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Volunteer Lawyers Program Thanks Attorneys

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/volun-
teer-lawyers-program/. m

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

ADULT GUARDIANSHIP/ CONTRACTS TRANSACTION CASE
CONSERVATORSHIP Thomas A. Morton Fred Breedlove I11
Stephen W. Anderson Thomas A. Morton, PLLC Dorsey
Gammage & Burnham PLC
Timothy Forsman
Kristin Leaptrott COURT APPOINTED ADVISOR Gammage & Burnham PLC
1 Lori A. Bird
Nidia Mendoza .
. Lori Bird Attorney at Law
Kevin Walsh
Quarles Judith Morse
Morse Law Group PC

PRO BONO SPOTLIGHT ON CURRENT NEED FOR REPRESENTATION

Attorneys are needed to hel}l) consumers with contract matters.
Attorneys’ fees can be claimed if litigation is required.

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

ALLEN JONES & GILES CLINIC The Honorable Debra]J. Polly
Ryan Deutsch Jeanne Garcia Christina Stoneking
Michael A. Jones Stuart Gerrich Ryan Talamante
David B. Nelson Robert Hahn Gabriella Curatola -
Zachary Phillips KL‘;IWCH J(;ges ASU Extern
atherine Kraus Eliz h Ericksen —
ATTORNEY OF THE DAY Elizabeth Lansford akgtU Eanerr
Nancy Anger Chri her L 5 b - .
Andrew S. Jacob DrlSt-of of azeiby Lauren Isagholian -
aniel Rodriguez ASU Extern
CHILDREN’S LAW CENTER Robert Walston William Moeller -
Shawnna Riggers Marie Zawtocki ASU Extern
EMPLOYMENT CLINIC FEDERAL COURT ADVICE SNELL & WILMER
Josh Black CLINIC Robert Andrew Clarke
Thomas Brown, Jr. Rebecca Cain Richard G. Erickson
Clara Bustamante Timothy Eckstein Robert H. Feinberg
Miguel Cardenas David Rosenbaum Christian Luis Fernandez
Gina Carillo Benjamin Rundall Cody Fierro
Thomas Griﬂi_n FINANCIAL DISTRESS CLINIC Eric H. Spencer
Marshal Martin Harold Campbell STINSON LAW TENANTS'
Krista Robinson Brian Deagle RIGHTS CLINIC
Chris Suffecool David Engelman Anthony P. Cali
Alden Thomas Bradley D. Pack Bernard E. Gburek
Merle Turchik Donald Powell
FAMILY LAWYERS PROBATE LAWYERS TEN?I)\ITS'II)IIGH;S CLINIC
ASSISTANCE PROJECT ASSISTANCE PROJECT Dovid Enorlony
Alicia Abella-Korte Alexus Anderson Kavl % .
Karla Berber-Urrea Kent Berk yiena rerin
Peggy LeMoine
Steven Cole Paul Deloughery Diane Mihalsky
C;ﬁ"a g‘(’;‘r‘:ﬁ‘e‘“ C(;{‘;)IHJLO‘E:;)H Judith O’Neill
Greg Davis Troe 5;“ .Marsh Mallory Powers
Ashley Donovan Carla }ll\'Iir.amontes A§hley Repka
Kevin Woldhagen

VLP THANKS THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS WHO RECENTLY HELPED
OR ENCOURAGED COLLEAGUES TO VOLUNTEER WITH VLP

Diane Drain

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

LAWYER LIABILITY AND ETHICS
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Stanford Law Gives Arizona a Report Card

Five years ago, Arizona
became the first state to allow

non-lawyers to have ownership
interests in law firms. This was
not popular in many circles.
The ABA passed a resolution
affirming its commitment to
law firms owned exclusively by lawyers, rebuking what

A‘;

Joseph Brophy

Arizona did under the guise of protecting the public
from non-lawyers who are driven by profit motive.
When California (where the idea of these reforms
originated) tried to pass similar measures, big law
firms killed those reforms in the state legislature, giv-
ing some credence to those who say that the rules pro-
hibiting non-lawyers from owning law firms exist to
protect the business interests of lawyers rather than the
public. The debate over litigation fundingin Arizona’s
new ethical framework continues. This begs the ques-
tion: five years later, what hath Arizona wrought?

A recent report by Standford Law School’s Cen-
ter on the Legal Profession entitled “Legal Innova-
tion After Reform: Five Years of Data on Regulatory
Change” takes stock of the effects of legal services re-
form five years out from the changes made by Arizona.
It seems predictions of Arizona’s descent into alawless,
unethical hellscape were not accurate.

