ORDERED accepting the Agreement for Discipline by Consent. A final

judgment and order is separately filed this date.

DATED this 1st day of August, 2025.

Lisa A. VandenBerg
Hon. Lisa A. VandenBerg
Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Copy of the foregoing e-mailed
this 1t day of August, 2025 to:

Stephen P. Little
lro@staff.azbar.org

Cory D. Farley
cory@farley-law.com

by: SHunt


mailto:lro@staff.azbar.org
mailto:cory@farley-law.com

EXHIBIT A



Stephen P. Little, Bar No. 023336
Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24% Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
Telephone (602)340-7354

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

Cory D. Farley, Bar No. 020151
Farley Law Firm PLLC

9401 W Thunderbird Rd

STE 183

PEORIA, AZ 85381-4210
Telephone 602-750-9550
Email: cory@farley-law.com
Respondent

FILED 7/22/25
SHunt

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF
SUSPENDED MEMBER OF

THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,

CORY D. FARLEY
Bar No. 020151

Respondent.

A

PDJ 2025-9026

State Bar File No. 24-0447

AGREEMENT FOR DISCIPLINE
BY CONSENT

The State Bar of Arizona, and Respondent Cory D. Farley who has chosen not

to seek the assistance of counsel, hereby submit their Agreement for Discipline by



Consent pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. A probable cause order was
entered on March 18, 2025. A formal complaint was filed April 18, 2025.
Respondent voluntarily waives the right to an adjudic'atory hearing, unless otherwise
ordered, and waives all motions, defenses, objections or requests which have been
made or raised, or could be asserted thefeafter_, if the condifional admission ~and
proposed form of discipline is approved. |

Pursuant to Rule 53(c)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., ‘notice of this agreement was
provided to the complainant Edwarci Cunningham byvemail-on June 24, 2025. Mr.
Cunningham was notified of the opportunity to file a written objection to the
agreement with the State Bar within five (5) business days of bar counsel’s notice.
Mr. Cunningham has indicated he does not object to the proposed agreement for
discipline by consent.

Respondent conditionally admits, for disciplinary purposes only, that his
conduct, as set forth below, violated Rule 42, ERs 1.5(b), 1.8(a), 8.1(b) and 8.4(c).
Respondent’s admission to violation of ER 8.4(c) is limited to the Rule’s prohibition
on dishonesty, for not fully disclosing his financial conditioﬁ to Complainant.
Respondent does not admit to violating other parts of 8.4(c), such as engaging in any

fraud or deceit. Upon acceptance of this agreement, Respondent agrees to accept



imposition of the following discipline: one (1) year Suspension, retroactive to the
date Respondent went on administrative suspension, January 19, 2024.
Respondent shall also pay restitution to Mr. Cunningham in the full amount of
principal and interest due to Mr. Cunningham under Respondent’s original
July 27, 2023 promissory notes. Respondent may not apply for reinstatement until
Mr. Cunningham is paid back in full under the promissory notes. Respondent also
agrees to pay the costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding within 30 days
from the date of this order. If costs are not paid within the 30 days interest will begin
to accrue at the legal rate.! The State Bar’s Statement of Costs and Expenses is
attached hereto as Exhibit A.
FACTS
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
1.  Atall times relevant, Respondent was a lawyer licensed to practice

law in the state of Arizona having been first admitted to practice in Arizona on

May 19, 2000.

I Respondent understands that the costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding
include the costs and expenses of the State Bar of Arizona, the Disciplinary Clerk,
the Probable Cause Committee, the Presiding Disciplinary Judge and the Supreme
Court of Arizona.



2.  Respondent’s Arizona license to practice was administratively
suspended on January 19, 2024, for non-compliance with MCLE requirements. It

has remained in suspended status since.

COUNT ONE (File no. 24-0447/Cunningham)

3. On or about January 11, 2021, Edward Cunningham (“Mr.
Cunningham”) retained Respondent for assistance in selling a Firehouse Subs
restaurant Mr. Cunningham wished to sell.

4.  Respondent did not communicate the scope of the representation and/or
the basis or rate of any fee in writing to Mr. Cunningham.

5.  Atsome point in late 2022, while Respondent was still representing Mr.
Cunningham, Respondent solicited Mr. Cunningham with a request that Mr.
Cunningham make $400,000 in loans to Lone Spur Café¢ of America (“Lone Spur”),
a restaurant business that Respondent owned.

6. In the process of soliciting these loans, Respondent made disclosures
and representations to Mr. Cunningham about the financial status of Lone Spur.

