IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, : No. 1940 Disciplinary Docket No. 3
Petitioner ,
No. 5 DB 2013
V. :
. Attorney Registration No. 208824
JOSEPH D. LENTO, ;
Respondent . {Philadelphia)

ORDER

PER CURIAM:

AND NOW, this 17" day of July, 2013, upon consideration of the
Recommendation of the Three-Member Panel of the Disciplinary Board dated April 23,
2013, the Joint Petition in Support of Discipline on Consent is hereby granted pursuant
to Rule 215(g}, Pa.R.D.E., and it is

ORDERED that Joseph D. Lento is suspended from the practice of law for a
period of one vyear, followed by a period of probation for one year, subject to the
following conditions:

1. Respondent shall select a practice monitor subject to the approval of the
Office of Disciplinary Counsel.

2. The practice monitor shall do the following during the period of
Respondent's probation:

a. Periodically examine Respondent's law office organization and
procedures to ensure that he is maintaining an acceptable tickler system, filing system

and other administrative aspects of his practice;



b. Meet with Respondent at least monthly to examine his progress
towards satisfactory and timely completion of clients' legal matters and regular client
contact;

c. Answer law office management questions, offer practical guidance as
to how to ethically operate a law practice, ensure that Respondent does not improperly
solicit potential clients and monitor his compliance with the Rules of Professional
Conduct;

d. File quarterly written reports on a Board-approved form with the
Secretary of the Board; and

e. Report to the Secretary any violations by Respondent of the terms and
conditions of probation.

3. Respondent shall comply with all the provisions of Rule 217, Pa.R.D.E.

A True Copy Patricia Nicola
As Of 7/1 712013
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BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL . No.5DB 2013
Petitioner

v, Attorney Registration No. 208824

JOSEPH D. LENTO X
Respondent . {Philadelphia)

RECOMMENDATION OF THREE-MEMBER PANEL
OF THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

The Three-Member Panel of the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania, consisting of Board Members David E. Schwager, Stephan K. Todd,
Jane G. Penny, has reviewed the Joint Petitidn in Support of Discipline on Consent filed
in the above-captioned matter on April 4, 2013.

The Panel approves the Joint Petition consenting to a one year suspension to be
followed by one year probation, subject to the conditions set forth in the Joint Petition
and recommends to the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania that the attached Petition be
Granted.

The Panel further recommends that any necessary expenses incurred in the

investigation and prosecution of this matter shall be paid by the respondent-atiorney as

4

David E. Schwager, Panel Chair
The Disciplifary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania

a condition to the grant of the Petition.

Date: 4 ,' O\
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BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DXSSIPLINARY COUNSEL,

Petitioner
¢ No, b DB 2013
v, ;
¢ Atty. Reg. Ne, 208824
JOSEFH D, LENTO, :
Respopdant  (Philadelphin)

JOINT PWITTTON IN SUEEONT OF DIBUIBLINE
ON_CONSTNY UNDER Fa.R.0.5, £38 (4]

Petitionar, dffice of Digciplinary Counmel (*ORC'), by
Paul. J. Killion, Chlaf Disgiplinmary Counmel, and Haxrwilst R.
Brumberg, Disciplinavy Counsel, and Respondant, Joseph D,
Lento, HBgguire, by Respondent’s couneel, Samusl ¢,
gtretton, Beguire, file this Joint Peritlon In Bupport of
Discipline on  Consent Under Pernnsgylvania Rule of
Diaciplinary Enforcement {Pa,R,D.E.) 215(4) , and
regpectfully represent that:

I. BACKGROUND

1. periticner, whose principal office la located at
Penngylvania Judicdal Center, Sulte 2700, 601 Conmonwealkth
Avenug, P.O. Box 42485, Harvighurg, Pemnsylvania, i
invested, pursuant to Rule 207 of the Pennsylvanla Rules of
Diseiplinary Enforoement (hereinafter "Pa.R.D.E."), with
the power and duty to investigate all matters involving
alleged wmisconduct of an-athorney admitted to prtEcL %ws

APR @4 2013

Office of the Secretary
The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylivania

3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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in the Commonw2alth of Pennsylvanla and to prosscute all
digsciplinary proceadinga brought in accordance with the
various provisions of maid Rules  of  Disciplinary
Enforcemnent .

