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Volunteer Lawyers Program Thanks Attorneys

The Volunteer Lawyers Program provided $2,034,915 in measurable 
economic benefit to families in 2022, in addition to improving 

safety and well-being for children and adults. 

***PRO BONO SPOTLIGHT ON CURRENT NEED FOR REPRESENTATION***
Attorneys are needed to help consumers with contract matters.   

Attorneys’ fees can be claimed if litigation is required. 

The Volunteer Lawyers Program thanks the following attorneys and firms for agreeing to 
provide pro bono representation on cases referred by VLP to help people with low incomes.  
VLP supports pro bono services of attorneys by screening for financial need and legal merit 
and provides primary malpractice coverage, verification of pro bono hours for CLE self-study 
credit, donated services from professionals, training, materials, mentors and consultants. At-
torneys who accept cases receive a certificate from MCBA for a CLE discount.  For informa-
tion on rewarding pro bono opportunities, please contact Roni Tropper, VLP Director, at 
602-258-3434 x 2660 or Rtropper@clsaz.org or enroll with us at https://clsaz.org/volunteer-
lawyers-program/.  n

ATTORNEY OF THE DAY
Nancy Anger

Robert F. Crawford
Veronika Fabian
Andrew Jacobs  

Children’s Law Center
Kristy Blackwell

Jessica Cotter
Shawna Dawson Fish

Marilyn Gutierrez
Shawnna Riggers

Jennifer Shick
Cory Stuart

Claudia Work 
FAMILY LAWYERS 

ASSISTANCE PROJECT
Karla Berber-Urrea

Carrie Canizales 
Steve Cole

Colleen Contreras
Greg Davis

Ashley Donovan
Charles Friedman

Stuart Gerrich
Robert Hahn

Christina Hamilton

Joel Hoffman
Tarl Johnson

Lisa Johnson Stone
Elizabeth Langford

Christopher Lazenby
Susan McGinnis
Robert Walston

FEDERAL COURT  
ADVICE CLINIC
Martin Coleman

Booker Evans
Gabriel Hartsell

David Rosenbaum
Financial Distress Clinic

Corey Feltre
Jillian Hindo

Michael A. Jones
INTEL

T. Romy Schlect Drysdale
Betty L. Hum
Scott C. Uthe

PROBATE LAWYERS  
ASSISTANCE PROJECT

Mark Bregman
Emily Burns

Scott Ferris
Stacey Johnson

Kelly L. Kral
Tracy M. Marsh 

James McDougall
Ryan Talamante

Veronica Andreev –  
ASU Extern 

Kyle Bycroft –  
ASU Extern

Nicole Salars –  
ASU Extern

SNELL & WILMER
Justin Bryan Bircher

Hayden Paul Hilliard
Michael R. Maerowitz

Tracy Alice Olson
Stephanie M. Rioux

John C. Vryhof
TENANTS’ RIGHTS CLINIC

John Gordon
Peggy LeMoine
Diane Mihalsky

Judy O’Neill
Robert Walston

VLP THANKS THESE VOLUNTEERS WHO PROVIDED 
OTHER LEGAL ASSISTANCE DURING THE MONTH:

The Volunteer Lawyers Program is a joint venture of Community  
Legal Services and the Maricopa County Bar Association

ADULT GUARDIANSHIP/CONSERVATORSHIP
Jonathan Grant Brinson

Snell & Wilmer LLP
Michelle M. Lauer

Lincoln & Lauer PLLC
Tyler V. Thomas

Snell & Wilmer LLP
CONSUMER

Robert F. Crawford
Sole Practitioner

Veronika Fabian
Choi & Fabian PLC

Andrew S. Jacob – Two Cases
CLS / VLP Certified Pro Bono Counsel

CUSTODY/VISITATION
Colleen Suzanne Contreras – Two Cases

Arizona Family Law Ranch
HOMEOWNERSHIP/REAL PROPERTY

Curtis D. Ensign
Curtis Ensign PLLC

LANDLORD/TENANT
Diane L. Mihalsky

CLS / VLP Certified Pro Bono Counsel
MINOR GUARDIANSHIP/

CONSERVATORSHIP
Christina W. Kelly 

Squire Patton Boggs (US) LLP

VLP THANKS THE FOLLOWING ATTORNEYS AND FIRMS 
FOR ACCEPTING CASES FOR REPRESENTATION:

VLP THANKS THE FOLLOWING VOLUNTEER ATTORNEYS WHO 
RECENTLY ENCOURAGED COLLEAGUES TO VOLUNTEER WITH VLP

Steven Cole
Martin Coleman 

Pat Gerrich
Michael Jones

Brett Rasner
Nina Targovnik

ChatGPT Claims Another Victim

Joseph Brophy

Q&A
LAWYER LIABILITY AND ETHICS

As we lawyers 
wait for our new 
robot overlords to 
take all our jobs 
in the form of ge-
nerative artificial 
intelligence (“AI”) 
programs such as 
ChatGPT, the le-
gal gods have issued 
yet another stark 

warning: ChatGPT is not ready for prime 
time as a lawyer substitute for legal writing 
or research.  This story will probably sound 
familiar because lawyers in New York 
made the same mistake earlier this year and  
received a lot of unwanted publicity.  

