BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY
JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF PDJ-2016-9112
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER

CHRISTOPHER P. CORSO,

Bar NO 022398 [State Bar NO. 16'0395]

FILED NOVEMBER 21, 2016

Respondent.

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline
by Consent filed on November 10, 2016, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,,
accepted the parties’ proposed agreement.

Accordingly:

IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Christopher P. Corso, is admonished for his
conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the
consent documents.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Corso shall pay the costs and expenses of the
State Bar of Arizona for $ 1,200.00 within thirty (30) days from the date of this order.
If costs are not paid by that date, interest will accrue at the legal rate. There are no
costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary
Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings.

DATED this 21st day of November, 2016.

William J. ONeil

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge



Copy of the foregoing emailed/mailed
this 21st day of November, 2016, to:

Hunter F Perlmeter

Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

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

Russell R. Yurk

Jennings Haug & Cunningham
2800 N Central Ave Ste 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85004-1049
Email: rry@jhc-law.com
Respondent's Counsel

by: AMcQueen


mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY
JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF PDJ 2016-9112
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,
DECISION AND ORDER

CHRISTOPHER P. CORSO, ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE BY
Bar No. 022398 CONSENT
Respondent. [State Bar File No. 16-0395]

FILED NOVEMBER 21, 2016

The State Bar of Arizona, through undersigned Bar Counsel, and Respondent,
Christopher P. Corso, who is represented by counsel, Russell R. Yurk, Jennings, Haug
& Cunningham, LLP filed on November 10, 2016, their Agreement for Discipline by
Consent, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

An Order of Admonition with Probation was entered by the Attorney Discipline
Probable Cause Committee (ADPCC) on July 22, 2016. On August 8, 2016, Mr. Corso
filed a pleading demanding a formal hearing and requesting the order of admonition
be vacated. On August 18, 2016, the ADPCC issued an order vacating the order of
admonition and issued its probable cause order authorizing the State Bar to file a
complaint against Mr. Corso. Because an agreement between the parties has been
reached, no formal complaint has been filed.

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.
Mr. Corso has 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.

Pursuant to Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., notice of this agreement was
provided to the complainant by letter on October 3, 2016, including notification 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. Complainant has not filed an objection to
the proposed agreement.

The Agreement details a factual basis to support the admissions to violations of
Rule 42, ERs 5.1 (responsibilities of partners/managers/supervisory lawyers), and 5.3
(responsibilities regarding nonlawyer assistants). Upon acceptance of this agreement,
Mr. Corso stipulates to the imposition of the sanction of admonition. Complainant
hired Mr. Corso’s now defunct law firm, Corso and Rhude, for a criminal representation
related to a DUI, and to pursue post-conviction relief pursuant to Rule 32 related to
his shoplifting conviction. Mr. Corso was not involved in any aspect of the client’s
representation other than as a managing attorney of the law firm. Mr. Corso admits
his conduct violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup., ERs 5.1, and 5.3.

For settlement purposes, the State Bar agreed to waive the probation term
initially imposed by ADPCC as ongoing LOMAP monitoring in File No. 15-0213,
revealed no new law office management issues that would warrant a term probation.

Restitution is not an issue. Complainant and Mr. Corso’s former law partner,
John Rhude, have already begun the State Bar Fee Arbitration process to determine
the reasonability of the fees charged in Complainant’s case. If a fee award is entered,
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Mr. Corso’s dissolution agreement with John Rhude will determine what amount, if
any, is the responsibility of Mr. Corso. Because Mr. Corso was not involved in
establishing the fee agreement with Complainant, and because Complainant’s fee
issue is being addressed through fee arbitration with John Rhude, the State Bar, has
stipulated to drop the ER 1.5 alleged violation for purposes of settlement. Mr. Corso
and the State Bar of Arizona stipulate, based on the facts and circumstances, an
admonition is appropriate.

