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President’s Corner

Civil Actions
The importance of professionalism and civility to the integrity  
of the profession

WSBA President 
Stan Bastian

hat does it mean to be 
a professional? Every 

practicing attorney has 
his or her own answer to 

that question, and many 
may answer that, at least in part, being a 
professional means complying with the Rules 
of Professional Conduct. There is certainly 
nothing wrong with such an answer. The duty 
to represent a client must always be within 
the bounds of the rules of court, and the Rules 
of Professional Conduct. However, most of us 
expect a higher standard than that. The RPCs 
govern what a lawyer must do or shouldn’t do. 
Professionalism, on the other hand, is more 
than compliance with the rules of ethical 
conduct. It is what a lawyer should do. Much 
of the time, unprofessional conduct is, quite 
simply, a lack of good manners. The lawyer 
who fails to act with courtesy and good will 
towards colleagues establishes a reputation 
as unprofessional and uncooperative. 

There are numerous causes of unprofes-
sional conduct and incivility. Stress, lack of 
mentoring, loss of collegiality created by a 
large population of attorneys, overwork, and 
the competition to find and keep clients are 
likely common problems. Some attorneys 
misunderstand the desire to zealously rep-
resent clients and cross the line of effective 
representation into unacceptable behaviors. 
However, zealous representation is not an 
excuse for rude behavior or bad manners.

Incivility is not a professional requirement, 
but, sadly, that fact is often forgotten. Every 
attorney has experienced unprofessional or 
uncivil conduct by a colleague, and unfortu-
nately it is one of the most commonly stated 
reasons for abandoning the practice of law 
for another career. 

The consequences of unprofessional con-
duct and incivility go beyond the reputation 
of the individual lawyer. Lawyers who engage 
in unprofessional and discourteous conduct 
impede the administration of justice and cause 
the public reputation of the legal profession to 

suffer. The lack of cooperation and candor by 
attorneys increases the costs of legal services 
and court costs and wastes limited judicial 
resources, creating an access to justice issue. 
The public and other lawyers become skeptical 
of the ability of the legal profession to regulate 
itself. Finally, unprofessional conduct dimin-
ishes the public image of lawyers. 

The WSBA has adopted a Creed of Profes-
sionalism, and a copy hangs in almost every 
state courtroom. The goal of the conduct 
encouraged by these rules and standards is, at 
least in part, to make the practice of law more 
rewarding, to generate an improved image of 
the legal profession, and to further the high 
ideals of the rule of law. The preceding state-
ment to the Rules of Professional Conduct 
puts it best, as follows:

The Rules of Professional Conduct point 
the way to the aspiring lawyer and provide 
standards by which to judge the transgres-
sor. Each lawyer must find within his or her 
own conscience the touchstone against 
which to test the extent to which his or 
her actions should rise above minimum 
standards. But in the last analysis it is the 
desire for the respect and confidence of the 
members of the legal profession and the 
society which the lawyer serves that should 
provide to a lawyer the incentive for the 
highest possible degree of ethical conduct. 
The possible loss of that respect and confi-
dence is the ultimate sanction. So long as its 
practitioners are guided by these principles, 
the law will continue to be a noble profes-
sion. This is its greatness and its strength, 
which permit no compromise.

With that in mind, I have developed my 
own list of 10 rules of conduct and offer them 
here to prompt your thoughts and response. 
In my opinion, the practice of law would be 
more professional, civil, and tolerable if each 
lawyer followed these rules. It may also help 
improve our public image.

 1. Respect your client. Your clients’ 
interests should be your primary concern 
when practicing law. Take time to understand 
your clients’ goals, and understand that many 
are experiencing pain or frustration in their 
lives. You may not approve of their conduct, 
but you were hired to be on their side and help 
them solve the problem.

 2. Respect your colleagues. Join a 
section, specialty bar association, or volun-
teer for the state bar. Incivility is bred, in part, 
by a lack of familiarity. The more we know our 
professional colleagues, the less likely we are 
to be unprofessional. When confronted with 
unprofessional conduct by a colleague, don’t 
respond in kind. Treat others with respect and 
dignity, regardless of how they treat you.
 3. Respect the legal profession. 
Win or lose, you represent the legal and 
judicial system to the public. Don’t complain 
about the judge or the other attorney to your 
client. Respect the process, and the other 
participants, even if you are not happy with 
the most recent development. As an attorney, 
you set the tone for your client, and he/she 

The WSBA has adopted a 
Creed of Professionalism, and 
a copy hangs in almost every 
state courtroom. The goal of 
the conduct encouraged by 
these rules and standards 
is, at least in part, to make 
the practice of law more 
rewarding, to generate an 
improved image of the legal 
profession, and to further the 
high ideals of the rule of law. 
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n the post 9/11 world the 
term “shariah” has been 

rampantly used throughout 
the media. While shariah 

has been widely discussed, 
little focus has been put on 

explaining the significance 
and relevance of this body 

of law. In a nutshell, shariah 
is the Islamic laws that are 

all-encompassing and deal with many 
aspects of day-to-day life, including 
politics, economics, inheritance, 
banking, business law, contract law, 
sexuality, and social issues. 

Given that Islam is one of the fastest-
growing religions in the United States, 
with an approximate population of five 
to eight million Muslim Americans,1 
legal practitioners throughout the 
country are scrambling to understand 
the basic principles of shariah. Mus-
lims in the United States are made up 
of a fairly affluent and educated group 
of people. As the first generation of 
Muslim immigrants reach retirement, 
one of their primary concerns is estate 
planning. 

Islamic societies are generally what 
we may call societies without wills. Tra-
ditionally, Islamic nations do not require 
a will for the disposition of property 
upon one’s death. Shariah mandates the 
shares of each heir, payment of debts 
and obligations, and the general distribution 
of the estate. In the event an individual has 
left behind a will, he/she is entitled to devise 
only one-third of his/her estate after the pay-
ment of the debts and obligations, as he/she 
wishes.2 The remaining two-thirds shall be 
distributed according to the mandates of 
shariah. However, should the heirs choose 
to comply with the terms of the will, they are 
certainly free to do so.

The laws of inheritance have been ad-
dressed in the Qur’an in Surah Al-Nisaa (the 
fourth chapter), verses 11 and 12, and then 

in verse 176. Although a virtual translation 
of these verses is something to be desired, 
the complexity of the Arabic language 
forces us to rely on interpretations of the 
Qur’an. The following is an attempt to inter-
pret verses 11 and 12 of Surah Al-Nissa: 

Verse 11: 
Allah enjoins you about [the share of 
inheritance of ] your children: A male’s 
share shall equal that of two females — in 
case there are only daughters, more than 
two shall have two-thirds of what has 
been left behind. And if there be only one 
daughter, her share shall be half — and 
if the deceased has children, the parents 
shall inherit a sixth each, and if he has no 
children and the parents are his heirs then 
his mother shall receive a third, and if he 
has brothers and sisters then the mother’s 

share is the same one-sixth. [These shares 
shall be distributed] after carrying out any 
will made by the deceased or payment of 
any debt owed by him (the deceased). You 
know not who among your children and 
your parents are nearest to you in benefit. 
This is the law of Allah. Indeed Allah is 

wise, all-knowing.”

Verse 12: 
You shall get half of what your wives 
leave, if they die childless. But if they do 
have children, your share shall then be a 
quarter of what they leave after carrying 
out any will made by the deceased or 
payment of any debt owed by her. And 
they (your wives) shall have a quarter 
of what you leave, if you die childless. 
But in case you have children, they shall 
then get one-eighth of what you leave, 
after carrying out any will made by you 
or payment of any debt owed by you (the 
deceased). And if a man or a woman is 
made an heir on account of his [or her] 
kalalah relationship [with the deceased] 
and he [or she] has one brother or sister, 
the brother and sister shall each receive 
a sixth and if they be more than two, 
they shall then share in one-third, after 
carrying out any will that had been made 
by the deceased or payment of any debt 
owed by him — without harming anyone. 
This is a command from Allah and Allah 
is all-knowing, most forbearing.

While verses 11 and 12 of Surah Al-Nissa 
focuses on providing guidance as to distri-
bution of property to spouses, children, and 
parents, verse 176 delves into the rights of 
heirs who have what is known as a kalalah 
relationship.  Kalalah relation is an adjec-
tive used for a person who leaves behind 
neither parents nor children; it also means 
all the relatives of a deceased except his 
parents and children, and it also denotes 
the relationships which are not through 
[the deceased’s] parents or children.3 Verse 

Shariah and Estate Planning

by Shahzad Q. Qadri

I
Examining the issues that Muslim communities in the United States 

face today when dealing with issues pertaining to inheritances 
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C by Stephanie Perry

ongratulations to 
this year’s Annual 

Awards recipients! 
The awards, with the 

exception of the Pro 
Bono and President’s 

Awards, were presented at 
the Annual Awards Dinner held September 
20 at the Grand Hyatt Hotel in Seattle.

Professionalism Award
Eugene M. Moen

This honor is awarded to a member of the 
WSBA who exemplifies the spirit of profession-
alism in the practice of law. “Professionalism” 
is defined as the pursuit of a learned profession 
in the spirit of service to the public and in the 
sharing of values with other members of the 
profession.

Gene Moen is a graduate of the Uni-
versity of Oregon and a 1968 graduate of 
Yale Law School. He has been listed in the 
book “Best Lawyers in America” and in “Best 
Lawyers in Seattle” published by Seattle 
Magazine. Mr. Moen also was recognized by 
his peers as a “Top 100 Super Lawyer” and 
a “Top 40 Plaintiffs Personal Injury Super 
Lawyer” in surveys conducted and published 
by Washington Law and Politics magazine 
during the past several years.

A member of the Board of Governors of the 
Washington State Trial Lawyers Association 
from 1987-1993, Mr. Moen also served as vice 

president, chair of the Medical Negligence 
Section, and editor-in-chief of the monthly 
newspaper Trial News. He has been a speaker 
at many legal seminars on a variety of aspects 
of law, including family law, adoption law, 
discrimination law, trial practice, personal 
injury law, and medical negligence law. He 
has served as chair of the WSBA Civil Rights 
Committee and the Pro Bono and Legal Aid 
Committee. He also served on the Board of 
Directors of Evergreen Legal Services. In ad-
dition, Mr. Moen has actively participated in 
legislative and lobbying activities in Olympia 
on behalf of the Washington State Trial Law-
yers Association. 

“Gene Moen not only mentors other 
lawyers with no expectation of any return 
to himself, but he epitomizes all of the 
ethical and professional ideals expected of 
all of us, and achieved by few,” wrote Indira 
Rai-Choudhury in her nomination letter. “He 
follows not just the letter of our professional 
and ethical obligations, but the spirit as 
well, and he does so at all times and without 
exception.”

