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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER 
OF THE STATE BAR OF 
ARIZONA 
 
MICHAEL S. REEVES 
          Bar No. 010420, 
 
 Respondent. 

 

 PDJ 2026-9023 
 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND 
ORDER 
 
[State Bar No. 25-2766] 
 
FILED MAY 22, 2026 
 

 
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 MICHAEL S. REEVES, Bar No. 010420, is 

Reprimanded for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent Reeves is placed on 

Probation for a period of one (1) year.  The terms of probation shall include:  

1. Continuing Legal Education (“CLE”): In addition to 

annual MCLE requirements, Respondent shall complete 

within the term of probation, no less than six (6) hours of 
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CLE program(s) regarding the ethical use of Artificial 

Intelligence, e.g.: 

(a) Ghost in the Brief: Ethical Pitfalls of AI Generated 
Work Product (2 hours) 
 

(b) Competency, Confidentiality, and Candor for Your 
AI-Powered Practice (1 hour) 
 

(c) Artificial Intelligence for Lawyers (3 hours) 
 

(d) A Journey Through the Labyrinth of AI:  
Understanding, Utilizing and Safeguarding 
Artificial Intelligence in Law (3 hours) 

   
●Respondent shall provide the State Bar Compliance 

Monitor with evidence of completion of each 

program by providing:  

(1) the certificate of completion; and  

(2) a copy of either: 

(a) his handwritten notes, or  

(b) typed or electronic notes; 

accompanied by a declaration, statement 

or affidavit that complies with Civil Rule 

80(c), which states he personally typed 
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the notes while viewing the CLE 

program.   

●Respondent should contact the Compliance 

Monitor at (602)340-7258 to make arrangements to 

submit this evidence.   

●Respondent will be responsible for the costs of the 

CLE. 

2. LOMAP Law Office Management Assistance Program 

(“LOMAP”) (one-time consult):   

(a) Respondent shall contact the State Bar Compliance 

Monitor at (602)340-7258, within ten (10) days of service 

of this Order.  

(b) Respondent shall submit to a one-time LOMAP 

consultation regarding the use of Artificial Intelligence 

in the practice of law.  

(c) Respondent shall complete any follow up deemed 

necessary by LOMAP.   
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(d) Respondent will be responsible for any costs associated 

with LOMAP. 

3. Respondent Reeves shall not commit any further violations of 

the Rules of Professional Conduct or Rules of the Supreme 

Court of Arizona. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent Reeves shall pay the 

costs and expenses of the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,200.00 

within 30 days.  There are no costs or expenses incurred by the Office of the 

Presiding Disciplinary Judge in these proceedings.  

 DATED this 22nd day of May, 2026. 

Lisa A. VandenBerg   
Hon. Lisa A. VandenBerg 

    Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
Copy of the foregoing emailed  
this 22nd day of  May, 2026, to: 
 
Craig Henley 
LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
Michael S. Reeves 
sportclips1212@yahoo.com 
 
by: CLopez 
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER 
OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA 
 
MICHAEL S. REEVES 
        Bar No. 010420, 
 
        Respondent. 

 PDJ 2026-9023 
 
ORDER ACCEPTING 
AGREEMENT FOR 
DISCIPLINE BY CONSENT  
 
[State Bar No. 25-2766] 
 
FILED MAY 22, 2026 

 
 On May 14, 2026, the parties filed an Agreement for Discipline by 

Consent (“Agreement”) pursuant to Rule 57(a), Arizona Rules of Supreme 

Court (“Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.”).  The State Bar of Arizona is represented by 

Senior Bar Counsel Craig Henley.  Respondent Michael S. Reeves is self-

represented.1  The Agreement seeks to address the State Bar No. 25-2766.  

No probable cause order has been entered, and no formal complaint has 

been filed in this matter.   

 Contingent upon approval of the proposed form of discipline, 

Respondent voluntarily waives his right to an adjudicatory hearing, as well 

 
1 The Agreement indicates that Respondent Reeves has chosen not to seek the assistance of counsel.  
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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 on March 11, 2026. The Agreement indicated the 

Complainant does not object to the Agreement. 

 The Agreement details a factual basis in support of Respondent 

Reeves’ conditional admissions and is incorporated by reference.2  Michael 

S. Reeves conditionally admits his conduct violated Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., Rule 

42, specifically ER 1.1 (failure to provide competent representation), ER 1.3 

(failure to act with reasonable diligence), ER 3.1 (meritorious claims and 

contentions), and ER 8.4(d) (engaging in conduct that is prejudicial to the 

administration of justice of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct.  As 

a sanction, the parties agree to Reprimand with Probation.  Respondent also 

agrees to pay the costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding. 

