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the very end. Yet, that is exactly what we 
ask of juries in virtually every case.

In my experience, jurors almost invari-
ably want to do the right thing, and a good 
voir dire process should be designed to 
expose those who have some other agenda. 
And to the extent that there is some legiti-
mate need to “educate” jurors in the course 
of their selection, I think that process 
could be improved by orally instructing 
jury panels before voir dire, which would 
then allow a meaningful discussion of 
their attitudes and opinions regarding the 
legal principles they will be applying. Steve 
Hayne’s thoughtful article should help us all 
“demystify” and maybe even reinvent this 
most important process.

Judge Bruce W. Hilyer, King County Superior 
Court, Seattle

More things it would be good to 
know

President Brooke Taylor’s March column 
(“On the Road Again”) was beautiful and 

moving. If he ever gives up his day job, he 
could write a great sequel to Travels with 
Charley. His unadorned writing captured 
the best of what we as lawyers bring 
to each other: our common interests, 
whether geographic (our county bars), or 
with a minority bar association (he men-
tioned the Latino/a Bar Association of 
Washington and the new Disabilities Bar 
Association), or with an area of practice.

His column reminded me that every 
year when I fill out the bar dues forms, 
I think that WSBA should ask for more 
demographic information. For the 2005 
dues, I scribbled questions on the form, 
but no one responded. Here are some po-
tential areas that are of interest to me (and 
perhaps all of us, as well as the public). The 
questions could be asked on a separate 
form and scored anonymously.

Ethnicity ; Gross Income and Net 
income (include ranges that start realisti-
cally low, e.g., less than $30,000; 30,001 to 
50,000; 50,001-75,000; etc.); Marital status 
(single, single but in significant relation-
ship; married and living together; married 
and not living together; divorced, wid-
owed); Disability: Do you have a disabil-
ity? Does a close family member (spouse, 
partner, parent, child or step-child of 
any age, or other person for whom you 
provide emotional or financial support) 
have a disability?; What is your native 
language (if other than English)?; What 
language(s) other than English are you suf-
ficiently proficient in that you have used it 
to communicate with clients (orally or in 
writing), with or without an interpreter?; 
What is the size of your law firm?; If you 
engage in the private practice of law, do 
you have malpractice insurance?; Do you 
think WSBA should prorate bar dues ac-
cording to income?; Does your firm pay 
your bar dues?

I’m sure there are plenty of other ques-
tions lurking out there. The more that we 
as lawyers can do to let the public know 
that we are human beings, the better.

Carole Grayson, Seattle

Does Bar News have any 
standards?

Do you publish any letter that any member 
sends in? You must because I can think 

of no other reason that you would print 
the derogatory musings of Christopher 
Hodgkin.

In an age where the public image of 
lawyers is at an all time low according to 
our own Bar President, what good can 
come from ill-conceived public flagella-
tion? 

Now dissent is a good thing. And 
people should be encouraged to share 
divergent viewpoints. But the ramblings 
of Mr. Hodgkin have no purpose other 
than to demean the plaintiff ’s bar. The pre-
amble to our RPCs states: “The continued 
existence of a free and democratic society 
depends upon recognition of the concept 
that justice is based upon the rule of law 
grounded in respect for the dignity of the 
individual and the capacity through rea-
son for enlightened self government.”

Mean spirited fantasies like “1-800-
suethebastardstoday” and the “1863 case 
of Mediocre v. Stupid” do not advance any 
of the precepts contained in our governing 
rules. Erroneous fictions — such as suing 
for “bungled” prosecutions — may whip 
the populace into the desired frenzy. But 
as Mr. Hodgkin must surely know, pros-
ecutors are immune from suit even under 
his pretend scenario.

Mr. Hodgkin has his right to free 
speech. But when Bar News agrees to print 
a letter to the editor, it should first make 
sure that it conforms to our own standards 
of professionalism.

Karen Koehler, Seattle

Editor’s response: Bar News’s policy has been 
to print all letters as space allows. We don’t 
run anonymous ones, but that’s about it. 
Some folks do write in more than others, but 
I’m not ready yet to start regulating that.

Things are improving

The University of Washington Moot Court 
Honor Board (MCHB) commends the 
University of Washington School of Law 
Gender Study Committee for examining 
any challenges women may face in legal 
education. The current MCHB member-
ship wishes to respond to the gender 
study’s analysis that a sexist environment 
may have pervaded MCHB from 2000 to 
2003. Because none of the current MCHB 
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The President’s Essay Contest
Putting It into Words: The Judicial Branch and the 
Four Corners of Freedom
S. Brooke Taylor, WSBA President

T

President’scorner

his year’s presidential initia-
tive involves the development of 
a multi-faceted WSBA program 
of outreach and education to raise 
the level of understanding about 

the critical role of the judicial branch in 
our democracy, and the “four corners of 
freedom”: the rule of law, separation of 
powers, the doctrine of checks 
and balances, and judicial in-
dependence. I have attempted 
to engage future lawyers in this 
discourse by inviting students at 
our three law schools to submit 
an essay on this theme, using my 
October 2005 “President’s Cor-
ner” column as a starting point. 
The law schools screened their 
own entries and passed on the 
top three for my review. 

The winning essay, by Seattle 
University School of Law third-
year student Joanna Plichta, ap-
pears below in lieu of my usual 
monthly offering. Congratula-
tions to Joanna for her winning 
effort in the first-ever WSBA 
President’s Essay Contest!

Restoring Faith in the 
Independent Judiciary 
Through Judge Greer’s 
Story

by Joanna Plichta

As Terri Schiavo lay in the hospital, sus-
tained only by artificial nutrition and hydra-
tion, a group of people gathered outside her 
window. They came to pray, sing hymns, 
and carry signs berating presiding Circuit 
Judge George Greer, who ordered Schiavo’s 
feeding tube removed the preceding day. 
Some of the messages read: “Hey Judge, 

Who Made You God?” and “Judge Greer 
Makes Murder Legal in America” while 
other messages, also aimed at cutting down 
Greer’s judicial integrity and disqualifying 
his ability to competently sit on the bench, 
were even more tasteless. The public was 
not alone in their outrage; various politi-
cians also aligned themselves against Greer, 

despite the fact that his decision to order 
Schiavo’s tube removed was a constitutional 
interpretation of the law passed by the Leg-
islature, where the executive branch had an 
opportunity to veto the law. Greer did not 
make himself God nor did he make murder 
legal in America; he merely interpreted the 
law as it was provided to him by the legisla-
tive and executive branches. And yet, what 
had started as an ordinary trial developed 
into a year-long spectacle — a sequence of 
intense legal battles which fueled frenzied 
media attention and led to public outrage, 
several high-profile court decisions, and 
multiple instances of interference into 
judicial autonomy by various prominent 
politicians and high-profile executives. 

Although the court of appeals consis-
tently found Greer’s decisions to be “excep-
tionally thorough,” their exaltation of his 
ability to function as a reliable judge was 
overshadowed by the scrutiny voiced by the 
public, politicians, and executives. The case 
history alone is a testament to the attempts 
at intrusion into judicial independence. 

By March 2005, the Schiavo case 
history consisted of 14 appeals, 
dozens of motions and petitions, 
and five suits brought in Federal 
District Court. The varying levels 
of legislative and executive inter-
ference included a subpoena by 
a congressional committee in an 
attempt to qualify Schiavo for the 
“witness protection” program and 
the passage of federal legislation 
known as the “Palm Sunday Com-
promise.” Tirelessly, politicians 
and executives interfered with 
Greer’s court orders and publicly 
announced their disappointment 
in his decisions — when they were 
not challenging his decisions 
through the appeals process, they 
were busy drafting legislation that 

countered the effect of his final opinions.
This encroachment on the indepen-

dence of the judiciary is alarmingly un-
constitutional, primarily because the 
notion of judicial independence is rooted 
in the “separation of powers” principle. The 
separation of powers is the division of gov-
ernmental authority into three branches 
of government: legislative, executive, and 
judicial. Each of these branches has spe-
cific duties on which neither of the other 
branches can encroach, except to impose 
certain checks on the powers of each indi-
vidual branch.

A clear example of a violation of the 
separation of powers principle in the Schi-
avo case involved the Florida Legislature 

WSBA President Taylor with contest winner Joanna Plichta and Seattle 
University School of Law Dean Kellye Testy.
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he Washington State Court 
of Appeals recently issued an 
important opinion regarding 
liability and the corresponding 
scope of relief under the Wash-

ington Securities Act (WSA). With regard 
to the scope of relief, the court held that the 
WSA authorizes an award of rescissionary 
relief (and not damages) where the stock 
at issue can be recovered by the buyer. See 
Helenius v. Send.com, Inc., 120 P.3d 954, 960 
(Wash. Ct. App. 2005). With regard to liabil-
ity, the court’s opinion provides important 
guidance regarding the circumstances in 
which a party may immunize itself against 
misrepresentation claims under state or 
federal law by including a “non-reliance 
clause” in the underlying stock purchase 
agreement. This article discusses the 
court’s opinion in Helenius, including its 
discussion of analogous federal law, and of-
fers practical advice for parties who engage 
in such transactions. 

To establish liability for securities fraud 
under the WSA, as under the federal secu-
rities statutes upon which the WSA was 
patterned, a plaintiff must establish that 
the defendant made a material misrepre-
sentation and that the plaintiff reasonably 
relied on that misrepresentation in agree-
ing to enter into the securities transaction 
in question. See, e.g., Hines v. Data Line Sys., 
Inc., 114 Wn.2d 127, 134 (1990). Contracts 
for the sale of securities typically provide 
that the contract itself contain the entire 
understanding of the parties (what is 
commonly referred to as an “integration 
clause”) and/or that the parties did not 
rely on any representations other than 
those contained in the contract in enter-
ing into the transaction (a “non-reliance” 
clause). The stock purchase agreement in 
Helenius included a provision that is both 
an integration clause (the first half of the 
sentence below) and a non-reliance clause 
(the second half): 

Avoiding Liability for Securities Fraud:
The Legal Significance of Integration (and Non-Reliance) Clauses 

Under State and Federal Law
by Leonard J. Feldman and Charles Ha

T This Agreement . . . sets forth the entire 
understanding of the parties hereto with 
respect to the matters provided for here-
in and supersedes all prior agreements, 
covenants, arrangements, understand-
ings, communications, undertakings, 
representations or warranties, whether 
oral or written, by any officer, represen-
tative shareholder, agent or employee 
of any party. 

Based on this provision, a group of 
defendants in Helenius argued that they 
could not be liable under the WSA for any 
misrepresentation that allegedly occurred 
prior to the effective date of the parties’ 
agreement.

Most federal courts that have faced this 
issue under analogous federal securities 
statutes have held that a plaintiff cannot 
establish a claim under federal securities 
laws based on an alleged misrepresentation 
that is not set forth in the stock purchase 
agreement if that agreement includes an 
integration clause, a non-reliance clause, or 
some combination of the two. In Emergent 

Capital Inv. Management, LLC v. Stonepath 
Group, Inc., 343 F.3d 189 (2d Cir. 2003), for 
example, the parties’ agreement expressly 
stated that the agreement, together with 
accompanying documents, “contain[ed] 
the entire understanding and agreement 
among the parties . . . and supersede[d] 
any prior understandings or agreements 
between or among any of them.” Id. at 
191. The court held that this clause was 
sufficient to preclude recovery under the 
federal securities act. Other courts have 
echoed that holding. See, e.g., Rissman v. 
Rissman, 213 F.3d 381 (7th Cir. 2000); Harsco 
Corp. v. Seguin, 91 F.3d 337 (2d Cir. 1996); 
One-O-One Enterprises, Inc v. Caruso, 848 
F.2d 1283 (D.C. Cir. 1988).

In Helenius, however, the Washington 
Court of Appeals rejected this argument. 
This decision is significant because it runs 
counter to both Washington law — which 
enforced a similar provision to preclude 
liability in Stewart v. Estate of George Steiner, 
122 Wn. App. 258 (2004) — and the major-
ity of federal cases addressing this issue 
(as discussed above). The opinion also 
threatens to undermine the protection 
that such clauses provide to parties who 
enter into a stock purchase agreement 
and wish to avoid liability for statements 
that are not expressly set forth (often in 
the form of express representations) in the 
agreement itself.