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 parties agree Standard 4.44 is the appropriate Standard. It provides
admonition is generally appropriate when a lawyer is negligent and does not act with
reasonable diligence in representing a client, and causes little or no actual or potential
injury to a client. The parties agree there was potential harm to the client.

The parties stipulate the following aggravating and mitigating factors should be
considered. In aggravation: Standard 9.22(a) prior disciplinary offenses. In
mitigation: Standard 9.32(b): absence of a dishonest or selfish motive.

The PDJ finds that the proposed sanction and payment of State Bar costs within
thirty (30) days, meets the objectives of attorney discipline. The Agreement is
accepted and including attachments, incorporated by this reference.

IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Christopher P. Corso, is admonished for 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. Corso shall pay the costs and expenses of the
State Bar of Arizona of $1,200.00 within thirty (30) days from the date of this order.
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If costs are not paid with thirty (30) days, interest will accrue at the legal rate. There
are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding
Disciplinary Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings.

DATED this 21st day of November, 2016.

William J. ONeil

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Copies of the foregoing emailed/mailed
this 215t day of November, 2016, to:

Hunter F. Perlmeter, Bar No. 024755
Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

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

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

Russell R. Yurk, Bar No. 019377
Jennings Haug & Cunningham, LLP
2800 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85004-1049

Email: rry@jhc-law.com
Respondent’s Counsel

by: AMcQueen


mailto:rry@jhc-law.com

Hunter F. Perimeter, Bar No. 024755
Bar Counsel - Litigation

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24 Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
Telephone (602) 340-7278

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

Russell R, Yurk, Bar No, 019377
Jennings Haug & Cunningham, LLP
2800 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85004-1049
Telephone: (602) 234-7800

Email; rry@ihc-law.com
Respondent's Counsel

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY

JUDGE
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF PDJ 2016
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, : -
o State Bar File Nos, 16-0395
- CHRISTOPHER P. CORSO ‘ : . ' '
Bar No. 022398 ) AGREEMENT FOR DISCIPLINE BY.

CONSENT
Respondent. :

The State Bar of Arizona, through und:ersigned: Bar. Counsel, and Respondent,
Christopher P. Corso, who is represénte_d in this matter by coujnsel, Russell 'R',-Yurk,
hereby submit their Agreement for Discipline by Consént, pursuant to Rule .SLI(a), Ariz.
R. Sup. Ct. An Order of Admonition, Proba_tion was entered by the Probable Attorney
Discipline Probable Cause Commiftee (ADPCC.)'on July 22, 2016. On August 8, 2016,

. Respondent filed a pleading demandfng a formal hear_ing and requesting that the order
of admonition be vacated. On Augulst 18, 20'16,7 The ADPCC Issuéd an o_i'd_er vacatihg
the order of adrﬁonition and_ auth_orizihé fhe étate Bér to ﬁle a com;ﬁiaint égainst

Respondent. Because an agreement b_etw_eén th'e parties has _been'rea‘_chéd, no formal

.
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compiaint has been filed in this matter. Respondent voluntarily waives the right to an
adjudicatory hearing, unless otherwise ordered, and waives ail motions, defenses,
objections or requests which have been made or raised, or could be asserted
thereafter, if the conditional admission and proposed form of discipline is approved.
Pursuant to Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., notice of this agreement was
provided to the complainant by letter on October 3, 2016, notifying him 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. Complainant has not filed an objection to
the proposed agreement.
| Respondent conditionally a_dmits that his con_duct, as set forth below, violated
Rule 42, ERs S.I,Iand 5.3. Upon accepfance of this agreement, Respondent agrees
_ _t-oraccépt imposition of the folfowiﬂg.discipiine: Admonition. Respondent aisé agrees
to pay the costs and ekpenses of the disciplinary proceeding, withi.n 30 days from the.
date of this order, and if costs are not paid within the 30 days, understands that
linterest will begin to accrue at the legal rate.! The State Bar’s.Statemeht of Costs
and Expenses is attached heréto as Exhibit A,
| | FACTS
GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
1. Respondent was licensed to practice law in Arizona on December 16,

2003.

