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Introduction/Requested Relief 

This is a reciprocal discipline proceeding in which the proposed discipline 

would result in grave injustice.  Substantially different discipline from that imposed 

out-of-state is also warranted here. 

Respondent Manfred Max Sternberg, State Bar Card No. 24125421 

(“Sternberg”), acknowledges that the Supreme Court of Louisiana, where he is not 

licensed, ordered that he be prohibited from applying for admission to the Louisiana 

State Bar (the “Louisiana Bar”) for one year.1  Louisiana imposed this discipline 

having found that Sternberg practiced law in Louisiana without a license. 

Sternberg was a newly-licensed Texas lawyer when his supervising attorneys 

instructed him to assist with matters in Louisiana, where he was not licensed.  

Fully aware of his ethical duties, Sternberg took careful steps to ensure that the 

work would not constitute practicing law in Louisiana.  The supervising attorneys 

assured him it would not; unfortunately, the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board 

(the “LADB”) disagreed.   

 
1 Sternberg voluntarily reported the discipline to the Chief Disciplinary Counsel in accordance with 
the Texas Disciplinary Rules.  See Tex. Disciplinary R. Prof’l Conduct 8.03(f). 
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Sternberg cooperated with the LADB’s investigation, which despite finding 

that Sternberg practiced law in Louisiana without a license, also found multiple 

mitigating circumstances.  These included Sternberg’s good character, cooperation, 

expression of remorse, and lack of prior discipline. 

Sternberg at all times took steps to act ethically, diligently, and in accordance 

with Texas and Louisiana law and the Texas and Louisiana disciplinary rules.  Yet 

his supervising attorneys failed to properly advise him when he sought to confirm 

with them that his actions were proper.  While Sternberg acknowledges and accepts 

that a penalty must be levied here, the punishment proposed by the Chief 

Disciplinary Counsel (the “CDC”) is neither just nor warranted.  Accordingly, 

Sternberg requests that the discipline the Board ultimately assesses be no greater 

than a one-year probated suspension. 

Defenses Asserted 

Sternberg asserts the following defenses pursuant to Rule 9.04 of the Texas 

Disciplinary Rules of Procedure: 

C. That the imposition by the Board of Disciplinary Appeals of discipline 
identical, to the extent practicable, with that imposed by the other 
jurisdiction would result in grave injustice; and 

D. That the misconduct established in the other jurisdiction warrants 
substantially different discipline in this state. 

Tex. R. Disciplinary P. 9.04.C, D.  These defenses are established by clear and 

convincing evidence as described below. 
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Factual Background 

Sternberg is a Houston native and a 2018 graduate of Tulane University in 

New Orleans with a Bachelor of Science in Finance and a minor in History.  

Exhibit 1, Declaration of Manfred Max Sternberg.  Sternberg subsequently earned 

his Juris Doctor in 2021 from the LSU Paul M. Hebert Law Center, graduating 

magna cum laude and Order of the Coif.  Id.   

During law school, Sternberg served as a Senior Associate for the Louisiana 

Law Review and completed a judicial externship under the Honorable Brian A. 

Jackson at the United States District Court for the Middle District of Louisiana.  Id.  

He is currently an associate at Burns Charest LLP.  Id.   

Immediately following law school, Sternberg took and passed the Texas bar 

in 2021, becoming licensed on October 8, 2021.  Id.  Just a few months before, in 

early August, Sternberg had started work at Egenberg Trial Lawyers (the 

“Egenberg Firm”), a New Orleans-based personal injury/plaintiffs’ firm, on their 

Texas litigation docket.  Id.  The plan was for Sternberg to train in the Louisiana 

office and eventually move to the Texas location.  Id. 
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At all relevant times, the Egenberg Firm letterhead specifically identified 

Sternberg as being licensed in Texas only: 

 

* * * 

 

Exhibit 2 (emphasis added). 

On August 29, 2021, Hurricane Ida devastated southeastern Louisiana, and 

the Egenberg Firm began accepting hurricane claims shortly thereafter.  Exhibit 1.  

Due to the overwhelming volume of Hurricane Ida claims, Louisiana-licensed 

Egenberg Firm attorneys asked Sternberg to assist them with some of their 

caseload.  Id.   

The attorneys made it clear to Sternberg from the outset that the work would 

be temporary, and that as soon as the workload eased on the Hurricane Ida docket, 

he would return to working solely on matters in Texas.  Id.  Even though he was not 

licensed in Louisiana, and had only recently been licensed in Texas, Sternberg took 



 
5 
 

steps to educate himself about the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct (the 

“Louisiana Rules”) regarding practicing law without a license.  Id.   

Sternberg understood that pursuant to Rule 5.5(c)(1) of the Louisiana Rules, 

he was authorized to provide legal services on a temporary basis under the 

following conditions: 

 

Appendix 1, Louisiana R. Prof’l Conduct 5.05(c) (emphasis added); see also 

Exhibit 1.  

Sternberg also discussed the matter with Egenberg Firm name partner 

Bradley Egenberg (“Egenberg”), who told Sternberg that his assistance on the 

matters was permissible under the Louisiana Rules if his work was temporary.  Id.   

Sternberg therefore felt comfortable with the task of assisting the Egenberg 

Firm attorneys on some of the Hurricane Ida claims given that it would be on a 

temporary basis, and he would be working directly under the supervision of lawyers 

admitted to and in good standing with the Louisiana bar.  Exhibit 1.   

Sternberg began providing limited services for certain of the Egenberg Firm’s 

Hurricane Ida clients in the fall of 2021, but at all times took care to ensure that he 

did so under the supervision of more senior Louisiana counsel who actively 

participated in the representation, including Egenberg and attorney Aaron Hurd 

(“Hurd”).  Id.  During this time, Sternberg did not sign any fee agreements for the 
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firm, sign any pleadings, endorse any checks, or make any court appearances in the 

cases with which he was assisting.  Id.   

One of the clients for whom Sternberg provided limited services was a woman 

named Ruth Franklin, who retained the Egenberg Firm in November 2021 to 

represent her on her Hurricane Ida claims related to her home.  Id.  At all times 

with respect to Ms. Franklin’s case, Hurd—an attorney in good standing with the 

Louisiana bar—supervised Sternberg and actively participated in the Egenberg 

Firm’s provision of legal services to Ms. Franklin.  Id.  Hurd’s office was only a few 

doors away from Sternberg’s, and at each step in Ms. Franklin’s case with which 

Sternberg assisted, Sternberg consulted with Hurd.  Id.   

Sternberg met with Ms. Franklin to obtain information about her claim and 

provide information concerning the claims process.  Id.  Sternberg then—again 

acting at the direction and under the supervision of Hurd—corresponded with 

Ms. Franklin and her insurance adjuster, and assisted in the resolution of 

Ms. Franklin’s insurance claim.  Id.   

The Louisiana Proceeding 

Ms. Franklin became dissatisfied with her settlement, and filed a grievance 

against Sternberg in April 2022.  Id.  At the exact same time, the LADB was being 

bombarded with complaints concerning attorneys from McClenny Moseley & 

Associates PLLC (“McClenny Moseley”), a Texas firm that had filed thousands of 

Hurricane Ida claims in Louisiana.  Id.; see also Exhibit 3 at p. 1; Exhibit 4.  It came 

to light that many of the pleadings were incorrect or duplicates of prior pleadings, 
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and some of them were potentially filed without the clients’ knowledge or consent.  

Exhibit 3 at p. 8 (discussing frivolous and erroneous pleadings); Exhibit 4 at p. 2 

(referencing “erroneous filings, client complaints, and ‘mass settlements.’”).2   

Based on comments the LADB made to Sternberg and his Louisiana 

disciplinary attorney, it appears that the LADB was highly sensitive to and 

suspicious of Texas attorneys and firms filing Hurricane Ida claims, and was thus 

resolved to prosecute and punish them to the fullest extent permitted, even if—like 

Sternberg—they had no association at all with McClenny Moseley. Exhibit 1. 

Sternberg filed his response to Franklin’s grievance in July 2022, and a 

supplemental response the following month.  Id.  After summoning Sternberg and 

other witnesses for an initial round of sworn statements, the LADB contacted 

Sternberg in July 2023—nearly two years after Sternberg first met with 

Ms. Franklin and more than a year after he was notified of the grievance—and 

asked him to appear to give yet another sworn statement.  Exhibit 1; see also 

Exhibit 5, July 18, 2023 Letter from LADB.   

At that point, ready to put the matter behind him, eager to proceed with his 

legal career, and frustrated with the length of time that had already passed, 

Sternberg retained disciplinary counsel and began negotiations with LADB for 

consent discipline.  Id.   

 
2 Among other things, the firm’s filing of over 1600 petitions in one day caused a shutdown of the 
payment system for the Western District of Louisiana, drawing the ire of a federal judge and special 
attention from disciplinary authorities.  Id. (“‘I’m telling you, don’t ever come back to my court,’ 
Judge Cain told [McClenny Moseley attorney] Huye at an October hearing.  ‘God forbid we ever have 
another hurricane, but I do not ever want to see this again.  Hear me.  Tell your partners in Houston 
stay the frick out of my court with this kind of trash.’”). 
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The LADB cleared Sternberg of any misconduct with respect to his work on 

Ms. Franklin’s claim specifically, but determined that Sternberg should be punished 

for practicing law in Louisiana without a license.  Id.  Importantly, the LADB 

stipulated to the following facts: 

 

 

* * * 

  

Exhibit 6, Stipulated Facts, p. 3.   
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The LADB also found that multiple mitigating factors existed, including: 

 

Id.  The LADB also stipulated that Sternberg’s actions “did not cause actual harm 

to any client.”  Id., p. 4. 

Yet the LADB would agree to nothing less than a five-year prohibition from 

being able to apply for admission in Louisiana.  Id.; see also Exhibit 7, Motion for 

Consent Discipline.  By then, disappointed and upset with the poor advice and 

direction he had received there, Sternberg had left the Egenberg Firm and joined 

Burns Charest LLP as an associate.  Id.  Feeling he had no choice and upon the 

advice of counsel, Sternberg agreed to the five-year penalty.  Id.   

The Louisiana Supreme Court, however, determined that a five-year 

prohibition from applying for the Louisiana bar was too long, and sua sponte 

informed Sternberg and the LADB that the prohibition should be reduced to only 

one year.  See Exhibit 1.  Sternberg and the LADB thus submitted a Revised 

Motion for Consent Discipline in November 2023.  Exhibit 8, Revised Motion for 

Consent Discipline.  The Louisiana Supreme Court approved the motion and 

entered the one-year prohibition against Sternberg on January 17, 2024.  Exhibit 9, 

LASC Order. 
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The Texas Proceeding 

Upon receiving the signed order from the Louisiana Supreme Court, 

Sternberg immediately informed the CDC, which subsequently initiated this 

proceeding.  Exhibit 10, January 31, 2024 Letter from Allison Standish Miller to 

CDC; see also May 10, 2024 Petition for Reciprocal Discipline (the “Petition”).  This 

body subsequently issued its Order to Show Cause on May 20, 2024 (the “Order”). 

In the Petition, the CDC requests that the Board of Disciplinary Appeals (the 

“BODA”) discipline Sternberg with a one-year active suspension.  Id.  But this is not 

reciprocal discipline “to the extent practicable” given the circumstances.  Sternberg 

regrets the entire incident.  Exhibit 1.  While he again acknowledges that some 

discipline must be imposed, the discipline proposed would result in grave injustice, 

and warrants substantially different discipline here.  See, e.g., Exhibits 1, 11. 

For all of the reasons we discuss next, Sternberg respectfully requests that 

the BODA enter discipline in the range of a public reprimand up to no greater than 

a one-year probated suspension. 
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Argument and Evidence in Support of Defenses 

Reciprocal Discipline in Texas 

Rule 9.03 of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure requires that if an 

attorney files a response to a petition for reciprocal discipline, the BODA “shall 

proceed to determine the case upon the pleadings, the evidence, and the briefs, if 

any.”  Tex. R. Disciplinary P. 9.03.  In this response, Sternberg presents clear and 

convincing evidence in support of his defenses in order “to avoid discipline identical, 

to the extent practicable, with that directed by the other jurisdiction.”  Id. at 9.04.  

This evidence includes the exhibits referenced above, along with the Affidavit of 

Billy Shepherd, a distinguished Houston attorney who has spent his career 

representing lawyers in disciplinary and malpractice matters.  Exhibit 11, Affidavit 

of Billy Shepherd.  

As a preliminary matter, because Sternberg is not licensed in Louisiana and 

is licensed here, a one-year active suspension from the practice of law in Texas is 

not “discipline identical, to the extent practicable, with that directed by the 

judgment of the other jurisdiction.”  In fact, a one-year suspension here would 

frustrate the purpose of discipline in Louisiana, which is presumably so that 

Sternberg may build a record of good conduct and compliance with the rules in 

Texas before applying to practice in Louisiana (if he so chooses).  But he cannot do 

this if he is suspended in Texas.  Instead, a one-year probated suspension or even a 

lesser sanction would accomplish the same goal: allowing Sternberg—a new 

lawyer—to practice, gain experience, and create a clean record.   
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Grave Injustice Would Result from Imposing the Proposed Discipline 

The imposition by this tribunal of a one-year active suspension—which as 

described above is not identical discipline to the extent practicable with that 

imposed by Louisiana—would result in grave injustice.  See Tex. R. Disciplinary P. 

9.04.C. 

As a member of this body recently recognized:   

No Texas judicial decision has defined the term “grave injustice,” but it 
seems to refer to a decision that would be particularly inequitable 
given the facts and law in a particular case. 