Although the court’s description of 
the facts in the Helenius appeal is lengthy 
and complex, its holding regarding the 
parties’ agreement is relatively simple and 
straightforward. The court characterized 
the above-quoted provision in the par-
ties’ agreement as an integration clause 
and then distinguished its prior opinion 
in Stewart, which involved a clause that 
expressly stated that the parties had not 
relied on representations other than those 
contained in the contract. The court then 
held that various other considerations are 
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he witness stand is hardly 
a place that promotes calm, 
collected, and complete testi-
mony. More often it is a place of 
anxiety, fear, and confrontation. 

Nonetheless, it is through the process of 
direct- and cross-examination that the 
witness speaks and from which the jury 
must find the truth. 

In cross-examination, the deck is truly 
stacked against the witness. She is ques-
tioned by one who feels much more at 
home in the courtroom. The attorney has 
questioned many witnesses before her, and 
he will question many after. He has been 
trained in law school for this very task, 
in addition to the advice and tips he has 
received from his colleagues and mentors. 
The witness, on the other hand, has in many 
cases never entered a courtroom, much 
less been examined adversely by a profes-
sional. She has never tried to tell her story 
in a courtroom, under the scrutiny of the 
judge and jury. Even if the witness knows 
exactly what she wants to convey, feelings 
of dread and a lack of confidence inhibit her 
ability to have the jury accurately perceive 
her meaning and intentions. Alternatively, 
some witnesses may be overconfident 
coming into their examination only to find 
the task harder than they thought. Either 
mindset can lead to devastating conse-
quences for the attorney and the case.

It goes without saying that cases can 
be won or lost on the performance of key 
witnesses. No attorney would ever dream of 
putting an important witness on the stand 
without some form of practice or prepara-
tion. However, skepticism remains over the 
extent of an attorney’s preparation and the 
ability to alter the witness’s original mem-
ory, despite the ethical guidelines of the 
American Bar Association’s Model Rules 
of Professional Conduct. This skepticism 
is furthered because witness preparation 
is generally protected by the attorney-cli-
ent or work-product privilege, allowing 
attorneys to conduct it in private without 
the risk of discovery by the other side. 

The benefits of a prepared witness 

Witness Preparation by Trial Consultants:
Competitive Advantage or Invitation to Discoverability

clearly outweigh the risks. Lawyers need 
to work with witnesses in advance for a 
number of reasons as part of their duty to 
produce relevant and reliable testimony. 
Witness preparation not only provides the 
attorney with an opportunity to assess the 
witness’s credibility, certainty, and accuracy 
of recollection, it provides the witness with 
the opportunity to learn how to communi-
cate more effectively.

Trial Consultants: Aggravating or 
Mitigating (the) Circumstances?
Witness preparation with the aid of trial 
consultants has become increasingly 
common in cases both large and small. Its 
prevalence has brought with it increased 
scrutiny and controversy in the legal com-
munity. The most ardent opponents of 
witness preparation by trial consultants are 
likely to perceive the practice as a means to 
fabricate, exaggerate, or restrain aspects of 
testimony.1 Some professionals in the legal 
community have questioned whether trial 
consultants are properly trained to partici-
pate in witness preparation, particularly if 
they do not have legal training. A related 
concern is that trial consultants are not 
required to earn a license and are not 
necessarily regulated by ethical guidelines. 
Although the American Society of Trial 
Consultants (ASTC) has established a Code 
of Professional Standards and a formal 
grievance procedure, membership in the 
organization is not required to practice 
trial consulting. In contrast, attorneys risk 
suspension or loss of their license if they 
do not adhere to the ABA’s guidelines — a 
severe detriment to their career.

Notwithstanding these criticisms, the 
use of trial consultants in preparing wit-
nesses to testify remains commonplace. 
Attorneys, who are trained to focus on 
case-relevant law and evidence, rely on 
the content of testimony to support their 
client’s case. Trial consultants typically fo-
cus their efforts outside of the pure content 
to critical factors impacting credibility such 
as the witness’s body language, speaking 
style, and varied paralinguistic cues.

The New Assault
A new assault on witness preparation by 
trial consultants has been mounted in 
Washington as well as other states. Those 
behind the latest challenge have asserted 
that witness preparation by nonlawyers is 
not protected under the attorney-client 
privilege and thus should be discoverable. 
The central argument of these individuals 
is that the jury is entitled to judge witness 
credibility based on a “natural” presenta-
tion of the witness, and witness preparation 
may camouflage that. For example, part of 
this judgment includes an evaluation of 
“the manner of the witness while testifying” 
and “any other factors that affect [jurors’] 
evaluation or belief of a witness or [jurors’] 
evaluation of his or her testimony.”2 These 
“other factors” can include aspects such 
as the witness’s overall demeanor, appear-
ance, posture, and vocal inflection. The 
bottom line for these opponents is that, if 
trial consultants change or help an attorney 
change these aspects of a witness, the jury 
should know about it. However, this argu-
ment has two fundamental flaws.

First and foremost, it assumes the at-
torney cross-examining the witness is an 
unbiased truth-seeker, as opposed to an 
advocate. The adverse attorney is a zealous 
advocate for the client, and the goal is often 
to muddy the waters, confuse the jury, or 
attack the credibility of the witness. The 
cross-examining attorney prefers witnesses 
who are more susceptible to tactics that 
can accomplish these goals, and a practiced 
and prepared witness is more resilient to 
these attacks.

A second flaw in this argument is that 
it assumes trial consultants have special 
powers to change a witness’s demeanor 
and presentation in ways an attorney can-
not. While attorneys are bound by codes 
of ethical conduct, these codes in no way 
prohibit the attorney to advise a witness 
on manner of dress, nonverbal cues, or 
other factors contributing to credibility. 
If properly trained in communication, 
attorneys could offer witnesses the same 
advice as trial consultants, and the adver-

by Craig C. New, Samantha Schwartz, and Gary Giewat
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by Mark J. Fucile

iscovery in civil litigation 
brings together two com-
peting professional norms: 

playing fair while playing 
hard. On the one hand, the professional 
and civil rules require fair play. On the 
other, we are advocates who play to win. 
The Washington State Supreme Court 
captured this tension in Washington State 
Physicians Ins. Exch. & Ass’n. v. Fisons 
Corp., 122 Wn.2d 299, 354-55, 858 P.2d 
1054 (1993): “The lawyer’s duty to place 
his client’s interests ahead of all others 
presupposes that the lawyer will live with 
the rules that govern the system. Unlike 
the polemicist haranguing the public 
from his soapbox in the park, the lawyer 
enjoys the privilege of a professional 
license that entitles him to entry into 
the justice system to represent his client, 
and in doing so, to pursue his profession 
and earn his living. He is subject to the 
correlative obligation to comply with the 
rule and to conduct himself in a manner 
consistent with the proper functioning 
of that system.”1

Broadly put, the ethics rules govern-

Ethics and the Law

Discovery Ethics: Playing Fair 
While Playing Hard

ing discovery cover two areas and share 
a common bond with their civil rule 
counterparts. First, they prohibit obtain-
ing information that you’re not supposed 
to have. Second, they prohibit obstructing 
access to information that you’re sup-
posed to produce. In this column, we’ll 
look at both.2

Obtaining Information You’re Not 
Supposed to Have
“Information you’re not supposed to 
have” equates with an opponent’s privi-
lege or work product. It is rooted in both 
RPC 3.4(c), which requires lawyers to 
abide by court rules, and CR 26(b) (and 
its federal counterpart), which governs 
the general scope of discovery. It applies 
to both witnesses and documents. Wash-
ington case law offers telling examples of 
each. In re Firestorm 1991, 129 Wn.2d 130, 
916 P.2d 411 (1996), illustrates the former, 
and Richards v. Jain, 168 F.Supp.2d 1195 
(W.D. Wash. 2001), the latter.

Firestorm 1991 involved a large series 
of wildfires that took place near Spo-
kane. Shortly after the fires, several local 
utilities signed a joint defense agreement 
and sent teams of investigators into the 

burned areas to assess whether their 
electric lines had caused the fires. The 
teams were being coordinated by a law 
firm and generally included a mix of law-
yers, consulting experts retained by the 
law firm, and utility company employees. 
One of the experts concluded that at least 
one of the fires had been started by an 
electric line. When litigation was brought 
later against the utilities, the expert con-
tacted the plaintiffs’ lawyers because he 
thought his concerns might not surface 
during discovery. Although the plaintiffs’ 
lawyers knew that the expert had been 
retained by the utilities’ law firm, they 
conducted a recorded interview with 
him that included his observations and 
opinions. The plaintiffs’ lawyers provided 

D

a transcript to the utilities’ law firm. That 
firm, in turn, filed a motion to disqualify 
the plaintiffs’ lawyers for improper ex 
parte contact with their expert. The trial 
court agreed and disqualified the law-
yers. On review, the Supreme Court held 
that CR 26(b)(5) specifies the exclusive 
means for discovery of an opponent’s 
experts, and that violation of the rule 
warranted sanctions. In a split deci-
sion, the majority concluded that the 
particular information elicited did not 
reach either privilege or work product 
and, therefore, a sanction less severe than 
disqualification should be imposed. At 
the same time, even the majority made 
plain that improper access to, and use 
of, an opponent’s privileged information 
would warrant disqualification. 

Richards involved just such a case. 
With Richards, the privileged information 
came in the form of documents rather 
than a witness. The plaintiff in Richards 
had been a senior executive with a high-
tech company in Seattle for five years 
before he left in the wake of a dispute over 
stock options. When he left and notwith-
standing a nondisclosure agreement, the 
plaintiff downloaded onto a disk all the 

. . . the plaintiff downloaded 
onto a disk all the e-mails he 
had sent or received during his 
tenure at the company and gave 
the disk to his lawyers . . . .
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Financial Highlights for Fiscal 2005

Strategic Financial Goal 
The WSBA’s strategic financial goal is 
to be fiscally responsible — to operate 
a well-managed and financially sound 
association, to be accountable to our 
members and the public, and to use our 
resources wisely in ways that accomplish 
our mission. 

Fund Categories
The WSBA accounts for revenues and 
expenses in four categories: general fund, 
continuing legal education (CLE), sec-
tions, and the Lawyers’ Fund for Client 
Protection (LFCP).

• General Fund
The general fund consists of regulatory 
functions and most services to members 
and the public. It is funded by member li-
cense fees and revenues from services. For 
FY 2005, the general fund had revenues 
in excess of expenses of $1,148,279. As of 
September 30, 2005, the general fund bal-
ance was $3,920,348, of which $1,052,599 
is designated as an operating reserve and 
$1,052,599 is designated as a reserve for 
the WSBA’s planned move to the Puget 
Sound Plaza building at the end of calen-
dar year 2006. The remaining $1,815,150 is 
considered an unrestricted surplus.

• Continuing Legal Education (CLE) 
Fund
CLE programs and products are entirely 
self-funded by seminar registration fees 
and sales of deskbooks and other publi-
cations. The CLE fund budgeted for rev-
enues over expenses of $134,011. Actual 
results were $148,884, bringing CLE’s 
fund balance as of September 30, 2005, 
to $1,585,026. 

• Sections Fund
The WSBA’s 24 sections are a voluntary 
activity for WSBA members and are fully 
self-supporting through section dues and 
fees for section products and services. No 
member license fees are used for section 
activities, and all net income from sec-
tions is carried forward in each section’s 
net assets for use by that section in future 
years. The sections budgeted for $93,714 
expenses over revenues (in order to use 
past accumulated reserves to benefit 
their members). Actual results for the 
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sections were that expenses exceeded 
revenues by $4,931. The sections fund 
balance at September 30, 2005, was 
$780,129. 

• Lawyers’ Fund for Client Protection 
(LFCP) 
The LFCP may be used for relieving a loss 
sustained by a person due to the dishon-
esty of, or failure to account for money 
entrusted to, a member of the WSBA in 
connection with the member’s practice 
of law. It is funded by an annual assess-
ment on all active WSBA members. The 

LFCP fund budgeted for revenues over 
expenses of $133,067. Actual results were 
$189,192. The LFCP’s fund balance as of 
September 30, 2005, was $821,669. 