Angelo Petruss Award  
for Lawyers in Public Service

Norman K. Maleng (posthumous)

Named in honor of the late Angelo R. Petruss, 
a senior assistant attorney general who passed 
away during his term of service on the WSBA 
Board of Governors, this award is given to a 

lawyer in government service who has made a 
significant contribution to the legal profession, 
the justice system, and the public.

Born in Acme, Washington, Norm 
 Maleng graduated from the University of 
Washington in 1960 with a degree in eco-
nomics. He earned a law degree from the 
UW in 1966. After graduating, Mr. Maleng 
was selected to serve as staff attorney for the 
United States Senate Committee on Com-
merce, chaired by Sen. Warren Magnuson. 

Mr. Maleng was elected prosecutor in 
1978, and was King County’s prosecutor for 
28 years. He oversaw a staff of more than 
500 employees, including 240 deputy pros-
ecutors. Mr. Maleng’s office was nationally 
known for its sexual-assault prosecution 
unit and victim-assistance unit, which 
served as models of how to prosecute sexual-
assault crimes while dealing with the trauma 
experienced by victims. 

“Norm has left us an incredible legacy of 
integrity and honor in the pursuit of justice,” 
said Bonnie Glenn, deputy chief of staff at 
the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s Of-
fice. “His optimistic spirit, passion for work 
and life, and legacy will remain with us all 
for years to come. He touched many people 
in his life with his ability to see the best in 
people and his commitment to support and 
elevate others. He touched the careers and 
lives of so many. His ability to connect and 
touch others was so special. It was a privilege 
to have known and served under his leader-
ship. He will be truly missed.” 

“It is hard to imagine the Office of Pros-
ecuting Attorney in King County without 
Norm Maleng,” wrote 2006-2007 WSBA 
President Ellen Conedera Dial. “We have lost 
a giant in our justice system, a man whose 
life and career manifested grace, dignity, 
fairness, respect, and justice. I knew him, as 
countless others did, as a quiet but charis-
matic leader, an innovator who nonetheless 
touched everyone he met with his warmth 
and optimism.”

Above and Beyond  
WSBA Award Recipients Honored for Service to the Profession
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“He was a friend and a man I will sorely 
miss,” wrote King County Superior Court 
Judge Richard A. Jones. “Norm’s legacy as 
the King County Prosecutor will be one filled 
with praise for his integrity, compassion, 
dedication, and commitment to justice. We 
must also not forget how hard he worked to 
stay deeply connected to the community. 
Norm took the time to attend and be an ac-
tive participant in the events and activities of 
diverse organizations both legal and civic. He 
served as a role model for all elected officials 
of what ‘being involved and committed’ 
really meant.” 

“He was an outstanding example of law’s 
most noble aspirations: a kind, ethical, fair, 

and honest man who was a devoted public 
servant,” wrote Dean Kellye Testy of the 
Seattle University School of Law. “He was 
a leader for justice and inspired so many 
lawyers to be their very best selves. He has 
had a profound and lasting influence on 
so many lawyers that he will live on in and 
through the law for decades to come.” 

Courageous Award
John McKay

This award is presented to a lawyer who has 
displayed exceptional courage in the face 
of adversity, thus bringing credit to the legal 
profession.

A Seattle native, John McKay attended 
the University of Washington, where he 
received his bachelor’s degree in political 
science in 1978. After working as an aide 
to Congressman Joel Pritchard in 1978-79, 
he earned his law degree at Creighton 
University in 1982. He joined the Seattle 
law firm of Lane Powell Spears Lubersky 
in 1982, eventually becoming a litigation 
partner with that firm. During this time, 
he was admitted to practice before the U.S. 
District Court, the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals, and the United States Supreme 
Court. From 1989-1990, Mr. McKay served 
as a White House Fellow, where he worked 
as a Special Assistant to the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation in Wash-
ington, D.C. Mr. McKay then returned to 
Seattle and joined the law firm of Cairncross 
& Hempelmann, later becoming the firm’s 
managing partner. 

Between 1997 and 2001, Mr. McKay 
served as president of the Legal Services 
Corporation (LSC) in Washington, D.C. 
Congress established the LSC in 1974 as a 
private, nonprofit corporation to ensure 
equal access to justice under the law for all 
low-income Americans. Mr. McKay’s tenure 
at LSC was characterized by a bipartisan ap-
proach to working with Congress, driven by a 
deeply held commitment to the principle of 
equal justice. Mr. McKay was nominated by 
President George Bush to serve as U.S. attor-
ney for the Western District of Washington 
in September 2001, and he was confirmed 
by the Senate in October 2001. Mr. McKay 
served in this position with distinction 
until December 2006. Mr. McKay, and seven 
other U.S. attorneys, found themselves in 
the middle of controversy, thrown into the 
public spotlight. In the midst of it all, Mr. 
McKay conducted himself with courage, 
dignity, professionalism, and integrity. 

During his legal career, Mr. McKay has 
taken on leadership responsibilities with 
the American Bar Association (ABA) and 
the WSBA. He has been a member of both 
the ABA Board of Governors and House of 
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Bar News Welcomes New Editor 
2006-2007 WSBA President Ellen Conedera 
Dial officially congratulated Bellingham 
attorney Michael Heatherly upon his ap-
pointment as editor of the Washington State 
Bar News on September 21. Mr. Heatherly was 
formerly a reporter for the Aberdeen Daily 
World, and a reporter and business editor for 
the Bellevue Journal-American. He received a 
bachelor’s degree in editorial journalism and 
English from the University of Washington, 
and a law degree from the University of 
Washington School of Law. Mr. Heatherly 
is currently in private practice focusing on 
mediation and arbitration services.

Northwest Justice Project Opens Legal Aid 
Office in Port Angeles 
The Northwest Justice Project (NJP), Washing-
ton’s statewide legal aid program, has opened 
a new office serving Clallam and Jefferson 

counties to provide free legal assis-
tance in civil matters to low-income 
families, individuals, senior citizens, 
and tribal members. The opening 
marks the first time in more than 
25 years that Clallam and Jefferson 
counties have had a staffed legal aid 
office. “An NJP office to serve Clal-
lam-Jefferson is long overdue and is 
a powerful symbol of Washington’s 
commitment to making equal 
access to justice a reality,” said 
Washington State Supreme Court 
Justice Susan Owens.
 In addition to providing direct represen-
tation to eligible clients, NJP’s Port Angeles 
office will engage in ongoing community 
education efforts and outreach to identify 
and target the civil legal needs of Clallam-
Jefferson’s residents, and to help the courts, 
social service providers, and people with 
low incomes better utilize NJP’s services and 
the court system. A special focus will be to 
establish relationships with the many Indian 
communities on the northern peninsula 
to ensure that tribal members seeking as-
sistance are aware of NJP’s services, and to 
help reduce obstacles faced by tribal 
members seeking to access civil legal 
assistance. 

Seattle Lawyer Kathleen J. Hopkins 
Named to ABA Board of Governors
Kathleen J. Hopkins of Seattle took 
office August 14 for a three-year term 
as a member of the Board of Gover-
nors of the American Bar Association. 
As governor of the ABA’s District 18, 
Ms. Hopkins will represent Puerto 
Rico, Maryland, Washington, and 
Indiana. She will serve on the Finance 
Committee and as board liaison to the 
General Practice, Solo and Small Firm 
Division, the Standing Committee on Pro 
Bono and Public Service, and the Standing 
Committee on Publishing Oversight. Ms. 
Hopkins has been a member of the ABA 
House of Delegates since 1986 and has 
served on the Credentials and Admissions 
Committee, as well as the Tellers Commit-
tee. In addition, she has served as a liaison 
to various commissions within the ABA, in-
cluding the Second Season of Service Com-
mission, and the Commission on Women in 
the Profession. 
 Ms. Hopkins is a past president of 
the WSBA Young Lawyers Division. She 
received her J.D. with honors from the 
University of Washington School of Law.

If you would like to contribute to Around 
the State on behalf of your county, minor-
ity, or specialty bar organization or if 
you have a law-related item of interest, 
send your submissions to aroundthestate 
@wsba.org.

Around the State

New WYLD President Sworn In
Mark W. D. O’Halloran was sworn in as the 
2007-2008 WYLD President by 2006-2007 
WSBA President Ellen Conedera Dial at the 
WSBA Board of Governors meeting on Sep-
tember 20, 2007. Mr. O’Halloran served as 
a WYLD trustee representing King County 
from 2003-2006. He is a 2002 graduate of 
Seattle University School of Law and is 
currently an associate at the Gosanko Law 
Firm on Mercer Island, where he focuses 
on civil tort cases.

Ed Wolfe (right), and Dr. Glen Carlson (left) present 
checks to the Susan G. Komen Foundation for breast 
cancer research.

Mark O’Halloran with Ellen Conedera Dial.

Ellen Conedera Dial congratulates Michael 
Heatherly.

Kitsap Organizations Join Together to Fight 
Breast Cancer 
The Kitsap Bar Association and Kitsap 
County Medical Society Foundation spon-
sored the Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer 
Golf Tournament September 4 at the Kitsap 
Golf and Country Club. More than $4,500 was 
raised to benefit breast cancer research and 
more than 100 people participated. 
 The two organizations each contributed 
$1,000 to help the Susan G. Komen Founda-
tion. Kitsap Bar President Ed Wolfe and 
Kitsap County Medical Society Foundation 
President Dr. Glen Carlson said plans are 
already being discussed for next year’s tour-
nament.  
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by Kevin M. Bank

hree weeks ago, lawyer Jack 
sent his client Penny a promis-

sory note and deed of trust. Penny 
owes Jack $50,000 in legal fees 

that are past due. In his cover letter, Jack 
asked Penny to execute the note, as well 
as the deed of trust on property she owns, 
in case she defaults on the note. The terms 
of the note are no different than the terms 
of promissory notes used by institutional 
lenders, and Jack made sure to provide Penny 
with full disclosure in writing of all the facts 
of the transaction and his role in it. Penny 
called Jack after receiving the documents 
and told him that she would have no problem 
providing her informed consent in writing to 
the arrangement. But Jack is about to leave 
for vacation in Europe, and Penny has not 
returned the executed documents. Jack calls 
Penny and tells her she needs to drop off 
the signed papers in the next two days, and 
he also mentions for the first time that she 
may consult outside counsel before she signs 
the documents. Jack vaguely remembers 
Penny telling him when he first got hired 
that Penny’s neighbor is a personal injury 
lawyer, and Penny sometimes consults her 
for a “second opinion.” 

