IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, : No. 2556 Disciplinary Docket No. 3

Petitioner : No. 137 DB 2018
V. . Attorney Registration No. 19354
JOHN T. LYNCH, JR., : (Out of State)
Respondent
ORDER

PER CURIAM

AND NOW, this 8" day of May, 2019 upon consideration of the Recommendation
of the Three-Member Panel of the Disciplinary Board, the Joint Petition in Support of
Discipline on Consent is granted, and John T. Lynch, Jr. is suspended on consent from
the Bar of this Commonwealth for a period of 30 months, and he shall comply with all the
provisions of Pa.R.D.E. 217. Respondent shall pay costs to the Disciplinary Board
pursuant to Pa.R.D.E. 208(g).

A True Co&g// Patricia Nicola

As Of 05/08/2019
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Aftest; iz Aesles
Chief Clerk

Supreme Court of Pennsylvania




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME CCURT COF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL,
Petiticner

No. 137 DB 2011
V.
Atty. Reg. No. 19354
JOHN T. LYNCH, JR., :
Respondent : (Philadelphia)

JOINT PETITION IN SUPPORT OF DISCIPLINE
ON CONSENT UNDER RULE 215(d), Pa.R.D.E.

Petitioner, Cffice of Disciplinary Counsel, by Paul J.

Killion, Esquire, Chief Disciplinary Counsel, and by Jeffrey

M. Krulik, Esquire, Disciplinary Counsel, and Respondent, John
T. Lynch, Jr., file this Joint Petition In Support Of
Discipline On Consent Under Rule 215(d), Pa.R.D.E. (“Joint
Petition”), and respectfully represent that:

1. Petitioner, whose principal office is located at
Pennsylvania Judicial Center, Suite 2700, 601 Commonwealth
Avenue, P.0O. Box 62485, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, is invested,

pursuant to Rule 207 of the Pennsylvania Rules of Disciplinary

Enforcement (“Pa.R.D.E.”), with the power and duty to

investigate all matters involving alleged misconduct of an
attorney admitted to practice law in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania and to prosecute all disciplinary proceedings

brought in acccrdance with the various provisions 2f said

Rules of Disciplinary Enforcement.

FILED
03/12/2019
The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania




2. Respondent} John T. Lynch, Jr. was born in 1948, was
admitted to practice law in the Commonwealth on October 16,
15874, is currently on inactive status, and resides in
Scottsdale, Arizona.

3. Pursuant tc Pa.R.D.E. 201¢(a) (1) and (a) (31,
Respondent is subject to the disciplinary jurisdiction of thes
Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court.

4. On August 6, 2018, Petitioner filed a Petiticn for
Discipline, which was docketed at 137 DB 2018, <charging
Respondent with professicnal misconduct.

5. On August 13, 2018, Petitioner served Respondent
with the Petition for Discipline.

6. On September 6, 2018, Respondent filed an Answer to
Petition for Discipline.

SPECIFIC FACTUAL ADMISSIONS AND
RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT VIOLATED

7. Respondent hereby stipulates that the following
factual allegations are true and correct and that he violated
the Rules cf Professional Conduct and Pennsylvania Rules of
Disciplinary Enforcement as set forth herein.

CHARGE I: UNLAWFUL PRACTICE OF LAW IN THIRTY SECURITIES
OFFERINGS.

8. Respondent has never been licensed tc practice law

in any state other than Pennsylvania.




9. On April 18, 1983, Respondent was placed on
voluntary inactive status in Pennsylvania and has remained
inactive at all times thereafter.

10. At all relevant times, Respondent resided in
Scottsdale, Arizona.

11. In or about May 2009, Lawson Financial Corporation
(“"LFC”), 3352 East Camelback Road, Phcenix, AZ 85018, hired
Respondent to provide investment banking se;vices.

12. From at least 2April 2010 through May 2014,

dent also acted as legal counsel to LFC in connection

W
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with LFC’s role as an underwriter for 30 municipal bond
offerings (“Bond Offerings”); in five of the 30 offerings,
Respondent acted as «oounsel for both LFC and another
underwriter, Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc.

13. At all times during which Respondent represented LFC
as counsel in the Bond Offerings, Respon&ent performed his
legal work from an office in Phoenix, Arizona. The office was
at all times located at LFC’'s headquarters.

14. In addition to lacking a license to practice in
Arizona, Respondent has never held an Arizona Certificate of
Registration of In-House Counsel.

15. The Bond Offerings in which Respondent served as
LFC"s attorney raised in exzess of $335,000,000 from

invastors.




16. Respondent participated in the preparation of

Official Statements for

@

ach of the Bond Offerings, which
Official Statements identified him as an attorney acting as
counsel to the underwriter(s).

17. The Official Statements for the Bond Offerings were
provided to investors in connection with their purchase in the
primary offerings of ths sscurities and were publiciy
available on the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board’s
Electronic Municipal Market Access system.

18. Respondent also:

a. prepared opinion letters for the vast majority
of the Bond Offerings, setting forth his legal
cpinions that the bonds were not required to

be registered under the Securities A&ct of

ot

1933, as amended, and that it was no
necessary to qualify the trust indentures for
the Bond Offerings under the Trust Indenture
Act of 1939, as amended;

b. used letterhead identifying him as an attornasy
with his office in Phoenix, Arizona;

. held himself cut to LFC and other participants
in the offerings as an attcrney; and

d. provided additional legal services, which

included preparing and reviewing legal

5




documents for the Bond Offerings,

]

communicating with other participants in th
Bond Offerings about legal matters, and

preparing Blue Sky surveys regarding the

D

applicaticon of state securities laws.

w

15. By this conduct, Respondent engaged in “unauthocrized

practice of law” as defined by Arizona Supreme Court Rules,

Specifically A.R.S. Sup. Ct. Rules, Rule 31(2)2.B.{(l} and (2,

which define that term to include:

a.

“engaging in the practice of law by persons or
entities nct authorized to practice pursuant
to paragraphs (by or (c) [of Rule 31] or
specially admitted to practice ... .”; and

“using the designations ‘lawyesr,’ ‘attorney at
law,’ ‘counselor at law,’ ‘law,’ ‘law office,’
‘J.D.," ‘Esg.,’ or cther eguivalent words by
any person cr entity who is not authorized to
practice law in this state pursuant to
paragraphs (b) or (c) [of Rule 31] or
specially admitted to practice ..., the use of

which is reascnably likely to induce others to

believe that the person o¢r entity is
authorized to engage in the practice of law in

this state.”

48]




20. Respondent’s unauthorized practice of law violated

o~

the following Arizona Suprsme Court Rules:

1

a. AR.S. Sup. Ct. Rules, Rule 31(b), which

states that, subject to certain specified
exemptions, “no perscn shall practice law in
this state ¢r represent in any way that he or

she may practice law in this state unless the

0]

psrson is an active member of the state bar”;

and
b. A.R.S. Sup. Ct. Rules, Rule 33(c), which
states that, “[nlc person shall practice law

in the State of Arizona without being admitted

o

to the bar by compliance with the following i
rules [concerning admission to the Arizona
state bar], provided that an attorney
practicing in another state or territory or

insular possession of the United States or the

District of Columbia may be permitted by any

rr

court tc appear in a matter pro hac vice... .

2l. Over the more than four years during which he acted

as underwriter’s counsel for the Bond Offerings, Respondent

was paid in excess of $840,000 in underwriter’s counsel fees;

according to Respondent, he viewed a substantial portion of

N




this as compensation for investment banking services rather
than for legal work.

A. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Caurus
Academy Project), Series 2010.

22. PRespondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connaction with the coffer of $4,380,000 of The Industrial
Devalopment Authority of the County of Pima Education Facility
Revenue Bonds (Caurus Academy Project), Series 2010 (“Caurus
Academy Project Bonds”).

23. PRespcndent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Caurus Academy Project Bonds, dated
April 15, 2010, which 0Official Statement informed investors
that the bonds were offered “subject teo ... the approval of
certain matters by ... John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoenix, Arizona,
as counsel to and sclely for the benefit of the Underwriter.”

24. As LFC’'s counsel in connecticn with the offering of
the Caurus Academy Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and
signed an opinion letter dated April 20, 2010, in which he
indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his legal
opinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be registered
under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
nct necessary toe qualify the indenture under the Trust

Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.




25. Respcndent’s opinion letter for the Caurus Academy
Project Bonds was issued on letterhesad stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 25018
26. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Caurus Academy Project Bonds, Respondent also provided
other legal services, including:
a. reviewing reccrds and documents related to the
offering; and
b. participating in discussions with other

individuals involved in the coffering.

B. The Industrial Development Autherity of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds
(Montessori Academy Project), Series 2010A, 2010R,

-and 2010cC.

27. Respondent acted as undsrwriter’s ﬁounsel for LEC in
connection with the offer of The 1Industrial Development
Authority of the County of Pima Education Facility Revenue
Bonds (Montesscri Academy Project), including: $4,580,000 of
Series 2010A Bends; $460,000 of Series 2010B (Taxable) Bonds;
and $685,000 of Convertible Series 2010C Bonds (cellectively,
“Montessori Academy Project Bonds”).

28. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Montessori Academy Project Bonds,

dated May 26, 2010, which 0©fficial 3Statement informed




investors that the bonds wers <ffered “subject tc ... the
approval of certain matters by ... John T. Lynch, Jr.,
Phoenix, Arizona, as counsel to and solely for the benefit of
the Underwriter.”

29. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Montessori Academy Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and
signed an opinion letter dated May 26, 2010, in which he
indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his legal
opinion that (i) the bonds were not'required to be registered
under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
not necessary to qualify the indenture under. the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.

30. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Montessori
Academy Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

31. As LFC's counsel in connectiocn with the offering of
the Montessori Academy Project Bonds, Respondent also provided
other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
cffering; and
b. participating in discussions with other

individuals involved in the coffering.




C. The Medical Clinic Board of the City of Hoover
First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds
(Riverchase Village ADK, LLC Project), Series 2010A
and 2010B.

32. PRespondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in

cocnnection with the offer of The Medical Clinic Board of the

1y

City of Hoover First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue
Bends  (Riverchase Village ADK, LLC Project), including:
$5,845,000 of Series 20102 Bonds; and $520,000 of Saries 2010B

(Taxable) Bonds (collectively, “Riverchase Village ADK, LLC

33. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Riverchase Village ADK, LLC Project

Bonds, dated June 22, 2010, which Official Statement informed

n
o+

investors that “[z]ertain legal matters will be passed upon
for the Underwriter by Jehn T. Lynch, Esquire, Phosnix
Arizona.”
34. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering cf
the Riverchase Village ADK, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent
prepared and signed an cpinion letter dated June 25, 2010, in

\

which he indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered
his legal cpinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be

registered under the Securities Act of 1923, as amended, and

(ii) it was not necessary to gualify the indenture under the

O

Trust Indenture Act o<f 1929, as amended.

10
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35. Respondent’s copinion letter far the Riverchase

(8
{

Village ADK, LLC Proj=ct Bonds was issued on lesttsrhead
stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Rcad

Phcenix, Arizona 85018

6. As LFC’'s counsel in connecticn with the offering of

(Ve

the Riverchase Village ADK, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent also
provided other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documsnts related to the
offering;

b. participating in discussions with other
individuals involvad in the offering regarding
legal matters;

. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws; and

d. preparing a Preliminary Official Statement.

D. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Destiny
Community School Project), Series 2010.

[WY)

7. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connection with the coffer of $4,000,000 of The Industrial
Development Authority of the County of Pima Education Facility
Revenue Bonds (Destiny Community School Projezt), Series 2010

("“Destiny Community School Project Bonds”).

11




38. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Destiny Community School Project

~

Bonds, dated June 22, 2010, which Cfficial Statement informed

“w

investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upon
by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoénix Arizona, as counsel to and
solely for the benefit of the Underwriter.”

39. As LFC’'s counsel in connection with the offering of
the Destiny Community School Projesct Bonds, Respondent
prepared and signed an opinion letter dated June 30, 2010, in
“counsel” to LFC and cffered

which he indicated he acted as

hi

93]

legal opiniocn that (i) the bonds were not required to be
registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and
(ii) it was not necessary to gualify the indenture under the
Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.

40. Respondent’s opinicn letter for the Destiny
Community School Project Bonds was issued on letterhead
stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

4l1. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Destiny Community School Project Bonds, Respondent also
provided other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the

offering;

i
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b. participating in discussicns with  other
individuals involved in the cffering:;

c. preparing a Blue Sky survey regjarding state
sscurities laws; and

d. preparing a Bond Purchase Agreement.

E. Gainesville and Hall County Development Authority
First Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Limestone Assisted
Living, LLC Project), Series 2010A and 2010B.

42. PRespondsnt acted as underwriter’s ccunsel for LEC in
connection with the offer of Gainesville and Hall County
Development Authority First Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Limestone

Assisted Living, LLC Project), including: $3,110,000 cf Serie

n

2010A Bonds; and $590,000 of Ssries 2010B (Taxable) Bonds
(zollectively, “Limestone Assisted Living, LLC Projectrw
Bonds”) .

43. Respondent participatsed in the preparation of the

Offizial Statement for th

D

Limestone Assisted Living, LLC
Project Bonds, dated August 24, 2010, which Official Statement
informed investors that “[clertain legal matters will be
passed upon ... by and soclely for bensfit of the Underwriter
by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire, Phoenix Arizona.”

44. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Limestone Assisted Living, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent
prepared and signed an cpinion letter dated August 31, 2010,

A3

in whizh he indizated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered

—
L)




his l=gal opinion that (i) the bonds were ncot regquired to be
registered under the Securitiss Act of 1933, as amsnded, and
{(ii) it was not necessary to qualify the indenture under the
Trust Indenture Act <f 1939, as amended.

Limestone

D

45. Respondent’s opinion letter for th
Assisted Living, LLC Project Bonds was issued con letterhead
stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

46. As LFC's counsel in connection with the coffering of
the Limestone Assisted Living, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent
alsc provided cother legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
offering;

b. participating in discussions with other
individuals invaolved in the offering regarding

legal matters;

(9]

preparing a Blus Sky survey regarding state
securities laws; and
d. preparing a Preliminary Official Statement.
F. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Sequoia
Pathway Academy Project), Series 2010A and 2010R.

47. Respondent acted as undzsrwriter’s counsel for LFC in

connection with the offer of 513,450,000 2f The Industrial
14




Development Authority of the County <f Pima Education Facility
Revenue Bonds (Sequcia Pathway Academy Project), including:
$5,450,000 of Series 2010A Bonds; and $8,000,000 of Series
2010B Bonds (collectively, “Segquoia Pathway Academy Project
Bonds”) .

48. Respondent participated in the preparaticn of two
Official Statements for the Ssquola Pathway Academy Project
Bends, both dated November 5, 2010 (one Official Statement for
the Series 2010A Bonds, and cone Qfficial Statement for the
Series 2010B Bonds), which Official Statemsnts informed

AR

investers that “[clertain legal matters will be passad upcn
by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoenix Arizcna, as counsel to and

fit

-y

sclely for the ben f the Und=rwriter.”

[t}
(

49. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of
the Sequcia Pathway Academy Project Bonds, Respcondsnt prepared

and signed an opinion letter dated November 10, 2010, in which

0]

he indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his
legal opinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be
registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and
(ii) it was not necessary to gqualify the indenture under the

Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.

—
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50. Respondent’s copinicn letter for the Seguoia Pathway
Academy Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Read
Phoenix, Arizona 35013
51. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of

the Sequoia Pathway Academy Project Bonds, Respondent also

provided cther legal s=rvices, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
offering;
o. participating in discussions with other

individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters;

z. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws; and

d. assisting in the preparation of a Preliminary
Official Statement.

G. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Adjustable Rate Revenue

Bonds (Park View School Project Bonds), Series
2011.

52Z. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connection with the offer of 356,625,000 of The Industrial
Development Authority of the County of Pima Education Facility
Adjustable Rate Revenue Bonds ({(Park View School Project),

Series 2011 (“Park View Schcol Project Bonds”).




T
w

Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Cfficial Statesment for the Park View Schecol Preject Bonds,
dated April 6, 2011, which 0Official Statement informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upon

by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phcenix Arizcona, as ccunsel to and

¢f the Underwriter.”

ot

solely for the hkenefi

54. As LFC's couns=l in connaction with the offering of
the Park View Scheool Prcojeaot Bonds, Respondent prepared and
signed an opinion letter dated April 6, 2011, in which he
indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offared his legal
¢pinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be registerad
under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
not necessary to gqualify the indenture under the Trust

Indenture Act of 1929, as amended.

%]
%]

Respondent’s cpinion letter for the Park View Schoo
Project Bonds was issusd on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85018

56. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of

the Park View School Project Bonds, Respondent also provided
other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the

wffering; and




b. participating in discussicns with  other
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters.

H. The Medical Clinic Board of the City of Cullman-
Cullman Medical Park South Healthcare Facility
Revenue Bonds (Cullman ALF Group, LLC Project),
Series 2011A, 2011B, and 2011cC.

57. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connection with the offer of bonds of The Medical Clinic Board
of the City of Cullman-Cullman Medical Park South, including:
$6,700,000 of First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds
(Cullman ALF Group, LLC Project), Series 2011A; $550,000 of
First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Cullman ALF

Group, LLC Project), Series 2011B (Taxable); and $1,550,000 of

[

Subcrdinated Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Cullman ALF
Group, LLC Project), Sesries 2011C (Taxable) (collsctively,
“Cullman ALF Group, LLC Prcject Bonds”).

58. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Cullman ALF Group, LLC Project
Bonds, dated June 30, 2011, which 0Official Statement informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upon

for the Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esguire,
Phoenix, Arizona.”

59. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the coffering of
the Cullman ALF Group, LLC Project Bonds, Raspondent preparsd

and signed an opinion letter dated June 30, 2011, in which he
18
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indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and »>ffered his legal
cpinion that (i) the bonds wers not required to be registersd
under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
not necessary to gqualify the indenture under the Trust
Indenture Rct of 1939, as amended.
60. Respondent’s opinicon letter for the Cullman ALF

Group, LLC Project Bonds was issusd on letterhsad stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.

Attorney at Law

2352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

(o
far

As LFC's counsel in ccnnection with the offering of
the Cullman ALF Group, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent also

provided other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
cffering;
b. participating in discussions with other

individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matters;

. preparing a Preliminary Official Statement;

d. preparing a Continuing Disclosure Agreement;
and

= preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state

securities laws.