When the government takes away someone’s ability to earn a 
living. . .it can destroy a person’s life.  That is a grave matter. 

Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension, Cause No. 67623, In the Matter of 

Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane, at p. 16 (Boatright, Member, dissenting) (citing 

Caldwell v. Barnes, 975 S.W.2d 535, 539 (Tex. 1998)).  

Sternberg’s ability to earn a living is not the only thing at stake here: his 

ability to serve justice through the legal profession is as well.  Sternberg is a recent 

Texas licensee who graduated from law school with distinction, and is at the very 

beginning of what should be a lengthy and distinguished career.  See Exhibit 1.  He 

had been licensed for approximately one month when he first took the actions on a 

temporary basis that ultimately resulted in discipline in Louisiana, despite his 

fastidious efforts to comply with both the Texas and the Louisiana Rules, and the 

assurance of the supervising Louisiana attorneys that he was following those rules.  

Id.   
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The LADB cleared him of misconduct in Ms. Franklin’s case with respect to 

her settlement, but sought to make an example out of Sternberg, apparently in light 

of the ongoing McClenny Moseley debacle.  See, e,g., Exhibits 3, 4.  The Louisiana 

Supreme Court, however, recognized the inequity of the LADB’s proposed harsh 

punishment, and reduced the length of the prohibition from applying to practice 

there from five years to one.  See Exhibits 8, 9. 

In addition to the one-year penalty in Louisiana and the potential imposition 

of discipline in Texas, Sternberg has suffered other negative impacts.  See 

Exhibits 1, 11.  For example, due to the pendency of this and the Louisiana 

proceeding, he has been prevented from applying for full or pro hac vice admission 

in other jurisdictions.  Id.  His future ability to be admitted to other courts, either 

fully or pro hac vice, is potentially impacted as well.  Id.  Sternberg must also now 

take the bar in certain jurisdictions should he ever desire to apply; he would not 

have been required to do so had this proceeding been concluded within the three-

year window of his passing the bar in Texas given his high score on the Uniform 

Bar Examination.  Id. 

Even in light of these difficult circumstances, and as found by the Louisiana 

authorities, Sternberg has continued to demonstrate his good character by 

cooperating in good faith with the process and expressing remorse throughout this 

difficult time.  See, e.g., Exhibit 6, p. 3.  Imposing a one-year active suspension (or, 

for that matter, any greater punishment) would result in grave injustice.  

Exhibits 1, 11. 
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From a pure public policy perspective, if nothing else, Sternberg’s 

inexperience at the time should be taken into account as well.  Exhibit 11.  Young 

attorneys who try to do what is right based not only on direction from their 

superiors but also independent research, as Sternberg did here, should not be 

punished any more than absolutely necessary to help them on their path to 

becoming productive, upstanding members of the legal profession.  Id.   

The Disciplinary Rule charging more senior attorneys with the duty of 

supervising junior ones is indicative of this policy goal.  See, e.g., Tex. Disciplinary 

R. Prof’l Conduct 5.01(a).  Comment 6 to Rule explicitly states that: 

Wholly aside from the dictates of these rules for discipline, a lawyer in 
a position of authority in a firm or government agency or over another 
lawyer should feel a moral compunction to make reasonable efforts to 
ensure that the office, firm, or agency has in effect appropriate 
procedural measures giving reasonable assurance that all lawyers in 
the office conform to these rules. 

Id., Cmt. 6. 

The McClenny Moseley situation is extremely unfortunate.  In addition to 

harming members of the public, it damages the reputation of the legal profession.  

See e.g., Exhibits 3, 4.  Someone should certainly pay the price, but that person 

should not be Sternberg, who has now spent the majority of the time he has been 

licensed dealing with this matter.  See Exhibit 1. 

Again, Sternberg acknowledges that some discipline must be imposed, but 

respectfully requests that the BODA follow the Louisiana high court’s lead in 

reducing the proposed discipline to avoid a grave injustice.  See Tex. R. Disciplinary 

P. 9.04.C.  
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This Case Warrants Substantially Different Discipline 

Sternberg’s punishment in Louisiana warrants substantially different 

discipline here for several reasons.  See Tex. R. Disciplinary P. 9.04.D. 

First, as described in part above, a one-year active suspension from 

practicing in Texas is drastically different from a one-year suspension from being 

able to apply for admission in Louisiana.  Sternberg should be allowed to practice in 

Texas while he is serving out his prohibition from applying for admission to 

Louisiana.  During that time, he will be (and indeed has been) working diligently 

and ethically, learning how to practice law generally and represent clients in 

personal injury matters specifically.  Exhibit 1.  If he is suspended for one year, that 

will stop, and interrupt his ability not only to develop his professional skills but also 

to apply for admission in other jurisdictions, including Louisiana, if he so desires.  

Exhibits 1, 11. 

Second, Sternberg has already been punished quite substantially for his 

regrettable actions in accepting the Louisiana work.  Exhibits, 1 11.  He has had 

this matter drag on for going on two years; he has been unable to apply for pro hac 

vice admission in other states; he has even had to change firms.3  Id.  Further, the 

discipline was publicized in the Louisiana Bar Journal and elsewhere on the 

internet.  Exhibits 12-14.  Sternberg’s one mistake in abiding by the instructions 

and advice of the senior attorneys he relied on to guide him as a recent law school 

 
3 While moving to a new firm was a net positive given the Egenberg Firm’s failure to properly advise 
Sternberg, having to do so is not an ideal situation for any new lawyer.   
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graduate and brand-new Texas licensee will follow him for perhaps the rest of his 

career. 

Third, this case will have an impact beyond just this matter.  Other young, 

inexperienced attorneys who get caught in unfortunate circumstances should not 

have this precedent set for them when they have acted in good faith and tried to do 

what is right—especially when told to do so by their supervising attorneys.  See, 

e.g., Exhibit 1. 

Finally, a fully-probated suspension of no more than one year—or any lesser 

discipline down to a public reprimand—would be more appropriate given all of the 

mitigating factors described above.  See, e.g., Exhibits 1, 6, 11.  Most importantly, 

the interests of the public would be protected given that Sternberg would be under 

the supervision of the disciplinary authorities, while continuing to learn how to 

practice law with diligence and competence.  See Exhibit 11. 

For all of these reasons, substantially different discipline is warranted here.  

See Exhibits 1, 11; see also Tex. R. Disciplinary P. 9.04.D.  Sternberg thus 

respectfully requests that the CDC’s request for entry of a one-year active 

suspension be denied, and that the BODA sanction him with no more than a one-

year probated suspension. 
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The Kennard Matter Is Not an Appropriate Comparison 

Sternberg anticipates that the CDC will use the matter of Alfonso Kennard 

(“Kennard”) to argue that the same discipline issued out-of-state should be levied 

here.  See Exhibit 15, Judgment of Suspension, Cause No. 65861, In the Matter of 

Alfonso Kennard, Jr.  In that case, the Minnesota Supreme Court entered an order 

suspending Kennard for 30 days for practicing law without a license “even though 

he was not licensed in Minnesota.”  Id. at pp. 1, 3.  The BODA subsequently issued 

reciprocal discipline against Kennard in the form of an active 30-day suspension.  

Id. at p. 5.  

Facially, Kennard’s case is similar to Sternberg’s: both were prohibited from 

applying to practice in foreign jurisdictions in which they were not licensed as 

punishment for practicing law without a license.  See Exhibits 9, 15.  But the 

similarities stop there. 

Unlike Sternberg, Kennard failed to file a response or otherwise cooperate 

with the Minnesota disciplinary authorities: “The Petition also alleged that 

[Kennard] violated MRPC 8.1(b) by failing to respond to the Director of the Office of 

Lawyers Professional Responsibility despite numerous requests to do so.”  Id. 

at p. 2 (emphasis added).  Here, Sternberg was expressly found to have cooperated 

with the LADB.  Exhibit 6, p. 3. 

Unlike Sternberg, Kennard was found by the foreign jurisdiction’s supreme 

court to have “knowingly disobey[ed] an obligation under the rules of a tribunal. . ..”  

Id.  No such finding was entered against Sternberg, who again was found to have 
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followed the advice of his supervising attorneys, and who cooperated with 

disciplinary authorities.  Exhibit 6, pp. 2, 3. 

Unlike Sternberg, Kennard failed to timely file an answer to the CDC’s 

petition.  Id. at p. 5.  Sternberg, however, takes this matter extremely seriously, 

hiring Texas counsel to report the Louisiana discipline immediately after it was 

entered, and to draft and file this response and brief.  See, e.g., Exhibit 10. 

Finally, unlike Sternberg, Kennard failed to establish any defenses, leaving 

the BODA no choice under the Rules of Disciplinary Procedure to impose identical 

discipline to the extent practicable.  Id. at p. 5; see also Tex. R. Disciplinary P. 9.03, 

17.05.  Sternberg, on the other hand, has established two defenses by clear and 

convincing evidence as set forth above.   

Kennard’s discipline was warranted given a host of aggravating factors that 

are simply not present or applicable here.  Yet his discipline—given those multiple 

aggravating factors—is a mere fraction of what the CDC proposes now.  Sternberg 

thus respectfully requests that the BODA treat the Kennard case as a completely 

different matter, and disregard any arguments by the CDC to the contrary.  



 
19 

 

Proof 

In support of this response, Sternberg relies on the following exhibits, which 

are incorporated into the response and attached hereto:   

Exhibit No. Description 

1. Declaration of Manfred Max Sternberg; 
2. Example of Egenberg Firm letterhead; 
3. February 28, 2023 Emergency Petition for Interim Suspension, In 

re: Confidential Party, Supreme Court of Louisiana; 
4. April 14, 2023 Law360 Article: Houston Storm Firm in Eye of 

Louisiana Ethics Hurricane; 
5. July 18, 2023 Letter from Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board to 

Manfred Max Sternberg; 
6. Joint Stipulation of Facts, In re: Confidential Party, Supreme Court 

of Louisiana; 
7. Motion for Consent Discipline, In re: Confidential Party, Supreme 

Court of Louisiana; 
8. Revised Joint Motion for Consent Discipline, In re: Confidential 

Party, Supreme Court of Louisiana; 
9. January 17, 2024 Louisiana Supreme Court Order, No. 2023-B-

1345, In re: Manfred Max Sternberg; 
10. January 31, 2024 Letter from Allison Standish Miller to Chief 

Disciplinary Counsel, State Bar of Texas; 
11. Affidavit of Billy Shepherd; 
12. Excerpt from Louisiana Bar Journal Volume 71, Number 6, 

April/May 2024; 
13. January 29, 2024 blog post, ALAB News, 

https://alabnews.com/attorney-manfred-max-sternberg-barred-
from-seeking-admission-to-louisiana-bar-for-one-year-due-to-
unauthorized-practice-of-law/; 

14. February 6, 2024 blog post, Louisiana Legal Ethics, 
https://lalegalethics.org/january-2024-discipline/; and 

15. Judgment of Suspension, Cause No. 65861, In the Matter of Alfonso 
Kennard, Jr. 

https://alabnews.com/attorney-manfred-max-sternberg-barred-from-seeking-admission-to-louisiana-bar-for-one-year-due-to-unauthorized-practice-of-law/
https://alabnews.com/attorney-manfred-max-sternberg-barred-from-seeking-admission-to-louisiana-bar-for-one-year-due-to-unauthorized-practice-of-law/
https://alabnews.com/attorney-manfred-max-sternberg-barred-from-seeking-admission-to-louisiana-bar-for-one-year-due-to-unauthorized-practice-of-law/
https://lalegalethics.org/january-2024-discipline/
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General Denial 

Sternberg has tried diligently to address each of the issues and allegations 

raised in the Petition and the Order.  To the extent that Sternberg has failed to 

address any issue or allegation, the failure was not intentional or the result of 

conscious disregard.  To the extent that Sternberg has failed to address any issues 

or allegations, Sternberg specifically denies them, including any claim that the 

discipline sought to be imposed by the CDC is appropriate here. 

Conclusion 

Sternberg respectfully requests that the BODA enter discipline against him 

of no more than a one-year probated suspension.  Sternberg requests any other 

relief to which he is entitled.   

Dated: June 27, 2024 Respectfully submitted: 

BECK REDDEN LLP 
 

By:/s/ Allison Standish Miller    
Allison Standish Miller 
State Bar No. 24046440 
amiller@beckredden.com  
Thomas E. Ganucheau 
State Bar No. 00784104 
tganucheau@beckredden.com 
Cassie R. Maneen 
Texas Bar No. 24120989 
cmaneen@beckredden.com  

1221 McKinney Street, Suite 4500 
Houston, Texas 77010 
Telephone:  (713) 951-3700 
Facsimile:   (713) 951-3730 
ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT 
MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 

mailto:amiller@beckredden.com
mailto:tganucheau@beckredden.com
mailto:cmaneen@beckredden.com
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Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument was 
filed and served on all counsel of record via e-filing/email on Thursday, 
June 27, 2024. 

/s/ Allison Standish Miller    
Allison Standish Miller  

 



 
 
 

Appendix 
 
 



LAW FIRMS AND ASSOCIATIONS 
 
Rule 5.5. Unauthorized Practice of Law; Multijurisdictional Practice of Law (amended 

5/14/2005, effective 7/1/2008) 
 
(a)  A lawyer shall not practice law in violation of the regulation of the legal profession in 

that jurisdiction, or assist another in doing so. 
 