Two Washington Rules of Professional 
Conduct, RPC 1.8(a) and RPC 1.8(h), require 
lawyers to advise their clients of the desirabil-
ity of seeking independent counsel before the 
client executes an agreement with the lawyer. 
Both of these rules cover situations where 
the lawyer’s personal interests could poten-
tially conflict with the interests of the client. 
RPC 1.8(a) governs business transactions 
with clients, including situations where the 
lawyer and client enter in a creditor-debtor 
relationship and/or the lawyer obtains a 
security interest adverse to the client. RPC 
1.8(h) involves situations where the lawyer 
seeks to settle the client’s (or former client’s) 

malpractice claim against the lawyer. Both 
rules require that: (1) the lawyer advise 
the client (or former client if RPC 1.8(h) is 
involved) in writing of the desirability of 
obtaining independent counsel, and (2) the 
client be given a “reasonable opportunity to 
seek the advice” of independent counsel. 

1.7 and RPC 1.8.
A crucial issue in the case was whether 

the firm had given Rose and Valley “a reason-
able opportunity to seek the advice of inde-
pendent counsel in the transaction” under 
former RPC 1.8(a).2 The Court stated that the 
client’s opportunity to consult independent 

Telling Your Client to Get 
Another Lawyer

Ethics and the Law

What is a “reasonable opportunity” to consult 
independent counsel?

In the above scenario, has Jack adequately 
advised Penny about the need to consult 
independent counsel? Has Jack given her 
a “reasonable opportunity” to do so? The 
amended RPCs and recent Washington 
State Supreme Court cases indicate that the 
answer is “no.”

The RPCs (as amended in September 
2006) explicitly state that just telling Penny 
in a telephone conversation that she may 
consult independent counsel is insufficient. 
RPC 1.8(a)(2) states that the client must 
be advised “in writing” of the “desirability” 
of seeking independent counsel. Because 
Penny did not receive the advice in writing, 
and because she was not told that such a 
consultation would be prudent, Jack is likely 
to have violated the rule. 

The second requirement is that Penny be 
given a “reasonable opportunity” to consult 
with independent counsel. In a recent deci-
sion applying the pre-2006 version of the 
rule, Valley/50th Avenue, LLC v. Stewart,1 
the Washington State Supreme Court ad-
dressed the meaning of “reasonable oppor-
tunity.” In that case, a law firm represented 
a businessman, Rose, in several matters, 
including an expensive litigation matter 
involving one of his companies, Valley/50th 
Avenue (Valley). Valley accumulated out-
standing legal fees and costs of $160,000. 
The law firm approached Rose about this 
outstanding obligation. Ultimately, Rose 
agreed to sign a new representation agree-
ment, a promissory note, and a deed of trust 
secured by property owned by Valley. Later, 
Rose defaulted, and Valley protested. Valley 
raised several defenses, including that the 
promissory note and deed of trust were 
unenforceable against it as violative of RPC 

counsel must be “real and meaningful,” and 
that it is not enough that in “some moment 
in time an opportunity existed, no matter 
how brief or fleeting that opportunity might 
have been” to consult independent counsel.3 
Although the Court held that the definition 
of “reasonable opportunity” may depend 
on the circumstances, it set a minimum 
standard, i.e., that it will always mean more 
than the “mere physical ability to contact an 
attorney.”4 Finally, the Court made clear that 
the burden is on the lawyer to demonstrate 
that a real and meaningful opportunity to 
seek independent counsel was afforded to 
the client.5 

The Valley/50th Avenue Court did not, 
however, resolve the factual issue of whether 
Rose (and Valley) had been advised and given 
a reasonable opportunity to consult indepen-
dent counsel since the case was on appeal 
from a summary judgment and the relevant 
facts were in dispute.6 The Court noted that 
one of the law firm’s partners testified that he 
had orally informed Rose that he was entitled 
to consult independent counsel, and that 
he knew that Rose was employing several 
different lawyers at the time of the transac-
tion. By contrast, Rose testified that a lawyer 
from the firm had come to his home and told 
him that the firm would withdraw from the 
litigation unless he signed the documents, 
and that he did not have any other lawyer 
review the documents. The Court remanded 
the case for further proceedings on these 
factual disputes.7

Another recent case, In re Disciplinary 
Proceeding Against Greenlee,8 provides 
further guidance. Greenlee was charged 
with violating former RPC 1.8(h), which 
prohibited (as does the amended version) a 

T
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file to the lawyer representing the succes-
sor personal representative;

• Failing to comply with two court orders 
requiring Mr. Butler to pay $2,625 and 
$1,575 in attorney’s fees to the lawyer 
representing the successor personal 
representative;

• Using a power of attorney to withdraw 
funds from the decedent’s bank account 
prior to conversion of the bank account 
to an estate account and prior to being 
appointed as personal representative 
of the estate, and failing to account for 
$15,000 of those funds in the probate; 
and

• Failing to respond to a grievance or to 
cooperate with the Bar Association’s 
disciplinary investigation.
Mr. Butler’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, promptly comply with reason-
able requests for information, and explain 
a matter to the extent reasonably neces-
sary to permit the client to make informed 
decisions regarding the representation; 
former 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 
to render appropriate accounts to his or her 
client regarding them; RPC 8.4(b), prohibit-
ing a lawyer from committing a criminal act 
(here, theft) that reflects adversely on the 
lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness 
as a lawyer in other respects; RPC 8.4(i), 
prohibiting a lawyer from committing any 
act involving moral turpitude, or corruption, 
or any unjustified act of assault or other act 
which reflects disregard for the rule of law; 
RPC 8.4(j), prohibiting a lawyer from will-
fully disobeying or violating a court order 
directing him or her to do or cease doing 
an act which he or she ought in good faith 
to do or forbear; and RPC 8.4(l), prohibiting 
a lawyer from violating a duty or sanction 
imposed by or under the Rules for Enforce-
ment of Lawyer Conduct in connection with 
a disciplinary matter (here, ELC 5.3). 

Nancy Bickford Miller represented the 
Bar Association. Mr. Butler represented him-
self. Craig C. Beles was the hearing officer.

Disbarred

John B. Jackson III (WSBA No. 5208, ad-
mitted 1973), of Bremerton, was disbarred, 

effective April 18, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court following 
a stipulation approved by the Disciplinary 
Board. This discipline was based on his 
conduct in multiple matters involving un-
reasonable fees, trust account irregularities, 
commission of criminal acts, lack of dili-
gence, failure to communicate with clients, 
and misrepresentation of facts.

Between December 2001 and March 
2004, Mr. Jackson engaged in the follow-
ing conduct that established grounds for 
discipline:
• Issuing 33 trust account checks disburs-

ing funds which he was not entitled to 
disburse and without direction or au-
thorization from the clients who owned 
the funds, thereby constituting the crime 
of theft in the first degree in violation of 
RCW 9A.56.030-040;

• Failing to account for the distribution of 
settlement funds and failing to promptly 
pay the funds to a client;

• In two matters, failing to pay or promptly 
pay funds that third parties were entitled 
to receive;

• Removing $18,605.66 from his trust 
account in distribution of a client 
settlement after having deposited only 
$17,000 of the client’s funds into the trust 
account;

• Failing to obtain release of a client’s 
settlement funds from the superior court 
registry for over nine months;

• Failing to expedite a client’s post-settle-
ment dissolution proceeding;

• Misrepresenting to a client’s medical 
provider that he would reduce his fee by 
more than 50 percent in order to induce 
the medical provider to reduce her own 
fee;

• Failing to advise a client about the status 
of payments to her medical providers 
and the status of her settlement funds; 
and

• In two matters, failing to communicate 
and respond to the clients’ attempts to 
obtain information about their cases.
Mr. Jackson’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, promptly comply with 
reasonable requests for information, and 
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; former RPC 1.14(a), 
requiring that all funds paid to a lawyer 
or law firm be deposited in one or more 
identifiable interest-bearing trust accounts 
and that no funds belonging to the lawyer or 
law firm be deposited therein; former 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 which the client is 
entitled to receive; former RPC 1.14(b)(4), 
requiring a lawyer to promptly pay or deliver 
to the client as requested by a client the 
funds, securities, or other properties in the 
possession of the lawyer which the client is 
entitled to receive; RPC 8.4(b), prohibiting 
a lawyer from committing a criminal act 
(here, theft) that reflects adversely on the 
lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fit-
ness as a lawyer in other respects; and RPC 
8.4(c), prohibiting a lawyer from engaging in 
conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, 
or misrepresentation.

Christine Gray represented the Bar As-
sociation. Brett A. Purtzer represented Mr. 
Jackson. Kelby D. Fletcher was the hearing 
officer. 

Disbarred

Mark A. Panitch (WSBA No. 12393, ad-
mitted 1982), of Seattle, was disbarred, 
effective February 12, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court following 
a default hearing. This discipline was based 
on his conduct involving lack of diligence, 
lack of communication, failure to expedite 
litigation, charging an unreasonable amount 
for expenses, false statements, dishonesty, 
trust account irregularities, failure to take 
reasonably practicable steps to protect 
client interests upon termination of rep-
resentation, and failure to cooperate with 
disciplinary investigations. 

Between 2000 and 2004, in three mat-
ters, Mr. Panitch engaged in the following 
conduct that established grounds for 
discipline:
• Charging a client unreasonable and un-

necessary travel expenses;
• Failing to respond to client requests for 

information;
• Failing to inform a client that a sum-

mary judgment motion had been filed 
and noted for hearing, failing to file a 
response to a motion for summary judg-
ment, failing to inform a client about a 
scheduled summary judgment hearing, 
and failing to inform a client that he did 
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not intend to respond to a summary 
judgment motion or to be present at a 
summary judgment hearing;

• In two instances, failing to inform a client 
that the client’s case had been dismissed, 
and failing to take remedial action fol-
lowing the dismissal; 

• Failing to inform a client that a judg-
ment for attorney fees had been entered 
against the client;

• Falsely stating to opposing counsel that 
he had not received a summary judg-
ment motion;

• Providing false information to a client 
about the status of her case;

• Vacating his office without providing 
forwarding information to the client, the 
court, or opposing counsel; 

• Failing to respond to inquiries from the 
court concerning his participation in a 
case;

• Failing to comply with a court’s order to 
show cause;

• Failing to render an appropriate ac-
counting of a $3,000 cost advance he had 
received from a client, failing to maintain 
complete records of the advance, and 
failing to return the unused portion of 
the advance upon termination of the 
representation;

• Failing to safeguard and return property 
and papers that clients had placed in his 
possession;

• Failing to provide the client file to a 
client’s new lawyer and failing to coop-
erate with the new lawyer in seeking to 
vacate an order of dismissal; and

• Failing to cooperate with disciplinary 
investigations and falsely testifying at a 
disciplinary deposition.
Mr. Panitch’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 1.5(a), requiring a lawyer’s fee to be 
reasonable; former RPC 1.14(b)(2), requiring 
a lawyer to identify and label securities and 
properties of a client promptly upon receipt 
and place them in a safe deposit box or other 
place of safekeeping as soon as practicable; 
former 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 cli-
ent regarding them; former RPC 1.14(b)(4), 

requiring a lawyer to promptly pay or deliver 
to the client as requested by the client the 
funds, securities, or other properties in the 
possession of the lawyer which the client 
is entitled to receive; former RPC 1.15(d), 
requiring a lawyer to take steps to the extent 
reasonably practicable to protect a client’s 
interests, such as giving reasonable notice 
to the client, allowing time for employment 
of other counsel, surrendering papers and 
property to which the client is entitled, and 
refunding any advance payment of fee that 
has not been earned; RPC 3.2, requiring a 
lawyer to make reasonable efforts to expe-
dite litigation consistent with the interests 
of the client; RPC 4.1(a), prohibiting a lawyer, 
in the course of representing a client, from 
making a false statement of material fact or 
law to a third person; RPC 8.4(c), prohibiting 
a lawyer from engaging in conduct involving 
dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresenta-
tion; RPC 8.4(d), prohibiting a lawyer from 
engaging in conduct that is prejudicial to 
the administration of justice; and RPC 8.4(l), 
prohibiting a lawyer from violating a duty 
or sanction imposed by or under the Rules 
for Enforcement of Lawyer Conduct (here, 
ELC 5.3(e) and 5.5(c)), in connection with a 
disciplinary matter. 