19
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I. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Fountain
Hills Charter School Project), Series 2011.

[o)}
3]

Respondent acted as underwriter’s counssl for LEC in

rt

connection with the offer ¢f $2,800,000 of Th= Industrial
Development Authority of the County of Pima Education Facility
Revenue Bonds (Fountain Hills Charter School Project), Series
2011 (“Fountain Hills Charter School Project Bonds”).

63. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Fountain Hills Charter School
Project Bonds, dated September 8, 2011, which Official
Statement informed investors that “[clertain legal matters
will be passed upon ... by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoenix,
Arizona, as counsel to and sclely for the benefit of the
Inderwriter.”

64. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of
the Fountain Hills Charter School Project Bonds, Respondent
prepared and signed an opinion letter dated September 8, 2011,
in which he indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered
his legal opinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be
registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as amendsad, and
(ii1) it was not necessary to gualify the indenture under the

Trust Indenture Act <of 193%, as amended.




55. PRespondent’s opinion letter for the Fountain Hills
Charter Scheol Projsct Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018
©6. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of
the Fountain Hills Charter School Project Bonds, Respondent
also provided other legal services, including:
a. reviewing records and documents related to the
offering; and
b. participating in discussions with other
individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matters.

J. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Refunding and Revenue
Bonds (Harvest Preparatory Academy Project), Series
2011.

7. Respondent acted as counsel for the underwriters,
LFC and Herbért J. Sims & Co., Inc., 1n connection with the
cffer of $10,500,000 ¢f The Industrial Development Authority
cof the County of Pima Education Facility Refunding and Revenue
Bonds (Harvest Preparatory Academy Prcject), Series 2011
(“Harvest Preparatory Academy Project Bonds”).

68. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for thes Harvest Preparatory Academy Project
Bonds, dated November 8, 2011, which Official Statement

21




infermed investasrs that “[co]ertain legal matters will be
passsd upon ... by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoenix, Arizona, as

cocunsel to and solely for the Penefit of the Underwriter.

>

£

As counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc.,

N

in connection with the offering of the Harvest Preparatory
Academy Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and signed an
cpinion letter dated MNovember 3, 2011, in which he indicated

he acted as “counsel” te LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Cc., Inz.,

4]

t

and offered his legal opinion that (i) the bonds were no
required to be registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as
amended, and (ii} it was not necessary to qgualify the
indenturs under the Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.

70. Respondent’s opinicn  letter fcr the Harvest

[¢1)

Preparatory Academy Project Bonds was issued on letterhead
stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.

Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road

Phoenix, Arizona 85018

71. As counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Cc., Inc.,

in connection with the offering of the Harvest Preparatory
Academy Project Bonds, Respondant also provided other legal

=

>

Q@

rvices, including:
a. reviewing records and documents related to the

cffering;

¥
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b. participating in discussions with other

individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matters;

. preparing a Blue Sky survey r=garding state
securities laws; and

d. participating in preparaticon of a Preliminary
Official Stat=ment.

K. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (American
Leadership Academy Project), Series 2012A.

rwriters,

72. PRespondent acted as counssl for the und

{1
(D

LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc., in connection with the
wtfer of $10,975,000 of The Industrial Development Authority
ot the County of Pima Education Facility Revsnue Bonds

(American Leadership Academy Project), Series 2012A {“American

[N

I%s
)

Leadership Academy Project Bond

n

< .

73. Respondent participated in the preparaticn of thes

1.

Official Statement for the American Leadership Academy Project

Bends, dated January 5, 2012, which O0Official Statement

A 1

informed investors that [zlertain legal matters will bhe

passed upon ... by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoenix, Arizona,

4l
u

counsel to and solely for the benefit of the Underwriter.”
74. As counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Cc., Inc.,

in ccnnection with the offering of the American Leadership

Academy Prcjezt Bonds, Respondent prepared and signed an

2
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cpinion letter dated January 5, 2012, in which he indicated he
acted as “couns=1l” to LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc., and
offered his legal opinion that (i) the bonds were not reguired
to be registered under the Securitiss Act of 1933, as amended,
and (ii) it was not necessary to qualify the indenture under
the Trust Indenture Act of 1339, as amended.

American

M

75. Respondent’s opinion lstter for th

ad

[§)

Leadership Academy Project Bonds was issued on letterh
stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018
76. As counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc.,
in connection with the offering of the American Leadership
Academy Project Bonds, Respondent alsc provided othesr legal
services, including:
a. reviewing records and documents related to the
offering; and
b. participating in discussions with other
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters.
L. Development Authority of Columbus, Georgia, First
Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Veranda
ALF, LLC Project), Series 2012A and 2012B.
77. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LEC in

connection with the offer <f Develcpment Autharity of

24




Coclumbus, Georgia, First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenus

Bonds (Veranda ALF, LLC Project), including: $3,075,000 of

[«
N

Series 2012A Bonds, and $€95,000 of Series 201ZB Bonds
(collectively, “WVeranda ALF, LLC Projact Bonds”).

78. Respondent participatsed in the preparaticn of the
Official Statement for the Veranda ALF, LLC Projsct Bonds,
dated January 20, 2012, which 0fficial Stat=msent informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upcn
for the Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire,
Phoenix, Arizona.”

79. As LFC’s counsel in connecticon with the offering of
the Veranda ALF, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and
signed an opinicn letter dated January 20, 2012, in which he

A\

indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his legal

opinion that (i) the bonds wers not reguired to be registersd

(8

under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
not necessary to gqualify the indenture under the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.
80. PRespondent’s cpinion letter for the Veranda ALF, LLC
Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

2352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phcocenix, Arizona 85018
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8l. As LFC’s counsel in connecticon with the oifering of
the Veranda ALF, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent alsc provided

cther legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
offering;

b. participating in discussions with  other
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters; and

c. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws.

M. The Medical Clinic Board of the City of Decatur,

Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Decatur ALF
Group, LLC Project), Series 20127, 2012B, and
2012cC.

82. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connection with the offer of bonds of The Medical Clinic Board
of the City of Decatur, including: $6,710,000 o<f First

Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Decatur ALF Group,

(3]

LLC Project), Series 2012A7A; 3$640,000 of First Mortgage
Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds ({Decatur ALF Group, LLC
Project), Series 2012B (Taxable); and $685,000 of Subcrdinated
Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Decatur ALF Group, LLC
Project), Series 2012C (Taxable) {collectively, “Decatur ALF
Group, LLC Project Bonds”).

83. Respcndent participated in the preparation of the

Official Statement for the Decatur ALF Group, LLC Project
26




Bonds, dated March 8, 2012, which Cfficial Statemsnt informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passsd upon
for the Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire,

Phoenix, Arizcna.”

I~h

84. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of

th

03]

Decatur ALF Group, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent prepared
and signed an opinion letter dated March 8, 2012, in which hs
indizated he acted as “zounsel” to LFC and offered his legal
cpinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be registered

under the Securities Act of 1233, as amendsd, and (ii) it was

nct necessary to qualify the indenture under the Trust
Indenture Act cf 1939, as amendead.
85. Respondent’s opinion lstter fcr the Descatur ALF
Group, LLC Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camslback Road
Phcenix, Arizona 85018
86. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of

the Decatur ALF Group, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent also
provided other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documsents relat=sd t«

o the
offering;
b. participating in discussions with  other

individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matters;

A
1




S preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws;

d. preparing a Preliminary Offering Statement;
and

2. preparing a Continuing Disclosure Agreement.

N. The City of Springfield, Ohio, First Mortgage
Revenue Bonds (Eaglewood Property, LLC Project),
Series 2012A and 2012B.

ad
-3

Respondent acted as underwriter’s ccunsel for LFC in
connection with the cifer of The City of Springfield, Chio,
First Mortgage Revenus Bonds (Eaglewood Property, LLC

es 20128 Bonds; and

[

Project), including: 356,610,000 of Ser
$620,000 «of Series 2012B (Taxakle) Bonds (collectively,
Eaglewood Property, LLC Project Bonds”).

88. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Eaglewood Property, LLC Prcject
Beonds, dated BApril 12, 2012, which Official Statement informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will bes passed upon

for the Underwriter by Jchn T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire,
Phoenix, Arizona.”

89. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of
the Eaglewocd Property, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent prepared
and signed an cpinion letter dated RApril 12, 2012, in which he

w

indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his legal
cpinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be registersad

8

[\

i
%
i
i




under the Securities Rct of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was :

nct necessary to gqualify the indenturs under the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939, as amended. ¢

90. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Eaglewood
P P g

Property LLC Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

As LFC’'s counsel in connection with the cffering of

WG
fu—

the Eaglewood Property, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent also
provided other legal services, including:
a. reviewing records and documents relatsd to the
offering;

o participating in discussions with  other

individuals involved in the offering regarding

z. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state

securitiss laws; and

d. participating in prsparaticn of a Preliminary
Cfficial Statament and a Coritinuing

Underwriting Disclosure.

(3]
O




o. The City of Longview Cultural Education Facilities
Finance Corporation First Mortgage Healthcare
Facility Revenue Bonds (LV Medical Properties III,
LLC Project), Series 2012A and 2012B.