2. Resgpondent, Joseph D, Lente, was admitted to ths
practice of law in Penngylvania on Outobar 493, 2008,

3. Pumuanti e Pa.R.DLEB. 20%(a) (1), Respondent is
subject to  the disciplinaxy Jurlsdictlen of the
Digciplinaxy Board of ths Supreme Court of Penneylvania,

YI. FACTUAL ADMISHIONS AWD VIOLATIONS OF RULEY OF
PROFEBSICNAL CONDUOL

4. Respondent spegifically admite to the truth of
e factual allegations and sonclusions of law contained in
paragraphs 1 through 23, infra.

CHARWE
. %, At all relevant times, Respondent wasa a private
practitioner with an attorney regletration address of 121
geuth Broad Street, 2™ ¥loor, Fhiladelphia, FA  19107.

6. By letter dated Nevember 10, 2011, from
Respondent to Dwayne Stevens, WPlret Judicial District of
Pennaylvanda, Curran Frowhold Cexwectional Facility, Bail
Unit, Resporndent

a. introduced himself am s Philadelphia lawyep

whe was continuing to take abteps to expand

50f23 3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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hie law practica, “in particulay, my
criminal dJdefense practice’ {emphasgism in
oxiglnall

I, explained that he was “reaching out” to Mr.
Erevens in light ©of his work at Pretrial
Serviaes;

w gtatad that he would like to ﬂpaak ey M.
Brevens *ghout the prospect of & mutually
beneficial business relationship® {(emphasis
in eriginal);

d., added that what ha had “in mind would btaks
minimal effert on” Mr., Stevens'  part,
although his "service would be of value to
[Respondent]” ;

e, notad that he would prefer to epeak in
perwon about the particulare and ‘muggaated
moeting Mr. Stevens for lunch; and

£. congluded by giving Mr. Stevens Respondent’s
telaphions nunber.

7. On December 28, 2011, Rezpondent sent individual
latters toe the following eight Clerical Assistants assigued
to the Bail, Pretxial Bervices Unit at the Criminal Justice

centen: Karen Pegquar Styvens COeorges; Shaneita QGoopds;

6 0f23 3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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Reitbany Kelly: Meredith lLowry; David Quartulle; Lillian
Ramos; and Miohelle Williams.

8, In Respondent’s letters to the Pretrial Services
Unit employees, Respondent:

a, intreduced himself ag a Philadelphis lawyex
whe wap cgontinuing to take steps to expand
hig  law  practice, “in  parcticular, oy
prdminal aafana&'gra¢tica";

b, explainad that he was “reaching out” to the
Fretoial Services Unlt employea in light of
tis/her work at Prebrial Serviges;

c. gtated that he wag proposing Y& mubually
beneficial businges relationghip”;

d. adviged that he wag “tryving ke Lind out who
poata  bail in  Fhiladelphia so  that
[Respondent] can follow up on [Respovdent’s]
end” ;

= noted thar the information Réﬁpondent aought
‘may be public xecord although I do nok
kow how to agoess bthe information®;

i added that what Respondent had in mind would
take minimal effort on  the euploves’s
part, but his/her “sexvice would be of

valua bo  [Regpondent] and [Ragpondent

4
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pould) follow ug with [him/ ey
accordlngly”; and

g, provided Respondent’e telephone number for
the Fretrial Sexvices employes to dall,

5. The Code of Conduct for the Wirst Judicial
Digerict of Penpeyivania, § IV, A, B, ¢, B and ¥, prohibite
enployeer from soliciting, accepting, or agraeing to accept
anything of wvalue from any persom having an interest in a
matter hefore the court by which they are employed.

10, In Raapondent’s letters bto Mxr., Stevens and the
eight Pretrial Services Unit employees, Respondent:

a. attemptad to induce court  emplovess  to
angage in conduat in vieolation of thedr duty
as publlic servante;

b, engaged d4in conduct iovolving  deceltr or
misrepragentation; and

&, sogaged 4in conduct that  wag prejudicial to
the admlnlstration of justice.