1 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
Commsttee the Presiding Disciplinary Judge and the Supreme Court of Arizona.

2 .
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2. At all times relevant, Respondent was a lawyer licensed to practice law

in the state of Arizona.

COUNT ONE (File no. 16-0395/Albo)

3. Cn September 16, 2012, Complainant Scott Albo was sentenced in a |
shoplifting case. At the time, he was not represented by Respondent.

4. On October 31, 2012, Albo hired Respondent’s now defunct law firm,
Corso and Rhude, for criminal representation related to a DUI and to pursue poét—
conviction réli_ef pursuant to Rule 32 related to his shoplifting conviction.

5. Respondent was not involved in any aspect of Albo’s representation
- other than as a managing attorney of the law firm.

| 6 Respondenf’s former law partner, John Rhude, handled the initial intake

meeting and _pr'epa:.*ed. the fee agreement in the case. The first paragraph of the fee
égreement Enciuded the following language: |

lAt.to%néy‘agrees' to defend CEient in the Phoenix Mun.icipé!

Court on the charge of DUI, .08 DUI. Extreme DUI, DOSL,

Rule 32 Motion on Shoplifting Case, Investigation and
- Communication with Law Enforcement Regarding Charges.

| 7 - Albo paid $4,000 for the representation pursuant to the terms of the
fee _agreement.

8. After ’ﬁhe initial consultation, the matter was assigned to associate
attorney Ryan Cummings for representation in the DUI rnatter.. Cummings was
admitted to practice law in June of 2011.

9l. | _.Cum.mings (like other firm associates) was not provided a copy of the

fee agréement. According to Respondent, the law firm's policy was for the Entéke
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attorney {here, John Rhude)} or another experienced attorney with supervisory
authority) to explain the scope of representation to the assigned associate.

10.  According to Cummings, he did not have any experience in handling
Rule 32 matters. According to Respondent, in such instances, the law firm’s policy
required associates to consult and receive supervision from an experienced lawyer in
the office. Respondent did not ensure that the law firm’s policy was properly
followed regarding Albo’s representation.

11,  OnlJanuary 23, 2012, Albo pled guilty to DUI—Iimpaired to the slightest
degree, and driving with a suspended license.

12.  Albo indicated to the firm that his basis for seekfﬁg potential Rule 32
relief was his claim %ha_t he had “a pri'or shoplifting on 11/1/09, but was incarcerated
_tﬁat date for a DUI [and] could not have éhopiifted..”

| .13. An internal firm email dated November 8, 2012, betﬁve’en two
.ad:ministratéve assista.nts, states that Albo, “[Maﬁt’s an update on his case on
M.onday.. He wasn't in court yesteraay and wants to know whait happenéd (said _yomI.z‘
| Weré s-gpposecf to call him). Also wants to find out whats going on with the Rule 32
.Méti_on.” | B
14. On that same date, November 8, 2012, Albo faxed documentatioh that |

showed that his 90-day incarceration for DUI had started in October 2008, which

- meant that Albo had not been incarcerated on November 1, 2009, when he allegedly

- shoplifted.

15. Respondent submitted a writing to the State Bar frorh Cummings"
former legal assistaht, Marice Kunz, stating that she would have provided the
' ~ information regarding Albo’s incarceration to Cummings or Courtney Boyd, another '