The WSBA’s Move to the Puget Sound 
Plaza Building in December 2006
In May 2004, the WSBA entered into a 
lease agreement with UNICO Properties, 
Inc. for 41,204 square feet of space in the 
Puget Sound Plaza building. The WSBA 
was able to lock in rates when they were 
at a low point in the market, due to good 
planning by the Board of Governors. In 

conducting detailed programming exer-
cises with architects Burgess Weaver, it 
has been determined that the amount of 
space needed is more than was estimated 
in 2003 during the lease negotiations. 
Fortunately, the WSBA has approximate-
ly 80 percent of its future rent locked in at 
very low rates compared to the current 
market. The WSBA has negotiated with 
UNICO for additional space at reasonable 
market rates, taking into account the 
WSBA’s needs over the next 10 years so 
the next 10 years of rent expenses will be 
predictable and affordable.  

Statements of Activities
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FYInformation
was March 31. Please send nominations 
to: Washington State Bar Association, Attn: 
Annual Awards, 2101 Fourth Ave., Ste. 400, 
Seattle, WA 98121-2330, fax: 206-727-8319, 
e-mail: denec@wsba.org

The awards will be presented at the 
WSBA Annual Awards Dinner in Seattle 
on September 14, 2006, with the following 
exceptions: The Pro Bono Award will be pre-
sented at the Access to Justice Conference 
in Yakima on June 10, and the Outstanding 
Judge Award will be presented at the Fall 
Judicial Conference.

Statewide Diversity Conference 
to Be Held in June
Washington state’s first diversity confer-
ence for the legal community will be held 
June 1-2. Entitled “Getting Ahead and 
Giving Back,” the conference will begin 
Thursday evening with a reception and 
feature a variety of sessions all day Friday. 
Col. William Gunn (Ret.), president and 
CEO of the Boys and Girls Club of Greater 
Washington, D.C., will be the featured 
speaker at the luncheon on Friday. The 
conference will be held at Seattle University 
School of Law.

The conference is sponsored by the 
Asian Bar Association of Washington, 
Korean American Bar Association of 
Washington, Latina/o Bar Association of 
Washington, Loren Miller Bar Association, 
Northwest Indian Bar Association, Pierce 
County Minority Bar Association, QLaw: 
the GLBT Bar Association of Washing-
ton, South Asian Bar Association, and 
Vietnamese American Bar Association, in 
cooperation with the King County Bar As-
sociation, Seattle University School of Law, 
and Washington State Bar Association.

For more information, contact Confer-
ence Co-chair Kim Tran at 206-623-9900 
or ktran@staffordfrey.com, Conference 
Co-chair Mike Heath at 206-587-0700 or 
mheath@cairncross.com, or WSBA Diver-
sity Advocate Joslyn Donlin at 206-727-8216 
or joslynd@wsba.org.

Notice of Intent to Form Juvenile 
Law Section
Petitions are now being circulated to form a 
new WSBA Juvenile Law Section pursuant 
to Section IX of the WSBA Bylaws. There is 
no current section or other WSBA entity 
whose primary focus is juvenile law, which 

falls within the purposes of the WSBA 
as outlined in General Rule 12. Both the 
Washington Juvenile Justice Assessment 
Project Report and the WSBA Blue Ribbon 
Panel on Criminal Defense have recom-
mended that a juvenile-oriented WSBA 
entity be established. A study group chaired 
by Justice Bobbe Bridge — and including 
Kim Ambrose, Liza Burke, Lisa Kelly, Anne 
Lee, Mary Li, Casey Trupin, Page Ulrey, and 
George Yeannakis — recommends the 
new section. After the required six-month 
waiting period, the Board of Governors will 
consider whether to form a Juvenile Law 
Section at their June 2006 meeting.

Contemplated Jurisdiction. The cre-
ation of a Juvenile Law Section is proposed 
to address concerns with juvenile law and 
policy, including dependency, offender, 
status offenses (Child in Need of Services, 
Youth at Risk and Truancy), and the civil 
legal needs of children and youth.

Section Purpose. The Juvenile Law Sec-
tion will provide a forum for juvenile-law 
issues and improve the law and practice 
related to civil and criminal matters involv-
ing children and youth in Washington. The 
section will welcome advocates from all 
disciplines and fields of law, including ju-
venile justice, child welfare, and those who 
represent youth in civil legal practice. For 
more information, contact Kim Ambrose 
at kambrose@u.washington.edu.

Facing an Ethical Dilemma? 
The WSBA Ethics Line can help members 
analyze a situation, apply the proper rules, 
and make an ethically sound decision. Calls 
made to the Ethics Line are confidential, 
and most calls are returned within one 
business day. Any advice given is intended 
for the education of the inquirer and does 
not represent an official position of the 
WSBA. Call the Ethics Line at 800-945-9722, 
ext. 8284, or 206-727-8284. 

Assistance for Law Students
The WSBA Lawyers’ Assistance Program 
(LAP) offers long- and short-term psy-
chotherapy to third-year law students at-
tending the University of Washington and 
Seattle University. Treatment is offered for 
depression, addiction, family and relation-
ship issues, health issues, and other mental 
and emotional problems. The fee is based 
on a sliding scale ranging from no-cost to 

$30 and is determined by a student’s abil-
ity to pay. For more information about the 
LAP, call 206-727-8268 or visit www.wsba.
org/lawyers/services/lap.htm.

Learn More About Case-
Management Software
The WSBA’s Law Office Management As-
sistance Program (LOMAP) office main-
tains a computer for members to review 
software tools designed to maximize office 
efficiency. The LOMAP staff is available to 
provide materials, answer questions, and 
to make recommendations. To make an 
appointment, contact Julie Salmon at 206-
733-5914 or juliesa@wsba.org.

Job Seekers Discussion Group
Looking for a job or making a transition? 
Join us at the Job Seekers Discussion Group 
the second Wednesday of each month from 
noon to 1:30 p.m. The group discusses 
where to look for jobs, how to use your 
network of contacts, strategies for résumés 
and cover letters, and how to keep your-
self organized and motivated. Exchange 
information and ideas with other lawyers 
looking to make a change. Come as you are 
— no need to RSVP. For more information 
contact Rebecca Nerison, Ph.D. at 206-727-
8269 or rebeccan@wsba.org.

Upcoming Board of Governors 
Meetings
June 9, Yakima • July 21-22, Port Angeles 
• September 14-15, Seattle
With the exception of a one-hour executive 
session the morning of the first day, Board 
of Governors meetings are open, and all 
WSBA members are welcome to attend. 
RSVPs are appreciated but not required. 
Please contact Donna Sato at 206-727-8244 
or donnas@wsba.org. The complete Board 
of Governors meeting schedule is avail-
able on the WSBA website at www.wsba.
org/info/bog/schedule.htm.

Usury Rate
The average coupon equivalent yield from 
the first auction of 26-week treasury bills in 
April 2006 was 4.849 percent. Therefore, the 
maximum allowable usury rate for May is 
12 percent. Information from January 1987 
to date is on the WSBA website at http://
www.wsba.org/media/ publications/
barnews/usury.htm.
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APPEALS IN 
WASHINGTON,

CALIFORNIA, AND 
FEDERAL COURTS

Focusing on tort and 
civil rights cases.

Randy Baker

www.bakerappeals.com

THE LAW OFFICE OF 
RANDY BAKER

Pacific Building
720 Third Avenue, Suite 2015

Seattle, WA 98104
206-264-1076

bakerlaw@drizzle.com 

APPEALS

Margaret K. Dore

Former Law Clerk to the 
Washington State Supreme Court

and the Washington State
Court of Appeals.

Successful appeals include
Guardianship of Stamm,

121 Wn. App. 830, 91 P.3d 126 (2004).

LAW OFFICES OF
MARGARET K. DORE, P.S.
1001 Fourth Avenue, 44th Floor

Seattle, WA 98154
206-389-1754

www.MargaretDore.com

APPEALS

Briefing and arguing  
appeals for over 

30 years

Emphasizing 
cases involving 

difficult questions 
of contractual, 
statutory, and 
constitutional 
interpretation.

BILL BISHIN
206-323-7175

APPEALS
Philip A. Talmadge,

former justice, 
Washington State Supreme Court;

fellow, American Academy of 
Appellate Lawyers

Emmelyn Hart-Biberfeld,
former law clerk, 

Washington State Supreme Court;
invited member, the Order of 

Barristers

Anne E. Melley,
former law clerk, 

Washington State Court of Appeals

Available for consultation 
or referral on state and federal 

briefs and arguments.

TALMADGE LAW GROUP PLLC
18010 Southcenter Parkway

Tukwila, WA 98188-4630
206-574-6661 

 Fax: 206-575-1397
E-mail: christine@talmadgelg.com

www.talmadgelg.com

INSURANCE
Richard Gemson, 

former adjunct professor of 
law at UPS and former in-house 

counsel for North Pacific 
Insurance Co., available for 

mediation, consultation, 
association — casualty, life, 

disability, and health.

1001 Fourth Avenue, Suite 3278
Seattle, WA 98154
206-467-7075

Fax: 206-342-9650

andiand@comcast .net

APPEALS
Anne Watson,

former law clerk to the
Washington State Supreme Court,

is available for 
consultation, association, or 

referral of appellate cases.
LAW OFFICE OF 

ANNE WATSON, PLLC
360-943-7614

anne@awatsonlaw.com

MEDICAL or DENTAL 
MALPRACTICE

John J. Greaney 
is available for consultation 

and referral of plaintiffs’ claims 
of medical or dental malpractice 

against healthcare 
providers and hospitals.

KENT
877-520-5252

E-mail: jgreaney@hgzlaw.com

ETHICS and LAWYER 
DISCIPLINE

25+ Years’ Experience
Leland G. Ripley, 

former WSBA chief disciplinary 
counsel (1987-94), represents 

and advises lawyers in all 
aspects of legal ethics and 

lawyer discipline.

425-377-8737
E-mail: leland.ripley@comcast.net

Professionals

BAR NEWS 
is pleased to offer advertising 

services in the 

PROFESSIONALS 
SECTION.

For more information, please call 
Jack Young at 206-727-8260 
or e-mail jacky@wsba.org.
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ATTORNEYS’ FEE 
DISPUTES

Michael Caryl
• Attorney-Client
• Attorney-Attorney
• Attorney Liens 
• Fee-Related Ethics and Discipline 
• Expert Testimony (lodestar/fee   
 division/quantum meruit)
• Arbitration, Mediation
• Consultation, Representation

206-378-4125
E-mail: michaelc@michaelcaryl.com

LEGAL MALPRACTICE 
and

DISCIPLINARY ISSUES

Joseph J. Ganz

is available for consultation, 
referral, and association in 

cases of legal malpractice (both 
plaintiff and defense), as well as 

defense of lawyer disciplinary 
and/or grievance issues.

2101 Fourth Ave., Ste. 2100
Seattle, WA 98121

206-448-2100

E-mail: jganzesq@aol.com

IMMIGRATION DEFENSE
AND APPEALS

Representation in defense 
of immigrants with complex 

immigration problems. Available 
for consultation with criminal 

attorneys.

WEBER & MARKS, PLLC
Matthew B. Weber

Scott A. Marks

206-388-4135
Fully bilingual in Spanish.

CONSTRUCTION SITE
INJURIES

Bradley K. Crosta

Counsel for plaintiff in Stute v. PBMC, 
Inc., 114 Wn.2d 454 (1990) (General 

contractor has primary responsibility 
for the safety of all workers.)

Is available for consultation, 
association, or referrals.

CROSTA AND BATEMAN
999 Third Avenue, Suite 2525

Seattle, WA 98104-4089
206-224-0900

bcrosta@aol.com

APPEALS

THE LANZ FIRM, P.S.
AGC Building, Suite 809

1200 Westlake Avenue North
Seattle, WA 98109

206-382-1827

A substantial record of 
success on all levels of

Washington appellate practice.

Bernard G. Lanz
M. Scott Dutton (of Counsel)

DISCIPLINARY 
INVESTIGATION 

and PROCEEDINGS
Patrick C. Sheldon,
former member of the 

Washington State Bar Association 
Disciplinary Board, is now 

accepting referrals for attorney 
disciplinary investigations 

and proceedings.

FAIN SHELDON ANDERSON & 
VANDERHOEF PLLC

Bank of America Tower
701 Fifth Avenue, Suite 4650

Seattle, WA 98104
206-749-2371

E-mail: patrick@fsav.com

APPEALS
Charles K. Wiggins

and
Kenneth W. Masters

We handle or assist 
on all types of civil appeals in 

state and federal courts, 
from consulting with trial 
counsel to post-mandate 

proceedings.