92. PRespondent acted as underwriter’s ccunsel for LFC in

Longview Cultural

h

connection with the offer of The City o
Education Facilities Finance Ceorporation First Meortgage
Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (LV Medical Preoperties 111,
LLC Project), including: $9,100,000 of Series 2012A Bends; and
$1,120,000 of Series 2012E Bonds (collectively, “LV Medical
Properties III, LLC Project Bonds”).

93. PRespondent participated in the preparation of the

Official Statement for the LV Medical Properties I1II, LLC

Project Bonds, dated July 12, 2012, which Official Statement

informed investors that “[clertain legal matters will ke
passed upon ... for the Underwritsr by Jochn T. Lynch, Jr.,

Esquire, Phoenix, Arizona.”

94. As LFC'S counsel in connection with the offering of
the LV Medical Properties III, LLC Project Bonds, Respondent
prepared and signed an opinion letter dated July 12, 2012, in
which he indicated he acted as “counsel” tc LFC and offered
his legal opinion that (i) the bonds were not reguired to be
registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and
(ii) it was not necessary to qualify the indenture under the

Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.
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W

9

b

. Respaondent’s opinion l=tt for the LV Medical

4]
=

Properties III, LLC Project Bonds was issusd on letterhead

stating:

96.

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of

the LV Medical Prcperties III, LLC Prcject Bonds, Respondent

alsc provided other legal ssrvices, including:

97.

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
offering;
b. participating in discussicons with other

individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters;

<. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws; and

d. participating in preparation of a Preliminary

Official Statement.

The Industrial Develcpment Authority of the County

of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Children

First Academy Project Bonds), Series 2012.

Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in

cennection with the c¢ffer of $6,290,000 of The Industrial

Development Authority of the County ¢f Pima Education Facility

Reveanus

[¢8]
8]

Bonds (Children First Academy Project), Ssries 201

{("Children First Academy Project Bonds”).

31




At
(W)
D

Pespondent participated in thes preparation of the

{

Official Statement for the Children First Academy Project
Bonds, dated August 21, 2012, which Official Statement
informed investors that “[clertain legal matters will ke
passed upon ... by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phcenix, Arizona, as
counsel to and solely for the benefit of the Underwriter.”
99. As LFC’'s counsel in connecticn with the offering of
the Children First Academy Project Bonds, Rzspondent prepared
and signed an cpinion letter dated August 21, 2012, in which
he indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his

he bonds were not required to be

t

legal opinion that (i)
registered under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and
(ii) it was not necessary to gualify the indenture under the
Trust Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.
100. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Children First
Academy Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizcna 85018
101. As LFC’'s counsel in connection with the offering of
the Children First Academy Project Bonds, Respondent also
provided other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the

~ffering; and




b. participatin in discussions  with  other

QO

individuals involved in the offsring regarding
legal matters.

Q. The Medical Clinic Board of the City of Mobile
(Second) , First Mortgage Healthcare Facility
Revenue Bonds (Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Project),
Series 2012A and 2012B.

102. Respondent actsd as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connection with the offer of The Medical Clinic Board of the
City of Mobile (Second), First Mortgags Hesalthcare Facility
Revenue Bonds (Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Projsct), including:
$10,3850,000 of Series 2012A Bonds; and $850,000 of Series
2012B (Taxable) Bonds (collectively, “Bama Qaks Retirement,
LLC Project Bonds”).

103. Respondent participated in the preparation of the

ctT

(8]

Offizial Statement fcr the Bama Oaks Retirsment, LLC Proj
Bonds, dated September 28, 2012, which Official Statement
informed investors that “[clertain legal matters will be
passed upon ... for the Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr.,
Esquire, Phoenix, Arizona.”

104. As LFC's counsel in cconnection with the cffering of
the Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Prcject Bonds, Respondent
prepared and signed an opinion lestter dated September 28,

2012, in which he indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and

+

offered his legal cpinion that (i) the bonds were not required

(]
(W8]

ities Act of 1933, as amended,

[47]

to be registered under the Secur
33




and (ii) it was not necessary to gualify the indenture under
the Trust Indenture Act of 1933, as amended.

105. Respondent’s opinion latter for the Bama Oaks i

Retiremsnt, LLC Project Bonds was issued on letterhead i

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018

106. As LFC’s counsel in connection with the offering of

the Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Froject Bonds, Respondent also

provided cther legal services, including:

a. reviewing reccrds and documents related to the

. S

offering; s

ER

b. participating in discussicns with other
individuals involved in the offsring regarding

legal matters;

c. preparing a Blue 3ky survey regarding state
securities laws; and
d. assisting 1in preparation of a Preliminary
Official Statement.
R. City of Huber Heights, Ohioc, Multifamily Housing
Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Alcore Huber LLC Project),
Series 2012A and 2012B.
107. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC
in connection with the offer of City of Huber Heights, Chio,

Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Alcore Huber LLC

{




N

Projezcty, including: $11,360,000 =~f Series 20123 Bonds; and

51,450,000 of Series 2012B (Taxable) Bonds (collectively,
“Alzore Huber LLC Project Bonds”).

108. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Alcore Huber LLC Project Bonds,
dated OCctober 31, 2012, which Official Statement informed

st

O

inv rs that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upon

(L

by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire, as counsel to the
Underwriter.”

109. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Alcore Huber LLC Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and
signed an opinicon letter dated October 31, 2012, in which he
indicated he acted as “couns=l” to LFC and offered his lsgal

opinion that (i) the bcnds were not required to be resgistered

h

under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
nct necessary to gualify the indenture wunder the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939, as am=nded.
110. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Alcore Huber LLC
Project Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85018




111. As LFC’s counsel in connescticn with the offering of
the Alcore Huber LLC Project Bonds, Respondent alsc provided

other legal services, including:

V)

reviewing records and documents related to the
offering;

b. participating in discussions with other
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters;

c. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws; and

~d. assisting in preparation of a Preliminary
Official Statement and a Continuing Disclosurs
Agreement.

S. The Medical Clinic Board of the City of Mobile
(Second) First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue
Bonds (Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Project 1II),
Series 2012A and 2012B.

112. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
cennection with the offer of The Medical Clinic Board of the
City of Mobile (Second) First Mortgage Healthcare Facility
Revenue Bonds (Bama ©Oaks Retirement, LLC Project 1II),
including: $5,110,000 of Series 20122 Bends; and $630,000 of
Series 2012B (Taxable) Bonds (collectively, “Bama Oaks
Retirement, LLC Project II Bonds”}.

113. Respondent participated in the preparation of the

Oifficial Statement for the Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Project
36




IT Bonds, dated November 29, 2012, which Official Statement
informed investors that “[olertain legal matters will be
passed upon ... for the Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr.,
Esquire, Phoenix, Arizona.”

114. As LFC’s counsel in cocnnecticn with the offering of
the Bama Caks Retirement, LLC Project II Bonds, Respondent
prezparad and signed an opinion l=tter datsd November 29, 2012,
in which he indicated hs acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered

his legal opinion that (i) the bonds were not required to bs

registered under the Sescuritiss Act of 1933, as amended, and

h

(ii) it was not necessary to gualify the indenture under the
Trust Indenture Act ¢f 1939, as aménded.

115. Respecndent’s c¢pinicn  letter for the Bama ©Oaks

Retirement, LLC Project II Bonds was 1issued on letterhead

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizcna 85018

116¢. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Bama Oaks Retirement, LLC Project II Bonds, Respondent
also provided other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and dcoccuments related to the

offering; and

(VR




b. participating in discussions with  other
individuals involved in the »ffering regarding
legal matters.

T. The Industrial Development Authority of the City of
Phoenix, Arizona, Education Facility Revenue Bonds
(IMF-Higley 2012 LLC Project), Series 2012.

117. Respondent acted as co-counsel for the underwriters,
LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc., 1in connection with the
oifer of 569,250,000 of The Industrial Devslopment Authority

of the City of Phoenix, Arizona, Education Facility Revanus

Bonds (JMF-Higley 2012 LLC Project), Series 2012 (“JMF-Higley

3

2012 LLC Project Bonds”).

118. Respondent participated in the preparaticon of the
Official Statement for the JMF-Higley 2012 LLC Project Bonds,
dated December 5, 2012, which Official Statement informed
investors that “[clertain lesgal matters will ke passed upon

for the Underwriters by ... Jchn T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire,
Phoénix, Arizona.”

119. As co-counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Simms & Co.,
Inc., in connection with the offering <of the JMF-Higley 2012
LLC Préject Bonds, Respondent prepared and signed an opinion
letter dated December 12, 2012, in which he indicated he acted
as “co-counsel” for LFC and Herbesrt J. Simms & Co., Inc., and
cffered his legal opinicn that (i) the bonds were exempt from

registration under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and

M

w
(v el




ct
oy

(b

(ii} the indenturs was exsmpt from registration under

1

Trust Indsnture Act of 1939, as amended.

{

120. Respondent’s opinion letter for the JMF-Higley 2012

[
I

C Praject Bonds was issued on lstterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

21352 E. Camelback Ro
Phoenix, Arizona #5018

Inc., in connection with the offering of the JIMF-Higley 2012

LLC P

[

ey}

oject cnds, Respondent also provided other lzgal

services, including:

a. reviewing recoerds and documents relared te the

offering;

ions with other

5]

L. participating in discus

individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matt=rs;
ol assisting 1n obtaining a bond rating from

Standard and Pocor’s Corporaticn; and

Q.
)]

ssisting in the preparation of a Prelimin

o]
[
e

Official Statement.

U. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue and Refunding
Bonds (Edkey Charter Schools Project), Series 2013.

122. Respondent actad as <ounsel for the underwriters,

~

LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc., in connsaction with the

offer of $44,365,000 of The Industrial Development Authcority
39




of the County <f Pima Education Facility Revenus and Refunding
FEANY

Bonds  (Edkey Charter Schools Project), Ssri=ss 2013 (“Edkesy

Charter Schools Project Bonds, Series 20137).

123. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official 3Statement for the Edkey Charter Schools Projezt

-y
h
[,
9]
b
[\
—

Bonds, Series 2013, dated January 24, 2013, which O

1Y

g

Statement informsed investors that [clertain lsgal matters

m

will Dbe passed upon ... by John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoeniz,

Arizona, as counsel to and solely for the benefit of the

7

Underwriters.’

124. As counsel for LFC and Hearbert J. Simms & Co., Inc.,

in connection with the cffering of the Edkey Charter Schools
Project Bonds, Series 2013, Respondent preparsd and signed an

cpinion letter dated January 24, 2013, in whizch he indicatad

~

he acted as “oounsel” tc LFC and Herbert J. Simms & Co., Ino.,

¢t

and coffered his legal opinion that {i) the kcnds wers no

ad

required to be registered under the Securities Act of 193

Q
[0)]

14

amended, and (ii) it was not nscessary to qualify  the

Y

1y

indenture under the Trust Indenture Act ¢f 1939, as amended.

Y

125. Respondant’s opinion letter for the Edkey Charter

Szhools Project Bonds, Series 2013, was issusd on letterhead

o

t)

stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelkack Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 35018

40




124, As a counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co.,

Inc., in connection with the offerine the Edkey Charter

o]
(&
Fh

Schecols Project Bonds, Series 2013, Respondent also providad
other legal s=srvices, including:
a. reviewing records and documents related tc the
offering; and
b. participating in discussions with other
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters.
V. County of Shelby, Ohio, Multifamily Housing
Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Alcore Sidney LLC Project),
Series 2013A and 2013B.
127. Pespondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in

connection with the offer of County of Shelby, Ohio,

Multifamily Housing Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Rlcore Sidney LLC

"oy

rojecti, including: $9,750,000 of Series 2013A (Tax-Exempt)

o

ocnds; and $1,350,000 of Series 2013B (Taxable) Bonds
(zollectively, “Alcore Sidney LLC Project Bonds”).
128. Respondent particzipated in the preparaticn of the

Official Stat

(D

m

(]

nt for the Alcore Sidney LLC Project Bonds,
dated February 27, 2013, which Official Statement informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upon

by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esguire, as counsel to the

Underwriter.”

41
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129, ARs LFC’'s counssl in connectisn with the -ffering

signed an cpinion letter dated February 27, 2013, in which he
indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and »ffered nis legal
spinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be registered

under ths Securitiss Rct of 1932, as amended, and (ii) it was

=
b
-y
=}
[N
[
[t
r
oy
(I
i
[
o
[¥]
r

not nescessary to qualify the indsantur
Indenture Azt 2f 1939, as amendad.
130. Respondent’s opinicon letter for the Alzore Sidney

LLC Proj=sct Bonds, was issu=d on latterhead stating:

Jshn T. Lynch, Jr.

Atterney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Rcad

Phoenix, Arizona 850183

131. As LFC’s counsel in connecticon with the offering of
the Alcore Sidney LLC Project Bonds, Respondsnt also provided
other legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and documents related to the
sffering;

o. participating in discussions with other
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal mattsrs

<. assisting 1in preparation of a Pre=liminary
Official Statesment;

a. preparing a Bond Purchase Agreement;




= preparing a Continuing Disclosurs Agreement;
and
£. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws.
W. Certificates of Participation in Development

Authority of Clayton County, Georgia Revenue Bonds
(Senior Care Group, Inc. — Bayberry Trace Project},
Series 1999A, and Savannah Economic Development
Authority Subordinated Mortgage Healthcare Facility
Revenue Bonds (Senior Care Project), Series 1999A.

132. PRespondent actad as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in
connection with the offer of Certificates of Participation in

51,750,000 of Deve

[

opment Authcrity of Clayten Ccunty,

-

Georgla, Revenue Bonds (Senior Care Group, Inc. - Bayberry
Trace Project), Series 139%%4, and $1,000,000 of Savannah
Economic Development Authority Subordinated Mortgags
Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Senior Care Project),

Seriss 199934 nllectively, “Certificates of Participatizn”).

(@]

133. Respcondent participated in the preparation of the
Oifficial tatement for the Certificates of Participation,
dated April 29, 2013, which ©Official Statement informed
investors that “[clertain legal matters will be passesd upon

fcr the Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esgquire,

rizona.”

v
=
< )
11
o]
|..A
>
o

134, Notwithstanding ths representation that Respcndent

would “pass[ ] upon” certain legal mattsrs, he did nsot prepare
o

3
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an <pinion  letter with respect to the offering of the

ertificates of Participation.

I

135. As LFC’'s counssl in ceonnection with the offering o
the Certificates of Participation, Respondent provided legal

services, including:

a. reviewing documents related to the cifering;
b. participating in discussions with  other

individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matters;

z preparing a Certificate of Participaticn
Purchase Agreesment, and a Ccntinuing
Lisclosure Agreemsnt; and

d. preparing a Blus Sky survey regarding state

securities laws.

4]

X. Bleckley-Cochran Development Authority First
Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Gordon
Jensen Healthcare Association, Inc. Project),
Series 2013A and 2013B.

136, Respondent acted as underwriter’s counssl for LFC in
cennection with the offer of Bleckley-Cochran Devealopment
Authority First Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds
{(Gordon  Jensen Healthcare Asscociation, Inc. Project),
including: $5,060,000 of Series 2013A Bonds; and $640,000 of

Series 2013B (Taxabl

(D

} Bonds (collectively, “Bleckley—-Cochran

Gordon Jensan Healthcare Association, Inc. Project Bonds”) .

e

a4




Bespondent participated in the preparation »f th

11)

l“f,

O f
[

ficial Statemsnt for the Blsckley-Cochran Gorden Jensen

Healthcare Association, Inc. Project Bonds, dated April 30,

2013, which Official Statement informed . investors thact
“lclertain legal matters will ks passed upon . for the
Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire, Pho~n1“, izona

Inc. Project Bonds, Respondent provided l=gal servizes,
including:
a. reviawing racords and documsnts related to the
offering;

h other

=
ot

cussicns wi

0]
n

. participating in di
individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal mattsrs; and

o preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
securities laws.

Y. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Starshine
Academy Project), Series 2013.

139. Respondant acted as underwriter’s ccunsel for LFC in

zonnection with the offer of $12,700,000 of The Industrial

Development Authority of the County of Pima Education Facility

\D

s 2013 (th

]

Revenue Bonds (Starshine Academy Froject), Seri:

(J)
—f

rshine Aczadsmy Project Bonds” |
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140. Respondent participated in the preparaticn of th

4]

Official Statemsnt for ths Starshins Acadesmy Projsct Bonds,
dated May 30, 2013, which O©fficial Statement informed

“

investors that “[clertain legal matters will ke passed upon

U

ky John T. Lynch, Jr., Phoenix, Arizona, as counssel to and

-t

solely for the benefit of the Underwritsr.”

141. As LFC's couns=l in connection with the scifering of

[

he Starshine Academy Projsczt Bonds, Respondent preparsd and
signad an opinion letter dated May 30, 2013, in which he
indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and sffered his legal
cpinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be registersd
under the Securities Act of 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was
not nscessary to gqualify the indenture under the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.
142. Respcndent’s opinicn letter for the Starshine
Academy Project Bonds, was issusd on letterhead stating:
John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018
143. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering of
the Starshine Acadsmy Project Bonds, Respondent also provided
cther legal services, including:

a. reviewing records and dccuments related to the

)

ring; and

D
u




(I

b. participating in discussicns  with  other

93]

individuals involved in the offering regarding
legal matters.

zZ. The Crisp-Dooly Joint Development Authority First
Mortgage Healthcare Facility Revenue Bonds (Gordon
Jensen Health Care Association, Inc., Project),
Series 2013A and 2013B.

144, Respondent acted as underwritsr’s counsel fcor LFC in

b

Cy

Zonn

1
-

(

ction with the cffser of Crisp-Doocly Joint Development

~

Authority First Mortgage H=alth Care Facility Revenue Bonds

v}
Y
.
1
)
ot

{(Gordon Jensen Health <Care Asscciation, Inc.,

including: $5,9325,000 of Series 2013A Bonds; and $900, 000 of

Seri=s 2013B (Taxakls) Bonds (ccllectively, “Crisp-Dooly
Gorden Jensen Health Care Association, Inc., Projecst Bonds”).