(b)  A lawyer who is not admitted to practice in this jurisdiction shall not: 
 

(1)  except as authorized by these Rules or other law, establish an office or other 
systematic and continuous presence in this jurisdiction for the practice of law; or 

 
(2)  hold out to the public or otherwise represent that the lawyer is admitted to practice 

law in this jurisdiction. 
 

(c)  A lawyer admitted in another United States jurisdiction, and not disbarred or suspended 
from practice in any jurisdiction, may provide legal services on a temporary basis in this 
jurisdiction that: 

 
(1)  are undertaken in association with a lawyer who is admitted to practice in this 

jurisdiction and who actively participates in the matter; 
 

(2)  are in or reasonably related to a pending or potential proceeding before a tribunal 
in this or another jurisdiction, if the lawyer, or a person the lawyer is assisting, is 
authorized by law or order to appear in such proceeding or reasonably expects to 
be so authorized; 

 
(3)  are in or reasonably related to a pending or potential arbitration, mediation, or 

other alternative dispute resolution proceeding in this or another jurisdiction, if 
the services arise out of or are reasonably related to the lawyer’s practice in a 
jurisdiction in which the lawyer is admitted to practice and are not services for 
which the forum requires pro hac vice admission; or 

 
(4)  are not within paragraphs (c)(2) or (c)(3) and arise out of or are reasonably 

related to the lawyer’s practice in a jurisdiction in which the lawyer is admitted to 
practice. 
 

(d)  A lawyer admitted in another United States jurisdiction, and not disbarred or suspended 
from practice in any jurisdiction, may provide legal services in this jurisdiction that: 

 
(1)  are provided to the lawyer’s employer or its organizational affiliates and are not 

services for which the forum requires pro hac vice admission and that are 
provided by an attorney who has received a limited license to practice law 
pursuant to La. S. Ct. Rule XVII, §14; or 

 



(2) are services that the lawyer is authorized to provide by federal law or other law of this 
jurisdiction. 

 
(e) (1)  A lawyer shall not: 

 
(i)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent 

contractor, or otherwise join in any other capacity, in connection with the 
practice of law, any person the attorney knows or reasonably should know 
is a disbarred attorney, during the period of disbarment, or any person the 
attorney knows or reasonably should know is an attorney who has 
permanently resigned from the practice of law in lieu of discipline; or 

 
(ii)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent 

contractor, or otherwise join in any other capacity, in connection with the 
practice of law, any person the attorney knows or reasonably should know 
is a suspended attorney, or an attorney who has been transferred to 
disability inactive status, during the period of suspension or transfer, 
unless first preceded by the submission of a fully executed employment 
registration statement to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, on a 
registration form provided by the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board, 
and approved by the Louisiana Supreme Court. 

 
 (2)  The registration form provided for in Section (e)(1) shall include: 

 
(i)  the identity and bar roll number of the suspended or transferred attorney 

sought to be hired; 
 

(ii)  the identity and bar roll number of the attorney having direct supervisory 
responsibility over the suspended attorney, or the attorney transferred to 
disability inactive status, throughout the duration of employment or 
association; 

 
(iii)  a list of all duties and activities to be assigned to the suspended attorney, 

or the attorney transferred to disability inactive status, during the period of 
employment or association; 

 
(iv)  the terms of employment of the suspended attorney, or the attorney 

transferred to disability inactive status, including method of compensation; 
 

(v)  a statement by the employing attorney that includes a consent to random 
compliance audits, to be conducted by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, 
at any time during the employment or association of the suspended 
attorney, or the attorney transferred to disability inactive status; and 

 
(vi)  a statement by the employing attorney certifying that the order giving rise 

to the suspension or transfer of the proposed employee has been provided 



for review and consideration in advance of employment by the suspended 
attorney, or the attorney transferred to disability inactive status. 

 
 (3)  For purposes of this Rule, the practice of law shall include the following  

activities: 
 
(i)  holding oneself out as an attorney or lawyer authorized to practice law; 

 
(ii)  rendering legal consultation or advice to a client; 

 
(iii)  appearing on behalf of a client in any hearing or proceeding, or before 

any judicial officer, arbitrator, mediator, court, public agency, referee, 
magistrate, commissioner, hearing officer, or governmental body 
operating in an adjudicative capacity, including submission of pleadings, 
except as may otherwise be permitted by law; 

 
(iv)  appearing as a representative of the client at a deposition or other 

discovery matter; 
 

(v)  negotiating or transacting any matter for or on behalf of a client with third 
parties; 

 
(vi)  otherwise engaging in activities defined by law or Supreme Court decision 

as constituting the practice of law. 
 

 (4)  In addition, a suspended lawyer, or a lawyer transferred to disability inactive  
status, shall not receive, disburse or otherwise handle client funds. 
 

 (5)  Upon termination of the suspended attorney, or the attorney transferred to  
disability inactive status, the employing attorney having direct supervisory 
authority shall promptly serve upon the Office of Disciplinary Counsel written 
notice of the termination. 
 

 
Rule 5.5. Unauthorized Practice of Law; Multijurisdictional Practice of Law (amended 

3/8/2005, effective 4/1/2005) 
 
(a)  A lawyer shall not practice law in violation of the regulation of the legal profession in 

that jurisdiction, or assist another in doing so. 
 
(b)  A lawyer who is not admitted to practice in this jurisdiction shall not: 

 
(1)  except as authorized by these Rules or other law, establish an office or other 

systematic and continuous presence in this jurisdiction for the practice of law; or 
  



(2)  hold out to the public or otherwise represent that the lawyer is admitted to practice 
law in this jurisdiction. 
 

(c)  A lawyer admitted in another United States jurisdiction, and not disbarred or suspended 
from practice in any jurisdiction, may provide legal services on a temporary basis in this 
jurisdiction that: 

 
(1)  are undertaken in association with a lawyer who is admitted to practice in this 

jurisdiction and who actively participates in the matter; 
 

(2)  are in or reasonably related to a pending or potential proceeding before a tribunal 
in this or another jurisdiction, if the lawyer, or a person the lawyer is assisting, is 
authorized by law or order to appear in such proceeding or reasonably expects to 
be so authorized; 

 
(3)  are in or reasonably related to a pending or potential arbitration, mediation, or 

other alternative dispute resolution proceeding in this or another jurisdiction, if 
the services arise out of or are reasonably related to the lawyer’s practice in a 
jurisdiction in which the lawyer is admitted to practice and are not services for 
which the forum requires pro hac vice admission; or 

 
(4)  are not within paragraphs (c)(2) or (c)(3) and arise out of or are reasonably related 

to the lawyer’s practice in a jurisdiction in which the lawyer is admitted to 
practice. 
 

(d)  A lawyer admitted in another United States jurisdiction, and not disbarred or suspended 
from practice in any jurisdiction, may provide legal services in this jurisdiction that: 

 
(1)  are provided to the lawyer’s employer or its organizational affiliates and are not 

services for which the forum requires pro hac vice admission and that are 
provided by an attorney who has received a limited license to practice law 
pursuant to La. S. Ct. Rule XVII, §14; or 

 
(2)  are services that the lawyer is authorized to provide by federal law or other law of 

this jurisdiction. 
 

(e) (1)  A lawyer shall not: 
 
(i) employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent 

contractor, or otherwise join in any other capacity, in connection with the 
practice of law, any person the attorney knows or reasonably should know 
is a disbarred attorney, during the period of disbarment, or any person the 
attorney knows or reasonably should know is an attorney who has 
permanently resigned from the practice of law in lieu of discipline; or 

 



(ii)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent 
contractor, or otherwise join in any other capacity, in connection with the 
practice of law, any person the attorney knows or reasonably should know 
is a suspended attorney, during the period of suspension, unless first 
preceded by the submission of a fully executed employment registration 
statement to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, on a registration form 
provided by the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board, and approved by 
the Louisiana Supreme Court. 

 
 (2)  The registration form provided for in Section (e)(1) shall include: 

 
(i)  the identity and bar roll number of the suspended attorney sought to be 

hired; 
 

(ii)  the identity and bar roll number of the attorney having direct supervisory 
responsibility over the suspended attorney throughout the duration of 
employment or association; 

 
(iii)  a list of all duties and activities to be assigned to the suspended attorney 

during the period of employment or association; 
 

(iv)  the terms of employment of the suspended attorney, including method of 
compensation; 

 
(v)  a statement by the employing attorney that includes a consent to random 

compliance audits, to be conducted by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, 
at any time during the employment or association of the suspended 
attorney; and 

 
(vi)  a statement by the employing attorney certifying that the order giving rise 

to the suspension of the proposed employee has been provided for review 
and consideration in advance of employment by the suspended attorney. 

 
 (3)  For purposes of this Rule, the practice of law shall include the following  

activities: 
 
(i)  holding oneself out as an attorney or lawyer authorized to practice law; 

 
(ii)  rendering legal consultation or advice to a client; 

 
(iii)  appearing on behalf of a client in any hearing or proceeding, or before any 

judicial officer, arbitrator, mediator, court, public agency, referee, 
magistrate, commissioner, hearing officer, or governmental body 
operating in an adjudicative capacity, including submission of pleadings, 
except as may otherwise be permitted by law; 

 



(iv)  appearing as a representative of the client at a deposition or other 
discovery matter; 

 
(v)  negotiating or transacting any matter for or on behalf of a client with third 

parties; 
 

(vi)  otherwise engaging in activities defined by law or Supreme Court decision 
as constituting the practice of law. 

 
 (4)  In addition, a suspended lawyer shall not receive, disburse or otherwise handle  

client funds. 
 

 (5)  Upon termination of the suspended attorney, the employing attorney having direct  
supervisory authority shall promptly serve upon the Office of Disciplinary 
Counsel written notice of the termination. 

 
 
Rule 5.5.  Unauthorized Practice of Law (amended and effective 3/24/2004) 
 
A lawyer shall not: 
 
(a)  practice law in a jurisdiction where doing so violates the regulation of the legal 

profession in that jurisdiction; 
 
(b)  assist a person who is not a member of the bar in the performance of activity that 

constitutes the unauthorized practice of law; 
 
(c)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent contractor, or otherwise 

join in any other capacity, in connection with the practice of law, any person the attorney 
knows or reasonably should know is a disbarred attorney, during the period of 
disbarment, or any person the attorney knows or reasonably should know is an attorney 
who has permanently resigned from the practice of law in lieu of discipline; or 

 
(d)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent contractor, or otherwise 

join in any other capacity, in connection with the practice of law, any person the attorney 
knows or reasonably should know is a suspended attorney, during the period of 
suspension, unless first preceded by the submission of a fully executed employment 
registration statement to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, on a registration form 
provided by the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board, and approved by the Louisiana 
Supreme Court. 

 
The registration form provided for herein shall include: 

 
(1)  The identity and bar roll number of the suspended attorney sought to be hired; 

 



(2)  The identity and bar roll number of the attorney having direct supervisory 
responsibility over the suspended attorney throughout the duration of employment 
or association; 

 
(3)  A list of all duties and activities to be assigned to the suspended attorney during 

the period of employment or association; 
 

(4)  The terms of employment of the suspended attorney, including method of 
compensation; 

 
(5)  A statement by the employing attorney that includes a consent to random 

compliance audits, to be conducted by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, at any 
time during the employment or association of the suspended attorney, and 

 
(6)  A statement by the employing attorney certifying that the order giving rise to the 

suspension of the proposed employee has been provided for review and 
consideration in advance of employment by the suspended attorney. 
 
For purposes of this Rule, the practice of law shall include the following 
activities: 
 
(i)  Holding oneself out as an attorney or lawyer authorized to practice law; 

 
(ii)  Rendering legal consultation or advice to a client; 

 
(iii)  Appearing on behalf of a client in any hearing or proceeding, or before 

any judicial officer, arbitrator, mediator, court, public agency, referee, 
magistrate, commissioner, hearing officer, or governmental body 
operating in an adjudicative capacity, including submission of pleadings, 
except as may otherwise be permitted by law; 

 
(iv)  Appearing as a representative of the client at a deposition or other 

discovery matter; 
 

(v)  Negotiating or transacting any matter for or on behalf of a client with third 
parties; 

 
(vi)  Otherwise engaging in activities defined by law or Supreme Court 

decision as constituting the practice of law. In addition, a suspended 
lawyer shall not receive, disburse or otherwise handle client funds. Upon 
termination of the suspended attorney, the employing attorney having 
direct supervisory authority shall promptly serve upon the Office of 
Disciplinary Counsel written notice of the termination. 

 
Rule 5.5.  Unauthorized Practice of Law (repealed and reenacted 1/20/2004, effective 

3/1/2004) 



 
A lawyer shall not: 
 
(a)  practice law in a jurisdiction where doing so violates the regulation of the legal 

profession in that jurisdiction; 
 
(b)  assist a person who is not a member of the bar in the performance of activity that 

constitutes the unauthorized practice of law; 
 
(c)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent contractor, or otherwise 

join in any other capacity, in connection with the practice of law, any person the attorney 
knows or reasonably should know is a disbarred attorney, during the period of 
disbarment; or 

 
(d)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent contractor, or otherwise 

join in any other capacity, in connection with the practice of law, any person the attorney 
knows or reasonably should know is a suspended attorney, during the period of 
suspension, unless first preceded by the submission of a fully executed employment 
registration statement to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, on a registration form 
provided by the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board, and approved by the Louisiana 
Supreme Court. 