L 4
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firm associate. Ms. Kunz stated that she would have then taken direction from
Cummings or Ms. Boyd in responding to Albo.
16. Asof Novembei’ 8, 2012, the deadline for filing a Rule 32 petition had
not yet passed.
~17.  In Responding to the Bar’s invéstigation, Respondent (who admittedly
had no role in Albo’s representation) initially stated that firm records show that
when Albo contacted the firm in November of 2012, requesting an update on his
Rute 32, the call was forwarded to secretary, Marice Kunz. Respondent further
stated:
Based. on Mr. Corso’s familiarity with Ms. Kunz, she would
have quickly understood that Albo’s [Complainant’s] 2009
shoplifting charge would be ineligible for Rule 32 post-
conviction relief, Considering that Ms. Kunz communicated
- regularly with Mr, Albo throughout the representation and
the lack of any subsequent inquiries from Mr. Albo regarding
the Rule 32 motion, it is reasonable to assume that Mr, Albo
was properly advised that he was not eligible for post-

- conviction relief. . There is simply no evidence to the -
contrary. ' o :

18; Contrary to Resp_ondent’s und:ersténdfr;g éf the fécts at the t.ime., Aill:l)o
- sfiii could have filed for'.RuEe 32 post»lconvic_tion relief in Novembé‘r‘. of 2012, as the .; |
_disboﬁition date in the shoplifting matter was September 16, 2012, not some date in
12009, |

19.  On January 23, 2013, the firm assignéd another associate, James
| Palestini, who had been practicing law for approximately three months, to handle
_.'Albo’s‘sentenc_ing héariﬁg. | | |
| N '20_. | On the .same day, Courtnéy Boyd wrote in the_ﬁrm’é case'log for Albo’s

case, "Closeout.”
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21. A closeout letter was sent to Albo on January 25, 2013. The letter
contained no information concerning the Rule 32 issue.

22.  Albo claims that after the conclusion of the DUI matter, he called the
firm on several occasions to inguire a.bout his Rule 32 matter, and that on the
occasions that he spoke with firm staff, he was advised that his file was unavailable
because the firm was converting from physical to paperiess flies. Firm -
documentation does not reflect that he made these cé!és. The law firm employee to
whom Albo claims he talked started working at the law firm in November 2015,

23. Prior to filing the subject bar charge, Albo claims that he traveled to the
Phoenix Municipal Court on several occasions to determine whether any Rule 32
paperWork has been filed on his behalf and confirmed that né action had been taken
by anybody associated with the firm.
| 24, Thé faw firm Of. Corso and Rhude was dissolved in April of 2015.

25.  In engaging in the above conduct, Respondent’s conduct Qiolated ERs
| 5.1, and 5.3.
| CONDITIONAL ADMISSIONS
| Respon‘dent’s .ad.missions are being tendered in exchalnge for the for.m of
- discipline stated below and are submitted freely and voluntarily and not as a result of
coercion or intimidation.

Respondent conditionally admits that h?s conduct violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup..

Ct., specifically ERs 5,1, and ER 5.3.
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RESTITUTION AND CONDITIONAL DISMISSAL OF ER 1.5
Restitution is not an issue in this matter. Complainant Albo and Respondent’s
former law partner, John Rhude, have already begun the State Bar Fee Arbitration
process to d.eterm_ine the reasonability of the fées charged in Mr. Albo’s case. To thé
extent that a fee award is entered, Respondent’s dissolution agreement with John
Rhude will determine what amount, if any, Is the responsibiiity of Respondent.
Because Respondent was not involved in establishing the fee agreement in Mr.
Aibo’é matter, and because Mr. Albo's fee issue is being addressed through fee
arbitration with John Rhude, the State Bar has conditionally agreed to drop the ER
1.5 violation for purposes of settlement.
SANCTION
Respondent and the State Bar of Arizona agree that based o.n the facts ‘and
. éircumgtanc-eé of this matter, as set forth above, an admonit-ion .is abpropriate. |
LEGAL GROUNDS IN SUPPORT OF SANCTION K
In determining an appropriate sanction, the parties consulted the American.B'ar
' Assocsatlon s Standards for Imposmg Lawyer Sanctions (Standards) pursuant to Rule
- 57(a)(2)(E) The Standards are designed to promote consrstency in the lmposstion of B
sancti'ons by identifying relevant factors that courts should consider and then applying
those factors to situations where lawyers have engaged in various types of
misconduct, Srandards 1.3, Commentary. The Standards provide guidance with
E’espect to an appropriate sanction in this matter. In re Peasley, 208 Ariz, 27, 33,'3 5,
90 P..3d_ 764, 770 (2004); In re Rivkind, 162 Ariz. 154, 157, 791 P.2d 1037, 1040 -