WIGGINS & MASTERS PLLC
241 Madison Avenue North

Bainbridge Island, WA 98110
206-780-5033

www.appeal-law.com

DIRECT & INVERSE
CONDEMNATION

Robert A. Wright,
former senior counsel,

Attorney General of Washington, 
with over 35 years’ experience 

(WSDOT and WSCTC), is 
available for consultation, 

association, or referral of direct 
and inverse condemnation cases.

 
FAUBION, JOHNSON & 

REEDER, PS
5920 100th Street SW, Suite 25

Lakewood, WA 98499
253-581-0660

E-mail: RWright@FJR-Law.com

COMPLEX BUSINESS 
AND COMMERCIAL 

TRANSITIONS

Hermes Law Firm, PSC

continues its focus on business 
transactions, entity choices, and 

real estate.

Available for consultation and 
referrals. 

RUSSEL J. HERMES
Hermes Law Firm, PSC

1812 Hewitt Avenue – Suite C
Everett WA  98201

425.339.0990

russh@hermeslawfirm.com
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These notices of imposition of disciplin-
ary sanctions and actions are published 
pursuant to Rule 3.5(d) of the Washington 
State Supreme Court Rules for Enforce-
ment of Lawyer Conduct, and pursuant to 
the February 18, 1995, policy statement of 
the WSBA Board of Governors. 

For a complete copy of any disciplin-
ary decision, call the Washington State 
Disciplinary Board at 206-733-5926, 
leaving the case name, and your name 
and address.

Note: Approximately 30,000 persons 
are eligible to practice law in Washington 
state. Some of them share the same or 
similar names. Bar News strives to in-
clude a clarification whenever an attorney 
listed in the Disciplinary Notices has the 
same name as another WSBA member; 
however, all discipline reports should be 
read carefully for names, cities, and bar 
numbers.

Disciplinary Notices

Suspended

Christopher P. Eichhorn (WSBA No. 7427, 
admitted 1977), of Tacoma, was suspended 
for two years, effective November 7, 2005, 
by order of the Washington State Supreme 
Court following a stipulation approved by 
the Disciplinary Board. This discipline was 
based on his conduct between 1998 and 
2001 involving failure to communicate with 
and diligently represent a client, charging 
an unreasonable fee, failure to expedite 
litigation, failure to deposit client funds 
into a trust account, and failure to comply 
with duties on suspension.

Matter 1: In July 1998, Mr. Eichhorn 
commenced representing a client in a 
dissolution of marriage matter. The client 
agreed to pay Mr. Eichhorn an hourly fee to 
be deducted from all payments received. 
This fee agreement was not put in writing. 
The client paid Mr. Eichhorn $650. Even 
though the fee was not fully earned, Mr. 
Eichhorn deposited it into his general busi-
ness account.

In October 1998, a temporary order was 
entered prohibiting the client’s husband 
from withdrawing approximately $30,000 
in funds acquired by refinancing the fam-
ily home. In mid-1999, Mr. Eichhorn and 
his client became aware that the husband 
was planning to move to Korea and that his 

lawyer planned to withdraw by June 1999. 
Mr. Eichhorn advised his client to seek a 
contempt order for the husband’s failure 
to preserve the $30,000, and to do so while 
the husband was still represented. The cli-
ent agreed and instructed Mr. Eichhorn to 
proceed before June 1999. Mr. Eichhorn did 
not file the motion until July 1999. The court 
ruled that the client’s husband had failed 
to comply with the temporary order and 
directed the husband to deposit $30,000 
into the court registry. The husband failed 
to account for the funds or deposit them 
into the court registry. The client called 
Mr. Eichhorn every few months. Mr. Eich-
horn occasionally returned the calls and 
told her they should start working on her 
case again.

The dissolution trial was held in Octo-
ber 2000. After the trial, Mr. Eichhorn told 
the client that he would file the final dis-
solution paperwork by Thanksgiving 2000. 
When that did not happen, he told her he 
would finalize the dissolution by Christmas 
2000. When that did not happen, the client 
reminded Mr. Eichhorn that she planned to 
remarry in April 2001; Mr. Eichhorn assured 
her that he would finalize her dissolution 
by then. The client continued to leave Mr. 
Eichhorn telephone messages, to which he 
did not respond. The client and her future 
husband went to Mr. Eichhorn’s office in 
February 2001 owing to concern about the 
delay. In March 2001, Mr. Eichhorn filed the 
final paperwork with the court.

After the dissolution was final, the cli-
ent, who had paid Mr. Eichhorn $4,650, re-
quested an itemized bill. Mr. Eichhorn told 
her the bill was around $3,000 and agreed to 
send it to her in writing. Mr. Eichhorn had 
not maintained contemporaneous time 
records while working on her case, and he 
never sent a written bill, an itemized state-
ment, or any refund.

Matter 2: Effective November 10, 
1998, Mr. Eichhorn was suspended from 
the practice of law for 45 days following a 
stipulation to discipline in another mat-
ter. In December 1998, as required by the 
former Rules for Lawyer Discipline, Mr. 
Eichhorn submitted to the Bar Association 
an affidavit of compliance with his duties 
on suspension, listing clients and oppos-
ing counsel who had been notified of his 
suspension. Neither the above-mentioned 
client nor the husband’s lawyer appeared 

on the list. Neither individual had been in-
formed of the suspension or knew that Mr. 
Eichhorn was prohibited from practicing 
law during the 45-day period.

Mr. Eichhorn’s conduct violated RPC 1.3, 
requiring a lawyer to act with reasonable 
diligence and promptness in representing 
a client; RPC 1.4(a), requiring a lawyer to 
keep a client reasonably informed about 
the status of a matter and promptly comply 
with reasonable requests for information; 
RPC 1.4(b), requiring a lawyer to explain a 
matter to the extent reasonably necessary 
to permit the client to make informed de-
cisions regarding the representation; RPC 
1.5(a), requiring a lawyer’s fee to be reason-
able; RPC 1.5(b), requiring a lawyer who 
has not regularly represented a client to 
communicate to the client the basis or rate 
of the fee or factors involved in determining 
the charges for services and the lawyer’s 
billing practices; RPC 3.2, requiring a law-
yer to make reasonable efforts to expedite 
litigation consistent with the interests of 
the client; RPC 1.14(a), requiring all funds of 
clients paid to a lawyer be deposited into an 
interest-bearing trust account; RPC 1.14(b), 
requiring a lawyer to maintain complete 
records of client funds and properties and 
render appropriate accounts regarding 
them, and to promptly pay or deliver upon 
request funds or properties belonging to 
the client; and former Rule for Lawyer 
Discipline 8.1(c), delineating a lawyer’s 
duties on suspension, including the duty 
to notify all clients involved in litigation 
and the lawyer for each adverse party of the 
suspension and the reason therefore, and 
of the lawyer’s consequent inability to act 
after the effective date of the suspension.

Marsha A. Matsumoto represented the 
Bar Association. Mr. Eichhorn represented 
himself.

Suspended

Alexander J. Higgins (WSBA No. 20868, 
admitted 1991), of Seattle, was suspended 
for two years, effective February 15, 2006, 
by order of the Washington State Supreme 
Court following a stipulation approved 
by the Disciplinary Board. This discipline 
was based on his conduct in 2002 and 2003 
involving the deposit of funds belonging 
to his law firm into his personal bank ac-
count.
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Mr. Higgins was a partner in a Seattle 
law firm. On 16 occasions during 2002 and 
2003 Mr. Higgins received payments direct-
ly from clients for work he had performed 
as a firm lawyer. Instead of routing the 
checks into one of the firm’s bank accounts, 
Mr. Higgins deposited the funds into a 
personal, individual checking account. 
The total amount of fees belonging to the 
firm that Mr. Higgins retained for himself 
was $4,937. In late 2003, by happenstance, 
a member of the firm learned about the 
conduct with respect to funds paid by a 
particular client. Mr. Higgins cooperated 
with the firm’s ensuing investigation of 
the matter. The firm later accepted Mr. 
Higgins’s resignation, effective December 
31, 2003. Mr. Higgins and the firm agreed 
on the total amount owed and also agreed 
to deduct that amount from Mr. Higgins’s 
profit share, which was adequate to cover 
the loss.

Mr. Higgins’s conduct violated RPC 
8.4(c), prohibiting lawyers from engaging in 
conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, 
or misrepresentation.

Eugene I. Annis represented the Bar 
Association. Kurt M. Bulmer represented 
Mr. Higgins. 

Suspended

Paul H. King (WSBA No. 7370, admitted 
1977), of Seattle, was reciprocally sus-
pended for three years, based on an August 
15, 2002, order of the U.S. District Court 
for the Western District of Washington 
suspending Mr. King from April 25, 2002, 
through April 25, 2005. The Washington 
State Supreme Court’s order of reciprocal 
discipline, entered March 9, 2005, imposed 
the suspension in Washington retroactive 
to April 25, 2002, in accordance with the 
dates in the District Court’s order. (Owing 
to a clerical error in the March 9, 2005, 
order, the suspension did not expire until 
entry of corrective order on June 7, 2005.) 
This discipline was based on Mr. King’s 
conduct between 1999 and 2001 in multiple 
pending federal matters. 

Matter 1: Mr. King filed an action on 
behalf of a client in 1998. In December 1999, 
Mr. King withdrew from representing the 
client in the midst of settlement negotia-
tions. At the time, Mr. King’s file reflected 
that he had failed to respond to discovery 

requests, failed to assert several claims that 
should have been asserted, and alleged a 
disability claim even though plaintiff ap-
peared not to be disabled. Mr. King did not 
provide his file to substituting counsel for 
several weeks, and not until after the client 
had filed a grievance with the Bar Associa-
tion. Mr. King subsequently filed a motion 
seeking imposition of an attorney’s lien 
in the amount of $4,581.02, even though 
his contingency fee agreement with the 
client provided that if he withdrew from 
representation he waived any right to fees 
in the matter. In denying the motion, the 
court found that in December 1999, Mr. 
King had improperly attempted to change 
his contingency fee arrangement with the 
client to an hourly fee arrangement.

Matter 2: Mr. King represented a pur-
ported plaintiff class with claims against 
a municipality under the First, Fourth, 
and Fourteenth amendments to the U.S. 
Constitution. In denying the motion for 
class certification, the court found that 
Mr. King had failed to make any attempt to 
meet the class certification requirements of 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 23.

Matter 3: Mr. King represented a plain-
tiff on a claim for damage to a truck. The 
court imposed a $500 sanction on Mr. King 
on grounds that he had made improper use 
of profanity in a brief and urged the court 
to grant relief on improper grounds. At trial 
in the matter, Mr. King improperly advised 
the jury in opening argument of settlement 
efforts, failed to refrain from and failed to 
prevent his Rule 9 intern from engaging in 
behavior that disrupted the courtroom, 
and during closing argument improperly 
advised the jury that he strongly disagreed 
with the court’s jury instructions.

Matter 4: Mr. King represented a 
plaintiff in an action for violation of state 
and federal wage-and-hour laws. In July 
1999, Mr. King participated in settlement 
conference with a magistrate judge. Dur-
ing a break in the conference, Mr. King was 
informed that the assigned judge had dis-
missed the case. Mr. King proceeded with 
the settlement conference and discussed 
the matter as if it were still pending, with-
out promptly advising opposing counsel 
and the magistrate judge of the dismissal.

Matter 5: Mr. King represented two 
plaintiffs in an action under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act. In September 1999, Mr. 

King filed an amended complaint adding 
new claims and joining a new plaintiff, but 
he neither sought leave of court to file the 
complaint nor served the complaint on 
opposing counsel within 120 days of filing 
as required by Fed. R. Civ. P. 4. In March 
2000, Mr. King filed a motion and declara-
tion for permission to file a third amended 
complaint, adding new claims and joining 
additional plaintiffs. However, he failed 
to serve opposing counsel as required by 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(d). In March 2000, after 
expiration of the deadline for amending 
pleadings, Mr. King again filed a motion for 
permission to file an amended pleading but 
failed to file proof of service of the motion. 
In April 2000, Mr. King filed a certificate 
of service of the proposed amended com-
plaint, but failed to indicate whether he had 
served the motion to amend, in violation of 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(d); Mr. King also submitted 
a proposed, unsigned order in violation of 
Fed. R. Civ. P. 11. In July 2000, Mr. King filed 
a motion of entry of judgment without not-
ing the motion as required by Fed. R. Civ. 
P. 7. Mr. King also filed a motion for entry 
of judgment in favor of several plaintiffs 
who had purportedly joined in complaints 
that had never been served. In September 
2000, Mr. King filed a summary judgment 
motion after the cut-off date for the filing 
of dispositive motions.