 
The registration form provided for herein shall include: 

 
(1)  The identity and bar roll number of the suspended attorney sought to be hired; 

 
(2)  The identity and bar roll number of the attorney having direct supervisory 

responsibility over the suspended attorney throughout the duration of employment 
or association; 

 
(3)  A list of all duties and activities to be assigned to the suspended attorney during 

the period of employment or association; 
 

(4)  The terms of employment of the suspended attorney, including method of 
compensation; 

 
(5)  A statement by the employing attorney that includes a consent to random 

compliance audits, to be conducted by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, at any 
time during the employment or association of the suspended attorney, and 

 
(6)  A statement by the employing attorney certifying that the order giving rise to the 

suspension of the proposed employee has been provided for review and 
consideration in advance of employment by the suspended attorney. 
 
For purposes of this Rule, the practice of law shall include the following 
activities: 



 
(i)  Holding oneself out as an attorney or lawyer authorized to practice law; 

 
(ii)  Rendering legal consultation or advice to a client; 

 
(iii)  Appearing on behalf of a client in any hearing or proceeding, or before 

any judicial officer, arbitrator, mediator, court, public agency, referee, 
magistrate, commissioner, hearing officer, or governmental body 
operating in an adjudicative capacity, including submission of pleadings, 
except as may otherwise be permitted by law; 

 
(iv)  Appearing as a representative of the client at a deposition or other 

discovery matter; 
 

(v)  Negotiating or transacting any matter for or on behalf of a client with third 
parties; 

 
(vi)  Otherwise engaging in activities defined by law or Supreme Court 

decision as constituting the practice of law. In addition, a suspended 
lawyer shall not receive, disburse or otherwise handle client funds. Upon 
termination of the suspended attorney, the employing attorney having 
direct supervisory authority shall promptly serve upon the Office of 
Disciplinary Counsel written notice of the termination. 

 
 
Rule 5.5. Unauthorized Practice of Law (4/4/2002, effective 7/1/2002) 
 
A lawyer shall not: 
 
(a)  practice law in a jurisdiction where doing so violates the regulation of the legal 

profession in that jurisdiction; 
 
(b)  assist a person who is not a member of the bar in the performance of activity that 

constitutes the unauthorized practice of law; 
 
(c)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent contractor, or otherwise 

join in any other capacity, in connection with the practice of law, any person the attorney 
knows or reasonably should know is a disbarred attorney, during the period of 
disbarment; or 

 
(d)  employ, contract with as a consultant, engage as an independent contractor, or otherwise 

join in any other capacity, in connection with the practice of law, any person the attorney 
knows or reasonably should know is a suspended attorney, during the period of 
suspension, unless first preceded by the submission of a fully executed employment 
registration statement to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, on a registration form 



provided by the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board, and approved by the Louisiana 
Supreme Court. The registration form provided for herein shall include: 

 
(1)  The identity and bar roll number of the suspended attorney sought to be hired; 

 
(2)  The identity and bar roll number of the attorney having direct supervisory 

responsibility over the suspended attorney throughout the duration of employment 
or association; 

 
(3)  A list of all duties and activities to be assigned to the suspended attorney during 

the period of employment or association; 
 

(4)  The terms of employment of the suspended attorney, including method of 
compensation; 

 
(5)  A statement by the employing attorney that includes a consent to random 

compliance audits, to be conducted by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, at any 
time during the employment or association of the suspended attorney; and 

 
(6)  A statement by the employing attorney certifying that the order giving rise to the 

suspension of the proposed employee has been provided for review and 
consideration in advance of employment by the suspended attorney. 

 
For purposes of this Rule, the practice of law shall include the following 
activities: 

 
(i)  Holding oneself out as an attorney or lawyer authorized to practice law; 

 
(ii)  Rendering legal consultation or advice to a client; 

 
(iii)  Appearing on behalf of a client in any hearing or proceeding, or before 

any judicial officer, arbitrator, mediator, court, public agency, referee, 
magistrate, commissioner, hearing officer, or governmental body 
operating in an adjudicative capacity, including submission of pleadings, 
except as may otherwise be permitted by law; 

 
(iv)  Appearing as a representative of the client at a deposition or other 

discovery matter; 
 

(v)  Negotiating or transacting any matter for or on behalf of a client with third 
parties; 

 
(vi)  Otherwise engaging in activities defined by law or Supreme Court 

decision as constituting the practice of law. 
 



In addition, a suspended lawyer shall not receive, disburse or otherwise handle 
client funds.  

 
Upon termination of the suspended attorney, the employing attorney having direct 
supervisory authority shall promptly serve upon the Office of Disciplinary 
Counsel written notice of the termination. 

 

Rule 5.5. Unauthorized Practice of Law (adopted 12/18/1986, effective 1/1/1987) 

A lawyer shall not: 

(a)  practice law in a jurisdiction where doing so violates the regulation of the legal 
profession of that jurisdiction; or 

(b)  assist a person who is not a member of the bar in the performance of activity that 
constitutes the unauthorized practice of law; 
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EXHIBIT 2



E G E N B E R G 
T R I A L  L A W Y E R S   

                                                                  Please reply to the Louisiana office 

 
 Licensed in Louisiana only*  Licensed in Texas only** Of Counsel, Licensed in Texas only*** 
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EXHIBIT 4
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EXHIBIT 5



LOUISIANA ATTORNEY DISCIPLINARY BOARD 
————————————————— 
OFFICE OF THE DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL 

4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd. 
Suite 607 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70816 
(225) 293-3900   1-800-326-8022  FAX (225) 293-3300 

 
July 18, 2023 

VIA US MAIL AND E-MAIL 

Manfred Max Sternberg 
Attorney at Law 
5252 Westchester St., Ste. 210 
Houston, TX 77005 
max.sternberg@egenberg.com 

Re: Respondent:  Manfred Max Sternberg 
Complainant: Ruth Franklin  
ODC File No.: 0040124 

Dear Mr. Sternberg: 

As part of our investigation into the above-referenced matter, our office requests 
that you provide us with dates in September 2023 or October 2023 when you are 
available to appear and give a sworn statement. You must provide these dates 
within ten calendar days. If we do not receive a response to this request, we will 
issue a subpoena for your appearance on a date convenient to our schedule. 

If you have questions or concerns, please contact my secretary, Keri Lewis. You may 
provide your available dates via e-mail to Keri at KeriL@ladb.org. 

Sincerely, 
 

Gregory L. Tweed    
First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 

GLT/kl 

mailto:KeriL@ladb.org
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EXHIBIT 9



Supreme Court of Louisiana 
January 17, 2024 

Chief Deputy Clerk of Court 
For the Court 

The Supreme Court of the State of Louisiana 

IN RE: MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 
No. 2023-B-01345 

_ _ _ _ _ _ 

IN RE: Disciplinary Counsel - Applicant Other; Manfred Sternberg, Jr. - Applicant 
Other; Joint Petition for Consent Discipline; 

_ _ _ _ _ _ 

January 17, 2024 

Joint petition for consent discipline accepted. See per curiam. 

Genovese, J., dissents and assigns reasons. 

JBM 

JLW 

JDH 

SJC 

WJC 

PDG 

01/17/2024 "See News Release 002 for any Concurrences and/or Dissents."

https://www.lasc.org/Actions?p=2024-002


SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

NO. 2023-B-1345 

IN RE: MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 

ATTORNEY DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDING 

PER CURIAM 

Respondent is licensed to practice law only in Texas; however, the Office of 

Disciplinary Counsel (“ODC”) asserts jurisdiction over him in this matter pursuant 

to Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 6(A) and Rule 8.5 of the Rules of Professional 

Conduct, which together extend this court’s disciplinary authority to lawyers who 

provide or offer to provide legal services in Louisiana. 

Respondent and the ODC submitted a joint petition for consent discipline, in 

which respondent acknowledges that he engaged in the unauthorized practice of law.  

Having reviewed the petition, 

IT IS ORDERED that the Petition for Consent Discipline be accepted and that 

Manfred Max Sternberg shall be enjoined for a period of one year from seeking full 

admission to the Louisiana bar or seeking admission to practice in Louisiana on any 

temporary or limited basis, including, but not limited to, seeking pro hac vice 

admission before a Louisiana court pursuant to Supreme Court Rule XVII, § 13 or 

seeking limited admission as an in-house counsel pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 

XVII, § 14. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all costs and expenses in the matter are 

assessed against respondent in accordance with Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 10.1, 

with legal interest to commence thirty days from the date of finality of this court’s 

judgment until paid.

01/17/24

https://www.lasc.org/Actions?p=2024-002
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Beck Redden 
The Trial and Appellate Law Firm 

January 31, 2023 

Via Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 

State Bar of Texas 
Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel 
P.O. Box 13287 
Austin, Texas 78711 

1221 McKinney Street. Suite 4500 
Houston. Texas 77010 

Phone: 713.951.3700 Fax: 713.951.3720 
www.beckredden.com 

Allison Standish Miller 
+1 713.951.6267 

amiller@beckredden.com 

RE: Report of Out -of-State Discipline Pursuant to Disciplinary Rule 8.03(f) 
for Manfred Max Sternberg, Texas Bar No. 24125421. 

Dear Madam or Sir. 

On behalf of our client, Manfred Max Sternberg, we are providing notice to the Office 
of Chief Disciplinary Counsel that on January 17, 2024, the Supreme Court of Louisiana 
entered the attached order (the "Order") enjoining Mr. Sternberg "from seeking full 
admission to the Louisiana bar or seeking admission to practice in Louisiana on any 
temporary or limited basis" for a period of one year. See Exhibit A. He must also pay the 
costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding. See id. 

Mr. Sternberg graduated from LSU Paul M. Hebert Law Center magna cum laude 
in 2021. He is not licensed in Louisiana, and—at the time of the conduct in question—had 
only recently been licensed in Texas. 

As is reflected in the Revised Joint Motion for Consent Discipline Pursuant to Rule 
XIX, § 20, attached hereto as Exhibit B, Mr. Sternberg was found to have violated Rule 5.5 
of the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct for engaging in the practice of law in 
Louisiana without a license. See Exhibit B. 

As is also reflected in the attached Joint Stipulation of Facts, the Louisiana Bar 
found that Mr. Sternberg engaged in all conduct at issue at the direction of a senior partner 
at his law firm in connection with his then-employer's representation of Hurricane Ida 
claimants. See Exhibit C, pp. 4-8.1 The Louisiana Bar further found Mr. Sternberg at all 
times cooperated with the Louisiana Bar's investigation; that no actual harm was caused; 

1 The original joint motion, attached as Exhibit C, reflects that the Louisiana Bar originally requested that 
Mr. Sternberg agree to a five-year suspension. See id. Mr. Sternberg did so in the interest of an expeditious 
resolution of the matter; however, the Louisiana Supreme Court rejected the joint motion, and requested 
that it be revised to reduce the suspension to only one year. See id. Because the original documents remained 
on file but are incorporated into the Order, the Joint Stipulation of Facts references the previously-proposed 
five-year suspension. See id. 
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and that mitigating factors included Mr. Sternberg's good character, his expression of 
remorse, and his lack of prior discipline. See id. 

We understand that a reciprocal discipline matter may follow, in which case we 
welcome the opportunity to formally present Mr. Sternberg's defenses in greater detail. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or require any 
additional information. Should further proceedings indeed ensue, please direct all 
correspondence regarding this matter to us. 

Thank you in advance. 

Very truly yours, 

Allison Standish Miller 

Exhibits 

cc: Tom Ganucheau (Firm) 

BIR 2 
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IN RE: MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 
No. 2023-B-01345 

IN RE: Disciplinary Counsel - Applicant Other; Manfred Sternberg, Jr. - Applicant 
Other; Joint Petition for Consent Discipline; 

January 17, 2024 

Joint petition for consent discipline accepted. See per curiam. 
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Genovese, J., dissents and assigns reasons. 

Supreme Court of Louisiana 
January 17, 2024 
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01/17/24 

SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

NO. 2023-B-1345 

IN RE: MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 

ATTORNEY DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDING 

PER CURIAM 

Respondent is licensed to practice law only in Texas; however, the Office of 

Disciplinary Counsel ("ODC") asserts jurisdiction over him in this matter pursuant 

to Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 6(A) and Rule 8.5 of the Rules of Professional 

Conduct, which together extend this court's disciplinary authority to lawyers who 

provide or offer to provide legal services in Louisiana. 

Respondent and the ODC submitted a joint petition for consent discipline, in 

which respondent acknowledges that he engaged in the unauthorized practice of law. 

Having reviewed the petition, 

IT IS ORDERED that the Petition for Consent Discipline be accepted and that 

Manfred Max Sternberg shall be enjoined for a period of one year from seeking full 

admission to the Louisiana bar or seeking admission to practice in Louisiana on any 

temporary or limited basis, including, but not limited to, seeking pro hoc vice 

admission before a Louisiana court pursuant to Supreme Court Rule XVII, § 13 or 

seeking limited admission as an in-house counsel pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 

XVII, § 14. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that all costs and expenses in the matter are 

assessed against respondent in accordance with Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 10.1, 

with legal interest to commence thirty days from the date of finality of this court's 

judgment until paid. 



01/17/2024 "See News Release 002 for any Concurrences and/or Dissents." 

SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

No. 2023-B-01345 

IN RE: MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 

Attorney Disciplinary Proceeding 

Genovese, J., dissents and would reject the proposed joint petition as too lenient. 



EXHIBIT B 



SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

DOCKET No. 2023-B- 1345  

IN RE CONFIDENTIAL PARTY (MMS) 

REVISED JOINT MOTION FOR CONSENT DISCIPLINE 
PURSUANT TO RULE XIX, § 20 

NOW INTO THESE PROCEEDINGS comes the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, 

through the undersigned First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, and the respondent, 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG (Texas Bar Roll No. 24125421), individually and 

through his undersigned counsel, under Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 20, the parties 

respectfully submit this Revised Joint Motion for Consent Discipline on the following 

basis, to wit: 

1. 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG is a twenty-eight-year-old attorney licensed 

in Texas. The respondent does not have a license to practice law in Louisiana. 