These verbal representations included that Lone Spur was reopening in Texas.



7.  Inreality, Lone Spur had experienced financial difficulties, including
but not limited to, defaulting on lease obligations to landlords for closed restaurants,
defaulting on business/investment loans for closed restaurants and being subject to
multiple lawsuits alleging that Respondent and/or Lone Spur had defaulted on their
financial obligations for closed restaurants.

8.  Notable due to its timing, on or about June 8, 2023, Lone Spur defaulted
on a $150,000 note owed to a different creditor, Highland Investments LLC.

9. Also notable due to timing, on June 9, 2023, a $150,000 stipulated
judgment was entered against both Respondent and Lone Spur in yet a different
matter regarding a different financial obligation owed to creditor Pinetop WMV,
LLC related to a restaurant closing.

10. Respondent did disclose the restaurant closings but did not disclose
these defaults or judgments to Mr. Cunningham during the loan solicitation process.

11.  On July 27, 2023, Respondent executed and sent signed promissory
notes, security agreements and a personal guarantee to Mr. Cunningham regarding
the $400,000 in loans to be paid by Mr. Cunningham to Lone Spur.

12.  Two of the notes provided for loans to Lone Spur in the amount of

$100,000 each (for a total of $200,000), payable over a five-year term at 20%



interest, with quarterly payments of $1,666.67 to be made on each of the notes (for
a total of $3,333.34 per quarter) until the end of the term.

13. A third note pfovided for a loan to Lone Spur in the amount of
$200,000, with interest at 20%, due in full and to be repaid in 30 days.

14.  All three notes were secured by written security agreerﬁents (by Lone
Spur).

15.  $200,000 of the loans, plus $20,000 in interest, was additi_onally
secured by a written personal guarantee (by Respondent).

16. Due to Respondent’s failure to disclose the Lone Spur defaults and
judgments, the transaction and terms thereof were not fair or reasonable to Mr.
Cunningham and Respondent did not properly obtain Mr. Cunningham’s informed
consent.

17. Between August 25, 2023 and August 27, 2023, the $400,000 in loan
funds were transferred from Mr. Cunningham to Lone Spur.

18. Despite $240,000 being due to Mr. Cunningham within 30 days of
taking the loans, Respondent paid nothing to Mr. Cunningham by that deadline and

immediately defaulted on the loans.



19. In March of 2024, Respondent made a one-time payment of $4,000 to
Mr. Cunningham. Respondent has also made other regular payments to Mr.
Cunningham after this date.

20. During the screening investigation of this bar charge, State Bar Staff
Investigator Rose Ackerman (“Ms. Ackerman”) unsuccessfully attempted to
interview Respondent.

21. Ms. Ackerman made email and telephone attempts to contact
Respondent at his email and address and telephone number of record on August 29,
2024, September 11, 2024, and October 3, 2024. She also attempted to contact him
at an alternative phone number on October 4, 2024. Respondent did not respond to
any of these emails or calls.

22.  On October 7, 2024, Ms. Ackerman sent a letter via US Mail to
Respondent at two addresses she was able to locate for him.

23.  On October 25, 2024, Respondent emailed Ms. Ackerman back,
apologizing for the delay in responding and indicating he would be available to speak
on November 1, 2024. Respondent copied attorney Darren Holmes on the email.

Because Respondent copied another attorney on his email, Ms. Ackerman emailed



Respondent on October 28, 2024, asking if Respondent was now represented by
counsel.

24. Respondent responded, that same day, asking if he should get counsel.
Ms. Ackerman replied that same day, informing Respondent that it was his choice if
he wanted to hire counsel and asking him to confirm if he could speak with her the
following week. Respondent did not respond to that email.

- 25. On October 29, 2024, Ms. Ackerman again emailed Respondent asking
again if he would be available to speak with her the following week and asking him
‘to confirm the time. Respondent did not respond to that email.

26. On November 1, 2024, Ms. Ackerman called Respondent at 9:44 A.M.
Respondent informed her that he had hired counsel and that the counsel would be in
touch with her the “next week.” Neither Respondent nor any counsel contacted Ms.
Ackerman and she was unable to interview Respondent.