Matter 6: Mr. King failed to appear for a 
March 1999 status conference in a pending 
matter. In response to a show cause order, 
he explained that the date was not listed 
on his calendar. The court imposed a $250 
sanction.

Matter 7: After being sanctioned in 
Matter 6, Mr. King engaged in attempts 
to manipulate the District Court’s case-
assignment procedures in order to avoid 
having cases assigned to the judge who 
had imposed the sanction. In five matters, 
Mr. King voluntarily dismissed the cases 
and promptly refiled them. In one of the 
matters, when the case was reassigned to 
the same judge, Mr. King again voluntarily 
dismissed and refiled it, even though Fed. 
R. Civ. P. 41(a)(1) provides that a second 
voluntary dismissal is a dismissal with 
prejudice. The judge ordered a hearing 
to show cause why the case should not 
be dismissed with prejudice. In the other 
cases, the assigned judges reassigned the 
cases to the original judge, who set a status 
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conference in each for the same date as the 
show cause hearing. Mr. King failed to at-
tend the status conferences and the show 
cause hearing; instead, he sent an attorney 
from another law office to attend on his 
behalf, who indicated that Mr. King had 
been called away on a family emergency. 
The judge imposed a sanction on Mr. King 
of $100 in each case, with the proviso that 
the sanction would be vacated if Mr. King 
provided an affidavit from a physician 
stating that the medical condition was an 
emergency that could not have safely been 
addressed until after the status conferences 
were concluded.

Matter 8: Mr. King submitted a declara-
tion of a third party in support of a motion 
for an award of attorney fees. As a result of 
its own investigation, the court discovered 
that Mr. King had signed the declarant’s 
name on the declaration without advising 
the court of this fact. There was no indica-
tion on the document that Mr. King was 
signing for the declarant. During oral argu-
ment on an order to show cause, Mr. King 
acknowledged that he was not familiar 
with 28 U.S.C. § 1746, permitting the filing 
of a declaration in lieu of an affidavit, and 
he claimed he believed it was appropriate 
to execute and submit a declaration on 
another’s behalf without disclosing the fact 
that the true declarant had not signed. In 
July 2000, the court imposed a $1,000 sanc-
tion on Mr. King.

Matter 9: Three days after a discovery 
cut-off had passed in a pending matter, 
having conducted no discovery, Mr. King 
filed a motion to extend the discovery 
deadline. In denying the motion, the 
court additionally noted that Mr. King 
had failed to conduct a mediation by the 
court-ordered deadline. Three weeks after 
the mediation deadline, Mr. King filed a 
motion to appoint a mediator, which was 
denied. On the day of the deadline for 
filing dispositive motions, Mr. King filed 
a summary judgment motion without a 
supporting memorandum. Several weeks 
later, Mr. King filed a memorandum in 
support of the motion and intermittently 
filed supporting declarations. In May 2000, 
the court denied the motion, noting that 
Mr. King had violated the court’s local 
rules. Two and one half weeks before trial, 
Mr. King attended a pretrial conference 
at which he agreed to waive his client’s 

jury demand. During the conference, Mr. 
King appeared unfamiliar with the case 
and could not provide an estimate of the 
potential value of the case. As a result, the 
court, on its own motion, rescheduled the 
trial and extended the deadline for media-
tion and dispositive motions.

Matter 10: Mr. King commenced an 
action on behalf of a client in May 1999. 
In March 2000, the judge ordered plaintiff 
to pay $1,600 as partial compensation for 
defendant’s attorney fees incurred as a 
result of plaintiff ’s prolonged, unexcused, 
and unjustified failure to make discovery. 
The plaintiff was subsequently found in 
contempt for failing to pay the sanctions, 
and the judge ordered Mr. King to pay an 
additional $3,095 to defendant.

Mr. King’s conduct violated RPC 1.1, 
requiring that a lawyer provide compe-
tent representation to a client; RPC 1.3, 
requiring that a lawyer act with reasonable 
diligence and promptness; RPC 3.1, prohib-
iting a lawyer form bringing or defending 
a proceeding, or asserting or controverting 
an issue therein, unless there is a good 
faith basis for doing so that is not frivolous; 
RPC 3.2, requiring that a lawyer make 
reasonable efforts to expedite litigation 
consistent with the interests of the client; 
RPC 3.4(d), requiring a lawyer to make a 
reasonably diligent effort to comply with a 
legally proper discovery request; RPC 3.4(e), 
prohibiting a lawyer from alluding to any 
matter that the lawyer does not reason-
ably believe is relevant or that will not be 
supported by admissible evidence, or from 
asserting personal knowledge of facts in is-
sue; RPC 3.4( f), prohibiting a lawyer from 
stating a personal opinion regarding the 
justness of a cause in trial; RPC 3.5(c), pro-
hibiting a lawyer from engaging in conduct 
intended to disrupt a tribunal; RPC 8.4(c), 
prohibiting conduct involving dishonesty, 
deceit, fraud, or misrepresentation; and 
RPC 8.4(d), prohibiting conduct prejudicial 
to the administration of justice.

Leslie Ching Allen represented the Bar 
Association. John R. Scannell represented 
Mr. King.

Suspended

Richard F. Lancefield (WSBA No. 2796, 
admitted 1969), of Portland, Oregon, was 
suspended for 60 days, effective Novem-

ber 23, 2005, by order of the Washington 
State Supreme Court imposing reciprocal 
discipline in accordance with an order of 
the Supreme Court of Oregon following a 
stipulation. This discipline was based on 
his conduct in 2004 involving trust-account 
irregularities. 

Prior to July 2004, Mr. Lancefield estab-
lished a lawyer trust account in Oregon. 
Mr. Lancefield deposited client funds into 
the trust account. Mr. Lancefield used the 
trust account to pay personal, business, 
and client obligations. Mr. Lancefield did 
not make or maintain records reflecting 
deposits, withdrawals, or disbursements 
of client funds in his trust account, nor did 
he keep track of his time for purposes of 
charging or accounting to clients except as 
it may have been reflected in his client files. 
Accordingly, Mr. Lancefield did not know 
with any precision when he had earned 
funds in the trust account or how much 
he had earned. 

On July 27, 2004, Mr. Lancefield issued 
a check from the trust account when there 
were insufficient funds in the account. The 
bank honored the check, thereby drawing 
on the funds of one or more of Mr. Lance-
field’s clients without authorization. After 
the overdraft, the account had a negative 
balance of $10.23, which Mr. Lancefield 
rectified following notification. There was 
no assertion in the Oregon disciplinary 
proceeding that Mr. Lancefield’s conduct 
resulted in actual injury to a client.

Mr. Lancefield’s conduct violated Or-
egon DR 9-101(A), requiring that all funds 
of clients paid to a lawyer or law firm be 
deposited and maintained in one or more 
identifiable trust accounts and that no 
funds belonging to the lawyer be deposited 
therein; and DR 9-101(C)(3) requiring that 
a lawyer maintain complete records of all 
funds, securities, and other properties of 
a client coming into the possession of the 
lawyer and render appropriate accounts to 
the lawyer’s client regarding them.

Felice P. Congalton represented the Bar 
Association. Mr. Lancefield represented 
himself.

Suspended

Roger B. Madison Jr. (WSBA No. 15338, 
admitted 1985), of Issaquah, was sus-
pended for six months, effective January 
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30, 2006, by order of the Washington State 
Supreme Court following a stipulation 
approved by the Disciplinary Board. This 
discipline was based on Mr. Madison’s 
conduct involving the use of illegal means 
to aid in discovery in his civil case against 
a former girlfriend.

Mr. Madison sued a former girlfriend 
to recover an expensive ring. In an attempt 
to discover what happened to the ring, Mr. 
Madison deciphered the former girlfriend’s 
computer password, accessed her e-mail 
account, read and deleted e-mails sent to 
her, and copied her e-mail address book. 
Mr. Madison was charged with computer 
trespass in the second degree, but pros-
ecutors agreed to dismiss the charge after 
Mr. Madison and his former girlfriend 
reached a civil misdemeanor compromise 
and Mr. Madison agreed to cooperate in 
the investigation of and prosecution of, 
another crime allegedly committed by Mr. 
Madison’s paralegal, in which Mr. Madison 
was not implicated.

Mr. Madison’s conduct violated RPC 
8.4(d), prohibiting a lawyer from engaging 
in conduct that is prejudicial to the admin-
istration of justice.

M. Craig Bray and Linda B. Eide repre-
sented the Bar Association. Mr. Madison 
represented himself.

Suspended

Ralph L. Perkins (WSBA No. 11666, ad-
mitted 1981), formerly of Okanogan, was 
suspended from the practice of law for 
two years, effective September 16, 2005, by 
order of the Washington State Supreme 
Court following a stipulation approved 
by the Disciplinary Board. This discipline 
was based on his conduct in 2003 involving 
commission of an act reflecting a disregard 
for the rule of law.

In August, 2003, Mr. Perkins was charged 
in U.S. District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Washington with the Class C felony 
offense of Possession of Child Pornography 
in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(5)(B), 
based on his possession of images of child 
pornography that he obtained via the Inter-
net. In October 2003, Mr. Perkins entered a 
plea of guilty to and was convicted of the 
charged offense.

Mr. Perkins’s conduct violated RPC 
8.4(i), prohibiting a lawyer from com-

mitting, inter alia, any act which reflects 
disregard for the rule of law, whether the 
same be committed in the course of his or 
her conduct as a lawyer, or otherwise, and 
whether the same constitutes a felony or 
misdemeanor or not.

Anne I. Seidel represented the Bar Asso-
ciation. Mr. Perkins represented himself.

Suspended

Jeffrey G. Poole (WSBA No. 15578, admit-
ted 1986), of Seattle, was suspended for six 
months, effective January 14, 2006, by order 
of the Washington State Supreme Court fol-
lowing a hearing. This discipline was based 
on his conduct in 2001 involving failure 
to provide an accurate accounting to a 
client regarding distribution of funds and 
misrepresentations in the preparation and 
backdating of an invoice. For additional 
information, please see In re Discipline of 
Poole, 156 Wn.2d 196, 125 P.3d 954 (2006).

Starting in 1999, Mr. Poole represented 
a client with a claim against a corporation 
for failure to pay for services performed. Fol-
lowing a trial, the superior court ruled in the 
client’s favor. The defendant subsequently 
paid the judgment balance to Mr. Poole’s 
law firm, which applied the funds in part 
towards unpaid legal fees and disbursed 
the remainder to the client. Mr. Poole’s of-
fice failed to credit the client’s account with 
a $27,675.35 fee payment, instead crediting 
the account with only a $20,000 payment. 
Consequently, from February 2001 onward, 
invoices sent to the client reflected an 
amount owing of approximately $16,000, 
which was $7,675.35 in excess of the actual 
balance. To satisfy the outstanding legal fees, 
Mr. Poole and the client agreed that the cli-
ent would work off the remaining balance 
by performing trench work on a parcel of 
real property owned by Mr. Poole’s limited 
liability company. Mr. Poole believed that the 
project would cost no more than $4,500, but 
he never conveyed that belief to the client.

In May 2001, after the client completed 
the trench work, he faxed Mr. Poole an 
invoice for $26,547.98. Deducting the 
$16,094.43, which the client believed to be 
the outstanding balance owing, and $500 
that Mr. Poole had paid for costs, the client 
alleged that Mr. Poole owed him $9,953.55 
for the completed work. The client also 
alleged that Mr. Poole was wrongfully 

withholding a portion of the client’s judg-
ment award in his trust account. Unable 
to resolve the dispute with Mr. Poole, the 
client recorded a mechanic’s lien against 
Mr. Poole’s property for failure to pay for 
services performed. Mr. Poole filed a mo-
tion for order to show cause to declare the 
mechanic’s lien frivolous, asserting that 
the client had been paid in full when Mr. 
Poole wrote off the balance owing. The 
client hired a lawyer to respond to the 
motion. According to Mr. Poole, at this 
point he discovered the accounting errors, 
which he attributed to his bookkeeper. Mr. 
Poole faxed the lawyer several documents, 
including an invoice dated May 28, 2001, 
indicating that a credit had been applied 
on that date to the client’s outstanding 
balance and that, accordingly, the balance 
owing was zero. In fact, Mr. Poole had 
created and then backdated an invoice in 
October 2001 to appear to be an invoice 
created in May 2001. Mr. Poole and the 
client’s new lawyer subsequently negoti-
ated a settlement agreement in which 
Mr. Poole agreed that his firm would pay 
the client $7,675.35 plus interest, attorney 
fees, and costs in exchange for the client’s 
release of the lien against the property and 
a mutual release of all other claims. When 
Mr. Poole failed to pay in accordance with 
the settlement agreement, the client com-
menced a lawsuit. Ultimately, Mr. Poole’s 
firm paid the client $7,675.35 plus interest 
and between $25,000 and $29,000 for at-
torney fees and costs. 