The authors of the report correctly note that the
primary concerns over Arizona’s regulatory reforms
centered around the belief that relaxing/eliminating
Rule 54 would erode the professional independence,
ethical standards and client focused delivery of legal
services. Arizona, more so than Utah (the only oth-
er state to go as far down this road as Arizona), is evi-
dently popular with private equity firms and litigation
funders. The presence of these groups in Arizona’s
legal market was apparently large enough to cause
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce comment: “Arizo-
na should not allow hedge funds, litigation funders,
and others to set up volume-focused, for-profit claims
mills, advertising and collecting claims for out-of-state
plaintiffs. There is no benefit to Arizona and its citi-
zens in unintentionally making itself the mass torts
capital of the United States.”

The Chamber of Commerce may have overstated
the case. According to the Stanford report, there are
17 legal entities in Arizona with a clear indication of
ownership by private equity or litigation funders, and
of those entities, 14 practice in the personal injury or
broader contingency fee space. Those numbers seem
a bit modest to declare Arizona the mass tort capital
of the United States, although until the Suns or Car-
dinals win a championship we should probably just ac-
cept such accolades where we can find them. Howev-
er, the Chamber of Commerce might want to look at
how mass torts play outin states such as Californiaand
Ilinois before declaring Arizona the king of the hill.

Arizona has not ignored this potential issue. In
February of 2024, a petition was submitted to the
Arizona Supreme Court by the state and regional
chambers of commerce, along with business inter-
est groups (we'll let you guess which ones) seeking to
amend the rules to require disclosure of third-party
litigation funder ownership of ABSs (“TPLF”). The
Supreme Court then established the Task Force on
Alternative Business Structures (ABS), which was

charged with determining; (1) whether additional

disclosures for those funding ABS entities were war-
ranted; (2) whether ABSs should be approved for
the sole purpose of soliciting mass tort business; (3)
whether ABSs must be required to provide substantial
services to people in Arizona; and, later, (4) examining
third-party financing of civil litigation and the rami-
fications for ABSs. The Task Force’s final report and
recommendations noted: “[a]ny concerns with TPLF
are not specificto ABSs... unlike traditional law firms,
which may also receive third-party litigation funding,
ABSs have extensive application and disclosure re-
quirements and are subject to renewal. ABSs would
additionally be subject to the same recommended dis-
closure rules as other law firms.” The Task Force also
noted that ABSs may be organized for the sole pur-
pose of mass tort litigation and are not required to pro-
vide substantial legal services in Arizona, which puts
them on the same footingas other law firms. “Most of
the Task Force members do not perceive any problems
with the current approach.”

Regarding consumer/client harm from Arizona’s
reforms, the Sanford report identified, as of the first
quarter of 2025, 136 ABS in Arizona. In the last
five years, as of April 30, 2025, two Arizona ABS
entities have been the subject of official disciplinary
proceeding, with the compliance officers (attorneys
responsible for ensuring that the entity’s lawyers and
nonlawyers comply with applicable ethical obligations
and who has a duty to the state bar to report substan-
tial breaches of these obligations) for those entities the
subject of separate proceedings.

In the first proceeding, the State Bar of Arizo-
na brought an action against the ABS for violations
pertaining to the ABS’s advertising content and rep-
resentation agreements. The ethical misconduct was
negligent in natureand notintentional. Moreover, the
orders entered by the State Bar recognized “potential
harm to the profession, the legal system, and the pub-
lic” In other words, no actual harm appears to have
occurred.

In the second proceedingagainstan Arizona ABS,
atissue were sufficient safeguards regarding nonlawyer
assistants and communications, perceptions of non-
lawyer decision-making ability and the unauthorized
practice of law; and issues regarding diligent processing
of cases and client communication. The order entered
against the ABS’s compliance lawyer noted “no actual
harm to the clients, the profession, the legal system or
the public”

In short, Arizona’s allowance for alternative busi-
ness structures has not caused the sky to fall or for the
public to be harmed. The Stanford report described
the resulting consumer harm as “de minimis.”

Although the report makes a compelling case that
Arizona’s reforms have spurred innovation and pro-
vided consumers with more options for legal services,
including allowing smaller firms through litigation
funding and investment, to compete with bigger
firms, it is unclear whether this increased competition
and innovation has materially brought down the cost
of legal services, thereby increasing the public’s access
to justice. While the report, which is favorably dis-
posed to the path Arizona has taken, strongly suggests
that the public has benefited from these reforms, it is
light on actual datain thisarea. m
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