]
h
-+
jon g
o

145. Respondent participated in the presparation
Offizial Sctatement for ths Crisp-Dcoly Gordon Jensen Health
Care Assoclilaticn, Inc., Project Bonds, dated July 17, 20132,
which Cfficial Statement informed investors that “[clertain
legal matters will be passed upon ... for the Underwriter by

John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquire, Phoenix, Arizona.”

th

146. As LFC's counsel in ccnnection with the offering o
the Crisp-Docly Gordon Jensen Health Care Association, Inc.,
Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and signed an opinion

letter dated July 17, 2013, in whiczh he indicated hs acted as

jay
O

“counsel” to LEC and offersd his legal opinicn that (i) t

.
Y
n

bonds were not required to be registered undsr the Securiti
47




qualify the indsnture under the Trust Indenture Act

Act cof 1933, as amended, and (ii) it was not necessary to

147. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Crisp-Dooly

o~

Gordon Jensen Health Care

=]

was 1lssusd on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelbazk Road
Phoenix, Arizcna 85018

ssceciation, Inc., Project

148. As LFC’'s couns=l in connection with the offering of

the Crisp-Docly Gordon Jensen Hsalth Care Association,

Inc.,

Projsct Bonds, Respondent alsc provided cther legal services,

including:

a. reviewing reccrds and documents related to the

offering; and

b. participating in discussions with

other

individuals involved in the offering regarding

legal matters.

AA. The Medical Clinic Board of the City of Mobile
(Gorden

(Second) First Mortgage Revenue Bonds
Jdensen Health Care Association, Inc.
Series 2013A and 2013B.

Project) ,

149. Respondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC in

connection with the cffer of Th

4]

[
o

City of Mobile (Second} First Mortgag

=vanue Bonds

Medical Clinic Bcecard

{

of the

Gordon

Jensen Health Care &Association, Inz. Project), inczluding:

43




$7,780,000 of Series 201322 Beonds; and S$S830,000 of Seriss 2013B
{(Taxable} Bonds i(collectivsaly, “Medical C€linic Board Gordon

IZAY

Jensen Health Care Association, Inc. Project Bonds”).

m

150. Respondent participated in the preparaticn of th
Cfficial Statement fcr the Medizal Clinic Beard Gorden Jensen
Health Care Association, Inc. Project Bonds, dated September
25, 2013, which 0Official Statement informed investors that
“lolertain lsgal matters will ke passed upon ... for the
Inderwriter by John T. Lynzh, Jr., Esquire, Phoeniwy, Arizona.”

151. As LFC’'s counsel in connection with the coffering of

th Medical Clinic Board Gordon Jensan Health Carse

b

Asscciation, Inc. Project Bonds, Respondant prepared and
signad an opinion letter dated September 24, 2013, in which he

indicated he acted as “counsel” to LFC and offered his legal

g

1

cpinion that {i) the bonds were not reguired to ke register

833, as amended, and (ii) it was

ot

under the Securities Act of
not necessary to qgualify the indenture wunder the Trust
Indenture Act of 1939, as amendad.

152. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Medical Clinicz
Board Gordon Jensen Health Cars Association, Inc. Project
Bonds, was issued on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 585018

19
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153. As LFC's counsel in connection with the offering o
the Medical <Clinic Beard Geordon  Jensen  Health Care

pcrovided

[O)]
O

Association, Inc. Project Bonds, Respondent al

vther legal services, including:

a. reviewing re=ccrds and decuments related to the
sffering;
b. participating in discussions with othsr

individuals involvad in the offering regarding

8

legal macters;

C. assisting in the preparation of a Preliminary

O

ffizial Statement;

d. preparing a Continuing Disclosure Agreement;
ani

a. preparing a Blue Sky survey regarding state
se2curities laws.

BB. Thomaston-Upson County Industrial Development
Authority First Mortgage Healthcare Facility

Revenue Bonds (Gordon Jensen Health Care
Association, Inc., Project), Series 2013A and
2013B.

154. Pespondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LEC in
connection with the offer of Thomaston-Upscn County Industrial
Development Authority First DMcrtgage Healthcare Facility
Revenue Bonds (Gordon Jensen Health Care Association, Inc.,
Projezt), including: $7,440,000 c<f Series 2013A Bonds; and

31,360,000 of Series 2013B (Taxable) Bonds f(collectively,




"Thomaston-Upsen County Goardeon Jensan Health Care Asscciation,

Inc.,

<t Bonds”) .

(I

Frojs

155. Respondent participated in the preparation of the

Cfficial Statement for the Thomaston-Upscan  County
Jensen Health Care Association, Inc., Proiject Bonds, dated
December 12, 2013, which Official Statement informed investars
that “[clertain legal matters will be passed upon ... for ths
Underwriter by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esquirs, Phoenix, Arizona.”

156. As LFC's counsel in ccnnection with the cfferin.
the Themaston-Upson County Gorden  Jensen Health Cars
Assiciation, Inc., Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and
signed an opinion letter dated December 12, 2013, in which he
indizatzd hs acted as “couns=1” ts LFC and Offer=d his legal
spinion that (i) the bonds were not required to be ragistered
under the Sscurities Act of 1533, as amended, and {ii) it was

noct necessary

[}

¢ gqualify the indenture under the Trust

<
o
(_

Indenture Act of 1939, as amended.
157. Respondent’s opinion letter for the Thomaston-Upson
County Gordon Jensen Health Care Association, Inc., Project

Bonds w

jof]

s issued on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Rcad
Phoenix, Arizona 85018
153. As LFC's counssl in connection with the sffering of
the Thomaston-Upson County Gorden Jensen Healthcare




other lsgal s=rvices, including:
a. reviewing records and documents related to the
cffering;

b. participating in discussions with other

o preparatiosn of a Continuing Disclosure
Agreement; and
d. preparation of a Blue Sky survey regarding

tate securities laws.

n

CC. The Industrial Development Authority of the County
of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Edkey
Charter Schools Project Bonds), Series 2014A.

1539. Respcondent acted as =ounsel for the undsrwritsrs,
LEC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc., in connection with the

<

sffer of $17,920,000 of The Industrial Development Authcrity

of the County of Pima Education Facility Revenue Bonds (Edkesy

Charter Schools Project), Series 2014A (“Edkey Charter Schocls
Project Bonds, Series 2014a7).

160. Respondent participated in the preparation of the
Official Statement for the Edkey Charter Schools Project
Bonds, Series 201434, dated January 24, 2014, which Official
Statement informed investors that “[clertain l=2gal mattsrs

will be passed upon ... by John T. Lynzh, Jr., Phoenix,




(g

Arizona, as counssl to and sclely for the henefit «f th

rr

Inderwriters.

- ~

161. As counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Cc., Inc.,

@

harter School

4}

in connection with the cffering <f the Edkey ¢

4
[
m
o}

[#3)]

es 201437, Respondent preparsd and sign

Project Bonds, Ser

opinion letter dated January 30, 2014, in which he indicated

act “counsel” to LFC and offz=red his legal opinicn

d as

oy
(]
(]

that (i) the bonds wers not regquirsd to be registered under
the Securities Act of 1923, as amended, and (ii) it was not
necessary to qualify the indenturs under ths Trust Indenture
Act of 1939, as amendsd.

le2. Respendent’s opinion letter fcr the Edkey Charter

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law
3352 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85018
163. As counsel for LFC and Herbert J. Sims & Co., Inc.
in connection with the offering of the Edkey Charter Schools
Project Bonds, Series 201427, Respondent also provided other

legal services, including:

a. raviewing records and documents relataed to the




b participating in discussizsns with  other
individuals invalved in the offering regarding

legal matters;

<, preparation of a Bond Purchase Agreement; and
d. preparaticon of a Blue Sky survey resgarding
state securities law

DD. City of Oregon, Ohio, Multifamily Housing
Subordinated Mortgage Revenue Bonds (Alcore Oregon
LLC Project), Series 2014.

164. Respcondent acted as underwriter’s counsel for LFC

in connection with the offer of $6,100,000 of thes City of

Oregon, GChio, Multifamily Housing Subordinated Mortgage

Revenus Bcnds (Alcore Orsgon LLC Preoject), Series 2014
{"Alcore Cregon LLC Project Bonds”).
165. Respondent participated in the preparation of the

Official Statement for the Alcore Oregon LLC Project Bonds,
dated April 28, 2014, which ©Official Statement informed
investors that “[c)ertain legal matters will be passad upon
.. by John T. Lynch, Jr., Esqguire, as counssl to the
Underwriter.”
lee. As LFC's ccounsel in connection with the Alcore
Oregon LLC Project Bonds, Respondent prepared and signed an

"

opinion letter dated May 2, 2014, which indicated he acted “as
ccuns=1l” to LFC and offered his legal opinion that (i) the

bonds were not required to be registered under the Se-~urities

54




Act of 1933, as amsndsd, and (ii) it was not necassary to
Jqualify the indenture under ths Trust Indanture Act of 1939,
as amended.

157, Respondent’s opinicn latter for the Alzore Oreqon

LLC Proiect Bonds was issued on letterhead stating:

John T. Lynch, Jr.
Attorney at Law

3352 E. Cameglback Roa
Phosnix, Arizona 8501

=

163. As LFC's counsel in connection with the o fering of

the Alcore Gregon LLC Project Bonds, Respondent alsc provided

4 to
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pating in discussicns  with other
individuals involved in the offsring regarding
lagal matters.

Respondent’s Misconduct Occurred Primarily in Arizona and

the Predominant Effect of Respondent’s Misconduct Was in
Arizona.

