
 
 

 
BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  

JUDGE 
__________ 

 

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

 
STANFORD E. LERCH, 
  Bar No.  001287 

 
 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2016-9058 
 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 
[State Bar File No. 15-0537] 

 
FILED JUNE 16, 2016 

 

 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on June 14, 2016, accepted the parties’ proposed agreement under 

Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

Accordingly:    

IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Stanford E. Lerch, Bar No. 001287 is 

suspended for two (2) years 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. Lerch shall pay the costs and expenses of the 

State Bar of Arizona totaling $1,200.00, within thirty (30) days from the date of 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 16th day of June, 2016. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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Copies of the foregoing e-mailed  

this 16th day of June, 2016, and 
mailed June 17, 2016, to: 

 
Stacy L. Shuman. Miller 
Bar Counsel-Litigation 

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

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

Mark I. Harrison 
Osborn Maledon PA 

2929 N. Central Ave Ste 2100 
Phoenix, AZ 85012-2765 
Email: mharrison@omlaw.com 

Respondent’s Counsel 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 

 
by:  AMcQueen 



 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
 
IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED MEMBER 

OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 

STANFORD E. LERCH, 
  Bar No.  001287 
 

 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2016-9058 

 
DECISION AND ORDER 

ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE BY 
CONSENT 
 

[State Bar File No. 15-0537] 
 

FILED JUNE 16, 2016 
 

 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on June 14, 

2016, and submitted under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  An Order of Probable Cause 

issued on March 16, 2016.  Upon filing such Agreement, the Presiding Disciplinary 

Judge (PDJ), “shall accept, reject or recommend modification of the agreement as 

appropriate”.   

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. 

Under Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., notice of this agreement was provided 

to the complainant by letter on April 29, 2016.  Complainant was notified of the 

opportunity to file a written objection within five days.  No objection was received. 

The Agreement details a factual basis for the admissions to the charge in the 

Agreement.  Mr. Lerch acknowledges he is a suspended member of the State Bar 



2 
 

having failed to seek reinstatement upon the expiration of the period of suspension 

ordered by this Court.  Mr. Lerch conditionally admits he violated Supreme Court Rule 

42, ER 5.5 [Unauthorized Practice of Law]. The parties stipulate to a sanction of a 

two (2) year suspension effective the date of this order.  He agrees to pay the costs 

and expenses of this disciplinary proceeding not later than July 16, 2016 of 

$1,200.00.  He reserves the right to seek relief in payment terms on hardship grounds 

under Rule 60(b), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.   

In summary, Mr. Lerch was working as a paralegal on an at will verbal status 

by a law firm and two licensed attorneys were to supervise his bankruptcy work.  He 

was referred a client by Chuck Fennimore.  That client was involved in complex 

litigation in Texas.  The law firm and its principal was not aware of this case. 

Notwithstanding, Mr. Lerch verbally contracted with the client that the law firm would 

represent client, her father and their company.  Client agreed to pay Mr. Lerch 

$20,000.00 for the review and evaluation of her case. Client paid those funds as 

directed by Mr. Lerch to his then defunct law firm’s bank account and another 

$2,500.00 to Fennimore.  Only Mr. Lerch could disperse funds from the account.  

During the pendency, none of the attorneys in the law firm spoke with or received 

copies of the emails between Mr. Lerch and client.   

None of the communications between Mr. Lerch and client indicate that Mr. 

Lerch acted as a paralegal.  The emails Mr. Lerch sent regarding the litigation used 

the email account from his defunct firm, not the law firm he was otherwise working 

for.  He billed the client $250.00 per hour. None of his assistants were lawyers. While 

his itemized fee statement listed the law firm’s name he was working for as a 

paralegal, he intentionally listed his defunct email account on the document rather 
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than the email of the listed law firm.  The parties agree restitution is owed to the 

client in the amount of $2,925.00.  Also, $5,000.00 of the original retainer was 

refunded to effectuate the mediated settlement of the Texas litigation. The 

Agreement provides Respondent will pay $500.00 every three (3) months beginning 

within ten (10) business days of this order.  

The parties agree that Standard 7.2, Violation of Other Duties Owed as a 

Professional, of the American Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer 

Sanctions (Standards) applies to Mr. Lahser’s violation of ER 5.5.  Under that 

Standard (suspension) is the presumptive sanction and provides: 

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer 

knowingly 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.    
 

The parties agree there was actual harm to the profession, the legal system 

and the public, and potential harm to the client.  The parties agree aggravating 

factors include: Standards 9.22(a) (prior disciplinary offenses), 9.22(b) dishonest or 

selfish motive, 9.22(c) a pattern of misconduct and 9.22(i) substantial experience in 

the practice of law are present.  The parties submit the mitigating factors are 

Standards 9.32(e) full and free disclosure and cooperative attitude toward 

proceedings and 9.32(l) remorse.  

While the parties stipulate that Mr. Lerch acted “knowingly,” there appears to 

be much intentionality in his conduct.  His use of his defunct law firm account and its 

email account are chief among those that demonstrate a more intentional conduct.  

While the parties may stipulate what is restitution, the complainant is not bound by 

that agreement.  Such covering of his actions are troubling.  Supreme Court Rule 

31(a)(2) defines the practice of law as “expressing legal opinions.” The Arizona 
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Supreme Court has held that the practice of law can be defined as “those acts, 

whether performed in court or in the law office, which lawyers customarily have 

carried on from day to day through the centuries.” State Bar of Arizona v. Arizona 

Land title & Trust Co., 90 Ariz. 76, 366 P.2d 1, (1961). But for the hiring of a Texas 

lawyer to mediate the agreement, the actions of Mr. Lerch would probably have 

remained hidden, encouraging him to continue to pretend he was a licensed lawyer 

and defraud other members of the public.  Two central tenants of lawyer discipline is 

the protection of the public and to deter similar conduct by other attorneys.  A two 

(2) year suspension is fully warranted. The PDJ finds the proposed sanction of 

suspension meets the objectives of attorney discipline and the Agreement is therefore 

accepted. 

 IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: a two (2) 

year suspension and the payment of costs and expenses of the disciplinary 

proceeding for $1,200.00 to be paid within thirty (30) days from this order.  

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

are approved for $1,200.00.  Now therefore, a final judgment and order is signed this 

date.  Mr. Lerch is suspended effective this date. 

DATED this 16th day of June, 2016. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 
 

/ / / 
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Copies of the foregoing e-mailed  
this 16th day of June, 2016, and  

mailed June 17, 2016, to: 
 

Stacy L. Shuman. Miller 
Bar Counsel-Litigation 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

Mark I. Harrison 
Osborn Maledon PA 
2929 N. Central Ave Ste 2100 

Phoenix, AZ 85012-2765 
Email: mharrison@omlaw.com 

Respondent’s Counsel 
 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

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

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

 
by:  AMcQueen 
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