11, buring the week of Jemuary 2, 2012, Respondeant
went to the Information Cowtter on the second floor of the
Crimiral Justice Center in Philadelphia, during which bime:

a, Respondent reduested that court employes

Brittany Raggio take a stack of Respondent's

8 of 23 3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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business cards and |keep them at  the
Information Countewr;

I, Regpondant asked Ms, Bagglo Lo give
Regpondent’ e carda out bto parsons who needed
a lawyar and tell the person her name;

¢.  Regpondent offeved te pay Me. Baggio if
anyong t:c;: vhom she gave a card decided to
hire Respondent ag an sbtopney;

d. Reppondaint expledined to Me, Bagaile thab this
arrangement would bhe “Just between’ her and
Reppondant ;

. Mg, Baggio stabed that. she would not gilve
out her name to permons who needed a lawyer;

£, Resgpondent suggested that Ma, Baggio put her
initials on the back of the caxds so that
Respondent would know that the referrels
came from Ma, Baggio and she could get pald;

¢. Respondent reiterated that this arrangement
was “Jjust between” hex and Respondenl;

h., Mz, Baggio refused to take Reppondent’s

Puginesy oards; and

ot

Respondent put his Dusiness cardm on bop of

the Information Counter and lafbh.

90f23 3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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12, Duping or as A& ceneequence of Respondent’s
convarsation with Ms, Bagglo, Respondent:

B atbempted to shave legal fees with a non-
lawyer;

b, atteupted o] goliclt profesaional
employment through an intermediary who would
be engaged 4in  paraonal eentact with a
pregpactive olient, - when m‘ aigndficant
mot ive for Respondent  dolng B was
Re#spondent's peounilary gain;

o, attempbad to dnduse a court employee to
amgage in condooet in violation of her duty
as a public servant;

d. engaged in condwet involving degeit or
migrepregentation; and

¢, engaged in conduct that was prejudicial to
the adminlatration of justice.

3. Pyrior he Januvary 10, 2012, Regspendent returned to
rhe Informatictt Counter on the gecond flvoxr of the Criminal
Juekice  Center in  Fhiladelphia, durdng which  time
Regpondent handed a stagk of hip business g¢axdsg O court
smployes Jonathoa,

4. By letter dabed January 4, 2012, from Judge

Heryon to Regpondent, Judge Hepwon:

7
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a. advised Regpondent that he had become aware
of Hoppondant’'s letfer to Jourt employees
goliciting client referrals on the basis
0. of a2 mutually beneficial business
relatlonghip’

T, gxplained that Respondent’'s commupigaticn
“appears to be a glear welceme of an
soonomic reward dn  exchange for a Court
piployee’'s  referral of clienta to  you
[Respondent] and your [Respondant’s]  law
practiog”

Q. raguested an explasation from Respondant and
the idencity of all individuals 4o whom
Reppondent had wade such an  offer in
weiting; and

d. guppended  Respondent fxom the Conapet -
appoinked  attorney list  for  the Firat
Judieial Distwict of pennsylvania.

15, Respondent recelved Judge Hswron's letter on ox
afrer January 11, 2012.

16. By his conduct as alleged in paragrephs 5 through
15 above, Respendent wviplated the following Rules of

Profogsional Conduohs

11 of 23
3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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a. RPC 5.4(a), which states that a lawysr ox
law f£ixm shall not ehare lagal fees with a
nonlawyer, sxeept that: (1) an agreament by
a lawyer with the lawyer’'s Ffizm, partner, or
apgoctate may provide for the payment of
money, avery a reasgonable petried of tine
after the lawyer's death, te the
lawyer's sstate O to one oF moRea
speciiied  pereaonsg; (2} & lawyer who
undertakes to gomplete unfinished legal
husiness of & deceasad lawyer meay pay to the
egtate of the decsased lawyexr that portion
of the wotal compansation which faiely
rapresants  the services rendered by the
dedesssed lawver: (3) & lawyer or Jlaw £irm
may include nonlawyer emplaoyeest in @
compensation or etirement plan, even thousgh
the plan ie based in whole or in part on a
profit-gharving arrangewent; (4) a lawyer or
law f£irm wmay purchage the pracstice of
another lawyer ar law firm from an astate or
ether eligible person or entibty consistent
with Rule 1.17; and (5) a lawyer may share