169. Respondent’s zonduct in these thirty bond offerings
occurred primarily in Arizcna, where he maintained his office.
170. In =ach offering, Respondent representesd LFC, a

corporation headguartered in Arizona.

171. In thirteen of the offerings for which Respondent
represented LFC, the issuers »f the ss-ourities ware from

(%1
un




172. The predominant sffect of Eespondent’s conduct was
in Arizona.

173. By his cenduct as alleged in Paragraphs 8 through

168 above, and in light of the Choice-of-Law provisisn of RPC

8.5(b) (2), Respondent vioclated the following Arizona Rules of
[ ]
Professional Conduct:
a. AZ ER 5.5(a), which providss that “[a] lawyer

shall not practice law in a Jjurisdicticn in

violation of th regulation of the legal

D

profession in that jurisdiction ...”;

k. AZ ER 5.5(b}) (1) [superseded =ffective Jan. 1,

[}

2016} 1, which previded that “[a] lawyer who is

not admitted to practic

¢4

in this jurisdicticn
shall not ...[,] except as authorizad by thess
Rules o¢r other law, establish an office or
other systematic and continucus presence in

this jurisdiction for the practice of law”;

-

c. AZ ER 5.5(b) {2) [supesrseded effective Jan.

~

)

2016], which provided that “[a] lawyer who i
not admitted to practice in this jurisdiction
shall not ... hold ocut to the puklic or
otherwise represent that the lawyer is
admitted to practice law in this

jurisdiction”;

56




CHARGE II:

174,

with a copy of a DB-7 Raquest fo

13

AZ ER 7.1, which provides that a lawyer “shall
not maks or knowingly permit to be made on the
lawyer’s behalf a false or misleading

communication about the lawyer or the lawyer’s

services, A communication is false or
misleading if it contains a material

misrepresentaticn of fact or law, or ~mits a
fact necessary to makes the statement
considered as a whole nct materially
misleading”;

AZ ER 7.5{a), which provides that a lawyer
“shall noct use a firm name, lettaerhead or
other professional designation that violates
ER 7.1 ... ”; and

AZ ER 8.4(cl, which provides that it is
professional misconduct for a lawyer to
sngage in conduct involving dishonesty,
fraud, deceit or misrepresentation.”

RESPONDENT’S FAILURE TO RESPOND TO A DB-7
REQUEST FOR STATEMENT OF HIS POSITION.

On January 31, 2017, Petitioner served Respondent

H
0]
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u
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=
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Q
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Position (“DB-7 Letter”).




175, The DB-7 Letter infcrmed Respondent that:

V23

4]
jmy
qa
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Q.
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o
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s
L

days in which to state hi

positicn in respcnse to the DB-7

|
M
ot
T
L
=
I8
n

averments; ani
b. failurs te respond without good z~auss is an

.

independent ground for discipline pursuant to
Pa.R.D.E. 203(b) (7.

17¢. P=atitioner sznt the DB-7 Letter to .espondent at the

office address he set forth in his attorney registration’

statement for 2016-2017.

177. On February 6, 2017, the DB-7 Letter was delivered

9904 2073 0858 04).

178, Respondent f
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179. Respondent’s failure te file a response was withcur
Jood cause.
180. By his conduct as alleged in Paragraphs 174 through
179 above, Respondent violatesd the following Pennsylvania Rule
of Disciplinary Enforcement:
a. Pa.R.D.E. 203{(b) (7)), which states that failure
by a respondent-attorney without good cause to

2

ot
[

respond to Disciplinary Counsel’s regues

supplemental request under Disciplinary Board

58




Rules, § 37.7(ky for a statement of the
respondsnt-attcornsy’s pcsiticon, shall ke

grounds for discipline.

SPECIFIC JOINT RECOMMENDATION FOR DISCIPLINE

181. Petiticner and Respondent jeointly recommend that the

9]

apprepriate discipline for Respondznt’s admitted misconducst i

imposed upon him by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania.

Attached to this Jecint Petition is Respondent’s executed

Q)
+
jny
[¢7)
-t
=y
¢t

[

affidavit regquired ky Pa.R.D.E. 215(d), statin
scnsents  to the recommended disciplins, including the

mandatory acknowledgmsnts contained in Pa.R.D.E. 215(d) (1)

183, Peti

ot
ot

-

ctful

i\

ioner and Respondent resp y submit that
the following ars mitigating factors in this case:
a. Respondent has no disciplinary record in
Pennsylvania;
b. Respondent has admitted sngaging in misconduct
and 7iolating the charged Rules of

Professional Ceonduct and Rule of Disciplinary

Enforcement;

59




Respondant has cocpsrated with Petiticner, as

is evidenced by Respondsnt’s admissions in

this Jcint Petiticn; and

Respondsnt is r ful for his misconduct

mors

M
4]

n

-

and understands hes should bz disciplined,
is evidenced by his conssnt to receiving a

suspension.

184. Petitioner and Respondant sukbmit that the fcllowing

are aggravating factors:

a.

o

On January 18, 2013, the State Bar of Arizona
reprimanded Respondent for the same

professional misconduct at issue in this

rs

oceading, In ths Matter of Non-Member of th=s

,
(D

Arizocna, Jehn T. Lynch, Jr., PDJ

h

ate Bar o

w
ot

2017-9131, which is relevant under D.Bd. Rules

89.151 (k) (9), but the aggravating nature of

n

this discipline is tempered by the faczt that

(]

it involved the identical conduct at issu
here and the fact that Respondent acknowladged

his misconduct and consented to discipline;

The Securities and Exchange Commissicn (“SEC”)

has sanctionsd R

D

spondent for his role in

twelve of thes Bond Offerings, In the Matter of

50




John T. Lynch, Jr., Admin. Proc. File Nao. 3-

17902, which is relevant under D.Bd. Rul=ss §

w
W

151ty {7), but the aggravating naturs cof
this sanction is tempered by the fact that it

involved transactions also at issus here and

ot
o
o

the fact that Respondent consented to
crders sanctioning him.

185. ™As a general mattsr, licens pensicn had bes:

b

sSu

n

the form of discipline imposed for the unauthorized practice

—

h

of law.” Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Keith Hall Barkley,

Ne. 144 DB 2016, p. 15 (D.Bd. Rpt. 9/13/17) (8.Ct. Order,
11714717y . The “extent of the unauthorized practize” is a

relevant factor in determining the specific length of ths

suspension. QOffice of Disciplinary Counsel v. John F. Egan,

Nc. 175 DB 2007, pp. 33-34 {D.Bd. Rpt. 1/11/03) (S.Ct. Order
5/8/08). The presence of aggravating and mitigating

circumstances 1is similarly important. See, e.g., Office of

Disciplinary Counsel v. Stephen W. Simpson, No. & DE 2004, p.

13 (D.Bd. Rpt. 5/12/05) (S.Ct. Order 7/22/05). Moreover,
where there are additional <charges <f misconduct in

conjunction with the unauthorizad practice, a longer

€8]

suspension may be raquired. Id. (twoe-yzar suspension wher

4

respondent, who had no disciplinary histcry in thirty-fiv

vears of practice, 2ngaged in unauthorized practice for mors

[0
i
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rs while 1inactive and committed additional

o}
4]

Offic

M

of Disciplinary Counsel v. Lawrence E. Andrews, No. 189

DB 2006 (D.Bd. Reccmmendation 3/27/07) (S.Ct. Crder 5/30/07)
fpursuant to Jjoint petition, two-yesar suspension, where
respondent, who had no disciplinary history, engaged in

unautherized practice for ssventssn y=ars and made mislzading

statements to Cffice of Disciplinary Counssl).

186. Here, Respondent engagsd in ths unauthorized

four years—during which time he acted as <ounsel for the
underwriter in thirty public sscurities offsrings, and was

pai

Q.

over $840,000 in legal fess. The substantial amcunt of

i)

time during which Respcndsnt engagsd in misconduct and the
scope ©f his unauthorized practice are significant factors

warranting a lengthier suspension. Ses, e.g., O0ffice of

Disciplinary Counsel v. John F. Egjan, supra (suspension of

2ighte2en months on consent where respondent, while inactive,
engaged in unauthorized practice of law over a pericd of seven
years and litigated at least eleven cases).

187. Respondent also committed additional misconduct by

failing, without gocd cause, to reply to the DB-7 Letter
Petiticner sent to him. That Pespcondent =ngaged in this

additional misconduct is a circumstance which properly

N
o

isconduct by commingling client and personal funds). Ses also




warrants increasing the langth :f his suspension. Stephen W.

)
Hh

Simpson, No. & DB 2004, p. 1% (“aAdditional charges

0
th

misconduct in conjuncticon with the unauthorized practice

[
D

law may requil a longer suspension.’”).

