
UTAH SUPREME COURT AD HOC COMMITTEE  

 
REGULATORY REFORM  

Nick Stiles, Co-Chair   
Maryt Fredrickson, Co-Chair  
Workgroup Meeting: Rule 5.4 

December 5, 2025   
12:00 – 1:00  

Virtual & In-person Meeting   
In person: Education Room, Matheson 
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1. Welcome and Approval of November Meeting Minutes (Tab 2) 

 
2. Follow-up on November’s Action Items 

a. Connor’s report on his meeting with Marquita Brazil, the Program 
Director of Arizona’s ABS Committee 

b. Workshop Proposed Rule Draft (Tab 3) (see also supporting reference 
material in Tab 4) 

 
3. Deliverables and timeline 

a. Set actionable goals for the workgroup for the next 2 months to prepare a 
preliminary report.  

https://utcourts.webex.com/utcourts/j.php?MTID=m36136dcc8ef7b52b04dcbed7c45e492a


Tab 1 
 
Current 5.4 Scope 

Rule 5.4 Workgroup 

• Research pros and cons of allowing  
lawyers to partner or share fees 
with  nonlawyers, including any   
multijurisdictional implications.  

• Analyze lesson learned from Sandbox 
ABS  entities as well as Arizona’s ABS 
program. • Consider recommendations 
from experts  on legal regulation. 

• Examine rule 5.4 language from 
other  states.  

• Develop a recommendation on 
whether  rule 5.4 should be amended.  

• Draft proposed rule changes, if any. 

 

  



Tab 2 
 

Meeting Minutes 
Utah Supreme Court’s Ad Hoc Committee on Regulatory Reform 

Rule 5.4 Meeting Minutes 
Friday, November 7, 2025 

12:00 – 1:00 
Virtual 

 
 

 
The Rule 5.4 workgroup met for their first regulatory reform meeting without the AI/Legal Tech 
working group. 

The working group accepted the minutes from the previous joint AI and 5.4 meeting with minor 
revisions. 

Scope 
● The Rule 5.4 workgroup will seek to expand or amend Rule 5.4, not eliminate it. 
● The workgroup isn’t likely looking to recommend an ABS regime like Arizona’s. Where 

Arizona’s ABS program is business-centered, Utah’s aims to be access-to-justice 
centered. 

● While discussions over AI/Legal Tech will fall to its respective workgroup, that will 
remain a relevant topic to revisit for the 5.4 workgroup. At some point, the two groups 
might reintegrate. 

Historic learning points 
● The Sandbox aimed for innovation.  Entities are categories as low-, medium-, and high-

innovation. 
● There are currently no high-innovation entities in the Sandbox. 
● Past discussions contemplated allowing one-stop shops, like accountants and tax lawyers 

joining to offer combined services.  
● Early Sandbox/Standing Order 15 efforts resulted in ABS entities not based in Utah, not 

serving Utah consumers, and focused more on consumers who could afford a traditional 
legal services model. There were also lessons learned from entities using the removal of 
5.4 restrictions as a source of outside capital for advertising and aggressive 
marketing/solicitation. 



● The working group is aware of the different rules governing the regulation of businesses 
and the regulation of the practice of law. By constitution and statute, the Supreme Court 
regulates the practice of law. See UTAH CONST. art VIII, § 8; UTAH CODE § 76-17-201. 

Jurisdiction Comparison 
● The workgroup reviewed Arizona, DC, Puerto Rico, and New York. 
● Arizona has taken the most extreme approach by eliminating Rule 5.4. 
● DC has the best case study of allowing fee sharing (since 1991); fee sharing was likely 

permitted for lobbyists and those with multi-jurisdictional practices. But the D.C. rule 
may be too limited for what this group aims to achieve. 

● Puerto Rico is the newest jurisdiction to amend Rule 5.4 (June 2025), and their focus is 
on pro bono legal services/access to justice. That rule goes in to effect in January 2026. 
There was a dissent that opposed the new rule. 

● New York has initiated workgroups and task forces, but has yet to make any major 
changes. 

● Key features and common denominators: 
○ Nonlawyers are still beholden to the same ethical standards as lawyers. 
○ Fee-sharing entities must provide legal services. 

Other considerations 
● Education: for lawyers and for nonlawyers. Ex: when a non-lawyer takes management of 

a law firm and what that means for a non-attorney. Any CLE requirements? If so, where 
to house that. 

● Enforcement 
● Designing metrics for measuring success or impacts, with any rule amendments, at an 

early stage or drafting, not left for later to add in. 
Next Steps 

● The group will consider potential pitfalls and guardrails to address them. This may be 
something to map out with a spreadsheet, of things to include and things to not include. 
Factors to consider include: 

○ Motivation by strictly profit-driven means 
○ Improper solicitation of services 
○ Quality of services 
○ Adherence to ethical standards 
○ CLE requirements 
○ Enforcement mechanisms 
○ Requiring on-staff compliance attorneys for fee-sharing entities 



○ Success metrics to see if what we’re doing actually helps us achieve those 
objectives 

○ Multi-jurisdictional concerns 
● Maryt will begin drafting 5.4 language. 
● Connor will look into impact studies in these jurisdictions and other available data. 
● Connor will continue to communicate with the other jurisdictions and connections 

Andrea, Alyson, and the other group members have to those jurisdictions. 
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Tab 4 



DC Rule 5.4 







Puerto Rico Rule 5.4(b) 







Arizona’s No Rule 5.4 





5.4 workaround via existing 
rule 





 



 

Dissent on Puerto Rico’s 5.4 rule 















 



  



Ethics opinion for lawyers practicing 
ABS entities in DC, AZ, and UT 





















 


