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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
  

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

WILLIAM D. SHOSTAK, 
  Bar No. 016018 
 

Respondent.  

 PDJ 2015-9111 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No.  15-0376] 

 

FILED JANUARY 15, 2016 

 

 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by 

Consent (Agreement) filed on January 7, 2016, under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

accepted the parties’ proposed Agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, William D. Shostak, 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. Shostak shall be placed on probation for a 

period of one (1) year effective the date of this order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Shostak shall pay restitution for Two Thousand 

Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500.00) to Loretta Lurie as a term of probation. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED besides his annual MCLE requirements, Mr. 

Shostak shall complete the following Continuing Legal Education (“CLE”) program(s):  

1) The Unauthorized Practice of Law:  How the Slippery Slope Can Become Sticky; 

and 2) Ethical Rules for Law Firms & Associations In-Depth within 90 days from service 

of this Order.  Mr. Shostak shall provide the State Bar Compliance Monitor with 
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evidence of completion of the program(s) by providing a copy of his handwritten 

notes.  Mr. Shostak shall contact the Compliance Monitor at (602) 340-7258 to 

arrange to submit this evidence.  Mr. Shostak shall be responsible for the cost of the 

CLE. 

NON-COMPLIANCE LANGUAGE 

 If 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, under 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, whether 

to issue an additional 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. Shostak shall pay the costs and expenses of 

the State Bar of Arizona for $ 1,200.00, within 30 days from this order.  There are no 

costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary 

Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings. 

 DATED this 15th day of January, 2016. 

 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 15th day of  January, 2016, to: 

 
William D. Shostak 

Law Office of William D. Shostak, PLLC 
1820 E. Ray Road  
Chandler, Arizona 85225-8720 

Email: bill@shostaklaw.com 
Respondent   

 
Craig D. Henley 
Senior 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:  AMcQueen 

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, 
 

WILLIAM D. SHOSTAK, 
  Bar No. 016018 

 

Respondent. 

  

 PDJ 2015-9111 

 
DECISION ACCEPTING CONSENT 

FOR DISCIPLINE 

 

[State Bar File No. 15-0376] 

 

FILED JANUARY 15, 2016 
 

 
After a finding of probable cause, a formal complaint was filed on October 28, 

2015.  An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) was filed by the parties 

on January 7, 2016, and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct1.  Upon filing 

such Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, reject or recommend 

modification of the agreement as appropriate.”   

Rule 57(a)(2) 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. 

Under Rule 53(b)(3), notice of this Agreement was provided to the 

complainant(s) by email dated December 22, 2015. Complainant(s) were notified of 

the opportunity to file a written objection to the agreement with the State Bar within 

                                                 
1 Unless stated otherwise, all rules referenced are the Arizona Rules of the Supreme Court. 
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five (5) business days of bar counsel’s notice. No objections were reported in the 

agreement.  No objections were filed. 

Mr. Shostak conditionally admits he violated Rule 42, ERs 1.4 (communication), 

1.5 (fees), 5.3 (responsibilities regarding nonlawyer assistants), and 5.5(a) 

(unauthorized practice of law).  The actions of Mr. Shostak relate to a negligent failing 

in his supervision. Upon learning of the wrongful actions of his employee, he 

immediately terminated the employment of that individual. Three actions clarify 

reprimand is the appropriate sanction as stipulated under the agreement.  First, Mr. 

Shostak already has returned 3/4s of the fees charged and is returning the entirety 

of his fee.  Second, his multiple admissions to the factual allegations within the 

complaint offer insight into his mental state. There is a third factor.  It is stipulated 

Mr. Shostak cooperated fully in this process with the State Bar. Remorse is best 

exemplified by one’s actions in response to the wrongs done.  

Presumptive Sanction 

The American Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions 

(Standards) are utilized in consideration of the ethical violations of Mr. Shostak. The 

parties agree Standard 4.43 applies to Mr. Shostack’s violation of ER 1.4.  In addition, 

Standard 7.3 applies to his violation of ERs 1.5, 5.3 and 5.5. 

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 7.3 provides: 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer 
negligently engages in conduct that is a violation of a duty 

owed as a professional and causes injury or potential injury 
to a client, the public, or the legal system. 
 

Mr. Shostak negligently2 violated his duties to clients and as a professional 

causing actual and potential harm to clients, the legal system, and the profession.  

The parties agree that reprimand, probation, and restitution is the sanction.  One 

aggravating factor, 9.22(i), substantial experience in the practice of law is present. In 

mitigation are factors 9.32(a) absence of prior disciplinary history; 9.32(d) timely 

good faith effort to make restitution or rectify consequence of misconduct; and 9.32(e) 

cooperative attitude towards the investigation and proceedings.   

The PDJ agrees reprimand, probation and restitution are appropriate sanctions 

and those sanctions fulfill the object of discipline, which is to protect the public, the 

legal profession, the administration of justice, and to deter other attorneys from 

engaging in unprofessional conduct. In re Peasley, 208 Ariz. 27, 38, 90 P.3d 764, 775 

(2004).  Attorney discipline is not intended to punish the offending attorney, although 

the sanctions imposed may have that incidental effect. Id. 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating the Agreement and any supporting documents 

by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: reprimand, one (1) year probation, 

$2,500.00 in restitution to Loretta Lurie, and costs, which shall be paid within thirty 

(30) days of the final judgment and order. These financial obligations shall bear 

interest at the statutory rate. 

                                                 
2 The parties inadvertently stated in the Agreement, p. 12, that the mental state was 

knowingly, however, it was confirmed by the clerk that the mental state is negligent and the 

conditional admissions support negligent mental state. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted.  Costs as submitted 

are approved for $1,200.00 and are to be paid within thirty (30) days. The final 

judgment and order is signed and entered this date. 

DATED this 15th day of January, 2016. 

 
      

              William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 15th day of January, 2016, to: 

 
Craig D. Henley 

Senior Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
William D. Shostak 

Law Office of William D. Shostak, PLLC 
1820 E. Ray Road 
Chandler, AZ  85225-8720 

Email: bill@shostaklaw.com 
Respondent 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
 
by: AMcQueen 

 
 

 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
mailto:bill@shostaklaw.com
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