Mr. Poole’s conduct violated RPC 
1.14(b)(3), requiring a lawyer to maintain 
complete records of all funds, securities, 
and other properties of a client coming into 
the possession of the lawyer and render 
appropriate accounts to his or her client 
regarding them; RPC 3.4(b), prohibiting a 
lawyer from falsifying evidence; and RPC 
8.4(c), prohibiting a lawyer from engaging 
in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, 
deceit or misrepresentation.

Michael D. Hunsinger and Christine 
Gray represented the Bar Association. Kurt 
M. Bulmer represented Mr. Poole. Mary H. 
Wechsler was the hearing officer. 

Reprimanded

Timothy P. Coogan (WSBA No. 16508, 
admitted 1986), of Tacoma, was ordered 
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to receive a reprimand on September 29, 
2005, following a stipulation approved by 
a hearing officer. This discipline was based 
on his conduct involving lack of diligence, 
failure to communicate with a client, and 
failure to refund an unearned fee.

Mr. Coogan represented a client in a 
reckless-driving case. The client paid Mr. 
Coogan a $1,000 fee, which was described 
in the fee agreement as “fully earned non-
refundable.” During this time period, Mr. 
Coogan suffered from health problems and 
was briefly hospitalized. Because his condi-
tion was incorrectly diagnosed, Mr. Coogan 
believed he would recover shortly and be 
able to represent the client. However, he 
failed to explain this to the client. At three 
pre-trial hearings in the client’s case, Mr. 
Coogan arranged for contract lawyers to 
appear and request continuances. During 
the representation, the client called and left 
messages, but he was unable to reach Mr. 
Coogan, who did not personally return the 
client’s phone calls. After four months, the 
client hired other counsel and requested a 
refund of the $1,000 fee paid to Mr. Coogan. 
Mr. Coogan refunded $250 at that time. Ap-
proximately six months after a grievance 
was filed against him by the client, and over 
a year after the representation ended, Mr. 
Coogan refunded the remaining $750.

Mr. Coogan’s conduct violated RPC 1.3, 
requiring a lawyer to act with reasonable 
diligence and promptness in representing 
a client; RPC 1.4, requiring a lawyer to keep 
a client reasonably informed about the 
status of a matter, to promptly comply with 
reasonable requests for information, and to 
explain a matter to the extent reasonably 
necessary to permit the client to make 
informed decisions regarding the repre-
sentation; RPC 1.5(a), requiring a lawyer’s 
fee to be reasonable; and RPC 1.15(d), re-
quiring a lawyer to take steps to the extent 
reasonably practicable to protect a client’s 
interests upon termination of the represen-
tation, including refunding any advance fee 
payment that has not been earned.

Anne I. Seidel represented the Bar As-
sociation. Mr. Coogan represented himself. 
David B. Condon was the hearing officer.

Reprimanded

L. Eugene Hanson (WSBA No. 3418, ad-
mitted 1968), of Goldendale, was ordered 

to receive a reprimand on October 18, 
2005, following a stipulation approved 
by a hearing officer. This discipline was 
based on his conduct between 1997 and 
2005 involving lack of diligence, failure to 
communicate with a client, and trust-ac-
count irregularities.

In 1996, Mr. Hanson was hired to 
handle a real estate matter involving a 
client seeking assistance with a parcel 
of property located in White Salmon. At 
the time, Mr. Hanson maintained offices 
in both White Salmon and Goldendale. 
He agreed to take the necessary probate 
action to establish clear title to the prop-
erty. Between 1996 and 1997, Mr. Hanson 
actively worked on the matter, but activity 
was interrupted in early 1997 when out-
of-state witnesses failed to sign and return 
necessary affidavits. 

Later in 1997, Mr. Hanson closed his 
White Salmon office, consolidating it into 
the Goldendale office. At that time, the 
client’s file was misplaced with closed files 
from the White Salmon office. Mr. Hanson 
took no further action in the case until 
after the client filed a disciplinary griev-
ance in November 2002. In the interim, 
the client repeatedly called Mr. Hanson 
to inquire about the status of the matter. 
Although Mr. Hanson spoke to the client 
on some of these occasions, he did not 
locate the file, take further action on the 
matter, or properly advise the client as to 
the status of the matter. After the disciplin-
ary grievance was filed, Mr. Hanson made 
a thorough search for the missing file and 
eventually located it. He filed a probate 
action in March 2003, and concluded the 
estate in October 2005 by establishing his 
client’s ownership of the property.

Prior to the closure of Mr. Hanson’s 
White Salmon office, $970 of the client’s 
funds were being held in Mr. Hanson’s 
White Salmon trust account. In Septem-
ber 1997, Mr. Hanson transferred the bal-
ance of the White Salmon trust account 
into his Goldendale trust account, includ-
ing the client’s $970. Although Mr. Hanson 
closed out the client’s White Salmon led-
ger, he failed to open a new client ledger 
for her in the records of his Goldendale 
trust account. He has never provided the 
client with a final accounting of the bal-
ance of her trust account funds. 

Mr. Hanson subsequently became 

aware that his combined trust account 
had an excess of funds. He consulted with 
his former bookkeeper to determine the 
reason for the discrepancy. They were 
unable to ascertain the reason for the 
excess but suspected that it was related 
to accounts acquired when Mr. Hanson 
had assumed the practice of a retiring 
lawyer. Mr. Hanson drew down the bal-
ance of the account so that the bank bal-
ance corresponded with what he believed 
were the client balances. As part of the 
investigation into the client’s grievance, 
Mr. Hanson agreed to cooperate with an 
examination of his trust accounts. The 
WSBA auditor found that the reconciled 
bank balance exceeded the check register 
balance by $121.26 (reflecting a series of 
addition errors), that the client ledger 
accounts exceeded the reconciled bank 
balance by $1,793, that there were 20 client 
ledger accounts (totaling $1,965.93) that 
appeared to be inactive, and that failing 
to reconcile the client accounts with the 
reconciled bank balance had contributed 
to the account discrepancies. The auditor 
recommended, among other things, that 
Mr. Hanson restore the $1,793 to his trust 
account and seek to locate the clients to 
whom the $1,965.93 belong. Mr. Hanson 
agreed to comply with the auditor’s rec-
ommendations.

Mr. Hanson’s conduct violated RPC 1.3, 
requiring a lawyer to act with reasonable 
diligence and promptness in representing 
a client; RPC 1.4(a), requiring a lawyer to 
keep a client reasonably informed about 
the status of a matter and promptly com-
ply with reasonable requests for informa-
tion; RPC 1.14(a), requiring a lawyer to 
deposit all client funds into one or more 
identifiable interest-bearing trust ac-
counts; and RPC 1.14(b)(3), requiring a 
lawyer to maintain complete records of all 
funds, securities, and other properties of a 
client coming into the lawyer’s possession 
and render appropriate accounts to the 
client regarding them.

Randy V. Beitel represented the Bar 
Association. Mr. Hanson represented 
himself. David A. Thorner was the hear-
ing officer.

Reprimanded

Margaret A. Milnes (WSBA No. 15200, 
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Ogden Murphy Wallace, 
p.l.l.c.

is pleased to announce that

Donald W. Black

has been elected Managing Member
of the firm.

Seattle Office
2100 Westlake Center Tower
1601 Fifth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101-1686
206-447-7000

Wenatchee Office               
1 Fifth Street, Suite 200
P.O. Box 1606
Wenatchee, WA 98807
509-662-1954

 www.omwlaw.com                      

Eisenhower & Carlson, 
pllc

is pleased to announce that

Bruce P. Kriegman

has become a member of the firm in our  
Seattle office.

Mr Kriegman’s practice continues to emphasize 
creditor-debtor rights, insolvency, commercial  

law and litigation.

Two Union Square, Suite 2830
601 Union Street

Seattle, WA 98101
206-382-1830 • Fax: 206-382-1920

bkriegman@eishenhowerlaw.com

Wells Fargo Plaza, Suite 1200
1201 Pacific Avenue
Tacoma, WA 98402

253-572-4500 • Fax: 253-272-5732
www.eisenhowerlaw.com

Talmadge Law Group 
pllc

announces the association of

Thomas M. Fitzpatrick

as counsel to the firm.
 

Talmadge Law Group pllc
18010 Southcenter Parkway

Tukwila WA 98188-4360
Phone: 206-574-6661

Fax: 206-575-1397

www.talmadgelg.com

Reed McClure
 

is pleased to announce that 

Dan J. Keefe 

has been elected a shareholder in the firm.
Dan will continue his representation of health care 

providers in medical malpractice cases.

We also announce the recent addition of

Miry Kim and Megan Kirk

 and the new hiring of
 

Michael Howard and Michael Budelsky

all as associates in the firm.

Reed McClure
Two Union Square, 601 Union Street, Suite 1500

Seattle, WA  98101
206-292-4900

www.rmlaw.com
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Seattle to provide fully developed facilities 
on a turnkey basis for sole practitioners or 
a small practice group or law firm, to in-
clude reception, conference rooms, copy, 
and other services. Professional and col-
legial environment. Competitively priced. 
If interested please call Connie Becker 
at 206-621-6566. Website: www.badgley 
mullins.com.

Auburn office-sharing space available. 
Telephone, copier, fax, library, DSL Inter-
net, conference room, kitchen, and plenty 
of free parking. Space for assistant or para-
legal. Contact Dan or John at 253-833-2004 
or dcarbrey@hotmail.com.   

Trial in Tacoma? Furnished office space. 
Available by hour, day, week, or month. 
Receptionist, free parking, conference 
room, and library available. One block 
from Pierce County Courthouse. $50 
hour, $200 day, $700 week. Monthly rate 
negotiable. Contact Terrence McCarthy 
at 253-272-2202; 902 S. 10th St., Tacoma, 
WA 98405.

Position Wanted/Seeking

Vancouver, Canada, area branch office. 
Experienced senior-level patent lawyer in 
private practice devoted to management 
of the patent and licensing of a major in-
dustry dominant position portfolio would 
consider association with a Seattle area 
law firm to establish a Blaine office for 
serving Canadian clients. Reply express-
ing measure of interest to PO Box 1359, 
Blaine, WA 98231.

Positions Available

Attorneys: Quality attorney recruitment 
for contract and direct-hire placement, 
including lateral-hire partnership and 
of-counsel positions. We specialize in 
engagements with Puget Sound’s premier 
law firms of large to small/solo mem-
bership, corporate legal departments, 
boutique practices, and governmental 
agencies. Please contact Law Dawgs, Inc., 
in confidence, at 206-224-8269; e-mail 
seattle@lawdawgs.com; www.lawdawgs.
com.

Quality attorneys sought to fill high-end 
permanent and contract positions in law 
firms and companies throughout Wash-
ington. Contact Legal Ease, LLC by phone, 

425-822-1157; fax, 425-889-2775; e-mail 
legalease@legalease.com; or visit us on 
the web at www.legalease.com.

Minzel and Associates, Inc. is a tempo-
rary- and permanent-placement agency 
for lawyers and paralegals. We are looking 
for quality lawyers and paralegals who 
are willing to work on a contract and/or 
permanent basis for law firms, corpora-
tions, solo practitioners, and government 
agencies. If you are interested, please e-
mail your résumé as a Word attachment 
to resumes@minzel.com. Please visit our 
website at www.minzel.com.

Tired of overpriced housing, wasting 
hours in your car, and rain? Central 
Washington has affordable housing, no 
traffic jams, and four seasons. We’re close 
to the mountains, have a beautiful per-
forming arts theatre, and a high quality of 
life. Abeyta Nelson, one of the best person-
al-injury firms in the state, needs a good 
lawyer who is looking for a great career 
opportunity and to earn an exceptional 
income. Send a letter telling us what you’ve 
got to offer, résumé, two writing samples, 
and law school transcript to 1102 W. Ya-
kima Ave., Yakima, WA 98902 or e-mail to 
dbeaulaurier@abeytanelsoncom.