2. 

The Joint Stipulation of Facts accompanying this memorandum outlines all  

the relevant facts about this matter. However, for ease of consideration, a summary 

of the facts follows. 

After graduating from law school in May, during the summer of 2021, the 

respondent was employed as an associate in a New Orleans-based law firm. Following 

Hurricane Ida in August 2021, the respondent, while working out of the firm's New 

Orleans office, assisted Louisiana-licensed attorneys in representing a large number 

of Louisiana residents with property damage claims caused by the storm. The 

assistance provided by the respondent included actions that constitute the practice of 

law. The respondent has never held a license to practice law in Louisiana. The 

respondent's actions resulted from conversations with the firm's owner, a Louisiana-

licensed lawyer, who advised the respondent that such representation was allowed 

under the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct and authorized the respondent to 

engage in the unauthorized practice of law. 



3. 

In exchange for imposing the stated discipline, the respondent conditionally 

admits to having violated Rule 5.5 of the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct. 

4. 

The respondent has consented to the imposition of discipline freely and 

voluntarily. He has not been the subject of coercion or duress, and he is fully aware 

of the implications of submitting to the consent discipline. 

5. 

The respondent has consented to the imposition of discipline because he knows 

that if ODC were to prosecute the formal charges, he could not successfully defend 

against them. 

6. 

Under Rule XIX, § 20, the respondent and the Office of Disciplinary Counsel 

jointly propose the following sanction as appropriate discipline for the admitted 

misconduct in this matter: that an injunction be issued prohibiting the respondent 

from seeking full admission to the Louisiana bar or seeking admission to practice in 

Louisiana on any temporary or limited basis for a period of one year. The respondent 

will pay all costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding. See La. S. Ct. Rules, 

Rule XIX, § 10.1. 

WHEREFORE, the respondent, MANFRED MAX STERNBERG, and the 

Office of Disciplinary Counsel jointly pray that the Louisiana Supreme Court 

favorably consider and approve this Revised Joint Motion for Consent Discipline and 

render a finding that the discipline appropriate to address this matter is an injunction 

prohibiting the respondent from seeking full admission to the Louisiana bar or 

seeking admission to practice in Louisiana on any temporary or limited basis for a 

period of one year. The respondent will pay all costs and expenses of the disciplinary 

proceeding. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Manfred Max Sternberg 
RESPONDENT 
TX Bar Roll No. 24125421 
365 Canal Street, Suite 1170 
New Orleans, LA 70130-1118 
Telephone: (713) 882-8493 
msternberg1995@gmai1.com  

Ric d C. Stanley 
Stan Reuter, Thornton, and Alford, LLC 
RESPONDENT'S COUNSEL 
Bar Roll No. 08487 
909 Poydras Street, Suite 2500 
New Orleans, LA 70112-4011 
Telephone: (504) 523-1580 
rcs@stanleyreuter.com  

• 
Gregory L. 7weed 
OFFICE OF/t1TSCIPLINARY COUNSEL 
First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 
Bar Roll No. 23960 
4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd., Ste 607 
Baton Rouge, LA 70816 
(225) 293-3900 
gregoryt@ladb.org 
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SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

DOCKET No. 2023-B-

IN RE CONFIDENTIAL PARTY (MMS) 

JOINT MOTION FOR CONSENT DISCIPLINE 
PURSUANT TO RULE XIX, § 20 

NOW INTO THESE PROCEEDINGS comes the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, 

through the undersigned First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, and the respondent, 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG (Texas Bar Roll No. 24125421), individually and 

through his undersigned counsel, under Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 20, the parties 

respectfully submit this Joint Motion for Consent Discipline on the following basis, to 

wit: 

1. 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG is a twenty-eight-year-old attorney licensed 

in Texas. The respondent does not have a license to practice law in Louisiana. 

2. 

The Joint Stipulation of Facts accompanying this memorandum outlines all  

the relevant facts about this matter. However, for ease of consideration, a summary 

of the facts follows. 

After graduating from law school in May, during the summer of 2021, the 

respondent was employed as an associate in a New Orleans-based law firm. Following 

Hurricane Ida in August 2021, the respondent, while working out of the firm's New 

Orleans office, assisted Louisiana-licensed attorneys in representing a large number 

of Louisiana residents with property damage claims caused by the storm. The 

assistance provided by the respondent included actions that constitute the practice of 

law. The respondent has never held a license to practice law in Louisiana. The 

respondent's actions resulted from conversations with the firm's owner, a Louisiana-

licensed lawyer, who advised the respondent that such representation was allowed 

under the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct and authorized the respondent to 

engage in the unauthorized practice of law. 



3. 

In exchange for imposing the stated discipline, the respondent conditionally 

admits to having violated Rule 5.5 of the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct. 

4. 

The respondent has consented to the imposition of discipline freely and 

voluntarily. He has not been the subject of coercion or duress, and he is fully aware 

of the implications of submitting to the consent discipline. 

5. 

The respondent has consented to the imposition of discipline because he knows 

that if ODC were to prosecute the formal charges, he could not successfully defend 

against them. 

6. 

Under Rule XIX, § 20, the respondent and the Office of Disciplinary Counsel 

jointly propose the following sanction as appropriate discipline for the admitted 

misconduct in this matter: that an injunction be issued prohibiting the respondent 

from applying to sit for the Louisiana Bar Examination and prohibiting him from 

applying for pro hac vice admission in the state courts of the State of Louisiana for a 

minimum of five years from the date of the Court's Order accepting the proposed 

consent discipline. After five years, the respondent may seek relief from the 

injunction but must comply with the requirements outlined in Louisiana Supreme 

Court Rule XIX, § 24. The respondent will pay all costs and expenses of the 

disciplinary proceeding. See La. S. Ct. Rules, Rule XIX, § 10.1. 

WHEREFORE, the respondent, MANFRED MAX STERNBERG, and the 

Office of Disciplinary Counsel jointly pray that the Louisiana Supreme Court 

favorably consider and approve this Joint Motion for Consent Discipline and render 

a finding that the discipline appropriate to address this matter is an injunction 

prohibiting the respondent from applying to sit for the Louisiana Bar Examination 

and prohibiting him from applying for pro hac vice admission in the state courts of 

the State of Louisiana for a minimum of five years from the date of the Court's Order 



accepting the proposed consent discipline. After five years, the respondent may seek 

relief from the injunction but must comply with the requirements outlined in 

Louisiana Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 24. The respondent will pay all costs and 

expenses of the disciplinary proceeding 

Respectfully submitted, 

Manfred Max Sternberg 
RESPONDENT 
TX Bar Roll No. 24125421 
365 Canal Street, Suite 1170 
New Orleans, LA 70130-1118 
Telephone: (713) 882-8493 
msternberg1995@gmail.com  

Richard Stanley 
Stanley, ' :uter, Thornton, and Alford, LLC 
RESPONDENT'S COUNSEL 
Bar Roll No. 08487 
909 Poydras Street, Suite 2500 
New Orleans, LA 70112-4011 
Telephone: (504) 523-1580 
rcs@stanlevreuter.com  

Gregory L. Tweed 
OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL 
First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 
Bar Roll No. 23960 
4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd., Ste 607 
Baton Rouge, LA 70816 
(225) 293-3900 
gregoryt@ladb.org  



SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

DOCKET No. 2023-B-

IN RE CONFIDENTIAL PARTY (MMS) 

JOINT STIPULATION OF FACTS 

NOW INTO THESE PROCEEDINGS comes MANFRED MAX STERNBERG 

(Texas Bar Roll No. 24125421), individually and through the undersigned counsel, 

and the Office of Disciplinary Counsel, through the undersigned First Assistant 

Disciplinary Counsel, who stipulate the following facts in conjunction with the Joint 

Petition for Consent Discipline: 

1. 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG is a twenty-eight-year-old attorney licensed 

in Texas. The respondent does not maintain a law license in Louisiana. 

2. 

a. ODC received a complaint from Ruth Franklin regarding her 
claim for property damage following Hurricane Ida (ODC File No. 
0040124). 

b. Ms. Franklin retained the firm of Egenberg Trial Lawyers in New 
Orleans to handle her property damage claim. 

c. Ms. Franklin's complaint arose from her confusion regarding the 
settlement of her property damage claim. 

d. ODC's investigation into the specific issues raised by Ms. 
Franklin did not establish clear and convincing evidence of a rule 
violation by the respondent on those issues. 

e. While investigating Ms. Franklin's complaint, ODC learned of 
communications between Ms. Franklin and the respondent that 
implicated the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct. 

f. The respondent was employed as an Associate Attorney at 
Egenberg Trial Lawyers. 

g. The respondent graduated from Paul M. Hebert Law Center at 
LSU in May 2021 

h. The respondent is licensed to practice law in Texas. 

i. The respondent was admitted to practice in Texas on October 8, 
2021. 

The respondent is not licensed to practice law in Louisiana. 



k. Egenberg Trial Lawyers hired the respondent on August 16, 2021, 
to handle the firm's Texas cases. 

I. When hired, the respondent was training in the New Orleans 
office of Egenberg Trial Lawyers. 

m. The plan was for the respondent to eventually move to the firm's 
office in Houston, Texas. 

n. Following Hurricane Ida on August 29, 2021, Egenberg Trial 
Lawyers received a large influx of first-party property damage 
claims resulting from Hurricane Ida. 

o. The owner of Egenberg Trial Lawyers, Bradley Egenberg, advised 
the respondent that his help was required to assist in handling 
the claims associated with Hurricane Ida. 

P. Even though Mr. Egenberg knew that the respondent was only 
licensed to practice law in Texas, he advised the respondent that 
his assistance on these hurricane claims was permissible under 
the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct if the representation 
was temporary. 

ci. The respondent conducted his own research and believed that Mr. 
Egenberg's interpretation of Rule 5.5 permitted him to assist in 
handling Hurricane Ida claims from the New Orleans office if the 
representation was temporary. 

r. After completing his own independent research, the respondent 
once again spoke with Mr. Egenberg, who again confirmed that 
the respondent's assistance in these first-party hurricane claims 
would not violate the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

s. The respondent did not volunteer to assist with these Hurricane 
Ida claims. 

t. The respondent agreed to assist with these Hurricane Ida claims 
based on the request and subsequent representations made by his 
employer, Bradley Egenberg. 

u. Mr. Egenberg is a Louisiana-licensed lawyer and was the 
respondent's supervisor. 

v. The respondent did not consider any other Associate Attorney at 
Egenberg Trial Lawyers to be his supervisor. 

w. Mr. Egenberg never advised the respondent that any other 
Associate Attorney at the firm was to serve as his supervisor. 

x. Mr. Egenberg told the respondent it was permissible for him to 
meet with clients, explain the terms of the firm's contract to 
clients, and provide legal assistance to the firm's clients for 
damages sustained by Hurricane Ida. 

y Mr. Egenberg was aware that the respondent was meeting with 
clients and explaining substantive issues of law with the clients, 
including discussion related to the terms of the retainer 
agreement and the client's rights under Louisiana law. 



z. The respondent also communicated directly with insurance 
adjusters about these property damage claims. 

aa. Between October 2021 and September 2022, the respondent 
assisted Louisiana-licensed lawyers in approximately 161 claims 
involving Louisiana residents who sustained damage from 
Hurricane Ida. 

bb. The respondent did not sign any pleadings or make any court 
appearances concerning the cases he was assisting. 

cc. After learning that his interpretation of Rule 5.5 was mistaken, 
the respondent immediately ceased handling any cases involving 
Louisiana claims. 

dd. The respondent has resigned from his position with Egenberg 
Trial Lawyers. 

ee. This Court has jurisdiction over the respondent in this matter 
pursuant to Supreme Court Rule XIX, § 6(A) and Rule 8.5 of the 
Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct, which together extend 
this Court's disciplinary authority to lawyers who provide or offer 
to provide legal services in Louisiana. 

ff. The respondent was negligent in relying on his employer's 
representation that his actions were permissible under the 
Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct. 

gg- The respondent knowingly assisted Louisiana-licensed lawyers in 
providing legal services to Louisiana residents following 
Hurricane Ida. 

hh. The respondent acknowledges his misconduct and is remorseful. 

ii. The respondent acknowledges that his conduct violated Rule 5.5 
of the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct. 

ii• The respondent's violation of Rules 5.5 violated duties owed to the 
clients and the profession. 

kk. The respondent's actions did not cause actual harm to any client 
but had the potential to cause significant harm. 

11. There are no aggravating factors. 

ram. The mitigating factors applicable to the respondent are as follows: 

1. No prior discipline; 
2. Cooperation with ODC; 
3. Good character; 
4. Remorse; and 
5. Inexperience in the practice of law. 



3. 

The respondent stipulates to the aforementioned factual allegations. The 

respondent further stipulates that his conduct violated Rule 5.5 of the Louisiana 

Rules of Professional Conduct. 

4. 

To bring about a final, appropriate resolution to these disciplinary proceedings, 

the respondent agrees with the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and submits the 

accompanying Joint Petition for Consent Discipline, seeking an injunction on his 

applying to sit for the Louisiana Bar Examination and applying for pro hac vice status 

for a minimum of five years, as outlined in the accompanying Joint Petition for 

Consent Discipline. 

5. 

The respondent has consulted in these proceedings with counsel of his 

choosing. 

6. 