. (1990).
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In determining an appropriate sanction consideralt‘ion s given to the duty
violated, the lawyer's mental state, the actual or potential injury. caused by the
misconduct and the existence of alggravating and mitigating factors. Peasley, 208
Ariz, at 35, 90 P.3d at 772; Standard 3.0. - | |

The parties agree that Standard 4.44 is the appropriate Standard given the
facts and circumstances of this matter. Standard 4.44 provides that admonition is
- generally appropriate when a lawyer is negligent and does not act with reasonable
diligence in representing a client, and causes little or no actual or potentiai injury to a
client.
| For purposes of settlement, the State Bar has agreed to waive the probation
_::term i_ni’tia'ih? recommended in this matter, as ohgoing LOMAP monitoring as paft .of
| Re_spond_er.at’sprobation in file no. 15-0213 has not revealed ahy new Eéw_ office
rﬁana’gemént issues. | o |

. . The duty violated
K As described above, Respondent’s conduct violated his duty to -propelrly-‘
'Vsupér'\:/ise all léwyers in the law firm. |
' "i',h'e. law_yef’é mental state

For purposes of this agreement the parties agree that Réspondenf negligently
failed to ensure that all lawyers in the law firm were aware. of the scope of
représentation, and followed the law firm’s policy to seek assistance from experienced

' !é’Wyer.si'regérding matters on which they were inexperienced and that his cdnduct Was '
| sn \_/io.l.aftién_‘of thé Rules of Professional Conduct. |

. The extent of the actual or potential injury
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For purposes of this ag_reemeﬁt, the par‘ties agree that .’c.here was potential harm
to the client,
Aggravating and mitigating circumstances
The presumptive sanction in this matter is admonition. The parties conditionally
agree .’chat'the following aggravating a.rad mitigating factors should be considered.
In aggravation:
Standard 9._22(a) prior discipfinary offenses
In mitigation:
Standard 9.32(b): absence of a dishonest or selfish motive
bisc{ls.siqn
| The parties have conditionally agreed that, upon application of the aggravating
| 'ahd miﬁ'gating- factors to the facts of this case, the p’résumptive saﬁction is
:Iappropriate | |
The pari::es have conditionally agreed that a greater or Fesser sanct:on. would_
| | no‘t-be appropnate_under the ‘r’acts and circumstances of this matter. Based on the
| S.tén_da_i'ds."and in light of the facts and circumstancesl of tﬁis matter, thg' parties
-.'cor.iﬂditionalfy agree that the_Sanctio-n set forth above is Within3the ran.ge of épprdpriate
sanction and will serve the purposes bf lawyer discipline. | |
CONCLUSION
- The -object of lawyer discipline is not to punish the Iawyer but to protect the
publtc, the professuon and the administration of justice. Peasley, supra at | 64, 90-

.P 3d a’t 778. Recogn%zing that determination of the appropriate sanction' is the

o ".prerogatlve of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge, the State Bar and Respondent beheve

that the objectrves of dlsoplme will be met by the ;mposntton of the proposed sanctlon
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of Admionition and the imposition of costs and expenses. A proposed form order is
attached hereto as Exhzb tB.

