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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

__________ 

  

IN THE MATTER OF A NON-MEMBER 

OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

TERIK HASHMI, 

 

 

 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9026 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

 

[State Bar File Nos. 15-2317, 15-2667, 

15-2705, 15-2725, 15-2726, 15-1773, 16-

1311, and 16-2583] 

 

FILED MARCH 20, 2017 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on March 2, 2017, pursuant to 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Terik Hashmi, is reprimanded for his conduct 

in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent 

documents, effective the date of this order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Hashmi shall be placed on probation for a 

period of two (2) years and shall participate in the SBA’s Fee Arbitration Program.  

Mr. Hashmi shall contact the Fee Arbitration Coordinator at (602) 340-7379 within 

ten (10) days from the date of this order to obtain the forms necessary to participate 

in Fee Arbitration in SBA file nos. 15-2317, 15-2667, 15-2705, 15-2725, 15-2726, 
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15-1773, 16-1311, and 16-2583.  Mr. Hashmi shall file the necessary forms no later 

than thirty (30) days from the date of receipt of the forms.  Mr. Hashmi shall have 

thirty (30) days of the date of letter from the Fee Arbitration Coordinator to comply 

with any award entered in the Fee Arbitration proceeding. 

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 thirty (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 Mr. Hashmi shall pay the costs and expenses 

of the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,920.00, within thirty (30) days from 

the date of this Order.  

  DATED this 20th day of March, 2017. 

 William J. O’Neil_____________________ 
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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COPY of the foregoing e-mailed  
on March 20, 2017, and mailed 
on March 21, 2017, to: 
 

Stacy L Shuman 

Bar Counsel 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 

 

Robert Brewster Van Wyck 

The Van Wyck Law Firm 

6245 N 24th Pkwy Ste 208  

Phoenix, AZ  85016-2030 

Email: bob@vanwycklaw.com   

Respondent's Counsel   

 

Fee Arbitration Coordinator 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

 

by: AMcQueen 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 

______________ 

 

IN THE MATTER OF A NON MEMBER  

OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

TERIK HASHMI, 

 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9026 

 

DECISION AND ORDER 

ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE 

BY CONSENT 

 

[State Bar File Nos. 15-2137, 

15-2667, 15-2705, 15-2725, 15-

2726, 15-1773, 16-1311 & 16-

2583] 

 

FILED MARCH 20, 2017 

 

Probable Cause Orders were issued on August 31, 2016 and December 28, 

2016.  No formal complaint has been filed and no probable cause order has issued 

in 16-1311 or 16-2583.  The parties filed their Agreement for Discipline by Consent, 

pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. on March 2, 2017. 

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. 
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Mr. Hashmi voluntarily waives the right to an adjudicatory hearing, and waives all 

motions, defenses, objections or requests that could be asserted upon approval of the 

proposed form of discipline.  Notice of this Agreement and an opportunity to object 

as required by Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., was sent to complainants by letter 

dated November 3, 2016 and November 8, 2016.  No objections have been filed.   

The Agreement details a factual basis to support the conditional admissions.  

Mr. Hashmi conditionally admits he violated Supreme Court Rule 42, ER 1.1 

(competence), ER 1.3 (diligence), ER 1.4 (communication), ER 1.5 (fees), ER 1.15 

(safekeeping property), ER 1.16 (terminating representation), ER 8.4(d) (conduct 

prejudicial to the administration of justice), and Rule 54(d)(2) (failure to furnish 

information).  The agreed upon sanctions are: reprimand and two (2) years of 

probation (fee arbitration), and the payment of costs totaling $1,920.00 within thirty 

(30 days).  Restitution is not an issue. 

Mr. Hashmi is a non-Arizona attorney but was admitted to practice law in 

Ohio on February 2, 1995.  In multiple counts, Mr. Hashmi conditionally admits he 

took money for representation on behalf of multiple clients in federal immigration 

matters and then provided little or no legal services of any value to his clients.  Mr. 

Hashmi kept all of the monies paid to him for representation, failed to provide proof 

of written fee agreements, failed to make accountings despite demands from clients, 
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failed to attend one client’s green card interview, and denied refunds to the clients 

without justification.  Mr. Hashmi abandoned his clients.  

By example, in Count I, Mr. Hashmi admits he took as a “flat fee” of $1,500 

plus filing fee of $420 to represent a woman before the Department of Homeland 

Security and U.S. Immigration Services and file an I-130.  He then took for an 

additional $1,500 to represent his client in immigration detention matters.  He then 

took an additional $6,000 to file other documents and supporting defenses. 