188. The

[t

e are, on the <ther hand, mitigating factors in
this case which support ths impcsition of lesser discipline
than might othsrwise be warranted. Specifically, as

discussead,

9]
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pricr disciplinary history, acknowledgment of responsibility

recognized as mitigyating clircumstances) ; Dffice of

Disciplinary Counsel v. Clayton William Boulware, MNo. 97 DB

2100 (D.Bd. Ept. 5/16/13) (S5.Ct. Crder 9/4/13) (acceptance =f
respensibility and lack of prior disciplinary record in thirty

y®ars as an attorney were mitigating circumstances); Office

0

Disciplinary Counsel v. Matthew J. Eshelman, No. 167 DE 20009

(D.Bd. Rpt. 4/15/11) (3.Ct. Order 8/17/11) (respondent’s

admission of misconduct, raccgnition that he needed to be

The import cf Respondent’s lack of disciplinary history
extent, diminishesd by Respondent having been inac
o -
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suspendaed, and lack of ciplinary history wsre

mitiyating circumstancasi.

lere, an attorney who had previocusly besn admitted <only in
Pennsylvania engaged in unauthorized practice of law in
anoth=r Jjurisdiction. In Barklzy, the respcndsnt, while
administratively suspendesd, =engaged in the unauthorized
practice of law in two matters in Utah. Barkley had alsc
failed to participate in the disciplinary process, by failing
toe respond te a DB-7 and a petition for discipline, and by
failing tc appeaf at a disciplinary hearing. Despite having

1

no histcry of discipline, Barkley receivad a suspension of two

130. In this case, Respondent’s unauthorized practice of
law was far mors substantial than the limited matters at issue
in Barkley. Moreover, Respondent’s misconduct involved

participation in offerings o¢f securities to the pubklic. As
such, every individual who receivad the offering documents
Respondsent participated in preparing was informed,
incorrectly, that he was an individual =zligible to practice

law. These circumstances warrant a lengthier suspensicn than

the two years imposed in Barkley, notwithstanding that there




were aggravating factcors present in Barkley that ars absen

of aztions by the State Bar of Arizona and the SEC with

respect to his recle in the BRond Cfferings. On January

[a
o

2018, Pespondent was reprimanded in Arizona, pursuant to a

lating Arizona Supreme Court rules,

(@]

consent agreemsnt, for vi
including the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct. In the

m

Matter of a Non-Memker of the State Bar of Arizcna, John T.

Lynch, Jr., PDJ 2017-9131, available at https://www.azcourts.

Jov/Portals/101/2018/Lynch%20John%20T%

9131.pdf. That sanctiosn was the meost
Arizona law, as Respondent was not a member of that state’s
1,
bar.
192. On April 5, 2017, the SEC entered an order, again

with Respondent’s consent, instituting administrative and
Cease-and-desist procesdings against Respondent based upon his

rcle in twelve of the Bond Offerings. In the Matter of John T.

Lynch, Jr., Admin. Proc. File HNo. 3-17902, Apr. 5, 2017,

- Unlike Respondent, Barkley failed to answer a petition for
discipline and then failed tc appear for a hearing on the
cetiticn. Barkley also failed to perform the work for which
he was retained, falsely told his two clients he was working
on their cases, and moved without providing them with new
contact information. In additicn, Barkley had been found in
civil contempt, three times, in a case where he was a
defendant and had failsd to satisfy a judgment against him.

55




availakle at https://www.sec.gov/litigation/ admin/2017/33-

10335.pdf. Th

0]

SEC ordered, inter alia, that Respondent was

denied “the privilege of appearing or practicing before ths

W

124

[SEC] as an attorney. February 6, 2013, the SEC

lr—i
—
-
C
ju

entered an order making findings and imposing additicnal

sancticns on Respondent. In the Matter c¢f Jochn T. Lynch, Jr.,

Admin. Proc. File No. 3-17902, F=b. 4, 2018, available at

@D

https://www.sec.gov/ litigaticn/admin/2018/34-82634.pdf. In

that order, the SEC barred Respondent from associating with

various entities in the securities industry (such as krokers,

deal

D

rs, investment advisers, or  municipal securitizss

dealers), and prohibited him from serving or acting in certain

capacities in that industry. Id., 10. The order grantesd
Respondent the “right to apply for reentry after one (1) year
te the appropriate self-regulatory organization, or if there

is none, to the [SEC].” Id., 10. The SEC also brought

T

actions against multiple other parties related to the
offerings which, according to the SEC, were “fraudulent
conduit municipal bond offerings ... which raised millions cf

dellars.” Id., p. 2.3

* Each of the SEC orders notes that Respondent consented to
the order “[s]clely for the purpcse of [the SEC] proceedings
and any other proceedings brcught by or on behalf of the
[SEC], or to which the [SEC] is a party, and without admitting
or denying the findings herein, except as tc the [SEC’s]
jurisdiction over him and the subject matter of these
proceedings, which are admitted.” In 1light of this

-
on
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The Arizcona and SEC proczedings are relevant under

D.Bd. PRules § 39.151(b) (7,

[Xe)

proceedings as aggravating factors, however, is tempered by

transactions which are als~o ar

the fact that thsy

issus here, as well as Respondsnt’s acknowledgment of his
misconduct in both procesdings and his consent to  the
impesition of substantial sanctiosns, particularly in the SEC

action.

154. After examining precsdent and giving consideration

[t]

to Pkoth the nature of Respondent’s misconduct and th
aggravating and mitigating circumstances, Petitioner and
Respondsnt submit that a suspensicn of thirty months is
appropriate discipline f£or PRespondent’s misconduct. The

Jointly recommended term of suspension will reguire that

(]

Respondent petition for reinstatement and establish his

-

(

fitness before r=jaining the privilege of practiciny law.

limitation, this Joint Petition doss not address the specific
findings in the SEC orders. Also, dus 1in part to this
limitation, Petitioner has not sought reciprecal discipline
based on the SEC order prohibiting Respondent from appearing
befcre the SEC as an attorney. Other Jjurisdictions have
declined to find SEC rulings against attorneys a basis for
reciprocal discipline. E.g., In the Matter of Kern, 81é S.E.2d
574 (sS.C. 2018); Disciplinary Counsel v. Lapine, 242 N.E.2d
323 {Oh. 2010y; The Florida Bar v. Tepps, 501 So.2d 1174 (F1.
1992, .




Petitioner and Respondent respectfully request

Pursuant to  Ruls  215({e} and 215{(g) (23,
Pa.P.D‘E.,‘ the thrse-membser panel of the

Disciplinary Board review and apprcve this

-
O
3

Joint Petition In Support Of Discipline

Consent and file its recommendaticn with the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania in which it 1is

rzcommended that ths Supreme Court enter an

Order:
i. suspending Respondsnt from the practice
of law for a period ¢f thirty mecnths: and

ii. directing Respondent to comply with all

Pursuant to Pa.R.D.E. 215(1), the Thres-Member

)

‘an

D

1 of the Disciplinary Board enter an order
for Respondent to pay the necessary expenses
incurrsd in the investigation and prosecution
c¢f this matter, and that under FPa.R.D.E.

2081g) 1) all expenses be paid by Respondent

o
(o]




within 30 days after the notice of the taxed
expenses is sent to Respondent.

Respectfully submitted,

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

Paul J. Killion
Chief Disciplinary Counsel

3/ /zeiq By
Date Jeffrey M. Krulik

Disciplinary Counsel
Attorney Registration No. 57110

2/28) 209 o T Lk D

Date Jobh T. Lyhch, Jr.) ¥
Respondent
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BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL,

Petitioner
No. 137 DB 2018
V. :
: Atty. Reg. No. 19354
JOHN T. LYNCH, JR., :
Respondent : (Philadelphia)
VERIFICATION

The statements contained in the féregoing Joint Petition
In Support Of Discipline On Consent under Pa.R.D.E. 215(d)
are true and correct to the best of my knowledge or
information and belief and are made subject to the penalties

of 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904, relating to unsworn falsification to

authorities.
P
21 209
Date Jeffrey M. 'Krulik

Disciplinary Counsel

2/58 /2009 N lmd S5
/ John/ T. Lyéﬁh, Jr.l/
Respondent

Date




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL,

Petitioner :
: No. 137 DB 2018
v. :
: Atty. Reg. No. 19354
JOHN T. LYNCH, JR., :
Respondent : (Philadelphia)

AFFIDAVIT UNDER RULE 215(d), Pa.R.D.E.

Respondent, John T. Lynch, Jr., hereby states that he
consents to the imposition of a suspension of thirty months,
as jointly recommended by Petitioner, Office of Disciplinary
Counsel, and Respondent in the Joint Petition in Support of
Discipline on Consent (“Joint Petition”) and further states
that:

1. His consent is freely and voluntarily rendered; he
is not being subjected to coercion or duress; he is fully
aware of the implications of submitting the consent; and he
has not consulted with counsel in connection with the decision
to consent to discipline;

2. He is aware that there is presently pending a
proceeding involving allegations that he has been guilty of
misconduct as set forth in the Joint Petition;

3. He acknowledges that the material facts set forth

in the Joint Petition are true; and




4. He consents because he knows that if the charges
continued to be prosecuted in the pending proceeding, he could
not successfully defend against them.

John % Lyncﬂy Jr. ~
Respondent

Sworn to and subscribed
before me this 2EF

day of Fotly ez , 2019.
/

WP P s

Notary Public

SHERWOOD UNDERDOWN
2 Notary Public - State of Arizona
= MARICOPA COUNTY
7 My Commigsion Expires

July 3%, 2020




CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

I certify that this filing complies with the provisions of the Public Access Policy of the
Unified Judicial System of Pennsylvania: Case Records of the Appellate and Trial Courts that
require filing confidential information and documents differently than non-confidential

information and documents.

Submitted by: Office of Disciplinary Counsel
Signature: __ 7 / // C
R A

Name: Jeffrey M. Krulik. Disciplinary Counsel

Attorney No. (if applicable): 57110