Scott G. Busby represented the Bar As-
sociation. Mr. Panitch represented himself. 
Stephen D. Funderburk was the hearing 
officer.

Suspended

Oscar E. Desper III (WSBA No. 18012, ad-
mitted 1988), of Seattle, was suspended for 
60 days, effective June 7, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court following 
a hearing. This discipline was based on his 
conduct in 2004 involving an act of assault 
on another lawyer.

In 2004, Mr. Desper was representing a 
criminal defendant charged with two felo-
nies in superior court. During an omnibus 
hearing in June 2004, a disagreement arose 
between Mr. Desper and the prosecuting 
attorney about the terms of a potential plea 
agreement. There ensued a heated verbal 
exchange that became loud and escalated 
into a physical confrontation lasting about 
10 seconds. The dispute concluded when 
Mr. Desper drew back his right arm, made 
a fist, and delivered a forceful blow to the 
prosecuting attorney’s chest. The prosecut-
ing attorney stumbled backwards into the 
bailiff, who was standing with her back to 
the two men and who was thrown onto 

her computer. The bailiff then stepped 
between the two lawyers. Mr. Desper and 
the prosecuting attorney were escorted out 
of the courtroom.

Mr. Desper’s conduct violated RPC 8.4(b), 
prohibiting a lawyer from committing a 
criminal act that reflects adversely on the 
lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness 
as a lawyer in other respects; and RPC 8.4(i), 
prohibiting a lawyer from committing any 
unjustified act of assault or other 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.

Debra Slater represented the Bar As-
sociation. Jeffrey C. Grant represented Mr. 
Desper. Andrekita Silva was the hearing 
officer.

Suspended

Margita Dornay (WSBA No. 19879, admit-
ted 1990), of Selah, was suspended for three 
years, effective June 21, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court following 
a hearing. This discipline was based on her 
conduct in 2002 involving falsely testifying 
in a court proceeding. For more information 
see In re Discipline of Dornay, 160 Wn.2d 671, 
161 P.3d 333 (2007).

In 2001, Ms. Dornay began an extramari-
tal affair with a King County Deputy Sheriff 
(hereinafter “Deputy”). When the affair 
began, Ms. Dornay, a partner with a law 
firm and a contract prosecutor for the city of 
Kenmore, was living with her husband and 
daughters. The Deputy was in the process of 
divorcing his wife. During the course of the 
affair, the couple took trips out of town to-
gether. During a trip in November 2001, the 
Deputy became enraged after an argument 
and slammed his head on a nightstand, 
cutting open his forehead. On another oc-
casion, the Deputy put his service revolver 
in Ms. Dornay’s hand and told her to pull 
the trigger because if she did not love him, 
he wanted to die. Ms. Dornay’s relationship 
with the Deputy continued.

In February 2002, Ms. Dornay testified 
under oath at the Deputy’s divorce trial. 
She was called to testify regarding the child 
visitation exchanges she had witnessed 
between the Deputy and his wife. The 
Deputy’s lawyer did not know about Ms. 
Dornay’s ongoing affair with the Deputy. 
Ms. Dornay testified and answered a series 
of background questions about how well 
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she knew the Deputy. While on the stand, 
Ms. Dornay was asked whether she had 
ever seen the Deputy “rageful at any time” or 
whether she had seen him “rant and rave” or 
“berate.” Ms. Dornay answered no to these 
questions. In its opinion, the Supreme Court 
found that: “If the judge had the benefit of 
Dornay’s truthful testimony at the time she 
testified on [Deputy’s] behalf, her testimony 
could have affected the judge’s decision 
regarding the parenting plan for [Deputy’s] 
three-year-old child.”

In March 2002, Ms. Dornay broke off 
relations with the Deputy. Soon after, she 
informed members of her family about 
the affair. At this time, she confessed that 
she was not truthful when she testified in 
court that she had never seen the Deputy 
in a rage. 

In May 2002, Ms. Dornay petitioned for 
an order of protection against the Deputy, 
alleging he was abusive and threatening to 
her and her family. At the protection order 
hearing in June 2002, Ms. Dornay testified 
under oath that the Deputy had screamed 
at her, raged at her, and ranted and raved 
during the course of their relationship, in-
cluding the time period prior to the February 
2002 dissolution trial. After the hearing, Ms. 
Dornay signed a sworn declaration that she 
“made the decision to perjure” herself at trial 
in February 2002. This sworn declaration 
was filed by the Deputy’s former wife’s lawyer 
in superior court in support of a petition 
to suspend the Deputy’s visitation rights 
with his child. In 2003, during a deposition 
taken in the course of the Bar Association’s 
disciplinary investigation, Ms. Dornay testi-
fied under oath that her February 2002 trial 
testimony was false.

In its opinion, the Supreme Court held 
“[t]he Washington Legislature and the 
courts of this state have recognized the pro-
found impact of intimate partner violence. 
While the nature of Dornay’s relationship 
with [Deputy] does not excuse Dornay’s 
actions, it is a mitigating factor that merits 
substantial weight.”

Ms. Dornay’s conduct violated former 
RPC 3.3(a)(1), prohibiting a lawyer from 
knowingly making a false statement of 
material fact or law to a tribunal; RPC 
8.4(b), prohibiting a lawyer from commit-
ting a criminal act that reflects adversely 
on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, 
or fitness as a lawyer in other respects; RPC 
8.4(c), prohibiting a lawyer from engaging in 
conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, 
or misrepresentation; and RPC 8.4(d), pro-

hibiting a lawyer from engaging in conduct 
that is prejudicial to the administration of 
justice.

Kevin M. Bank and Jean K. McElroy repre-
sented the Bar Association. Kurt M. Bulmer 
and Robert F. Noe represented Ms. Dornay. 
Lawrence R. Mills was the hearing officer.

Suspended

Mary Ebel Johnson a/k/a Mary W. John-
son (WSBA No. 15175, admitted 1985), of 
Oregon City, Oregon, was suspended for 30 
days, effective July 3, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court imposing 
reciprocal discipline in accordance with 
an order of the Supreme Court of the State 
of Oregon following a hearing. This disci-
pline was based on her conduct involving 
the practice of law while suspended. For 
more information, please see the October 
2006 Oregon State Bar Bulletin, available 
at https://www.osbar.org/publications/
bulletin/06oct/discipline.html. Mary Ebel 
Johnson is to be distinguished from Mary Ann 
Johnson of Bismarck, Mary Jeanne Johnson of 
Tacoma, Mary White Johnson of Spokane, and 
Mary Lou Johnson of Spokane.

Ms. Johnson’s conduct violated former 
Oregon Disciplinary Rule (DR) 3-101(B), 
prohibiting a lawyer from practicing law in 
a jurisdiction where to do so would be in 
violation of regulations of the profession in 
that jurisdiction; and Oregon Revised Stat-
ute (ORS) 9.160, prohibiting a person from 
practicing law unless that person is an active 
member of the Oregon State Bar.

Felice P. Congalton represented the Bar 
Association. Ms. Johnson was not repre-
sented by counsel. 

Suspended

Bradley R. Marshall (WSBA No. 15830, 
admitted 1986), of Seattle, was suspended 
for 18 months, effective May 10, 2007, by 
order of the Washington State Supreme 
Court following an appeal. This discipline 
was based on his conduct between 1996 and 
2000 involving conflicts of interest, failure to 
communicate with clients, failure to main-
tain complete records of client funds and 
to provide clients with an accounting, filing 
an appeal without client authority, charging 
excessive costs, and instructing a third party 
to create a deceptive invoice to conceal the 
nature of a fee arrangement. For additional 
information, see In re Discipline of Marshall, 
160 Wn.2d 317, 157 P.3d 859 (2007).

Commencing in 1996, Mr. Marshall rep-
resented a number of longshoreman clients 
in a federal district court action alleging 
racial discrimination against several local 
unions. During the course of and following 
the representation, Mr. Marshall engaged 
in the following conduct that established 
grounds for discipline:
• Mr. Marshall did not explain to each of 

the clients the implications of, or the 
advantages and risks involved in, com-
mon representation, and he did not 
obtain written consent from the clients 
to multiple representation;

• Mr. Marshall filed an appeal of the dis-
missal of one of the defendants without 
the knowledge or authorization of several 
of his clients, and following commence-
ment of the appeal he did not provide the 
clients with a meaningful explanation 
of the facts of the appeal and its conse-
quences for each of them;

• Mr. Marshall instructed a nonlawyer 
who had initially referred the case to his 
office, and to whom the clients owed 10 
percent of the final settlement proceeds 
as a consultant’s fee, to create an hourly 
invoice in an attempt to conceal the 
appearance of fee-sharing [Note that 
because the nonlawyer had a pre-exist-
ing agreement with the clients to pay 
a 10 percent fee, the Supreme Court 
concluded that Mr. Marshall did not split 
a fee in violation of RPC 5.4(a)];

• Mr. Marshall improperly charged con-
tract attorney fees as costs in violation 
of the written fee agreement and treated 
a refund of a $41,000 cost advance as an 
expense chargeable to the client; and

• Mr. Marshall did not maintain complete 
records of the receipt and disbursal of 
settlement proceeds or provide an appro-
priate accounting to the client regarding 
the distribution of the funds.
Mr. Marshall violated RPC 1.2(a), requir-

ing a lawyer to abide by a client’s decisions 
concerning the objectives of representation 
and to consult with the client as to the 
means by which they are to be pursued; 
former RPC 1.2( f), prohibiting a lawyer from 
willfully purporting to act as a lawyer for any 
person without the authority of that person; 
RPC 1.4(b), requiring a lawyer to explain a 
matter to the extent reasonably necessary 
to permit the client to make informed deci-
sions regarding the representation; RPC 
1.5(a), requiring a lawyer’s fee to be reason-
able; RPC 1.7(b), prohibiting a lawyer from 
representing a client if the representation of 
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that client may be materially limited by the 
lawyer’s responsibilities to another client or 
to a third person, or by the lawyer’s own in-
terests, unless the lawyer reasonably believes 
the representation will not be adversely 
affected and the client consents in writing 
after consultation and full disclosure of the 
material facts; former RPC 1.14(b)(3), requir-
ing 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; former RPC 
1.14(b)(4), requiring a lawyer to promptly pay 
or deliver to the client the funds, securities, 
or other property in the possession of the 
lawyer which the client is entitled to receive; 
and RPC 8.4(c), prohibiting a lawyer from 
engaging in conduct involving dishonesty, 
fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation.