court-awarded legal £fess with a nooprofit

9
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organliation that empleoyed, retrined or
recommended employment of the lawyer in khe
mathax i

b. RPC 7.3{a), vwhich statep that a lawyer shall
oot solicit in-person or by intermedizry
professicopal employment from a prospactive
client wibh whom the lawyer has no family or
prior professional relationship when &
slgnificant motive Eor the lawyer's doing ao
i the lawyer's pecunlary gadn, unless the
pergon contacted ig A lawyer or has a
Family, nlose peraonal, or prior
professlonal relationship with the lawyer.
The term Vaslicit? includes aontact in-
pergon, by telephone or by xeal-time
elestronic  communicabion, Tbub, aubjar:i: ta
tha raguiremsnty of Bule 7.1 and Rule
T30, does et inolude written
comiupdcations, whioh may inmclude targeted,
direct mail advertisements;

a. BPC 8.4afa), which states that 1{v ls
profesnional wisgonduce for a  lawyer o
viglate or attempt to violate the Rulse

of ¥rofesgional Conduct, knowingly asaist or

10
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induce anobther to do so, or do 80 thretgh
the acte of another;

d. RPC  8.4(z), which states that it ig
profesplonal miscendust for a lawyer to
gngege  in  conduct involving  dishonesty,
fraud, decait cr misrepresentation; and

@, RPC  B.4(d), whieh ptates that in e
profesaional migeconduct for a  lawyer to
anmage in condust  that fa prefudicial to
the administration of Jjustice,

TL. JOINT RECOMMENMATION FOR DISCIPLINM

17. Petitloner and Reaspondent Jjointly recommend that
the appropriate discipline for Respondent’s  admitted
miseonduct iz a cne-year suspension, to be followed by one
year of probation with a practice monditor, subject to the
agonditions eat forth in M 22-23, infra.

18, Hespondent hereby oohsents to the discipline
being imposed by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvenia,
Attached o Bhig  Petition A8 Respondent's exscubed
affidavit redulred by Pa.R.D.E. 215{d), atating that ke
conpents o the recommended disolpline and including the
mandatory ackwowledgemente contained in Pa.R.B.B, 215() (1)

ghreugh (4) .

1

14 0f23 3730/2013 10:36 AM
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19, Petitioner and Regpondent respestfully submit
that thare is the following aggravating factor:

B, In Outober 2008, Regpordent, who had heen
srployed by the Fixet Judicial Diegtrict am 4
Juvenile Probation Officer sdince 2003, wae
rerminated fixom lhis eiployment for
failing to return bo work.

20. Regpondent: and ODC respectfully submit that there
gre the follewing wmitigating factord:

a, By virtue of Reopondant’s aigning this
Digeipline on  Consent, Regpondant  has
ampresaéd recognition of his miscondumt; and

by, Rosponsent is a youny, inesgperienced lawver
who had been practicing law for three yvears ab
the time of hiep misconduoct,

21, From mid-Movember 2011 to mnld-January 2012,
Reppondant initinted twe schemes to pay governwent employees
to  agegist him in  obtaining new clisnta, Cages whexe
atvorneye pay kickbacks to a government etiployese or attémpt
to have a government suplovee parform personal servicea foy
&n  attorney result in gericus public digeipline. See,
a.g., OFffice of Dipciplineery Counsel v Panazella, MNo. 98
OB 2001, 69 DPa, D.&C.4"™ 189 {3004) (Panarella made monthly