The consent given by the respondent has been freely and voluntarily given 

without coercion or duress. The respondent is fully aware of the implications of 

submitting the attached Petition for Consent Discipline. 

7. 

Each of the signatories to this Joint Stipulation of Facts has fully and 

thoroughly read each of the above-numbered paragraphs in detail and stipulates that 

they are entirely accurate and truthful in all respects. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Manfred Max Sternberg 
RESPONDENT 
TX Bar Roll No. 24125421 
365 Canal Street, Suite 1170 
New Orleans, LA 70130-1118 
Telephone: (713) 882-8493 
msternberg1995@gmail.com  



Richard tanley 
Stanley, ter, Tho nton, and Alford, LLC 
RESPONDENT'S COUNSEL 
Bar Roll No. 08487 
909 Poydras Street, Suite 2500 
New Orleans, LA 70112-4011 
Telephone: (504) 523-1580 
rcs@stanlevreuter.com  

regory L. T 
OFFICE OF D SCIPLINARY COUNSEL 
First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 
Bar Roll No. 23960 
4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd., Ste. 607 
Baton Rouge, LA 70816 
Telephone: (225) 293-3900 
gregorvt@ladb.org  



SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

DOCKET No. 2023-B-

IN RE CONFIDENTIAL PARTY (MMS) 

JOINT MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF CONSENT DISCIPLINE 

MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT, this Joint Memorandum in Support of Consent 

Discipline is filed in these proceedings by the Office of Disciplinary Counsel through 

the undersigned First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, and the respondent, 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG (Texas Bar Roll No. 24125421), individually and 

through undersigned counsel, 

1. 

Before formal charges were filed, the respondent expressed a desire to resolve 

this matter by consent discipline. Therefore, the respondent and the Office of 

Disciplinary Counsel tender the attached Joint Petition for Consent Discipline and 

Joint Stipulation of Facts under Rule XIX, § 20 (as amended) of the Louisiana 

Supreme Court Rules. 

2. 

The parties have outlined all relevant facts related to this matter in the Joint 

Stipulation of Facts accompanying this petition; however, a summary of facts follows 

for ease of consideration. 

In the summer of 2021, the respondent was employed as an associate in a New 

Orleans-based law firm. Following Hurricane Ida in August 2021, the respondent, 

while working out of the firm's New Orleans office, assisted Louisiana-licensed 

lawyers in representing a large number of Louisiana residents with property damage 

claims caused by the storm. The assistance provided by the respondent included 

actions that constitute the practice of law. The respondent has never held a license to 

practice law in Louisiana. The respondent's actions resulted from conversations with 

the firm's owner, who advised the respondent that such representation was allowed 



under the Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct and authorized the respondent to 

engage in the unauthorized practice of law. 

3. 

This Court has previously considered the appropriate sanction for attorneys 

not licensed in Louisiana but violating our Louisiana Rules of Professional Conduct. 

In the case of In re Nguyen, 17-0214 (La. 04/13/17), 215 So. 3d 668, the Court enjoined 

a Texas attorney from seeking admission to the Louisiana bar or seeking pro hac vice 

admission before a Louisiana Court for one year. In this deemed admitted matter, the 

Court's sanction arose from the respondent improperly communicating with a 

criminal defendant without the permission of the defendant's counsel. Mr. Nguyen 

also failed to cooperate with ODC's investigation. 

In the consent discipline cases of In re Marcus Spagnoletti, 20-00605 (La. 

07/02/20), 297 So.3d 732, and In re Francis Spagnoletti, 20-00712 (La. 07/02/20), 297 

So.3d 737, the Court enjoined two Texas attorneys from seeking pro hac vice 

admission before a Louisiana Court for three years. In both cases, the respondents' 

conduct included neglect of a legal matter and lack of communication. In the case of 

Francis Spagnoletti, the misconduct also included the failure to promptly disburse 

client funds and the failure to supervise a non-lawyer employee. 

WHEREFORE, the Office of Disciplinary Counsel and the respondent, 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG, request that the Court favorably consider this 

Joint Petition for Consent Discipline and that MANFRED MAX STERNBERG be 

enjoined from applying to sit for the Louisiana Bar Examination or to apply for pro 

hac vice admission in the state courts of Louisiana for a minimum of five years. The 

Court should also assess the respondent for all costs of these proceedings. 
4 

Manfred Max Sternberg 
RESPONDENT 
TX Bar Roll No. 24125421 
365 Canal Street, Suite 1170 
New Orleans, LA 70130-1118 
Telephone: (713) 882-8493 
msternberg1995@gmail.com  



Richard C S anley 
Stanley, R ut r, Thornton, and Alford, LLC 
RESPONDEN COUNSEL 
Bar Roll No. 08487 
909 Poydras Street, Suite 2500 
New Orleans, LA 70112-4011 
Telephone: (504) 523-1580 
rcs@stanlevreuter.com  

regory L. T eed 
OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL 
First Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 
Bar Roll No. 23960 
4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd., Ste 607 
Baton Rouge, LA 70816 
(225) 293-3900 
gregoryt@ladb.org 

/ 



SUPREME COURT OF LOUISIANA 

DOCKET No. 2023-B-

IN RE CONFIDENTIAL PARTY (MMS) 

WAIVER OF OPPORTUNITY TO WITHDRAW 

NOW INTO THESE DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS comes the respondent, 

MANFRED MAX STERNBERG (Texas Bar Roll No. 24125421), who has submitted 

a Joint Petition for Consent Discipline in the above-numbered and entitled cause. As 

a specific material consideration for the agreement, consent, and concurrence by the 

Office of Disciplinary Counsel, the respondent expressly and irrevocably waives any 

opportunity to withdraw consent before the final disposition of these consent 

proceedings. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Manfred Max Sternberg 
RESPONDENT 
TX Bar Roll No. 24125421 
365 Canal Street, Suite 1170 
New Orleans, LA 70130-1118 
Telephone: (713) 882-8493 
msternberg1995@gmail.com  

Richard tanley 
Stanley, ter, Thor ton, and Alford, LLC 
RESPONDE 'S COUNSEL 
Bar Roll No. 08487 
909 Poydras Street, Suite 2500 
New Orleans, LA 70112-4011 
Telephone: (504) 523-1580 
rcs@stanleyreuter.com  
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• La. Code Civ. P. art. 966 – TL,DR: A Mini Review of the Motion for Summary Judgment
• How the Boudin Is Made: Amending Louisiana’s Rules of Professional Conduct
• Why “Tapping the Brakes” Should Be Part of Your Tech Philosophy
• LSBA YLD Signature Projects
• LASC Issues Letter Discussing Emergence of Artificial Intelligence Technology
• TIP Mentoring Program Revamped
• New to the Bar? LSBA’s Essential Guide to Ethics and Professional Discipline

T H E  F U T U R E  OF OUR 
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Public matters are reported to protect the public, inform the profession and deter misconduct. Reporting date Feb. 1, 2024.

 REPORT BY DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

REPORTING DATES 1/31/24 & 2/1/24

DISCIPLINE
 Reports

Decisions

Janeane Gorcyca Abbott, 
Prairieville, (2023-B-00852) 
Suspended for three years by order 
of the Louisiana Supreme Court on 
Dec. 8, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 22, 2023. 

Jonathan Andry, Metairie, (2023-
B-0374) Reciprocal discipline in the 
form of a one-year suspension from 
the practice of law by the United 
States District Court for the Eastern 
District of Louisiana by order of the 

Louisiana Supreme Court on Nov. 
15, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Nov. 29, 2023. Gist: 
The respondent’s conduct involved im-
proper referral payments to another at-
torney.

David Band, Jr., New Orleans, 
(2023-B-00284) Suspended for six 
months, with all but 30 days deferred. 
He must comply with additional or-
ders of the Court before being re-
instated to practice law, by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Nov. 
17, 2023. Rehearing denied on Jan. 

25, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Jan. 25, 2024. Gist: 
Respondent communicated with a per-
son known to be represented by counsel 
and made a false statement to the ODC 
during its investigation. 

Albert A. Bensabat III, Hammond, 
(2023-B-00620) Suspended from the 
practice of law for three years, fully 
deferred, subject to probation with 
conditions, by order of the Louisiana 
Supreme Court on Dec. 8, 2023. 

Continued next page

Advice and Counsel Concerning Legal & Judicial Ethics

Defense of Lawyer & Judicial Discipline Matters

Representation in Bar Admissions Proceedings

Schiff White Manning llp
www.swmethicslaw.com

LSBA Filing No. LA2213379

Leslie J. Schiff
Over 30 Years Experience

Disciplinary Defense Counsel
117 W. Landry Street

Opelousas, Louisiana 70570
Phone (337) 942-9771

 Fax (337) 942-2821
leslie@swmethicslaw.com

Julie Brown White
Former Prosecutor,

Disciplinary Counsel ('98-'06)
11715 Bricksome Ave, Suite B-5 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70816

Phone (225) 293-4774
Fax (225) 292-6579

julie@swmethicslaw.com

Damon S. Manning
Former Investigator, Prosecutor

Disciplinary Counsel ('98-'14)
201 NW Railroad Ave, Suite 302

Hammond, Louisiana 70401
Phone (985) 602-9201

Fax (985) 393-1130
damon@swmethicslaw.com
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ChristoviCh & Kearney, llp
attorneys at law

Defense of ethics complaints anD charges

Kevin r. tully

h. Carter Marshall 
(504) 561-5700

601 poydras street, suite 2300
new orleans, la 70130

JUDGMENT FINAL and EFFECTIVE 
on Jan. 25, 2024. Gist: Arrested on 
charges of DWI and careless operation 
of a vehicle; and failure to reconcile 
trust account on a regular basis. 

G. Karl Bernard, New Orleans, 
(2023-B-01134) Consented to a one-
year-and-one-day period of suspen-
sion, with all but 30 days deferred, 
followed by two years of probation, 
by order of the Louisiana Supreme 
Court on Jan. 10, 2024. JUDGMENT 
FINAL and EFFECTIVE on Jan. 10, 
2024. Gist: Respondent grossly mishan-
dled his client trust account, resulting in 
the conversion of client and third-party 
funds, and represented a party although 
he realized that doing so would consti-
tute a conflict of interest. 

Nicole E. Burdett, New Orleans, 
(2023-B-1399) Suspended by con-
sent from the practice of law for two 
years, with six months deferred, ret-
roactive to Sept. 15, 2022, the date of 
her interim suspension, by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Dec. 
19, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: 
Making and subscribing a false tax re-
turn; and violating or attempting to vio-
late the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

Kevin Matthew Dantzler, 
Alexandria, (2023-B-0966) 
Permanently disbarred from the prac-
tice of law by order of the Louisiana 
Supreme Court on Dec. 5, 2023. 
JUDGMENT FINAL and EFFECTIVE 
on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: Respondent was 
arrested for issuing worthless checks and 
twice convicted of possession of illegal 
narcotics. Respondent also failed to co-
operate with the ODC in its investigation.  

Clifton M. Davis III, New Orleans, 
(2023-B-1222) Suspended by consent 
for one year and one day from the 
practice of law by order of the Louisiana 
Supreme Court on Dec. 19, 2023. 
JUDGMENT FINAL and EFFECTIVE 
on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: Respondent 
practiced law during several periods in 
which he was ineligible to do so; mis-
handled his trust account, resulting in the 
conversion of client funds; and failed to 
disburse funds owed to third-party pro-
viders. Respondent then failed to cooper-
ate with the ODC in its investigation. 

Melissa Michelle Ramsey Eldridge, 
Walker, (2023-B-01391) Disbarred 
from the practice of law by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Jan. 
10, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Jan. 24, 2024. Gist: 
Respondent engaged in a pattern of ne-
glect, abandoned her law practice, failed 
to communicate, failed to return un-
earned fees and did not cooperate with 
the ODC in its investigations.

Tim L. Fields, Pass Christian, MS, 
(2023-B-0343) Suspended for three 
years by order of the Louisiana Supreme 
Court on Nov. 17, 2023. JUDGMENT 
FINAL and EFFECTIVE on Dec. 1, 
2023. Gist: Respondent failed to proper-
ly supervise his non-lawyer staff, result-
ing in the conversion of approximately 
$4.2 million belonging to third parties; 
intentionally continued to convert third-
party funds totaling approximately $1.8 
million in order to pay older third-party 
debts; failed to maintain a trust account 
for several years; lied on his trust account 
disclosure statements that he did not han-
dle client funds; allowed non-lawyers to 
sign trust account checks; charged clients 
for inappropriate office expenses; settled 
a client’s personal injury claim without 
the client’s knowledge or consent; and 
lied to the ODC during its investigation. 
Respondent acted negligently, know-
ingly and intentionally in violating duties 
owed to his clients, the public, the legal 
system and the legal profession. His con-
duct caused actual and potential harm to 
his clients, third-party providers and the 
legal profession. 

J. Antonio Florence, Shreveport, 
(2023-B-0592) Suspended for one year 

and one day by order of the Louisiana 
Supreme Court on Dec. 8, 2023. 
JUDGMENT FINAL and EFFECTIVE 
on Dec. 22, 2023. Gist: Neglected a 
legal matter; failed to address fee dis-
putes; made false statements and pro-
vided false evidence to the ODC during 
an investigation; was found in contempt 
of court for challenging a judge’s au-
thority during a hearing; and engaged in 
dishonest conduct. 

Tristan P. Gilley, Shreveport, 
(2023-B-00935) Suspended from the 
practice of law for six months, with 
all but 90 days deferred, subject to a 
one-year period of probation, by or-
der of the Louisiana Supreme Court on 
Dec. 5, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: 
Respondent failed to provide competent 
representation to a client; neglected a le-
gal matter; failed to communicate with a 
client; failed to make reasonable efforts 
to expedite litigation; failed to cooperate 
with ODC in its investigation; misled a 
client about the status of his matter; and 
engaged in conduct prejudicial to the 
administration of justice.