Special Disciplinary Counsel Carolyn 
Cairns represented the Bar Association at 
the hearing. Scott G. Busby represented the 
Bar Association on appeal. Kurt M. Bulmer 
represented Mr. Marshall at the hearing. 
Philip A. Talmadge represented Mr. Marshall 
on appeal. Robert M. Scales was the hearing 
officer. 

Suspended

Christopher C. Meleney (WSBA No. 11123, 
admitted 1980), of Everett, was suspended 
for six months, effective April 13, 2007, by 
order of the Washington State Supreme 
Court following a stipulation approved by 
the Disciplinary Board. This discipline was 
based on his conduct in 2004 involving 
failure to communicate with clients, taking 
action without client authority, conflict of 
interest, and filing a bankruptcy petition in 
violation of the federal bankruptcy rules.

In July 2004, Mr. Meleney met with two 
principals of a company that operated a 
casino, restaurant, and inn (hereinafter 
“Company A”) and that was an operating 
subsidiary of an LLC. Company A was ex-
periencing serious financial difficulties and 
a hearing concerning the revocation of its 
business license was scheduled to take place 
the following day.

Mr. Meleney advised the principals that 
if Company A filed a voluntary bankruptcy 
petition, or if an involuntary petition was 
filed against it, the automatic bankruptcy 
stay would stop the license revocation hear-
ing from taking place and give Company A 
the time it needed to obtain an infusion of 
funds. Mr. Meleney advised the principals 

1.2(a), requiring a lawyer to abide by a client’s 
decisions concerning the objectives of repre-
sentation and to consult with the client as to 
the means by which they are to be pursued; 
RPC 1.2(d), prohibiting a lawyer from coun-
seling a client to engage, or assisting a client, 
in conduct that the lawyer knows is criminal 
or fraudulent; former RPC 1.2( f), prohibiting 
a lawyer from willfully purporting to act as a 
lawyer for any person without the authority 
of that person; 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 deci-
sions regarding the representation; RPC 
1.8(f), prohibiting a lawyer from accepting 
compensation for representing the client 
from one other than the client unless the 
client consents after consultation and there 
is no interference with the lawyer’s indepen-
dence of professional judgment or with the 
client-lawyer relationship, and information 
relating to the representation of a client is 
protected as required by RPC 1.6; and RPC 
8.4(d), prohibiting a lawyer from engaging in 
conduct that is prejudicial to the administra-
tion of justice.

Debra Slater represented the Bar As-
sociation. Leland G. Ripley represented Mr. 
Meleney. James C. Lawrie was the hearing 
officer.

Suspended

Stephen J. Plowman (WSBA No. 21823, 
admitted 1992), of Bellevue, was suspended 
from the practice of law for three years, 
effective April 13, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court following 
a stipulation approved by the Disciplinary 
Board. This discipline was based on his 
conduct in 2005 involving the commission 
of a criminal act.

In 2005, one of Mr. Plowman’s clients, 
who has since been convicted of narcotics 
trafficking in federal court, became inter-
ested in acquiring a laundromat located in 
Seattle. The laundromat’s negotiated price 
was in excess of $150,000. Mr. Plowman 
provided legal assistance to the client in 
purchasing the laundromat. Mr. Plowman 
received two cashier’s checks from the client, 
which were in the names of third parties and 
totaled approximately $56,000. Mr. Plowman 
deposited these checks in his client trust ac-
count to be used in partial payment for the 

that he would not represent Company A in 
filing a voluntary petition. Furthermore, it 
was unlikely that the consent of all of the 
owners could be obtained in time to stop 
the license revocation hearing. One of the 
principals agreed to make contact with 
Company A’s creditors regarding filing an 
involuntary petition.

On the morning of the license revoca-
tion hearing, Mr. Meleney met with the two 
principals, and they decided to pursue the 
filing of an involuntary bankruptcy petition. 
One of the principals paid Mr. Meleney 
$2,500 as attorney’s fees and costs to file the 
involuntary petition. 

Representatives from three of Company 
A’s creditors telephoned Mr. Meleney. He did 
not adequately explain to these creditors 
that they would be the petitioning creditors 
initiating bankruptcy proceedings against 
Company A. In July 2004, Mr. Meleney 
filed an involuntary bankruptcy petition 
against Company A on behalf of these three 
creditors. In the petition, and later in an 
amended petition, Mr. Meleney stated that 
he was attorney for the petitioning credi-
tors. In September 2004, Mr. Meleney filed 
a motion for an order of default and default 
judgment against the debtor, Company A, 
for failure to file schedules. In the motion, 
Mr. Meleney again indicated that he was the 
attorney for the petitioning creditors. The 
company’s bankruptcy case was dismissed 
in October 2004 for failure to file schedules. 
Other than the telephone conversation that 
took place before the bankruptcy petition 
was filed, Mr. Meleney had no contact with 
the petitioning creditors until he sent them 
a letter in November 2004 advising them that 
the bankruptcy had been dismissed.

In January 2005, in response to a United 
States trustee’s motion for sanctions, Mr. Me-
leney stipulated, in order to settle pending 
hearings, that he had violated Bankruptcy 
Rule 9011 by filing the bankruptcy petition. 
Rule 9011 provides that by presenting a 
petition to the court, an attorney certifies 
that to the best of his knowledge, formed 
after reasonable inquiry, the petition is not 
being presented for any improper purpose, 
such as to harass or cause unnecessary delay 
or needless increase in the cost of litigation. 
Mr. Meleney also agreed to pay $2,161 to 
the State of Washington, to be distributed 
to former employees of Company A whose 
ability to collect owed wages was negatively 
impacted by the filing of the bankruptcy 
petition. 

Mr. Meleney’s conduct violated RPC 
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laundromat. Mr. Plowman then met with the 
client at a residence in Seattle and received 
from the client approximately $120,000 cash 
in paper bags to pay the balance for the laun-
dromat. Mr. Plowman brought the money 
to his Bellevue law office and stored it in a 
safe. The currency was proceeds derived by 
the client from his participation in cocaine 
trafficking in Seattle. Mr. Plowman did not 
document his receipt of this currency in 
any way and willfully failed to file a “Report 
of Cash Payments Over $10,000 Received in 
a Trade or Business” with the Internal Rev-
enue Service, as required by law, indicating 
the identity of the individual from whom 
the cash was received, the person on whose 
behalf the such transaction was conducted, 
and a description of the transaction and the 
method of payment. 

In June 2005, Mr. Plowman met with 
the seller of the laundromat and delivered 
a check drawn on his client trust account 
in the amount of approximately $60,000. 
Mr. Plowman also delivered approximately 
$100,000 of the cash received from his cli-
ent to the seller to pay the balance due on 
the laundromat. The purchase and sales 
agreement reflected a total sales price of 
$60,000, whereas the true sales price was 
approximately $160,000. Of the remaining 
cash, some was used to pay laundromat 
expenses and some was taken by Mr. Plow-
man as his fee.

In October 2006, Mr. Plowman pleaded 
guilty to the felony crime of failure to file a 
currency transaction report (Form 8300), 
in violation of 31 U.S.C. §§ 5531(a) and 
5322(b).

Mr. Plowman’s conduct violated RPC 
8.4(b), prohibiting a lawyer from committing 
a criminal act that reflects adversely on the 
lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness 
as a lawyer in other respects.

Francesca D’Angelo represented the 
Bar Association. Mr. Plowman represented 
himself.

Reprimanded

Craig S. Jepson (WSBA No. 25154, admitted 
1995), of Austin, Texas ( formerly of Concord, 
New Hampshire), was ordered to receive a 
reprimand on April 4, 2007, by order of the 
Washington State Supreme Court imposing 
reciprocal discipline in accordance with an 
order of the New Hampshire Professional 
Conduct Committee following a stipulation 
to a public censure. This discipline was based 
on his conduct in 2006 involving filing a false 

report with a law school committee.
In January 2005, Mr. Jepson was admit-

ted to practice law in the state of New 
Hampshire. Mr. Jepson worked full-time as 
a tenured professor of law at the Franklin 
Pierce Law Center in Concord (Pierce Law). 
For the academic year 2005-2006, Mr. Jepson 
was appointed to serve on a faculty commit-
tee charged with assessing the performance 
and qualifications of another law professor 
in connection with that professor’s applica-
tion for tenure. As part of his committee 
responsibilities, Mr. Jepson was required to 
attend classes conducted by the professor 
and to submit a report of his observations 
to the committee chair. Mr. Jepson prepared 
and submitted a report describing two of the 
professor’s classes in detail. The report was 
a fabrication. Mr. Jepson had not attended 
any of the professor’s classes. In response to 
initial informal inquiries of other committee 
members, Mr. Jepson reiterated falsely that 
he had attended the professor’s classes. Once 
it was established that the report was a fabri-
cation, Mr. Jepson admitted his misconduct 
and apologized to the faculty. Mr. Jepson’s 
misconduct did not prejudice the professor’s 
candidacy for tenure. Mr. Jepson resigned 
from the law school faculty.

Mr. Jepson’s conduct violated New 
Hampshire RPC 8.4(a), prohibiting a lawyer 
from violating the Rules of Professional 
Conduct; and New Hampshire’s RPC 8.4(c), 
prohibiting a lawyer from engaging in con-
duct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or 
misrepresentation.

Joanne S. Abelson represented the 
Bar Association. Mr. Jepson represented 
himself.

Reprimanded

Jeffrey G. Poole (WSBA No. 15578, admitted 
1986), of Everett, was ordered to receive a 
reprimand on February 5, 2007, following 
a stipulation approved by a hearing officer. 
This discipline was based on his conduct 
between 2002 and 2004 involving a conflict 
of interest.