CONDITIONAL ADMISSIONS

Respondent’s admissions are being tendered in exchange for the form of

discipline stated below and are submitted freely and voluntarily and not as a result

of coercion or intimidation. Respondent conditionally admits, for disciplinary



purposes only, that he violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., specifically ERs 1.5(b),
1.8(a), 8.1(b) and 8.4(c) .
CONDITIONAL DISMISSALS

Allegations that Respondent violated ERs 1.8(h), 8.4(a) and 8.4(b) are being

dismissed.
GLOBAL RESOLUTION OF ALLEGATIONS

This Consent Agreement is intended to resolve all currently known
allegations or complaints arising out of or based upon the same set of facts and
conduct as described herein. The State Bar agrees not to initiate or pursue additional
disciplinary proceedings arising from the same above-listed facts.

RESTITUTION

Respondent agrees to pay restitution to Mr. Cunningham in the full amount
of principal and interest due to Mr. Cunningham under Respondent’s original July
27,2023 promissory notes. Respondent understands that full restitution to Mr.
Cunningham, in accordance with the promissory notes, shall be a conditioﬁ
precedent to reinstatement eligibility. Respondent further affirms that he has made

and continues to make good faith efforts to satisfy this obligation.



TERMS OF PROBATION

Any terms of probation shall be determined at any future reinstatement
hearing. The parties may propose specific probation conditions to the Presiding
Disciplinary Judge at the time of the reinstatement hearing.

SANCTION

Respondent and the State Bar of Arizona agree that based on the facts and
circumstanées of this matter, as set forth above, the following sanctions are
appropriate: Suspension of one (1) year retroactive to the date Respondent went
on administrative suspension, January 19, 2024 and restitution to Mr.
Cunningham in the full amount of principal and interest due to Mr.
Cunningham under Respondent’s original July 27, 2023 promissory notes.
Respondent may not apply for reinstatement until Mr. Cunningham is paid back in
full under the promissory notes. If repayment of the promissory notes remains in
dispute, Respondent shall not be eligible to apply for reinstatement. If Respondent
violates any of the terms of this agreement, the State Bar may bring further discipline

proceedings.
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LEGAL GROUNDS IN SUPPORT OF SANCTION

In determining an appropriate sanction, the parties consulted the American
Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standards) pursuant
to Rule 57(a)(2)(E). The Standards are designed to promote consistency in the
imposition of sanctions by identifying relevant factors that courts should consider
and then applying those factors to situations where lawyers have engaged in various
types of misconduct. Standard 1.3, In re Pappas, 159 Ariz. 516, 768 P.2d 1161
(1988). The Standards provide guidance with respect to an appropriate sanction in
this matter.

In determining an appropriate sanction, the Court considers the duty violated,
the lawyer’s mental state, the actual or potential injury caused by the misconduct
and the existence of aggravating and mitigating factors. Standard 3.0.

The parties agree that the following Standard 4.6 Lack of Candor is the
appropriate Standard given the facts and circumstances of this matter: Standard 4.6
Lack of Candor provides that Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer
knowingly deceives a client, and causes injury or potential injury to the client.

The duty violated

Respondent’s conduct violated his duty to the client.

11



The lawyer’s mental state
Respondent acted knowingly.
The extent of the actual or potential injury
There was actual harm to the client.
Aggravating and mitigating circumstances
The presumptive sanction is Suspension. The parties conditionally agree that
the following aggravating and mitigating factors should be considered:
In aggravation:
a) 9.22(b) dishonest or selfish motive;
b) 9.22(e) bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary proceedings by intentionally
failing to comply with rules or orders of the disciplinary agency;
c) 9.22(i) substantial experience in the practice of law.
In mitigation:
a) 9.32(a) absence of a prior disciplinary record;
b) 9.32(c) personal or emotional problems [Supporting documentation attached
as Exhibit CJ;
c) 9.32(g) character or reputation [Supporting documentation attached as Exhibit

Cl.
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Discussion

The parties conditionally agree that upon application of the aggravating and
mitigating factors the presumptive sanction is appropriate.

Based on the Standards and in light of the facts and circumstances of this
matter, the parties conditionally agree that the sanction set forth above is within the
range of appropriate sanction and will serve the purposes of lawyer discipline.

CONCLUSION

The object of lawyer discipline is not to punish the lawyer, but to protect the
public, the profession and the administration of justice. In re Peasley, 208 Ariz. 27
(2004). Recognizing that determination of the appropriate sanction is the prerogative
of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge, the State Bar and Respondent believe that the
objectives of discipline will be met by the imposition of the proposed sanction of
Suspension and the imposition of costs and expenses. A proposed form of order is
attached hereto as Exhibit B.