Jim S. Hall, Metairie, (2023-B-
00935) Suspended from the practice 
of law for a period of four months, 
deferred in its entirety, by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Dec. 
5, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: 
Respondent made false statements to a 
tribunal; failed to submit an advertise-
ment for review by the LSBA; and en-
gaged in other violations of the lawyer 
advertising rules.

Continued next page
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Donovan Kenneth Hudson, 
Opelousas, (2023-B-01261) Disbarred 
from the practice of law retroactive 
to his interim suspension in In Re: 
Hudson, 22-0942 (La. 6/23/22), 340 
So.3d 879, by order of the Louisiana 
Supreme Court on Dec. 19, 2023. 
JUDGMENT FINAL and EFFECTIVE 
on Jan. 2, 2024. Gist: Arrested on 
charges of resisting an officer by force 
of violence; arrested on two counts of 
forgery and two counts of presenting 
forged court orders; failure to commu-
nicate with clients; failure to refund an 
unearned fee; and failure to cooperate 
with disciplinary proceedings. 

Bonnie B. Humphrey, New Orleans, 
(2023-OB-1268) Readmitted to the 
practice of law with conditions by or-
der of the Louisiana Supreme Court on 
Dec. 5, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 5, 2023. 

Benji J. Istre, Ragley, (2023-OB-
01432) Voluntarily permanently 
resigned in lieu of discipline from 
the practice of law by order of the 
Louisiana Supreme Court on Jan. 
10, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Jan. 10, 2024. 

George R. Knox, Lafayette, (2023-
B-01675) Interimly suspended from 
the practice of law by order of the 
Louisiana Supreme Court on Dec. 
21, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 21, 2023. 

Timothy James Martinez, Baton 
Rouge, (2023-B-1590) Interimly sus-
pended from the practice of law by or-

The following is a verbatim report of the matters acted upon by the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Louisiana, pursuant to its Disciplinary Rules. This information is published at the request of that court, which is solely responsible 
for the accuracy of its content. This report is as of Jan. 31, 2024. 

DISCIPLINARY REPORT: UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA

Respondent Disposition Date Filed Docket No.

Ricardo A. Caballero [Reciprocal] Suspension (partially deferred). 1/29/24 23-2778
Davd L. Coleman II [Reciprocal] Suspension (fully deferred). 12/6/23 23-2779
Richard Collins Dalton [Reciprocal] Public reprimand. 12/6/23 23-2781
Shannon Casey Rodriguez [Reciprocal] Suspension. 1/3/24 23-5293
William A. Roe [Reciprocal] Suspension. 1/3/24 23-2782
Chester J. Rothkamm, Jr. [Reciprocal] Suspension (fully deferred). 1/3/24 23-1899
Paul J. Tellarico [Reciprocal] Suspension (fully deferred). 12/6/23 23-2780

Discipline continued from page 417 der of the Louisiana Supreme Court on 
Dec. 6, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 6, 2023. 

David J. Motter, Metairie, (2023-
OB-01443) Granted reinstatement 
to the practice of law by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Jan. 
17, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Jan. 17, 2024. Gist: Mr. 
Motter is to be immediately reinstated to 
the practice of law in Louisiana, subject 
to an 18-month period of probation with 
the conditions set forth in the Louisiana 
Supreme Court order. 

Mark Jeffrey Neal, Monroe, (2023-
B-0344) Suspended from the practice 
of law for a period of one year and one 
day, with all but six months deferred, 
subject to probation with conditions, 
by order of the Louisiana Supreme 
Court on Nov. 17, 2023. JUDGMENT 
FINAL and EFFECTIVE on Dec. 1, 
2023. Gist: The commission of a crimi-
nal act (battery). 

John William Norwood IV, New 
Orleans, (2023-B-01378) Suspended 
by consent for six months, followed 
by a one-year period of probation and 
successful completion of the LSBA 
Ethics School, by order of the Louisiana 
Supreme Court on Dec. 19, 2023. 
JUDGMENT FINAL and EFFECTIVE 
on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: Respondent 
made false statements of material fact 
to the ODC and provided the ODC with 
falsified documentary evidence. 

Gerald F. Palmer, New Orleans, 
(2023-OB-01545) Readmitted to 
the practice of law by order of the 
Louisiana Supreme Court on Jan. 

24, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Jan. 24, 2024. 

Andrew Clay Saltamachia, Baton 
Rouge, (2023-OB-1621) Transferred 
to disability inactive status by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Dec. 
12, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 12, 2023.

Maxwell Peter Smitko, Houma, 
(2023-B-01208) Suspended from the 
practice of law for a period of three 
years by order of the Louisiana Supreme 
Court on Dec. 19, 2023. JUDGMENT 
FINAL and EFFECTIVE on Jan. 2, 
2024. Gist: Respondent practiced law 
while ineligible to do so; neglected le-
gal matters; failed to communicate with 
clients; failed to timely refund unearned 
fees; and failed to cooperate with the 
ODC in its investigations.

Cameron Sean Snowden, Baton 
Rouge, (2023-B-01398) By consent, 
suspended for nine months from 
the practice of law by order of the 
Louisiana Supreme Court on Dec. 
5, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Dec. 19, 2023. Gist: 
Respondent failed to communicate with 
clients; neglected legal matters; engaged 
in dishonest conduct; and engaged in 
conduct prejudicial to the administra-
tion of justice. 

Manfred Max Sternberg, Houston, 
TX, (2023-B-01345) By consent, 
enjoined for a period of one year 
from seeking full admission to the 
Louisiana Bar or seeking admission 
to practice in Louisiana on any tem-
porary or limited basis, including, but 
not limited to, seeking pro hac vice 



Vol. 71, No. 6    www.lsba.org418Louisiana Bar Journal  April / May 2024 Vol. 71, No. 6    www.lsba.org419Louisiana Bar Journal  April / May 2024

admission before a Louisiana court 
pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 
XVII, § 13 or seeking limited admis-
sion as an in-house counsel pursuant 
to Supreme Court Rule XVII, §14, by 
order of the Louisiana Supreme Court 
on Jan. 17, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL 
and EFFECTIVE on Jan. 17, 2024. 
Gist: Respondent engaged in the unau-
thorized practice of law. 

Blake G. Williams, Sr., Bessemer, 
AL, (2023-OB-01347) Denied read-
mission to the practice of law by or-
der of the Louisiana Supreme Court on 
Jan. 10, 2024. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Jan. 24, 2024. 

Marsha A. Willis, Baton Rouge, 
(2023-OB-01537) Transferred to dis-
ability inactive status by order of 
the Louisiana Supreme Court on Nov. 
29, 2023. JUDGMENT FINAL and 
EFFECTIVE on Nov. 29, 2023. 

Admonitions

1 Violation of Rule 1.5(a) — (Fees) A 
lawyer shall not make an agreement for, 

charge or collect an unreasonable fee or an 
unreasonable amount for expenses. 

1 Violation of Rule 1.5(f)(3) — 
(Fees) Payment of fees in advance of 
services shall remain the property of the 
client and must be placed in the lawyer’s 
trust account. 

1 Violation of Rule 1.5(f)(4) — (Fees) 
Payment to the lawyer of advance deposit 
to be used for expenses shall remain the 
property of the client and must be placed 
in the lawyer’s trust account. 

1 Violation of Rule 1.15(a) — (Client-
Attorney Relationship) Safekeeping of 
client or third person’s property. 

2 Violations of Rule 7.2(a)(1) 
— (Communications Concerning a 
Lawyer’s Services) Lawyer ran an ad-
vertisement that failed to include the full 
name of at least one lawyer responsible 
for the content.

3 Violations of Rule 7.2(a)(2) — 

(Communications Concerning a Lawyer’s 
Services) Lawyer ran an advertisement 
that failed to identify the city of a bona 
fide office location. 

5 Violations of Rule 7.2(a)(3) — 
(Communications Concerning a Lawyer’s 
Services) Lawyer ran an advertisement 
that failed to include the required LSBA 
registration number. 

1 Violation of Rule 7.2(c)(1)(H) 
— (Prohibitions and General Rules 
Governing Content of Advertisements and 
Unsolicited Written Communications) 
Lawyer failed to disclose the status of 
someone as a compensated spokesperson. 

4 Violations of Rule 7.7(c) — 
(Evaluation of Advertisements) Lawyer 
failed to pre-file an ad with the LSBA. 

1 Violation of Rule 8.4(a) — 
(Misconduct) Violate or attempt to violate 
the Rules of Professional Conduct, know-
ingly assist or induce another to do so, or 
do so through the acts of another. 

Stay at Sandestin Golf and Beach Resort and 
enjoy a beautiful setting with more than seven 
miles of sugar-white sand beaches and bay-front
property, surrounded by championship golf courses,
a pedestrian village with dining, entertainment,
shopping, and more. Earn CLE hours during the
morning and enjoy the view at night!

SANDESTIN.COM

BLOCK ROOMS ARE BOOKING FAST!

2024 LSBA ANNUAL MEETING
& JOINT LSBA/LJC SUMMER SCHOOL

JUNE 2 - 7, 2024

BOOK TODAY WITH 
GROUP CODE: 24O3NW
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EXHIBIT 14  



From: https://lalegalethics.org/january-2024-discipline/  

 

January 2024 Discipline 
P O ST E D O N F E BR U A RY  6 ,  2 0 2 4  B Y C LA R E RO U B I O N 
These lawyers were the subject of Louisiana Supreme Court disciplinary orders of Louisiana 
Attorney Discipline Board recommendations published during the month of January 2024. 

Louisiana Supreme Court 

 
1. Blake G. William. The Court denied the petitioner’s petition for readmission to the 

bar. 

2. Benji J. Istre. The Court granted the petition for permanent resignation from the 
practice of law in lieu of discipline. The ODC had filed formal charges against the 
respondent alleging that he committed serious attorney misconduct, including 
neglecting client matters, failing to communicate with clients, and failing to 
cooperate in a disciplinary investigation. The respondent then sought to 
permanently resign from the practice of law. 

3. Melissa Michelle Ramsey Eldridge. The Court disbarred the respondent. The 
respondent neglected legal matters, failed to communicate with her clients, failed 
to refund unearned fees, failed to protect her clients’ interests upon 
abandonment of her law practice, and failed to cooperate with the ODC in its 
investigations. In doing so, the respondent violated Rules 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.15(a), 
1.15(d), 1.16(d), 8.1(b), 8.1(c), 8.4(a), and 8.4(c). 

4. G. Karl Bernard. The Court accepted the joint petition for consent discipline and 
suspended the respondent for one year and one day, with all but 30 days 
suspended. The ODC had commenced an investigation into allegations that the 
respondent grossly mishandled his client trust account, resulting in the 
conversion of client and third-party funds, and represented a party although he 
realized that doing so would constitute a conflict of interest. Prior to the filing of 
formal charges, the respondent and the ODC submitted a joint petition for 
consent discipline. 

https://lalegalethics.org/january-2024-discipline/
https://lalegalethics.org/january-2024-discipline/
https://lalegalethics.org/author/clareroubion/
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10089
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10088
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10087
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10086


5. Karl J. Koch. The Court suspended the respondent from the practice of law for one 
year and one day, deferred in its entirety. The respondent mishandled his client 
trust account, resulting in commingling of funds. In doing so, the respondent 
violated Rules 1.15(a), 1.15(b), 1.15(c), 1.15(f), 8.4(a), and 8.4(c). 

6. Manfred Max Sternberg. The Court accepted the joint petition for consent 
discipline and enjoined the respondent for a period of one year from seeking full 
admission to the Louisiana bar or seeking admission to the practice in Louisiana 
on any temporary or limited basis. The respondent engaged in the unauthorized 
practice of law in Louisiana. 

7. David J. Motter. The Court granted the petitioner’s petition for reinstatement on a 
conditional basis. 

8. William M. Magee. The Court publicly reprimanded the respondent. The 
respondent instructed his legal assistant to send a settlement counteroffer to 
opposing counsel after the effective date of his suspension from the practice of 
law. In doing so, the respondent violated Rule 5.5(a), 5.5(e)(3)(v), and 8.4(a). 

9. Cassie Erin Felder. The Court granted the petition to transfer the petitioner to 
disability inactive status. 

10. Gerald F. Palmer. The Court granted the petitioner’s petition for readmission to 
the practice of law. 

11. Christopher D. Granger. The Court granted the joint petition for consent discipline 
and suspended the respondent for six months, deferred in its entirety. The ODC 
had commenced an investigation into allegations that the respondent neglected a 
legal matter, failed to communicate with a client, and inappropriately attempted 
to settle a malpractice claim with a client. Prior to the filing of formal charges, the 
respondent and the ODC submitted a joint petition for consent discipline. 

Louisiana Attorney Discipline Board 

 
1. Gregory James Sauzer. The board recommended that the respondent be 

suspended from the practice of law for six months, with all but thirty days 
deferred. The respondent failed to file tax returns for 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018. 
In doing so, the respondent violated Rules 8.4(a), 8.4(b), and 8.4(c). 

2. David R. Opperman. The board recommended that the respondent be 
permanently disbarred from the practice of law. The respondent was convicted of 

https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10092
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10091
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10090
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10095
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10094
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10097
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=SC&DocID=10096
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=BD&DocID=10093
https://www.ladb.org/DR/?tab=BD&DocID=10099


indecent behavior involving juveniles. In doing so, the respondent violated Rules 
8.4(a) and 8.4(b). 