In March-April 2002, Mr. Poole re-
quested and obtained a personal loan from 
a private lender. At that time, Mr. Poole was 
representing a client in a litigation matter 
involving property on which the lender 
held a secured interest. Mr. Poole was in 
regular contact with the lender on his 
client’s behalf. In April, Mr. Poole executed a 
promissory note and deed of trust to secure 
a loan from the lender, which required him 

to make monthly interest payments and 
then a balloon payment that would pay 
the loan in full after one year. Mr. Poole, 
on his own behalf, subsequently proposed 
another business transaction with the 
lender related to property in Bothell that he 
wanted to develop. At that time, his client’s 
litigation matter involving the lender had 
not been completely resolved. Mr. Poole’s 
client was not involved in nor informed 
about the Bothell property proposal. The 
lender did not make a loan to Mr. Poole in 
connection with the Bothell property.

Mr. Poole’s loan payments became past 
due. A representative of the lender wrote 
to Mr. Poole and left telephone messages, 
but received no answer. In September 2003, 
the lender filed for bankruptcy. During the 
time that Mr. Poole’s loan was outstanding, 
he continued to communicate and negoti-
ate with the lender on his client’s behalf 
in regard to financing other projects and 
in an attempt to delay foreclosure of the 
lender’s security interests in his client’s 
properties. In October 2003, Mr. Poole 
communicated with the lender about its 
bankruptcy and its effect on the lender’s 
business relationship with his client. In 
April 2004, on his client’s behalf, Mr. Poole 
communicated with the lender regarding 
a loan secured by his client’s boat. At the 
time, Mr. Poole was delinquent on his own 
loan from the lender. 

Mr. Poole never disclosed to the client his 
independent business relationship with the 
lender or explained to the client the implica-
tions of this relationship, and he failed to 
obtain consent in writing from the client.

Mr. Poole’s conduct violated former RPC 
1.7(b), prohibiting a lawyer from represent-
ing a client if the representation of that client 
may be materially limited by the lawyer’s 
responsibilities to another client or to a 
third person, or by the lawyer’s own inter-
ests, unless the lawyer reasonably believes 
the representation will not be adversely 
affected and the client consents in writing 
after consultation and a full disclosure of the 
material facts.

M. Craig Bray and Christine Gray rep-
resented the Bar Association. Mr. Poole 
represented himself. David W. Wiley was the 
hearing officer.

Reprimanded

G. Thomas Ryan (WSBA No. 9634, admitted 
1979), of Puyallup, was ordered to receive a 
reprimand on March 13, 2006, following a 
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stipulation approved by a hearing officer. 
This discipline was based on his conduct in 
2005 involving lack of diligence and failure 
to communicate with a client.

In January 2005, Mr. Ryan was hired by 
clients who wanted to petition for custody 
of their grandchild. According to the clients, 
they asked Mr. Ryan to file the petition by 
January 24, 2005, and he agreed to do so. The 
clients paid Mr. Ryan $2,700 for advance fees 
and costs. Between January 24 and January 
27, the clients called Mr. Ryan’s office many 
times. He did not take or return any of their 
telephone calls. 

In early February, the biological father, 
who had custody of the child, took the 
child out of state to visit his parents. On 
February 9, Mr. Ryan filed the clients’ non-
parental custody petition, noted a hearing 
on the petition for February 28, 2005, and 
obtained an ex parte temporary restraining 
order (TRO) immediately restraining the 
parents from having contact with the child 
and placing him in the clients’ custody. Mr. 
Ryan had the child’s mother served with the 
petition, but the process server could not 
personally serve the child’s father because 
he was out of state visiting his parents. Mr. 
Ryan had not obtained an order authoriz-
ing peace officers to remove the child from 
either of the parents’ custody (a pick-up 
order). Without a pick-up order, the TRO 
was unenforceable. The clients asked Mr. 
Ryan to obtain a pick-up order. Mr. Ryan 
declined to do so. He met with the clients 
and informed them that Child Protective 
Services (CPS) had filed a recommendation 
that the mother be awarded custody of 
the child. Mr. Ryan recommended that the 
clients strike the hearing date based on the 
CPS letter. The clients disagreed with his 
recommendation.

A lawyer for the mother entered a notice 
of appearance in the proceeding and filed re-
sponsive pleadings, which were voluminous 
and contained several declarations refuting 
the allegations set for the in the clients’ 
nonparental custody petition. The mother 
asked the court to dismiss the petition and 
requested an award of attorney’s fees for 
having to respond to a frivolous petition. 
Mr. Ryan did not extensively review the 
responsive pleadings before the hearing. At 
the hearing, the commissioner determined 
that the nonparental custody petition could 
not be considered because Mr. Ryan had 
not provided the court with the clients’ 
DCFS/CPS background checks or criminal 
background checks as required by statute. 

The commissioner entered an order placing 
the child with his mother, directing Mr. Ryan 
to file the background checks, and ordering 
a new hearing to take place within 60 days. 
The mother’s motion to dismiss and request 
for attorney’s fees was also to be heard at 
that time.

After the hearing, the clients waited 
outside the courtroom to speak with Mr. 
Ryan, but they could not locate him. After 
waiting a week for Mr. Ryan to contact them 
and discuss the next steps, the clients made 
several attempts to contact Mr. Ryan. He did 
not return any of their telephone messages. 
During one attempt, Mr. Ryan answered 
the telephone, and the client expressed dis-
satisfaction with the representation and told 
Mr. Ryan to do the job correctly or refund 
the fee. Mr. Ryan told the client he would 
discuss the case with her after she calmed 
down. During the following week, he did not 
return any of their calls.

In March 2005, the clients filed a griev-
ance with the Bar Association. In Mr. 
Ryan’s written response to the grievance, 
he stated that he intended to withdraw 
from the case. Mr. Ryan did not tell the 
clients he intended to withdraw and did 
not file a notice of withdrawal. He did not 
obtain the DCFS/CPS background checks 
or the criminal background checks as 
required by the commissioner’s February 
28 order.

On June 2, the child’s mother filed a mo-
tion to dismiss the case and for attorney’s 
fees, noting the motion for a hearing on 
June 10, 2005. Mr. Ryan did not immediately 
notify his clients about the pending hear-
ing. On the afternoon of June 8, he mailed 
them a copy of the motion to dismiss and 
supporting documentation. Included in the 
mailing were Mr. Ryan’s notice of intent to 
withdraw and his response to the motion to 
dismiss. The response consisted of a motion 
for a three-week continuance on grounds 
that Mr. Ryan was withdrawing as counsel 
of record. Under the terms of notice, Mr. 
Ryan’s withdrawal was effective on July 22, 
2005, although he did not intend to do any 
further legal work for the clients. The clients 
received this information the evening before 
the hearing.

Meanwhile, on June 7, 2005, disciplinary 
counsel informed the clients about the hear-
ing on June 10. The clients called several law-
yers listed in the Yellow Pages, asking if any of 
them would represent them at the hearing. 
A lawyer agreed to accompany the clients 
to the hearing, although she told them she 

could not file a notice of appearance, as Mr. 
Ryan was still the attorney of record. Mr. 
Ryan did not appear at the June 10 hearing, 
at which the commissioner entered an order 
continuing the motion to dismiss in order 
to give the new lawyer time to respond. The 
order indicated that the court would grant 
the mother’s request for attorney’s fees. In 
August 2005, the commissioner entered an 
order dismissing the nonparental custody 
petition and awarding the mother $3,510.50 
for attorney’s fees and costs incurred in 
defending against the petition.

Mr. Ryan’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; and 
RPC 1.4(b), requiring a lawyer to explain a 
matter to the extent reasonably necessary 
to permit the client to make informed deci-
sions regarding the representation.

Leslie C. Allen represented the Bar Asso-
ciation. Mr. Ryan represented himself. James 
M. Danielson was the hearing officer.
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Announcements

 

LAWYERS

Beresford  Booth pllc
congratulates

Mark M. Demaray

for his recognition as a

2007 Congressional Angel in Adoption
 

The Angels in Adoption™ Program, CCAI’s signature public awareness program, provides an 
opportunity to all members of the U.S. Congress to honor the good work of their constituents who 

have enriched the lives of foster children and orphans. Last year, more than 190 Members of Congress 
participated, making it the year’s single most significant Congressional event pertaining to child welfare 

in the United States. www.ccainstitute.org/angels.

Mark Demaray is Of Counsel with Beresford  Booth PLLC and has a long standing relationship 
with our firm. Mark is also the principal of the Law Offices of Mark M. Demaray, Inc., P.S., that 
focuses exclusively in adoption law. Mark, himself an adoptive parent, has helped families and children 

unite in the adoption field for nearly 25 years. He represents adoptive parents, birth parents, and adoption 
agencies and has assisted families in thousands of adoptions. Mark helped form the Washington State 

Adoption Council in 1986; he was a member of the Washington State Senate’s Interim Adoption Study in 
1989; and he was appointed to the Washington State Legislature’s Adoption Study Panel in 2004.  

Mark is a credit to the legal profession, particularly his service in the adoption field.


BERESFORD  BOOTH PLLC offers a comprehensive range of legal services, including, commercial 

and civil litigation, business, estate planning, family, intellectual property, and real estate.

ROBERT O. BERESFORD (1982) WAYNE C. BOOTH (2005)
RICHARD R. BERESFORD PAUL RICHARD BROWN
DAVID C. TINGSTAD S. SCOTT BURKHALTER
SUSAN L. SAMUELSON MARK M. DEMARAY
MATTHEW J. CRUZ PER E. OSCARSSON
DIMITRA S. HLOPTSIDIS WILLIAM O. KESSLER
MARK A. BAILEY CHRIS C. CRAMER

145 Third Avenue South, Suite 200
Edmonds, WA 98020

425-776-4100 • 206-682-4000 • 425-776-1700 (fax)
www.beresfordlaw.com
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Wolfstone Panchot & Bloch
Attorneys at Law

is pleased to announce that 

James C. Hanken

has joined the firm as Of Counsel.
Mr. Hanken’s practice consists of environmental law, 

real estate, and business transactions.

The firm is also pleased to announce that 

Marissa A. Alkhazov
 has joined the firm as an Associate.

Mr. Alkhazov’s practice emphasizes toxic torts, 
insurance law, and litigation.

The firm continues its practice in the areas of real estate, 
business law, estate planning and administration, family law, 

and all aspects of litigation.

1111 Third Avenue, Suite 1800, Seattle, WA 98101
Tel: 206-682-3840 • Fax: 206-340-8837

www.wpblaw.com

The Shareholders of

Patterson Buchanan Fobes
Leitch Kalzer & Waechter, ps

Together with associate attorneys

Donald F. Austin
Sean D. Jackson

Nicholas L. Jenkins
Jennifer R. Porto

and
Brian P. Waters

Are pleased to welcome new associate attorneys

Elizabeth M. Alvarado
Rhianna M. Fronapfel
Paul Edwards-Kevin

Bree D. Kelly
Angela N. Marshlain

and

Sarah S. Mack

Ms. Alvarado previously clerked for the Honorable C.C. 
Bridgewater, Washington State Court of Appeals, Division II.