Associate attorney wanted. O’Brien, Bar-
ton, Wieck and Joe, PLLP, Issaquah firm, 
seeks insurance defense attorney. We are 
a growing, 11-member, general practice 
firm with strong ties to the Issaquah com-
munity. Applicant should have three-plus 
years’ civil or criminal litigation experi-
ence, including motions, depositions, 
arbitrations, and jury trials. Send résumé 
to johnlobrien@obrienlawfirm.net, or fax 
425-391-7489.

Paralegal: PA PI/WC firm in Tacoma. 
Must have legal experience in workers’ 
compensation with strong computer 
skills. Full-time with benefits. Send résumé 
to Office Manager, PO Box 1193, Tacoma, 
WA 98401.

Premier Snohomish County developer 
seeks attorney with minimum of five-plus 
years’ experience in at least one of the 
following: real estate transactions, real 
estate finance, land use, construction, and 
business transactions. Under direction 
of the VP General Counsel, this position 
requires strong written and verbal com-

munication skills and an entrepreneurial 
spirit. The successful applicant will be a 
hard-working team player dedicated to 
producing top-quality work. Submit your 
confidential résumé and salary expecta-
tions to tz@barclaysnorth.com, or (fax) 
425-609-6882.

Plaintiff personal-injury litigation po-
sition. The law firm of Harold D. Carr, PS 
handles personal-injury cases with a main 
office located in Olympia/Lacey and satel-
lite offices in Pierce County. A position is 
now available to handle both arbitration 
and jury litigation. Please mail résumé to 
4535 Lacey Blvd. SE, Lacey, WA 98503 or 
fax to 360-455-0031.

Real estate associate: Kantor Taylor 
McCarthy P.C. seeks an associate with 
three-plus years of transactional experi-
ence in real estate, partnerships, secured 
financing, or general business practice. 
We are a seven-attorney firm focused on 
multi-family housing, subdivision, and 
condominium development. We have a 
small-firm environment but work on proj-
ects in every state west of the Rockies. We 
enjoy a national reputation in low-income 
housing development. Many of our devel-
opment clients are nonprofits. This is a 
great opportunity to become part of a rap-
idly growing firm with complex projects 
and socially responsible clients. Strong 
academic credentials and WSBA member-
ship required. Competitive compensation 
and excellent benefits. Please submit a 
résumé, writing sample, and transcript to 
mcastillo@housinglaw.com.

Bellevue business law firm offers flex-
ibility and casual work environment; seeks 
established attorney/assistant team with 
a minimum of 10 years’ experience and 
established client base. For more infor-
mation, please visit www.joneslawgroup.
com.

The Dalles, Oregon, firm seeking asso-
ciate attorney for general practice in the 
Columbia River Gorge. Prefer attorney 
with one-plus years’ experience, but will 
consider 2006 graduates. Send cover let-
ter and résumé to Charles K. Toole, Dunn, 
Toole & Carter, LLP, 112 W. 4th St., The 
Dalles, OR 97058.

Paralegal — corporate/finance/securi-
ties. Karr Tuttle Campbell seeks a parale-
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3400, Seattle, WA  98121. Further informa-
tion about our law firm can be found at 
www.ryanlaw.com.

Well-established Bellingham law firm 
seeks associate attorney. Minimum two-
plus years’ domestic experience required. 
Salary DOE plus benefits. Send résumé to 
Tario & Associates, P.S, 119 N. Commercial 
St., #1000, Bellingham, WA 98225.

Seattle. Eleven-attorney firm, AV-rated, 
with general civil practice and areas of 
emphasis within firm, seeks associate 
attorney with at least two years’ litigation 
and trial experience. Potential long-term 
opportunity to develop litigation/per-
sonal-injury practice for firm. Please send 
résumé to WSBA Bar News, Box 672.

Attorney needed to provide the Quinault 
Nation with an array of legal services plus 
handling complex legal affairs, including 
initiating and defending legal actions on 
the part of the Nation. Must have a J.D. 
from accredited law school, be a member 
of WSBA and in good standing, and pass 
background check. Must be willing to live 
on or near the Quinault Reservation and  
have minimum seven years’ experience 
as a tribal attorney or in Indian law. Ap-
preciation of tribal cultures, with a prefer-
ence to those with experience working in 
a tribal community. Management experi-
ence in a law firm or legal environment 
preferred. For more info, please contact 
QIN HR at 360-276-8211, ext. 250 or e-mail 
gfrancis@quinault.org. Position will close 
when filled.  

Family law attorney: Experienced fam-
ily law attorney can significantly increase 
his/her earning potential by joining our 
expanding three-state family law firm. We 
are committed to generating manageable 
caseloads for our attorneys that respect 
an individual’s quality of life while provid-
ing a competitive financial structure. Our 
modern, attractive offices overlook Lake 
Union and make for a pleasant and con-
venient work environment. Send résumé 
to Hiring Attorney, 1100 Dexter Ave. N., 
Seattle, WA 98109.

Seattle/Las Vegas construction litiga-
tion firm seeks associate for its Seattle of-
fice. Candidates must have two-plus years’ 
experience in construction (preferred), 
real estate, and/or general business and 

commercial litigation; possess excellent 
writing skills; demonstrate the ability to 
understand and explain complex issues; 
and be a team player. We offer competitive 
salaries and benefits. Send letter of appli-
cation, résumé and brief writing sample 
(2-3 pages maximum) to Eric Zimbelman, 
Peel Brimley LLP, 2014 E. Madison St., Ste. 
100, Seattle, WA 98122. Phone 206-770-
3339; fax 206-770-3490.

Immediate opening for an attorney with 
the Law Firm of McCarthy, Causseaux & 
Hurdelbrink, Inc., P.S. Must have minimum 
two years’ experience in family and/or pro-
bate law. Wages DOQ. Contact Terrence 
McCarthy at 253-272-2206 or send résumé 
to tmccarthy@mchlawoffices.com or 902 
S. 10th St., Tacoma, WA 98405.

Experienced civil litigator wanted 
by AV-rated Seattle law firm focusing 
on construction-defect claims. Strong 
academic record and good people skills 
required. Reply with your CV and salary 
requirements to Richard Levin via e-mail 
at RLevin@condodefects.com.

Associate attorney — Litigation associate 
with three-plus years’ experience sought 
for Seattle litigation firm. Construction 
litigation experience preferred. Salary 
DOQ. Send cover letter, résumé, and writ-
ing sample to hhogarth@martenslegal.
com.

Congenial, well-established seven-at-
torney AV-rated law firm located several 
blocks from the King County Courthouse 
in Seattle seeks an estate planning and/or 
business attorney with an existing prac-
tice for association or office share. Please 
respond in confidence to Mark C. Vohr at 
206-624-2650.

Business and real estate attorney. Han-
son Baker Ludlow Drumheller P.S. (HBLD), 
a nine-attorney AV-rated firm serving 
the Eastside and Greater Puget Sound 
area for over 50 years, is seeking a lateral 
partner and a highly qualified associate 
to supplement its growing transactional 
and litigation practice, particularly in the 
areas of business, real estate, construction, 
financing, land use, and environmental 
matters. HBLD provides the highest 
quality legal services to a wide range of 
businesses and individuals throughout the 
Northwest, while offering its attorneys a 

gal for its corporate finance department. 
Experience required in securities, forma-
tion, and administration of corporations 
and LLCs. Salary DOE, with excellent 
benefits. Send cover letter and résumé 
to Personnel Director, 1201 3rd Ave., 
#2900, Seattle, WA  98101. All inquiries 
confidential.

Attorney with minimum of three years’ 
experience in state and federal civil litiga-
tion experience to join a small, AV-rated 
firm, focusing primarily in malpractice, 
products liability, and related tort and 
insurance matters in Oregon and Wash-
ington. The applicant must possess 
strong analytical and writing skills and, a 
willingness to practice in a team-oriented 
environment. Oregon and Washington 
Bar memberships preferred. Qualified 
applicants should submit a cover letter, 
résumé, and writing sample in confidence 
to Office Administrator, c/o Steven Rizzo, 
P.C., 1620 SW Taylor, Ste. 350, Portland, 
OR 97205; fax 503-229-0630; or e-mail 
sstewart@rizzopc.com.

Leading Seattle-area Social Security 
disability law firm seeks fifth attorney to 
represent clients in litigation before feder-
al administrative law judges. Opportunity 
to work closely with skilled attorneys and 
earn excellent salary helping deserving 
clients. Full benefit package (medical, 
dental, and retirement benefits). Strongly 
prefer three-plus years of litigation expe-
rience. Send résumé and cover letter to 
johnc@rafalaw.com.

Ryan Swanson & Cleveland, PLLC seeks 
an associate attorney with two-plus years 
of business and/or real estate experience 
to join our well-established and growing 
mid-size law firm. You would handle a 
wide variety of issues including business 
formations, business and real estate 
acquisitions and financings, and com-
mercial transactions. Excellent research, 
writing, and analytical skills; attention 
to detail; the ability to understand and 
explain complex issues; and the ability to 
work professionally with clients, attorneys, 
and staff under pressure with little or no 
supervision are a must. We offer competi-
tive salaries and benefits, and an enjoyable 
work environment. Please send your cover 
letter and résumé to olson@ryanlaw.com. 
Or mail to Ryan Swanson & Cleveland, 
Attn: Garth Olson, 1201 Third Ave., Ste. 
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quality of life and collegial atmosphere not 
found at a large firm. Applicants should 
have significant transactional and/or 
litigation experience. Please send résumé 
and/or business plan and cover letter to 
John T. Ludlow, Hanson Baker Ludlow 
Drumheller P.S., 10777 Main St., Ste. 300, 
Bellevue, WA 98004.

Microsoft business-development op-
portunity. Microsoft is looking for can-
didates with highly developed analytical 
skills coupled with a broad understand-
ing of the software industry, working 
knowledge of intellectual property (IP) 
issues and negotiating deals involving IP, 
capacity for strategic thought leadership, 
ability to solve highly unstructured busi-
ness problems, high levels of energy and 
drive to get things done on time, and solid 
relationship and communication skills in 
working with senior executives. Require-
ments: at least 10 years of post-college 
experience in areas directly relevant to 
the responsibilities described above and 
an MBA or JD; an undergraduate degree 
in engineering is preferred. Qualified 
candidates please e-mail your résumé to 
kentb@microsoft.com.

Criminal defense attorney — Eastside 
law firm requires a misdemeanor pub-
lic-defense attorney with a minimum of 
two years’ experience. Consideration for 

possible full- or part-time position.  Stein, 
Lotzkar & Starr, P.S., Inc. ( formerly Tucker 
& Stein, P.S., Inc.). Please send résumé 
and references to Kimberly Sandstrom, 
520 112th Ave. NE, Ste. 101, Bellevue, WA  
98004, or to kimberlyw@tuckerandstein.
com.

Graham & Dunn seeks a corporate 
transactions attorney with a minimum 
of two years’ experience in mergers and 
acquisitions and some securities work, 
including document drafting. In business 
since 1890, the firm represents a wide 
variety of corporate clients and offers a 
full range of representation in diverse 
areas. Our firm is located on one of the 
waterfront piers in Seattle with spectacu-
lar views of Puget Sound, the Olympics 
mountain range, and Mount Rainier. We 
offer a unique work setting and a competi-
tive benefit package. Please send or e-mail 
résumé, writing sample, and law school 
transcript to HR@grahamdunn.com or 
Human Resources Manager, Graham & 
Dunn, P.C., 2801 Alaskan Way, Ste. 300, 
Seattle, WA 98121.

Graham & Dunn seeks a corporate 
attorney with three-plus years of experi-
ence to work in the firm’s new emerging 
companies practice group. Experience in 
corporate finance, mergers and acquisi-
tions, and technology licensing is desired. 

Prior inside counsel or business opera-
tions experience may also be helpful. In 
business since 1890, the firm represents a 
wide variety of corporate clients and offers 
a full range of representation in diverse 
areas. Our firm is located on one of the 
waterfront piers in Seattle with spectacu-
lar views of Puget Sound, the Olympics 
mountain range, and Mount Rainier. We 
offer a unique work setting and a competi-
tive benefit package. Please send or e-mail 
résumé, writing sample, and law school 
transcript to HR@grahamdunn.com or 
Human Resources Manager, Graham & 
Dunn, P.C., 2801 Alaskan Way, Ste. 300, 
Seattle, WA 98121. 