DATED this’ [ { ) day of Novermber 2016

s'TATE BAR OF ARI'ZONA

LA (NS /@] )
Hurlter F. Permetar v
- Staff Bar Counsel

This agreement, w:th cond:t:onal admlsswns, is submxt:ted freeiy and
voiuntarliy and not under coercion or intimidation. - . ‘

DATEﬁithxs 5 day ofNovember, 2016 S

' Chnstopher? Ccrso
: Respondent

DATED thxs 5} day of November, 2016 h

Russell Yurk , :
Counsel for Reéspendent

.. Approved as to form and content . -

o erevegs )

o ‘i ChiefB‘ar = UHS_Ei : ... :..', . ({ “ [ (

162888




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

this /t*Hay of November, 2016.

Copy of the foregoing emailed
~ this 1Dth day of November, 2016 to:

The Honorable William J, O’Neil
Presiding Disciplinary Judge
- Supreme Court of Arizona

1501 West Washington Street, Suite 102
. Phoenix, Arizona 85007 '
- E-mail: officepdi@courts.az.qgov

. Copy of the foregoing mailed/emailed
- this H 2!"7 day of November, 2016, to:

“Russell Yurk
Jennings Haug & Cunningham

2800 N. Central Avenue, Suite 1800

_ Phoenix, Arizona 85004-1049
- Email: rry@jhc-law.com
B Respondent‘s Counsel

4 ”Copy of the foregoing hand- dehvered
~ this IDHG day of November, 2016, to

' Lawyer Regulation Records Manager ‘

. State Bar of Arizona

14201 N. 24" Street, Suite 100
' Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266

WP :hin

CTh 16-2888 S



 EXHIBIT A



Statement of Costs and Expenses

In the Matter of a Member of the State Bar of Arizona,
Christopher P. Corso, Bar No., 022398, Respondent

File No, 16-0395

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 o
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.

Staff Investigator/Miscellaneous Charges

Total for staff investigator charges ' $ 0.00

TOTAL COSTS AND EXPENSES INCURRED $1,200.00







BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY
JUDGE

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

: _ FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER
CHRISTOPHER P CORSO, :

Bar No. 022398, [State Bar No. 16-0395]

Respondent.

~ The undersighed Presiding Disciplinary Judge of the Suprenﬁe Court of Arizona,
hav'ing'reviewed the Agree_ment for '[_)i_scipEEne by Consent filed -oh : _ .
) _ pdrjsuant to Rule S7(a), Ariz. R. Su.p. Ct., hereby ac‘cepts the partieé_’ proposed
_' .adreement Accordtngly* | o - L | |
B IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Respondent Christopher P Corso is hereby
- Admomshed for his conduct in. v;oiatlon of the Arizona Rules of Professnonal Conduct _l
| -_as outhned m the consent documents | . |

IT IS FURTHER ORBERED that Respondent pay the costs and expenses of

the State Bar of Ar:zona in the amount of $ - i Wlthiﬂ 30 days from the :
date of service of this Order.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall pay the costs and expenses

-§ncurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Pres’iding Disciplinary JUdge’s Office in

_connect;on with these dISCIp]lnai’y proceedmgs in the amount of

o w1then 30 days from the date of service of this Order



DATED this day of November, 2016

William J. O’Neil, Presidihg 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 November, 2016,

Copies of the foregoing mailed/éma!led
- this day of November, 2016, to:

.’Russe!l Yurk
.- Jennings Haug & Cunmngham
22800 N Central Ave Ste 1800 .
-Phoenix, AZ- 85004-1049 =
Email: rry@jhc-law.com
- Respondent's Counsel

- -"Copy of the foregomg emaa!ed/hand deh\_/ered

Ithls day of November 2016 to:

' Hunter F Per!meter '

.- Bar Counsel - Litigation -
. 'State Bar of Arizona - -

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

Email; R_O@_staff azbar.org

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered
this ____ day of November 2016 to:

‘ Lawyer Regufat;on Records Maﬂager B
- State Bar of Arizona

4201 N 24" Street, Suite 100
Phoenlx Artzona 85016 6266

i fbvf
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