Ms. Fronapfel previously clerked for the Honorable Stephen 
J. Dwyer, Washington State Court of Appeals, Division I.

Mr. Edwards-Kevin is a 2006 graduate of Gonzaga  
University School of Law, cum laude.

Ms. Kelly previously externed for the Honorable Charles 
Johnson, Washington State Supreme Court.

Ms. Marshlain previously clerked for the Honorable David A. 
Kurtz, Snohomish County Superior Court.

Ms. Mack previously clerked for the Honorable  
Ricardo Martinez, United States District Court.

Patterson Buchanan Fobes
Leitch Kalzer & Waechter, ps

Two Union Square
601 Union Street, Suite 4200

Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: 206-652-3500

Fax: 206-652-3501

www.pattersonbuchanan.com

 

McNaul Ebel Nawrot 
& Helgren pllc

is pleased to announce that

Erin G. Howshar

has joined our firm.

Ms. Howshar will continue to emphasize both 
transactional and litigation matters in her practice. 

Her transactional work will focus on entity formation 
and operation, real estate transactions, employment 

matters, and negotiating and documenting commercial 
transactions involving both IP licensing and sales 
of businesses. Her litigation practice will focus on 
counseling and representing clients in the areas of 

business and commercial law, real estate, construction, 
contract disputes, class actions, and employment law.

McNaul Ebel Nawrot & Helgren pllc
600 University Street, Suite 2700

Seattle, WA 98101
206-467-1816

www.mcnaul.com
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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

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

CONTRACT ATTORNEY 
FOR COURT APPEARANCES
• All types of motions, supple-

mental debtor exams, orders to 
disburse, and arbitrations

• All western Washington courts  
• Handled high-volume case loads 

with court appearances, three per 
week — King, Pierce, Snohomish 
county courts 

• High success rates with bringing 
and defending motions 

Available for association or 
contract basis, legal research  

and writing.

References available.

Catherine M. Kelley, PLLC 
425-392-1023 

catherine@cmkattorney.com

INSURANCE AND CLAIMS 
HANDLING

Consultations or testimony in cases 
involving insurance or  

bad faith issues. 

Adjunct Professor Insurance Law.

25 years’ experience as attorney 
in cases for and against insurance 

companies.

Developed claims procedures for 
major insurance carriers.

IRVING “BUDDY” PAUL
221 N. Wall St., #500
Spokane, WA 99201

509-838-4261
bpaul@ewinganderson.com

APPEALS

Margaret K. Dore

Former Law Clerk to the 
Washington State Supreme Court 

and the Washington State Court of 
Appeals

www.margaretdore.com

1001 Fourth Ave., 44th Floor
Seattle, WA 98154

206-389-1754

APPEALS
Anne Watson,

former law clerk to the
Washington State Supreme Court,

welcomes 
consultation, association, or 

referral of appellate cases.
LAW OFFICE OF 

ANNE WATSON, PLLC
360-943-7614

anne@awatsonlaw.com

APPEALS IN WASHINGTON,
CALIFORNIA, AND 
FEDERAL COURTS

RANDY BAKER

Reported Decisions Include:

People v. Collins, 26 Cal.4th 297 (2001)
Montalvo v. Spirit Airlines, ___ F.3d __ 

(9th Cir. Oct. 4, 2007)
Sanders v. City of Seattle, 

160 Wn.2d 198 (2007) 

720 Third Avenue, Suite 2015
Seattle, WA 98104

206-264-1076
bakerlaw@drizzle.com

www.bakerappeals.com

GOVERNMENT 
LITIGATION AND 

LIABILITY DEFENSE
Jeffrey A. O. Freimund

Gregory E. Jackson
Michael E. Tardif

We have over 70 years’ experience 
representing government agencies, 

officials, and employees, with 
extensive experience handling 

major tort, civil rights, employment, 
and public records lawsuits and 

appeals against government. 
We accept cases statewide.

FREIMUND, JACKSON & TARDIF
711 Capitol Way South, Suite 602

Olympia, WA 98501
360-534-9960

www.fjt.law.com

Professionals
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APPEALS
Philip A. Talmadge,

Former Justice, 
Washington State Supreme Court;

Fellow, American Academy of 
Appellate Lawyers

Michael B. King
Formerly of Lane Powell;

Past President, Washington Appellate 
Lawyers Association; Past Chair, 

KCBA Section on Appellate Practice;
ABA Council of Appellate Lawyers;

Washington Appellate “Super 
Lawyer”; Best Lawyers in America, 

for Appellate Law, Washington

Emmelyn Hart-Biberfeld,
Former Law Clerk, 

Washington State Supreme Court;
Invited Member, The Order of 

Barristers

Sidney Charlotte Tribe
Former Law Clerk, Washington Court 

of Appeals; Former Trial Attorney, 
Law Office of James J. Rigos;

Invited Member, The Order of 
Barristers

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

APPEALS

 Elizabeth Adams
is available for association or 

referral of appellate cases.

LAW OFFICES OF
ELIZABETH ADAMS, PLLC

253-272-5547
elizabeth@elizabethadamslaw.com

IMMIGRATION
David R. Chappel

and
Xiaoqiu Wang

Serving you and your clients 
in a complex practice area.

CHAPPELWANG PLLC
1111 Third Avenue, Suite #3400

Seattle, WA 98101-3299
206-254-5620

www.chappelwang.com

JAPANESE LAW
Toshimitsu Takaesu, LL.M. 

• Consultation
• Referral

• Representation in Japanese court

JFBA Attorney-at-Law
WSBA Foreign Law Consultant

206-284-5121

ttakaesu@gmail.com

APPEALS

Isaac Ruiz

Former Law Clerk, 
United States Court of Appeals for 

the Tenth Circuit.

 Available for referral or association 
in federal and state briefs  

and arguments.

 206-407-3520

www.ruizlawoffice.com

THOMAS M. FITZPATRICK
PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY

30 years of practice; 17 years’ bar 
review professional responsibility 

lecturer; former member ABA 
Ethics and Discipline committees; 

member ABA Commission 
— drafting new judicial code; 

fellow, ABA Center for Professional 
Responsibility

Available for consultation or 
referral on matters involving 

professional responsibility, lawyer 
and judicial discipline, forensic 
witness services, consultations 

regarding legal professional liability.

TALMADGE LAW GROUP PLLC
18010 Southcenter Parkway

Tukwila, WA 98188-4630
Tel: 206-574-6661
Fax: 206-575-1397

E-mail: tom@talmadgelg.com
www.talmadgelg.com

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

INVESTOR CLAIMS
Former NASD Series 7, 66 and 
life/annuity insurance licensed 

broker/investment advisor. Available 
for consultation, referral, or expert 

evaluation/testimony in claims 
involving broker/advisor error, and 

investment suitability.

Courtland Shafer
SATTERBERG HEALY 

EECKHOUDT

9832 15th Ave. SW
Seattle, WA 98106

206-763-1510

Courtland@seattlejustice.com
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Mediation Services and
Consultation and Association on the 

Technical Aspects of Aviation and 
Engineering Matters and  

Governmental Regulation

Tom Fender, 
formerly Vice Chair of the Intercity Transit 

Authority, has 35 years of active bar 
participation in Washington and Oregon.  

He has served as a public official, municipal 
manager, naval aviator, government relations 

director, tax administrator, assistant professor, 
and counsel to the Washington Senate Judiciary 

Committee. Mr. Fender’s formal education 
includes naval aviation, industrial processes, 

science, and engineering.

FENDER LAW GROUP PLLC
360-539-4698 • 206-274-8345

866-553-8083
tom@fenderlaw.com
www.fenderlaw.com

INSURANCE BAD FAITH

For when they insure it is sweet to 
them to take the money; but when 
disaster comes it is otherwise and 

each man draws his rump back and 
strives not to pay.  

— Francesco di Marco Datini —
Florentine businessman, letter to his wife, 

14th century.

SOME THINGS DON’T 
CHANGE

The excuses are endless. The bottom 
line is the same — insurance 
companies gladly accept your 
premiums but all too often resist 
paying your valid claims. 

William C. Smart, trial attorney 
with over 25 years of experience, is 
available for consultation, referral, 
or association on failure to defend, 
failure to settle, excess judgment, 
negligent claims handling or other 
insurance bad faith claims, including 
disability insurance.

WILLIAM C. SMART
KELLER ROHRBACK L.L.P.

1201 Third Avenue, #3200
Seattle, WA 98101

206-623-1900

E-mail: wsmart@kellerrohrback.com

ETHICS and LAWYER 
DISCIPLINE

30+ 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

Roger K. Anderson

is available for referral, 
association, or consultation in 

cases involving legal or accounting 
malpractice. Mr. Anderson has 
represented both plaintiffs and 
defendants in substantial and 

complex malpractice litigation for 
over 20 years.

2101 Fourth Avenue, Suite 2100
Seattle, WA 98121-2359

206-448-2100

rkaesq@msn.com

LEGAL MALPRACTICE

and

ACCOUNTING MALPRACTICE

MEDIATION SERVICES
Mark B. Anderson

is available for facilitating the 
negotiated settlement of a wide 

variety of legal disputes.

Smart — Creative — Experienced

SMITH ALLING LANE, P.S.
1102 Broadway Plaza, Suite 403

Tacoma, WA 98402 
Tel: 253-627-1091
Fax: 253-627-0123

mba@smithallinglane.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

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
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fax résumé to 425-259-3981 or e-mail to 
attorneyrussell@msn.com. 

Inslee, Best, Doezie & Ryder, P.S., a 
prominent, mid-sized downtown Bellevue 
law firm, seeks an exceptional associate at-
torney with three-plus years’ experience in 
general civil practice. Successful candidates 
will have excellent academic credentials, 
outstanding research and writing skills, 
and a commitment to delivering superior 
client service. Please send résumé and list 
of professional references to: Hiring Coor-
dinator, Inslee, Best, Doezie & Ryder, P.S., 
PO Box 90016, Bellevue, WA 98009. 