Mr. Hashmi took the $420 cashier’s check from his client and used it to file 

an I-130 for a different person. He then failed to file her application for over three 

months. At the woman’s immigration hearing and application for political asylum 

hearing, Mr. Hashmi did not appear.  When she was released from custody, Mr. 

Hashmi demanded another $420 for the I-30 filing fee. The woman sought and 

received the assistance of the Florence Project due to the failings of Mr. Hashmi. 

When the client sought to terminate his representation, Mr. Hashmi falsely said the 

court would not allow it.  Mr. Hashmi warned her effort to terminate his 

representation would harm her case. He never filed an I-30 or took any meaningful 

action for his client. His six other counts follow a similar pattern. 

Mr. Hashmi failed to respond to the State Bar’s investigation.  Mr. Hashmi 

argues this was due to a dispute with his landlord, he was locked out of his offices 
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in Tucson, AZ in August 2015, and unable to regain access to his office and client 

files until the end of September 2015. 

 

Rule 58(k) provides sanctions shall be determined in accordance with the 

American Bar Association Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, 

(“Standards”).  The parties agree Mr. Hashmi violated his duties his clients, the legal 

system, the profession and the public.  Mr. Hashmi knowingly violated ERs 1.1 1.3 

[Diligence] , 1.4(a)(3) and (4), 1.5(a) [Fees], 1.15 [Safekeeping Property], 1.16(d) 

[Terminating Representation], and Rule 54(d)(2) [Failure to Furnish Information]; 

and negligently violated ER 1.1 [Competence], and ER 8.4(d) [Conduct Prejudicial 

of the Administration of Justice]. 

The parties agree Mr. Hashmi caused both actual and potential harm to his 

clients, the profession, the legal system and the public. 

The parties agree the presumptive sanction is suspension and Standard 4.42, Lack 

of Diligence applies to Mr. Hashmi’s violation of ER 1.3 and ER 1.4.  It provides 

that suspension is generally appropriate when: 

(a) a lawyer knowingly fails to perform services for a 

client and causes injury or potential injury  to a client, 

or 

(b) a lawyer engages in a pattern of neglect and causes 

injury or potential injury to a client. 
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The parties further agree factors 9.22(b) dishonest or selfish motive, 9.22(c) 

pattern of misconduct, 9.22(d) multiple offenses, 9.22(e) bad faith obstruction of the 

disciplinary proceedings by intentionally failing to comply with rules or orders of 

the disciplinary agency, 9.22(g) refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct, 

9.22(h) vulnerability of victim, and 9.22(j) indifference to restitution are present in 

aggravation.  In mitigation are factors 9.32(a) absence of prior disciplinary record 

and 9.32(f) inexperience in the practice of law.  Although experienced in Western 

European immigration law, Mr. Hashmi admits he was not experienced to handle 

the demographic of clients in Arizona or Mexican immigration law.   

The PDJ finds a multi-year suspension is warranted under the facts.  Although 

a suspension is warranted, because Mr. Hashmi is not licensed in Arizona, the most 

sever sanction that may be imposed is reprimand.  See In re Olson, 180 Ariz. 5, 7, 

881 P.2d 338, 339 (1994).  Therefore, the PDJ finds the proposed sanctions of 

reprimand and probation meets the overall objectives of attorney discipline.  The 

Agreement is therefore accepted; accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating the Agreement and any supporting 

documents by this reference.  The agreed upon sanction are: reprimand and two (2) 

years of probation (fee arbitration), and the payment of costs and expenses of the 

disciplinary proceeding totaling $1,920.00, to be paid within thirty (30) days from 
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this date.  There are no costs incurred by the office of the presiding disciplinary 

judge.  

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted.  Costs as 

submitted are approved for $1,920.00.  A final judgment and order is signed this 

date.   

  DATED this March 20, 2017. 

 

 

                 William J. O’Neil              

     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 

 
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed  
on March 20, 2017, and mailed 
on March 21, 2017, to: 
 
Stacy L. Shuman 
Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
Robert Brewster Van Wyck 
The Van Wyck Law Firm 
6245 N. 24th Parkway, Suite 208 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-2030 
Email: bob@vanwycklaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 
 
Fee Arbitration Coordinator 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 
by:  AMcQueen 
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