Graham & Dunn, in business since 1890, 
represents a wide variety of corporate cli-
ents and offers a full range of representation 
in diverse areas including corporate finance, 
banking, litigation, intellectual property, 
real estate and land use, estate planning, 
labor and employment, communications, 
hospitality, and beverage. We are currently 
seeking a franchise attorney with a book of 
business and significant transactional ex-
perience ( five-plus years) in the franchising 
area of the law. This person will also have 
a strong interest in building and develop-
ing our franchise practice area. Our firm 
is located on one of the waterfront piers 
in Seattle directly next door to the Seattle 
Art Museum’s Olympic Sculpture Garden. 
With spectacular views of Puget Sound, 
the Olympics mountain range, and Mount 
Rainier. We offer a unique work setting and 
a competitive benefit package. Please send 
or e-mail résumé, writing sample, and law 
school transcript to HR@grahamdunn.com 
or Human Resources Manager, Graham 
& Dunn, P.C., 2801 Alaskan Way, Ste. 300, 
Seattle, WA 98121.

Established AV-rated firm in Puyallup 
looking for an associate to do general 
practice/family law. Two years’ minimum 
experience. Must have personality plus with 
some courtroom experience. Fax résumé to 
Jacobs and Jacobs at 253-845-9060.

National Arbitration and Mediation. 
Help wanted — Top-tier arbitrators and 
mediators wanted. National provider of 
premium alternative dispute resolution 
services seeks to increase our current roster 
of top-tier hearing officers with additional 
highly qualified and well-respected attor-
neys, former state and federal judges, and 
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law school professors. Please contact our 
panel coordinator at 800-358-2550 ext. 192 
or e-mail us at panel@namadr.com.

Will Search

Searching  for wills of  Ethel Irene 
Humphreys (Gray maiden), 1/18/1918 to 
1/20/2003 and Lester William Humphreys 
12/31/1914 to 12/2/1981. Contact Law-
rence R. Colby, 11509 Bollenbaugh Hill Rd., 
Monroe, WA 98272; phone 360-794-6852.

Services

Minzel and Associates, Inc. is a tempo-
rary- and permanent-placement agency 
for lawyers and paralegals. We provide 
highly qualified attorneys and paralegals 
on a contract and/or permanent basis to 
law firms, corporations, solo practitioners, 
and government agencies. For more infor-
mation, please call us at 206-328-5100 or 
e-mail mail@minzel.com.

Fast cash for seller carry-back notes, 
www.wallstreetbrokers.com. Fast cash for 
divorce liens, www.divorceliens.com. New 
book by Lorelei Stevens, www.fastcash-
book.com. Larry and Lorelei Stevens; 800-
423-2114. Notes appraised for estates.

Insurance agent/broker standard of 
care expert witness. Former insurance 
broker and underwriter, over 30 years’ 
industry experience. Bob Sedillo, CPCU, 
ARM, AU, CIC, 425-836-4159.

Contract attorney, licensed in Washing-
ton and Alaska, available for brief writing 
and other projects. Criminal jury trial expe-
rience. E-mail saraellenhutchison@gmail.
com or call 206-419-9386.

Mexican legal services for all of Mexico. 
Acker and Garcia & Assoc. Guadalajara 
property issues, trusts, estates, corpora-
tions, tax, manufacturing, import/export, 
civil, and criminal law. 360-434-3262, Timo-
thy Acker, Esq.

Hard-working contract attorney helps 
you meet deadlines. WSBA member with 
25 years of experience conducts legal re-
search and writing for attorneys, using UW 
Law Library and LEXIS online resources. 
I draft trial and appellate briefs, motions, 
and memos. Elizabeth Dash Bottman, 206-
526-5777, bjelizabeth@qwest.net.

Forensic document examiner: Retired 
from the Eugene Police Department. 
Trained by the U.S. Secret Service and U.S. 
Postal Inspection Service. Court-qualified 
in state and federal courts. Contact Jim 
Green at 888-485-0832.

Legal and insurance investigators 
— J. Scrivner Investigations is a full-ser-
vice investigation agency licensed in four 
northwest states. Our 12 experts and in-
vestigators average 30 years of experience 
each. www.js-investigations.com.

Contract attorney: All aspects of litigation 
and appeals, including research. Former 
name partner in boutique litigation firm. 
Fourteen-plus years’ experience. Have 
conducted numerous civil jury trials, 
including complex litigation. Reasonable 
rates; variable per type of work. Pete Fabish, 
206-545-4818.

Bad-faith expert witness. Former insur-
ance claims adjuster and defense attorney, 
over 20 years’ combined experience. JD, 
CPCU, and ARM. Dave Huss. Phone 425-
776-7386. 

Tax attorneys (both with LL.M.) available 
for contract and referrals. Estate planning, 
business planning, employee benefits, and 
more. Free consultations. Please call 206-
529-5143.

IBA, the Pacific Northwest’s oldest business 
brokerage firm, sells privately held compa-
nies and family-owned businesses. We are 
professional negotiators/facilitators with 
more than 4,000 completed transactions. 
Please contact us if we can be of assistance 
to you or any of your clients at 800-218-4422 
or www.ibainc.com.

Mediation and arbitration services: Or-
egon and Washington. O.M. (Met) Wilson 
Jr. Wilson Dispute Resolution, 1211 SW 
5th Ave., Ste. 2950, Portland, OR 977204. 
503-972-5090. E-mail met@wilsonadr.com. 
Web: www.wilsonadr.com.

Hawaii All Islands Real Estate: W. Anton 
Berhalter (WSBA No. 11310, HRS-65566) 
offers his services for all Hawaii real estate 
needs. Real estate purchase, sale, manage-
ment, rentals, and evaluations. Contact 
Walt Berhalter, J.D., CLU, MBA, RS, Sales 
Manager, Century 21 All Islands, PO Box 
487, 3254 Waikomo Rd., Koloa, HI 96756. 

E-mail: walt.berhalter@hawaiimoves.
com. Web: www.hawaiimoves.com. Direct: 
808-240-2496; fax: 808-742-9293; cell: 808-
651-9732.

Medical malpractice expert witnesses. 
We have thousands of board-certified 
doctor experts in active practice. Fast, 
easy, flat-rate referrals. Your satisfaction 
guaranteed! Also, case reviews by veteran 
MD specialists for a low flat fee. Med-mal 
EXPERTS. www.medmalexperts.com, 888-
521-3601.

Interpreters and Translators, Inc. 19 
years’ experience providing services to the 
legal community. Onsite interpretation, 
document translations — all languages. 
877-303-9977, dagny@ititranslates.com, or 
www.ititranslates.com.

Oregon accident? Unable to settle the 
case? Associate an experienced Oregon 
trial attorney to litigate the case and 
share the fee (proportionate to services). 
OTLA member, references available, see 
Martindale, AV-rated. Zach Zabinsky, 503-
223-8517.

Security consultant — 30 years’ security 
and police experience focusing on risk and 
vulnerability assessments, security man-
agement, operations analysis, and train-
ing. Robert Schultheiss, 509-586-3392, or 
info@risk-decisions.com.

Multi-lingual, international/domes-
tic full-service investigations. Assets, 
corporate espionage, fraud, immigra-
tion, infidelity, international business, 
judgments. Will travel globally. Licensed 
and insured. Military veteran. WorldEye 
Detective Agency, 402 E. Yakima Ave., Ste. 
335, Yakima, WA 98901. 509-452-1963. 
worldeyedetective@yahoo.com.

Land use lawyer consulting services 
on land use and growth management is-
sues (zoning, critical areas, subdivisions, 
development standards); focus on creative 
approaches to code interpretations. Twenty-
three years’ experience with King County, 
also familiar with Kitsap and Pierce County 
regulations. Representative clients include 
private schools, churches, environmental 
advocates, private developers. Can team 
with architects, engineers to fashion work-
able solutions. Michele McFadden 253-853-
6730, mlmcfadden@centurytel.net.  
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Editor’spage

Mr. Potato Head’s revenge
by Lindsay Thompson

SBA President Brooke 
Taylor’s initiative to 
bring back civics educa-
tion isn’t just a sensible 
idea, but one he seems to 

have floated at just the right time.
In a seemingly sex-obsessed session, 

the Legislature passed a civics-education 
bill this year. In addition, under Taylor’s 
leadership, the WSBA and several of our 
sections have sponsored a monthly pub-
lic-affairs TV show, The Docket, on TVW, 
Washington’s answer to C-SPAN.

The Docket rolled out in January. It’s a 
half-hour long, and is hosted by UW Law 
Dean Joe Knight. Knight is a good choice. 
He comes across as a cool guy, segueing 
between segments and conducting inter-
esting interviews.

The program includes bits on im-
portant recent court cases, drawing 
on TVW’s excellent Supreme Court 
coverage. There are practical seg-
ments on things like why one needs 
a will, and what to do about it. 
There’s an interview with someone 
interesting in the legal field as well. 
Early interviewees have tended toward 
the Usual Suspects in bar and bench 
leadership. All have done admirably, 
mind you, but that sort of hierarchical 
booking suggests a level of cautiousness 
that shouldn’t be necessary in such a 
well-produced program.

But the show is a good start on what 
one hopes will be a long run. It reaches 
out to the motivated viewers: Washing-
tonians who care about public affairs. 
These people lead the opinions of others, 
and speak up for themselves in legislative 
and civic matters.

Inventive approaches make topics like 
civics interesting in a way that the old-
school model of “three branches of govern-
ment, how a law is passed, and what the 
courts do” struggled with in the old days.

Take Toni Miller’s ninth-grade class 
at Kirkland Junior High. Three years ago 
she thought, why not teach her students 
about how laws get made by getting them 
to submit one. The kids thought about 
it and decided to ask the Legislature to 
make the Walla Walla sweet onion the 
state vegetable.* It’s unique to Washing-
ton, after all, they observed.

The project started three years ago 
and didn’t make much headway till this 
year’s short session. It passed in the 
House, 95-1, and moved to the other 
house, where Senator Bill Finkbeiner 

championed his young con-
stituents’ idea.

You wouldn’t think this 
would be hard. We al-

ready have a state 

bird, the willow goldfinch. The steelhead 
trout is our state fish. Our state flower is 
the western rhododendron. Washington’s 
official tree is the western hemlock. The 
apple, of course, is our state fruit. And, 
God help us, our state gem is — petri-
fied wood.

Enter the Washington Potato Com-
mission.

We’re bigger, they argued, and the 
state ought not to favor one product 
over another. An attempt at compromise 
came up in the Senate: make the Walla 
Walla the state edible bulb, and the russet 
potato our official tuber. Some senators 
got positively po-faced about the bill, ar-
guing they’d look silly passing it and then 
having to explain why other bills didn’t 

make the cut in the 59-day session.
So the clock got run out on the veg-

etable bill.  Toni Miller, the teacher who 
came up with the idea, is retiring, so 
there’s no telling if the idea will sprout 
again next year. The Potato Commission 
is feeling beat-up on. “It’s funny how we 
just got portrayed as these big monsters, 
beating up on these ninth-graders, and 
that wasn’t the case at all,” its executive 
director told the press.

For whatever it’s worth, my contribu-
tion to the civics debate is this: next time, 
try lentils. Washington produces over 
40 percent of U.S. production.  We’re the 
number-one producer in America.

It’s the perfect unifier, too. Lentils are 
grown in a roughly 90-mile radius of Pull-
man, on the east side, and it’s west-side 
Birkenstockers who chow them down 

with such enthusiasm. 
There’s lots of choices, too. There’s 

Brewers, Crimsons, Pardinas, 
French Greens, Estons, Red Chiefs, 
Lairds, Emeralds, and Richleas 

among the 85,000 acres of lentillage 
in Washington. Kids, get on the phone 

to the Washington Dry Pea and Lentil 
Commission! The next legislative session 
will be here before you know it.  

For personal correspondence, Lind-
say Thompson can be reached at 
tradelaw@hotmail.com. E-mail letters 
to the editor to letterstotheeditor@wsba.
org or mail to WSBA, Attn: Letters to the 
Editor, 2101 Fourth Ave., Ste. 400, Seattle, 
WA 98121-2330.

*When I first heard about the fuss on the ra-
dio, half-awake one morning, I found myself 
daydreaming about a number of contenders 
for state vegetable, but in the shower — more 
clear-headed — it came to me they were all, 
technically, people. Oh well.
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