In April 2023, a client hired Lawyer to 
prepare a motion to set aside judgment. 
Lawyer, who was only in his second year 
practicing law, had never drafted such a mo-
tion.  But being the young, technologically 
savvy fellow that he was, Lawyer figured he 
would be efficient and rely on the artificial 
intelligence platform, ChatGPT to whip 
up a motion, complete with legal citations.  

In May 2023, Lawyer filed the motion 
with the court.  However, he did not check 
the citations before submitting the motion.  
Then things went from bad to worse.  After 
filing the motion, but before the hearing 
on the motion, Lawyer discovered that the 
cases provided and cited by ChatGPT were 
either inaccurate or entirely made up.  At 
that point, it appears Lawyer assumed the 
fetal position.  Or perhaps he decided that 
prayer was an appropriate legal strategy and 
therefore maybe the judge would not read 
what he filed.  In any event, Lawyer did 
not inform the court of the inaccurate ci-
tations or withdraw the motion.  When at 
the hearing the judge noted that the cases 
in the motion were not accurate, Lawyer 
blamed a legal intern.  

Whether due to guilt or perhaps the 
intervention of older lawyers at his firm, 
Lawyer came clean six days after the 
hearing, explaining to the court that he 
used ChatGPT to draft the motion.  The 
presiding disciplinary judge of the Supreme 
Court of Colorado found Lawyer to have 
violated ER 1.1 (a lawyer must competent-
ly represent a  client); 1.3 (a lawyer must 
act with reasonable diligence and promp-
tness when  representing a client); 3.3(a)
(1) (a lawyer must not knowingly make a 
false statement  of material fact or law to 
a tribunal); and 8.4(c) (it is professional 
misconduct for a  lawyer to engage in con-
duct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or 
misrepresentation).  Lawyer was also fired. 

In an interview with Business Insider, 

Lawyer bemoaned his fate, claiming that 
“he was feeling stressed about deadlines 
and internal workplace dynamics” when 
his supervising attorneys added more work 
to his plate.  “My experience is not unique, 
sadly I’ve heard many attorneys say they too 
were ‘thrown to the wolves’ early in their 
career.”  Do tell.  What an unfamiliar tale 
of woe.  Someone better tell him it only gets 
worse as you progress in your legal career 
and one day he will look back fondly on his 
time with the wolves.  

According to Lawyer, “when ChatGPT 
saved me hours of work, it was a tiny ray 
of sunlight in an abysmal situation.”  In at 
least some sense, he has a point.  ChatGPT 
did solve his problems.  Whereas before 
Lawyer had too much work to do, after get-
ting fired he had no work to do.  No more 
wolves, no more internal workplace dyna-
mics.  Problems solved.  Thanks ChatGPT!  

ChatGPT is generative AI.  Generative 
AI are “deep-learning models” that com-
pile data “to generate statistically probab-
le outputs when prompted.” Often, these 
programs rely on large language models. 
The datasets utilized by generative AI lar-
ge language models can include billions of 
parameters making it virtually impossible 
to determine how a program came to a spe-
cific result.  ChatGPT pulls information 
from the internet and generates words that 
are statistically likely to follow each other, 
without regard for factual accuracy or logi-
cal consistency.  For these reasons, lawyers 
cannot blindly rely on generative AI results 
when performing legal work.  

For as much buzz as AI receives and con-
cerns expressed by legal experts on ethics 
over its rapid advance, the lawyers that have 
been subject to discipline over their use 
of AI did not run into trouble because of 
AI necessarily.  Their problems stemmed 
from not checking the citations and ana-
lysis provided by AI and failing to be can-
did with the court once they realized they 
made a terrible mistake.  These are very old 
problems that, at bottom, do not really have 
anything to do with AI.  

For those of you interested in this topic, 
the Florida Bar’s Proposed Advisory Opi-
nion 24-1 and the California Bar’s Practical 
Guidance for the use of Generative Artifi-
cial Intelligence in the Practice of Law are 
good resources until Arizona weighs in, 
which is expected to occur in the not too 
distant future.  n

Joseph Brophy is a partner with Jennings 
Haug Keleher McLeod in Phoenix. His prac-
tice focuses on professional responsibility, lawyer 
discipline and complex civil litigation. He can be 
reached at JAB@jhkmlaw.com. 