3. Robert William Hjortsberg. The board recommended that the respondent be 
suspended for six months, with all but 60 days deferred. The respondent failed to 
file tax returns for two years and failed to participate in a criminal trial following 
his clients’ voluntary absence from the proceedings. In doing so, the respondent 
violated Rules 1.3, 8.4(a), 8.4(b), and 8.4(c). 

LADB Hearing Committees. 

1. Aaron P. Mollere. Hearing Committee #54 recommended that the respondent be 
disbarred. The respondent converted substantial funds from her parents to fuel 
her drug use and failed to cooperate with the ODC’s investigation, failed to 
provide competent representation to a client, failed to reasonably communicate 
with a client, failed to refund an unearned fee or otherwise deposit any amount 
representing the portion of the fee reasonably in dispute, failed to take steps to 
protect her client’s interests after being terminated as counsel, and converted 
funds. In doing so, the respondent violated Rules 1.1(a), 1.3, 1.4(a), 1.5(f)(5), 
1.15(a), 1.15(d), 1.16(d), 3.2, 8.1(b), 8.1(c), 8.4(a), 8.4(b), 8.4(c), and 8.4(d). 

2. Robert W. Sharp, Jr. Hearing Committee # 3 recommended that the respondent 
be suspended for six months. The respondent represented multiple parties who 
all had clear conflicts of interest. In doing so, the respondent violated Rule 1.7 and 
8.4(d). 

Please follow and like us: 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS 
APPOINTED BY  

THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS 
 
 
IN THE MATTER OF       § 
ALFONSO KENNARD, JR.,      §  CAUSE NO. 65861 
STATE BAR CARD NO. 24036888     § 
 
 

JUDGMENT OF SUSPENSION 
 

On the 29th day of April, 2022, the above-styled and numbered disciplinary action was 

called for hearing before the Board of Disciplinary Appeals.  Petitioner appeared by attorney 

and  announced ready.  Respondent, Alfonso Kennard, Jr., appeared by and through his attorney 

of record and announced ready.  All questions of fact and all matters of law were submitted to 

the Board of Disciplinary Appeals for determination.  Having considered the pleadings on file, 

having received evidence, and having heard the argument of counsel, the Board of Disciplinary 

Appeals is of the opinion that Petitioner is entitled to entry of the following findings, 

conclusions, and orders: 

Findings of Fact. The Board of Disciplinary Appeals finds that: 
 

(1) Respondent, Alfonso Kennard, Jr., State Bar Card Number 24036888, is 
licensed and authorized to practice law in the State of Texas by the 
Supreme Court of Texas. 
 

(2) On or about September 25, 2020, a Petition for Disciplinary Action was 
entered in the Minnesota Supreme Court in a matter styled In Re Petition 
for Disciplinary Action against Alfonso Kennard, Jr., a Non-Minnesota 
Attorney, No. A20-1247, alleging that pursuant to Rule 8.5 of the 
Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct (MRPC) Respondent was 
subject to the MRPC even though he was not licensed in Minnesota.  The 
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Petition further alleged that Respondent violated MRPC 3.4(c) and 5.5(a) 
when he represented his law firm, Kennard Law, P.C. in a Minnesota 
court despite not being licensed in Minnesota.  The Petition also alleged 
that Respondent violated MRPC 8.1(b) by failing to respond to the 
Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility despite 
numerous requests to do so. 

 
(3) On or about November 13, 2020, a Motion for Summary Relief was entered 

in the Minnesota Supreme Court in the matter styled In Re Petition for 
Disciplinary Action against Alfonso Kennard, Jr., a Non-Minnesota 
Attorney, No. A20-1247, based on Respondent’s failure to respond to the 
disciplinary petition.  
 

(4) On or about November 30, 2020, the Minnesota Supreme Court in the 
matter styled In Re Petition for Disciplinary Action against Alfonso 
Kennard, Jr., a Non-Minnesota Attorney, No. A20-1247, entered an order 
deeming the allegations in the Petition admitted based on Respondent’s 
failure to respond to the Petition. 

 
(5) On or about December 30, 2020, a Director’s Memorandum of Law was 

filed in the Minnesota Supreme Court in the matter styled In Re Petition for 
Disciplinary Action against Alfonso Kennard, Jr., a Non-Minnesota 
Attorney, No. A20-1247, which recommended a thirty-day suspension of 
Respondent. 

 
(6) On or about March 9, 2021, the Supreme Court of the State of Minnesota 

issued an Order in the matter styled In Re Petition for Disciplinary Action 
against Alfonso Kennard, Jr., a Non-Minnesota Attorney, No. A20-1247, 
which states in pertinent part: 

 
We permit lawyers not admitted to practice in Minnesota to 
provide legal services in Minnesota in certain circumstances.  
See Minn. R. Prof. Conduct 5.5(c)-(d).  We also have the 
authority to discipline a lawyer who provides legal services 
in Minnesota even when that lawyer is not admitted to 
practice here.  Minn. R. Prof. Conduct 8.5(a) (“A lawyer not 
admitted in this jurisdiction is also subject to the disciplinary 
authority of this jurisdiction if the lawyer provides . . . any 
legal services in this jurisdiction.”). 

  
The court has independently reviewed the file and approves 
the Director’s recommended discipline. 

 
Based upon all the files, records, and proceedings herein, 

 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 
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1. Respondent Alfonso Kennard, Jr., is suspended from 

the practice of law in Minnesota for a minimum of 
30 days, effective 14 days from the date of this order. 

 
2. Respondent shall comply with Rule 26, RLPR 

(requiring notice of suspension to clients, opposing 
counsel, and tribunals), and shall pay $900 in costs 
pursuant to Rule 24, RLPR. 

 
3. Respondent shall be eligible to have the suspension 

lifted following the expiration of the suspension 
period provided that, not less than 15 days before the 
end of the suspension period, respondent files with 
the Clerk of the Appellate Courts and serves upon the 
Director an affidavit establishing that he has 
complied with Rules 24 and 26, RLPR, and has 
complied with any other conditions for reinstatement 
imposed by the court.  We expressly waive the 
reinstatement requirements in Rule 18(e)(4)(1), (f), 
RLPR, regarding satisfaction of continuing legal 
education obligations. 

 
4. Within 1 year of the date of this order, respondent 

shall file with the Clerk of the Appellate Courts and 
serve upon the Director proof of successful 
completion of the written examination required for 
admission to the practice of law by the State Board 
of Law Examiners on the subject of professional 
responsibility.  See Rule 4.A.(5), Rules for 
Admission to the Bar (requiring evidence that an 
applicant has successfully completed the Multistate 
Professional Responsibility Examination).  Failure to 
timely file the required documentation shall result in 
automatic suspension, as provided in Rule 18(e)(3), 
RLPR. 

 
(7) The Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct that Respondent was found 

to have violated provide as follows: 
 
 3.4(c) Fairness to Opposing Party and Counsel 
 
 A lawyer shall not . . . knowingly disobey an obligation under the 

rules of a tribunal except for an open refusal based on an assertion 
that no valid obligation exists. 
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 5.5(a) Unauthorized Practice of Law; Multijurisdictional Practice of 
Law 

 
 A lawyer shall not practice law in a jurisdiction in violation of the 

regulation of the legal profession in that jurisdiction, or assist 
another in doing so, except that a lawyer admitted to practice in 
Minnesota does not violate this rule by conduct in another 
jurisdiction that is permitted in Minnesota under Rule 5.5(c) and (d) 
for lawyers not admitted to practice in Minnesota. 

 
 8.1(b) Bar Admission and Disciplinary Matters 
 
 An applicant for admission to the bar, or a lawyer in connection with 

a bar admission application or in connection with a disciplinary 
matter, shall not . . . fail to disclose a fact necessary to correct a 
misapprehension known by the person to have arisen in the matter, 
or knowingly fail to respond to a lawful demand for information 
from an admission or disciplinary authority, except that this rule 
does not require disclosure of information otherwise protected by 
Rule 1.6. 

 
(8) Respondent, Alfonso Kennard, Jr., is the same person as the Alfonso 

Kennard, Jr., who is the subject of the Order described above. 
 

(9) The Order issued by the Supreme Court of the State of Minnesota is final. 
 

(10) Respondent was personally served with the Petition for Reciprocal 
Discipline and Order to Show Cause on Petition for Reciprocal Discipline 
and Hearing Notice on September 22, 2021. 

 
(11) Respondent’s Original Answer and Response to Petition for Reciprocal 

Discipline was filed on January 19, 2022. 
 

Conclusions of Law.  Based upon the foregoing findings of fact, the Board of 

Disciplinary Appeals makes the following conclusions of law: 

(1) This Board has jurisdiction to hear and determine this matter.  TEX. RULES 
DISCIPLINARY P. R. 7.08(H). 
 

(2) Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss is DENIED. 
 

(3) Respondent’s answer to the Order to Show Cause on Petition for Reciprocal 
Discipline was due on October 22, 2021.  TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 
9.02. 
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(4) Despite being duly served, Respondent failed to file an answer within 30 
days.  TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 9.03. 
 

(5) Because Respondent failed to answer timely, Rule 9.03 requires that the 
Board enter a judgment imposing reciprocal discipline.  TEX. RULES 
DISCIPLINARY P. R. 9.03, 17.05. 
 

(6) Pursuant to BODA Internal Procedural Rule 7.03, the Chair exercised 
discretion to receive testimony and evidence from Respondent despite his 
failure to file a timely answer. 
 

(7) Even if Respondent had timely raised defenses, Respondent’s testimony and 
evidence failed to establish any defense under Rule 9.04 by clear and 
convincing evidence. 

 
(8) Reciprocal discipline identical, to the extent practicable, to that imposed by 

the Supreme Court of the State of Minnesota, is warranted in this case.  TEX. 
RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 9.03. 

 
(9) Respondent should be suspended for thirty (30) days. 

 
It is, accordingly, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that Respondent, Alfonso 

Kennard, Jr., State Bar Card No. 24036888, is hereby SUSPENDED from the practice of law in 

Texas for a period of thirty (30) days beginning May 5, 2022, and extending through June 4, 2022.   

It is further ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that Respondent, Alfonso 

Kennard, Jr., during said suspension is prohibited from practicing law in Texas, and accordingly 

with respect to practicing law in Texas, holding himself out as a Texas attorney at law, performing 

any legal service for others in Texas, accepting any fee directly or indirectly for Texas legal 

services or holding himself out to others using his name, in any manner, in conjunction with the 

words “attorney,” “counselor,” or “lawyer” in Texas. 

It is further ORDERED that Respondent, Alfonso Kennard, Jr., within fifteen (15) days of 

the date of this judgment, shall notify in writing each and every justice of the peace, judge, 

magistrate, and chief justice of each and every court, if any, in which Respondent has any legal 

matter pending, if any, of his suspension, of the style and cause number of the pending matter(s), 
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and of the name, address, and telephone number of the client(s) Respondent is representing in that 

court.  Respondent is also ORDERED to mail copies of all such notifications to the Statewide 

Compliance Monitor, Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel, State Bar of Texas, P.O. Box 

12487, Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711. 

It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall file with the State Bar of Texas, Statewide 

Compliance Monitor, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St., Austin, TX 

78701), within fifteen (15) days of the date of this judgment, an affidavit stating that Respondent 

has notified in writing each and every justice of the peace, judge, magistrate, and chief justice of 

each and every court in which Respondent has any matter pending of the terms of this judgment, 

the style and cause number of the pending matter(s), and the name, address, and telephone number 

of the client(s) Respondent is representing in court. 

It is further ORDERED that Respondent, Alfonso Kennard, Jr., within fifteen (15) days of 

the date of this judgment, shall notify each of his current clients and opposing counsel, if any, in 

writing, of his suspension.  In addition to such notification, Respondent is ORDERED to return 

all files, papers, unearned fees paid in advance, and all other monies and properties which are in 

his possession or control but which belong to current or former clients, if any, to those respective 

clients or former clients, or to another attorney designated by such client or former client, within 

thirty (30) days of the date of this judgment, if requested.   

It is further ORDERED that Respondent shall file with the State Bar of Texas, Statewide 

Compliance Monitor, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St., Austin, TX 

78701), within fifteen (15) days of the date of this judgment, an affidavit stating that all current 

clients and opposing counsel have been notified of Respondent’s suspension and that all files, 

papers, monies, and other property belonging to all current clients have been returned as ordered 
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herein.  If Respondent should be unable to return any file, papers, money, or other property 

requested by any client or former client, Respondent’s affidavit shall state with particularity the 

efforts made by Respondent with respect to each particular client and the cause of his inability to 

return to said client any file, paper, money, or other property.   

It is further ORDERED that Respondent, Alfonso Kennard, Jr., within fifteen (15) days of 

the date of this judgment, surrender his Texas law license and permanent State Bar Card to the 

Statewide Compliance Monitor, Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel, State Bar of Texas, P.O. 

Box 12487, Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711, for transmittal to the Clerk of the Supreme Court 

of Texas. 

It is further ORDERED that a certified copy of the Petition for Reciprocal Discipline on 

file herein, along with a copy of this Judgment, be sent to the Office of the Chief Disciplinary 

Counsel of the State Bar of Texas, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, Texas 78711.   

It is further ORDERED that this Judgment of Suspension shall be made a matter of public 

record and be published in the Texas Bar Journal. 

Signed this 5th day of May 2022. 

____________________________________ 
     CHAIR PRESIDING 

Board members Jason Boatright and Cindy Tisdale did not participate in this decision. 
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