payments teo & state genator who took astions  that

2

15 0f 23
3/30/2013 10:36 AM
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benefitted Paneralla’s bupiness and conspired with the
grats senator (o gonceal the dipdlosure of the paymenm;
Panarellsa pleaded guilty to ohe count of accessory after
the fast €0 an honest aservices wire fraud scheme and
redeived a four-year wsuspension), reinstatement granted
after conviction vacated (B.Ct. Cvder 2/6/2012)) Offdge of
pigmeiplinary Coumsal v. Valerie J. dlovar, Nw. 141 Dg 1991
(8. G, Owdex 2/4/1892), reinstatement denied (8.Ct. Order
T/237/1988), rainstatement granced (8.Ch. Oxder 2/30/2008)
(Glover wepeatedly bribsd two undercover INS officers to
progass her ¢lients’ cases mors quickly and then increased
her legal fees Lo covar the osvets of tha hribas; Glover was
convicted of bribery and disbarred); amnd Office of
Digaipiinary {Qaungel v. Ropald John Worobey, No. 53 DB
2997, D.Bd. Rpt.,  6/7/2001 (8.0t oxder 8/2/2001) {in
addition to migapproprdating funds from various estates and
individuals »f whom he was the ocourt-appointed euardian,
Worobey comepired to inflate charges and kink back funda ko
an  individual in matters in which the individual had
recaived £lduciary appeintments from the court: Worobay wan
convicied of theft-related charges | and dizbarred). Fae
also I the Matter of Michael David Fttinger, 128 Y11.:2d.
35%, 371-372, 539 W.E.24. 1152, 1161-1162 (1599 (a Fformer

Assimtant  State Ahtowney  General, who had  repeated

13
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talephone conversations with a polise officer about paving
the police offlcer to persuade a complaining witneasp to
drop oharges, way acquitted of all orininal charges:
gupraeme Court of Illinols imposed a two-ysar suspension on
Bttinger, finding that an dbtorney's involvement in a
acheme for “tha paynent of money . . . €O a police officer
in order to influence his f[the police officer’al conduct”
was “an egreglous ack.").

While analogous, the facta of all the above cases are
clearly distinguighabls from the facts in Regpondent’ 8
matber. Mogt importantly, umlike the foreguing cases,
Respondent was nelthey arrested nor convicted of a orime.
In  addivion, Reapoudent's conduct  dld not oonoexn
influsncing a goverament emnployee to meke an  official
decigion that would ilmpact the adminjatration of Jjustice.
Rather, Respendent’s conduct was an unﬁumagﬁsful attempt Lo
persuade goveriment employesa to undertake mindsterial acts
that could economically benefit Respondent. All told,
respondent’s condugt, which spanned a tobtal of two wontha,
was limited in time, scope, and lmpact,

22. Reppondent ghould redeive a pepriod of suspansion
that would be commensurate with hia misecondust and would
deter other attornays from stbtempting tao pezrausde

govarnment employses to undertake an attorney's pereonal

14
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bidding. Neither Respondent nor the publiec would benefit
Eimm reguiring Reppondent ro  undergo a reinstatement
hearing. Regpondent, however, would benefit from a period
of probation with a practice monitor when Respondent
vepumes the praceice of law,

As conditions of Respondent’s probation, Respondent
would be reduired td wmeat in-permon with the practide
monitor on a monthly bapls and maintain weekly telephone
ventapgt with the practice monitor. The practice wonitor
wownld he available bos anawer Respondent’/s law wifice
management questlons; offer practical guidance as to how to
ethisally operate a law practloe; ensure that Respondent
doesg not improperly solicit potential elients; and monltor
Respondent’g conpliance with phe Rulas of Professlonal
Corduat The eractice wonitor would alse flle guarterly
progress Yeports with the Secratary of the Risclplinary
Board and Office of Disciplinary Coungel and immediately
report any vielations of the conditions of Respondent's
prohation.

23 . Acoordingly, Petitioner and Reaspondent Yointly
sgree that Respondent should recelive 4 one-year sugpenslon,
to be followed by one year oF probation with a pracstics
monitor, mublect to the conditions that Respondent teet

with the practice wonitor io-pevson op a wonthly hasis,

15
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mabntain  waekly telephone contact withh  his  practice
menitor, and not wviolate any Rules of Professional Conduot
during the one-yewsr tarm of probaticon.