There are no conditional dismissals, and restitution is not an issue in 

this matter.     

 
2 See Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.   
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Generally speaking, the ethical issue arose during Mr. Reeves’ 

representation of a client in a criminal matter.  Mr. Reeves filed a Reply to 

his motion to modify the conditions of release containing unverified legal 

citations produced using artificial intelligence.  The legal citations in the 

Reply were visibly invalid and some of the summaries Mr. Reeves’ 

provided mischaracterized the case analysis and/or holdings. 

Mr. Reeves admitted to the State Bar, he had recently learned of and 

began using Artificial Intelligence (“AI”) shortly before this matter and was 

unaware of the risks that AI could create false case law citations and 

findings.  Since this matter, Mr. Reeves has increased his knowledge of AI 

and has altered his practices  and procedures.  

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 

determining an appropriate sanction, the PDJ considers: 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. 

ABA Standard 3.0.   
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Mr. Reeves agrees that he “negligently” failed to diligently review or 

verify the accuracy of citations created by Artificial Intelligence before 

filing documents containing false citations with the court.  The Agreement 

reflects that Mr. Reeves violated his duties to the client and the legal system.  

Mr. Reeves agrees his conduct resulted in potential harm to the client and, 

while de minimis, actual harm to the legal system.     

The Agreement relies on ABA Standards 4.53 (Lack of Competence), 4.43 

(Lack of Competence), and 6.23 (Abuse of the Legal Process) as the appropriate 

Standards given the facts and circumstances of this matter.   

Standard 4.53 provides, 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer: 
(a) demonstrates failure to understand relevant 

legal doctrines or procedures and causes 
injury or potential injury to a client; or 

(b) is negligent in determining whether he or she 
is competent to handle a legal matter and 
causes injury or potential injury to a client. 
 

Standard 4.43 provides, 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer 
is negligent and does not act with reasonable 
diligence in representing a client, and causes injury 
or potential injury to a client.  
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Standard 6.23 provides, 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer 
negligently fails to comply with a court order or 
rule, and causes injury or potential injury to a client 
or other party, or causes interference or potential 
interference with a legal proceeding. 

 
The Agreement recites two aggravating factors: 9.22(a) prior 

disciplinary offenses;3 and 9.22(i) substantial experience in the practice of 

law.4   

The Agreement identifies three mitigating factors: 9.32(b) absence of 

a dishonest or selfish motive; 9.32(e) full and free disclosure to disciplinary 

board or cooperative attitude toward proceedings; and 9.32(m) remoteness 

of prior offenses.  

The PDJ understands, the “Court has long held that ‘the objective of 

disciplinary proceedings is to protect the public, the profession and the 

administration of justice and not to punish the offender.’ ” In re Peasley, 208 

Ariz. 27, 38, ¶ 48 (2004) (internal citations omitted); see also Scholl, 200 Ariz. 

 
3 SB06-1853 (January 2008): He received an Admonition for violating Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., ER 
1.5(d)(3), ER 1.15(d), and ER 8.4(d) (failure to timely turn over funds to an estate which contributed to the 
delay in closing the estate. SB02-2203 (April 2004): He received an Order of Probation (Fee Arbitration) 
for violating Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., ER 1.4 and ER 1.15(D) (failure to provide the clients with an 
accounting for legal services rendered).  
4 Respondent Reeves was licensed to practice law in Arizona on January 7, 1986. 
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222, 227, ¶ 29 (“The purpose of professional discipline is twofold: (1) to protect 

the public, the legal profession, and the justice system, and (2) to deter others from 

engaging in misconduct.”). After reviewing the matters presented, the PDJ 

concludes that the Agreement achieves appropriate protections to the 

public and the other recognized purposes of the lawyer discipline process.  

 IT IS ORDERED accepting the Agreement for Discipline by Consent.   

 A final judgment and order is separately filed this date. 

  DATED this 22nd day of May, 2026.  

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

Copy of the foregoing e-mailed 
this __ day of May, 2026 to: 
 
Craig Henley 
LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
Michael S. Reeves 
sportclips1212@yahoo.com 
 
 
by: CLopez 







































Statement of Costs and Expenses

In the Matter of a Member of
The State Bar of Arizona, Michael S. Reeves 

Bar No. 010420, Respondent.

File No. 25-2766

Administrative Expenses

The Supreme Court of Arizona has adopted a schedule of administrative 
expenses to be assessed in lawyer discipline.   If the 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 staff 
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

Total for additional costs $       0.00

TOTAL COSTS AND EXPENSES INCURRED    $ 1,200.00