This Consent Agreement embodies the full and final agreement of the parties

in resolution of this case.
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DATED this day of July 2025

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA

A P —
Sééphen P. Little”
Senior Bar Counsél

This agreement, with conditional admissions, is submitted freely and
voluntarily and not under coercion or intimidation. I acknowledge my duty
under the Rules of the Supreme Court with respect to discipline and
reinstatement. I understand these duties may include notification of clients,
return of property and other rules pertaining to suspension.

DATED this 2\ day of July. 2025.

(4t

Cory D. Far
Respondent

Approved as to form and content

vaaello__

Maret Vessella
Chief Bar Counsel
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Original filed with the Disciplinary Clerk of
the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge
of the Supreme Court of Arizona

this 72 day of July, 2025.

Copy of the foregoing emailed
this 22, day of July, 2025, to:

The Honorable Lisa A. VandenBerg
Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Supreme Court of Arizona

1501 West Washington Street, Suite 102
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

E-mail: officepdj@courts.az.gov

.Copy of the foregoing mailed/emailed
this /2 day of July, 2025, to:

Cory D Farley

Farley Law Firm PLLC

9401 W THUNDERBIRD RD STE 183
PEORIA, AZ 85381-4210

Email: cory@farley-law.com
Respondent

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered
this 22 day of July, 2025, to:

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager
State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24% St., Suite 100

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266

by:Mlll!(L{f i% S}Q/_HQZ
SPL/mf
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EXHIBIT A



Statement of Costs and Expenses

In the Matter of a Suspended Member of The State Bar of Arizona,
Cory D. Farley, Bar No. 020151, Respondent.

File No. 24-0447

Administrative Expenses

The Supreme Court of Arizona has adopted a schedule of administrative
expenses to be assessed in lawyer discipline. Ifthe number of charges/complainants
exceeds five, the assessment for the general administrative expenses shall increase by
20% for each additional charge/complainant where a violation is admitted or proven.

Factors considered in the administrative expense are time expended by staft bar
counsel, paralegal, secretaries, typists, file clerks and messenger; and normal postage
charges, telephone costs, office supplies and all similar factors generally attributed to
office overhead. As a matter of course, administrative costs will increase based on the
length of time it takes a matter to proceed through the adjudication process.

General Administrative Expenses
for above-numbered proceedings $1,200.00

Additional costs incurred by the State Bar of Arizona in the processing of this
disciplinary matter, and not included in administrative expenses, are itemized below.

Additional Costs

09/12/24  Computer investigation report (PACER) $ 370
09/16/24  Computer investigation report (Accurint) $ 23.38
Total for additional costs $ 27.08

TOTAL COSTS AND EXPENSES INCURRED $1,227.08




EXHIBIT B



BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A| PDJ2025-9026
SUSPENDED MEMBER OF
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,

FINAL JUDGMENT AND

ORDER
CORY D. FARLEY

Bar No. 020151, State Bar No. 24-0447

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge of the Supreme Court of Arizona, having
reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R.
Sup. Ct., accepts the parties’ proposed agreement.

Accordingly:

IT IS ORDERED that Respondent, Cory D. Farley, is Suspended for one (1)
year or his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as
outlined in the consent documents, the effective date retroactive back to the date

Respondent went on administrative suspension, January 19, 2024.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall pay restitution to
Edward Cunningham in the full amount of principal and interest due to Mr.

Cunningham under Respondent’s original July 27, 2023 promissory notes.



IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent may not apply for
reinstatement until Mr. Cunningham is paid back in full under the promissory notes.
If repayment of the promissory hotes remains in dispute, Respondent shall not be
eligible to apply for reinstatement. Upon reinstatement, Respondent shall be subject
to two (2) years of probation, the terms of which to be determined as a result of
reinstatement hearings held.

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 $ , within 30 days from

the date of service of this Order.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall pay the costs and

expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s
2



Office in connection with these disciplinary proceedings in the amount of

, within 30 days from the date of service of this Order.

DATED this day of July, 2025.

Lisa A. VandenBerg
Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Original filed with the Disciplinary Clerk of
the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge
of the Supreme Court of Arizona

this day of July, 2025.

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed
this day of July, 2025, to:

Cory D. Farley

Farley Law Firm PLLC

9401 W THUNDERBIRD RD
STE 183

PEORIA, AZ 85381-4210
Email: cory@farley-law.com



Respondent

Copy of the foregoing emailed
this day of July, 2025, to:

Stephen P Little

Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N 24™ Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered
this day of July, 2025 to:

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager
State Bar of Arizona

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

by:
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