WHEREFORE, Ppeblbioner and Respondent reaspestinlly

raguept thak:

a, Pursuant to  Pa.R.D.B. R15(e] and 215{(g), the
three-member panel of the Dissiplipary Reard
review and spprove the Joint Petition in Support
of  Discipline on  Conesent  and  f£ile  ips
recommendation  with the  Bupreme  cCourt  of
Penmeylvania recommending that the Suprems Court
gnter #n Ordar that Respondent receiva a one-year
gumpension, bto be followed by one year of
érmhatian with a pragbice monitor, subject to the
conditions that Respondent meer with the practice
menibor in-person on & wmenthly basils, malnbain
waakiy telephong gontact with hisd prastice
monitor, angd net  violate  any  Rules of
Professional CQondust during the ons-year terxm of
probation; and

h. Pursuant to Pa.R.D.E. 215(g) and 21%(4), the
three-nember pansl of the Disciplinary Board
enter an Order that Respondent pay the neceesary

coats and expenses luncurred in the inmustigatian

16
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and  prosecution of this  mavter, tha Board
Sacretary immediately £ile the racommendation of
cha panal and the Petition with tha Suprems Court
without regard to Respondent's payment of costs _
and expenses, and all oosts and expenses be paid
by Rempondent within thirty of the date of the
panel’e approval of the Digcipline on Consent
unless Regpondent and the Board Seoyetary enber
inte a plan, confirmed in writing, to pay the
neoesgery costs sad axponses at a laber date,
Regpectfully and Jointly submitted,
OFFICH OF DIACIPLINARY COUNERL

PAUL 0. HKILLIONW
CRIBF DISCIPLINARY COUNSHL

 Elon R

04{__0[/13 | By

Harriet R. Brumberg
D eciplinary Counsgal

Joagbh . Lento, Heghre

sy [1tf12 s “%“777%/

Sapwel C. Stretton, Esquire
Coungel for Respondent
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BEFORE THE DIBCIPLINARY QOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF FEMNNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNBEL,
Patitionar

H
¢ Mo. 5 DB 2013
!
¥ r
1 Akty. Reg, No. 208824
JOBEFH L. LENTO, t
Respucdent @ {(Philadelphia)
VERIFLCATION
The stataments contaimed in the foregoing Joint
Petition In Support of Discipline on Consstit Under Rule
215{d), Pa.R.D.E., are true and ocorrect to khe bept of our
knowledge or information and hellef and are made asubject to
the penalbiss of 18 Fa.C.8. § 4804, zrelating Lo unsworn

falpifioatlon o authorities.

Sl (2615 }L’*Jdmd“

Date ' HRrriet R. Etumberg Lwdy”
Digciplinary Counsel

C?’-({OE(I_B M/%LL%S‘/%ME

Date ento,” Baquire
ondant:
‘ C iwd
oPle>[13 77~ |
Date gamuel ¢, Stretbon, Dequixe

qumael for Respondent
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REFORE THE DIBCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNGYLVANIA

OFF1CE OF DIBCIPLINARY CJOUNIEL,
Petitioner
No, 5 IB 2013

wa e ww ew

v-

: Atby. Reg. No, 208824
JOSEPH D, LENTO,

Reapondent @ (Philadelphia)

AFFIDAVIT UNDER RULE 218(3), Pa.R.D.E.

Respondent, Joseph D;' Lenteo, heweby atates thak he
consernts to the imposition of a one-year suspension, te be
followed by one year of probatdon with a practice monitorn,
gubject to the conditions outlined in 49 22-23 of the Joint
pPebition, and further states that:

1, His conaent ig freely and wvoluntarily renderad;
he is net being gubjected to soercliom or duresgy he im
fully aware of the implicatiemg of submitting the congent;
and he has consulted with counsel inm connection with the
decision to cenzent to digedpline;

2. He ia mware thalk there is preaent}y' pending a
proceeding invelving allegations that he has been guilty of
mizsonduct ag set forth in the Jolnt Patition:

3. He acknowledges that the material facts sebt forth

in the Joint Petition are trug; and



4 He knows that if the charges continued to be
| ld not
progecuted In the pending prodesding, he cou

guccessfully defend against them,

Lo ol

Jogeph D, hento, Eaguire
Regppndent

Sworn to and subscribed

S SOMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
3 i Notarlal Sag)
before me this ! Victoria 1, Qark, Natary Public
- - Glty of Phitadelphia, Phlladelphla County
M ]/ /) 2013. 3y Commission Expires Nov. 4, 2015
day { L

iR, PENNSYLVANIA ASSOCTATION OF NOTARIES

Nmt(g(ry Publ :.E‘/.{