Lateral / partner — business transac-
tions: A highly regarded and well-es-
tablished Northwest law firm is seeking 
exceptional partner-level business trans-
actional attorney(s) to join its team. This 
strategic growth-oriented firm desires top 
talented attorneys who have predomi-
nantly represented private businesses 
for at least a decade. Attorneys here are 
guided by an abiding respect for each 
other and professional excellence. This law 
firm has experienced significant growth in 
its profits per partner-level attorney over 
the past several years. In addition to en-
joying financial success, the firm’s culture 
and people are one of its most appealing 
attributes. The compensation structure 
is innovative and fair, as well as highly 
competitive. The attorneys in this office 
enjoy a cooperative work environment 
and are focused on the development of 
the business practice group and the firm 
as a whole. Additionally, the firm has an 
attractive rate structure that enables it 
to maintain numerous clients and attract 
others. Business magazines report that 
the firm is one of the “Most Admired Com-
panies” to work for. The firm represents a 
broad range of business, commercial, and 
litigation practices and focuses on sophis-
ticated real estate, corporate, patent, and 
intellectual property transactions. The 
firm represents private and public compa-
nies in all areas of governance, formation, 
contracting, mergers and acquisitions, 
supply contracts, and asset acquisitions 
and sales. The ideal candidate will be 
knowledgeable in an array of corporate is-
sues and business transactions for closely 
held entities from emerging and start-up 
ventures and enterprises to mature busi-
nesses. Tax experience, although not re-
quired, would be a plus. You must have at 

least 10 years of experience and a portable 
book of business. Strategic planning for, 
and development of, the Seattle office has 
allowed the law firm to offer you a robust 
platform of expertise, opportunities for 
cross-marketing, and a sound structure 
to handle a variety of transactions from 
the small business owner to the Fortune 
100 client. This is a unique opportunity 
to be a leader in this vital practice group. 
For immediate and serious consideration, 
please contact, in confidence, Jean Seidler 
Thompson, Esq. at jt@qpqlegal.com or 
206-224-8270. Please visit our website at 
www.QPQLegal.com.

Associate patent litigator — A well-re-
spected law firm in Seattle with a thriving 
patent group is seeking a patent associate 
with at least two years of patent litigation 
experience. A degree in electrical engineer-
ing or computer science and membership 
with the Patent Bar are preferred, but not 
required. This is an exciting opportunity 
in an established and growing national 
practice group with excellent mentor-
ship available. Quid Pro Quo, Attorney 
Search Consultants, respects and holds all 
candidate discussions and information in 
the strictest confidence. For initial in-
quiries, please contact Marcia McCraw, 
Esq., at Quid Pro Quo at 206-224-8269 or 
MM@QPQLegal.com. 

Contract attorney — real estate transac-
tions. A successful, boutique downtown Se-
attle law firm, which practices sophisticated 
commercial and real estate law and repre-
sents owners and operators of healthcare 
businesses, seeks a contract attorney for a 
long-term temporary position. You must 
have a minimum of 5-plus years of trans-
actional real estate experience, including 
experience with: (1) multi-state commercial 
real estate acquisitions; (2) management 
and knowledge of real estate financing; (3) 
purchase and sale; (4) leasing; (5) healthcare; 
and (6) general business law, including entity 
structuring and restructuring, contracts, 
and corporate re-organization. Experience 
working on large multi-state transactions 
is preferred. For serious and immediate 
consideration, please e-mail your résumé to 
Marcia McCraw, Esq., at mm@qpqlegal.com 
at Quid Pro Quo immediately if you have 
the above experience. Also, please provide 
a brief description of your transactional real 
estate and real estate financing experience 
and the number of years of your related 

experience. We look forward to hearing 
from you.

Attorneys. Quid Pro Quo is the leading 
provider of quality attorney recruitment 
for direct hire and contract attorney place-
ment in the Puget Sound area, including 
lateral hires. For over 11 years, Quid Pro 
Quo, the attorney placement division of 
Law Dawgs, Inc., has specialized in en-
gagements with Puget Sound’s premier law 
firms, boutique practices, corporate legal 
departments, and governmental agencies. 
Interested attorney candidates, please 
contact Quid Pro Quo in confidence at 
206-224-8269 or JT@QPQLegal.com; www.
QPQLegal.com.

Partner opportunities — Do you need a 
law firm that will provide greater support 
for your practice? Are you seeking a firm 
with an enhanced platform of expertise? 
Quid Pro Quo, Attorney Search Consultants, 
has multiple exceptional opportunities for 
the discerning partner. We are presently 
assisting highly regarded law firms in the 
Seattle area with their search for laterals 
with expertise in the following: (1) business 
law with a transactional emphasis support-
ing private or public companies and closely 
held businesses; (2) patent prosecutors 
and patent litigators; (3) employment law 
with experience in employment litigation 
and advising/counseling employers; (4) 
real estate and/or land use law, preferably 
representing developers; (5) financial in-
stitutions law with a practice focused on 
representation of financial institutions, 
including banks, credit unions, or securities 
firms. Initial inquiries welcome. All inquiries 
are held in the strictest confidence. Diversity 
candidates are encouraged to apply. All can-
didates will receive equal consideration. We 
are seeking partners who are leaders in 
their field, with 10-plus years of experience 
and a portable book of business. Quid Pro 
Quo delivers discreet, highly personalized 
service. You may contact, in confidence, Jean 
Seidler Thompson, Esq., at JT@QPQLegal.
com or 206-224-8270. 

Corporate / intellectual property as-
sociates — Exceptional opportunities for 
business/corporate transactional and in-
tellectual property associates are available. 
Quid Pro Quo is currently seeking corporate 
transactional associates for two highly re-
garded and well-respected Northwest law 
firms. You should have two-plus years of 
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corporate transactional experience or intel-
lectual property transactional experience. 
Experience in mergers and acquisitions, 
securities, or IP is preferred. You should have 
excellent communication skills and writing 
skills. Please e-mail your résumé for immedi-
ate and serious consideration. This is an out-
standing opportunity to grow and excel with 
a supportive firm with great management. 
For initial inquiries, please contact Marcia 
McCraw, Esq., at Quid Pro Quo at 206-224-
8269 or MM@QPQLegal.com. Please visit 
our website at www.QPQLegal.com.

Business attorney — Spokane. Imagine 
you have no commute. Imagine you live 
in a city with a reasonable cost of living 
and affordable housing. Imagine you have 
amazing relationships with your clients. 
Imagine a new opportunity where you are 
given quick client access and are able poten-
tially to inherit origination credits. Quid Pro 
Quo has a rare opportunity for a corporate 
securities associate or of counsel to inherit 
a client base with a Washington state law 
firm in Spokane. This mid-sized law firm has 
a partner-level attorney who will be retiring 
in about eight months. He has a substantial 
and active client base in transactional corpo-
rate and securities work. You will be able to 
work with this attorney to develop these cli-
ent relationships, including attending client 
company and executive board meetings. You 
should have at least three-plus years or more 
of business and securities background with 
experience in filing with state and federal 
agencies. Securities experience is required. 
For immediate and serious consideration, 
contact Marcia McCraw Esq., Attorney 
Recruiter, in confidence at 206-224-8269 
or MM@QPQLegal.com at Quid Pro Quo, 
Attorney Search Consultants. All inquiries 
are held in the strictest confidence. 

Services

Contract attorney loves legal research 
and writing. WSBA member with 26 
years of experience drafts trial briefs, 
motions and memoranda, using UW 
Law Library and LEXIS online resources. 
Elizabeth Dash Bottman, 206-526-5777, 
bjelizabeth@qwest.net.

Expert medical record analysis by a 
physician — Accurate, insightful, prompt, 
confidential and cost-effective. Meadow-
dale Medical Consulting, PLLC. 425-478-
2869 or www.meadowdalemc.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.

Capital Appraisal Service. Robert J. 
Meeks, certified residential real estate 
appraiser, establishing fair market value, 
expert testimony. 253-202-6005.

Commercial real estate appraisal. 
Contact Oddy & Associates, PLLC, Peter 
Oddy, MAI. See our website at www.od-
dyassociates.com, or call 425-820-8686.

Experienced central Washington at-
torney. Available for civil and/or criminal 
work, research and writing, litigation 
and courtroom proceedings. Reasonable 
rates. References and writing samples 
available. Please contact: 509-654-2314.

Expert medical record analysis by 
a physician — Accurate, insightful , 
prompt, confidential, and cost-effective. 
Meadowdale Medical Consulting, PLLC. 
425-478-2869 or www.meadowdalemc.
com.

Witness preparation service — ALC-
SLaw will prepare clients and witnesses 
for trials, depositions, interviews, and all 
forums where performance is paramount. 
Fifteen years’ experience. Maximize your 
time and delegate to a professional for 
optimal results for your clients. Admitted 
NY and WA. Ariella Shuster, 206-284-3504, 
ALCSLaw@gmail.com.

Space Available

Laurelhurst (University) area of Seattle 
— Office suite available. Share adminis-
trative assistant, library, and conference 
rooms with attorneys, and CPAs. Great 
location, nice environment. Possible joint 
marketing and referrals. For information, 
call 206-523-6470.

Downtown Seattle — Office with El-
liot Bay view and one or two staff work 
stations available in attractive per-
sonal injury law office suite. Completely 
equipped office with amenities, including 
receptionist, conference room, and West-
law. Superior environment to practice 

personal injury law. Contact Brenda 
206-262-1444.
          
Office sharing/substantial and varied 
contract work opportunity for right 
attorney in convenient three-attorney 
downtown Seattle office; available Octo-
ber 1. Call George at 206-624-3718.

Wells Fargo Center, 32nd floor; View at-
torneys’ offices. Completely equipped law 
office, including receptionist, conference 
room, electronic law library, high-speed 
DSL access, and kitchen. Call Harris, 
Mericle & Wakayama, 206-621-1818.

Congenial downtown Seattle law firm 
(business, I.P., tax). Spacious offices, staff 
areas for sublease. Rent includes recep-
tionist, conference rooms, law library, 
kitchen. Copiers, fax, DSL Internet also 
available. 206-382-2600.

Office for rent in Plaza Center Building 
in Bellevue. $1,000/month with basic 
amenities, extra amenities available on 
per-cost basis. Please call Danielle at 
425-453-4800.

Everett Class-A downtown of fice 
space. Two blocks from county court-
house. Recently redecorated with room 
for support staff. Conference room, 
kitchen, copier, fax, high-speed Internet, 
cable TV, legal messenger service. Con-
tact Mark G. Olson at 425-388-5516 or 
lawofficeofmarkolson@comcast.net.

Three professional offices available 
in Columbia Tower. Blocks from King 
County Superior Court and Municipal 
Court of Seattle. Furnished offices, in-
cludes telephone, high-speed Internet, 
shared conference suite — $1,100. Con-
tact Danielle,  206-774-1947, ext. 216.

Downtown Kirkland law firm office 
space. Attorney and secretary offices 
with shared conference room in the Ma-
rina Park area. Please call 425-828-9509 
for more information.

Will Search

Seeking the original will and estate 
planning documents of Lillian M. Rob-
erts, Seattle. DOB: May 7, 1923. DOD: June 
25, 2007. Please contact attorney Mark G. 
Olson, 425-388-5516.








