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HSCIP ;i\ ARY BOARD
OF IHl
WASHINGTON STATE BAR ASSOCIATION

Inre - Public No. 14400037
ALANF HALL, ODC File Nos. 13-00035, 1400514
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Alan ¥, Halll being duly sworn, hereby afrests 1o the following:

L am over the age of eighieen vears and am competent. | make the statements in this

vt Trom personal knowledge

£S I was admitted 1o practice law in the State of Washington on May 3, 1974
3, My counsel acknowledyed service of the Formal Complaint on February 3. 2015,

4. After consultation with my counsel, T have volumarily decided to resign from the
Washinglon Swte Bar Association (dhe Association) in Licu of Discipline under Rule 9.5 of the Rules
for Erdforcement of Laowver Copduet {ELC).

S, Atached hereto as EXhibit A s Diseiplinary Counsel’s statement of alleged miscondugt Tor
purposes of ELC 9.5(by Tam aware of the alleged misconduct stated in disciplinary counsel’s

statement but. raskey than defend against the ailegations, I wash to permanent!y resign Brom

My answer o the WSEA complaint is attache Pahibin B0 My

g of the WHRBA diseiplinery process s attached s Exhibin €
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. fagpres 1o poy any restitution that may be ovdered by a Keview Conunitice under BLU
93¢ for the amounts paid to me as ser forthoin paragraphs 14 (815005, 41 (51501 and 47 ($150) of
the Formal Complaint. plus interest ag may be determined by the Review Committee.

7. Based on representations of the WSBA disciplinary counsel, T understand that while
ELC 13.9 permits ODC 1o seck reimbursement {or the fees. costs. and expenses of appointed counsel,
ODC will notdo so in this case.

S. T understand that ny resignation is permanent and that any future application by me
for reinstatement ax a member of the Assoctation 1s currently barred. [ the Supreme Court changes
this rule or an application is otherwise permitted in the future, 1 will be teated as an application by
one who has been disbarred for ethical misconduct, and that, if ] file sn application, I will not be
entitled to a reconsideration or reexamination of the facts, complaints, allegations, or instances of
allesed misconduct on which this resignation was based.

3 L agree o {a) nouly all other jurisdictions i which T am admitied of this resignation in

-

lien of discipline: (by seek 1o resign permanently from the practice of law in all other jurisdictions in
which I am admitted: and (¢} provide disciphinary counsel with copies of this notification and any
response(s). 1 acknowledge that this resignation could be treated as a disbarment by all other
urisdictions.

10, [ agree 1o {a) notify all other professional licensing agencies inany jurisdiction from

e =

which | have a professional license that is predicated on my admission to practice Jow of this

resignation in lew of discipline: (h) seek 10 resign permanently from any such license: and (¢} provide

disciplinary counsel with copies of any ol these notifications and any responses.
it Dagree that when applying for any employvment, [ will disclose the resignation in lieu

o puy question regarding disciplinary action or the status of my Heense o

af disciphine myrespo
practice haw
(2. famn submitbing with this affidavitz confession of judpment in the amount 6 51,000
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i3 Punderstand at my rosignation beeores elfective on disel
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endorsement and {iling of this document with the Clerk. and that under ELC 9.3(c¢) disciplinary

counsel must do so promptly following receipt of this document and the executed confession of

judgment.

14, When my resignation becomes effective, 1 agree to be subject to all restrictions that
apply 1o a disbarred lawyer.

15, Upon filing of my resignation, | agree to comply with the same duties as a disbarred
lawyer under ELC 14.1 through ELC 14.4.

16, 1understand that, after my resignation becomes effective, it is permanent. | will never
be eligible to apply and will not be considered for admission or reinstatement to the practice of law
nor will I be eligible for admission for any limited practice of law

17. 1 certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of Washington that the

foxceomg}i‘v 11’73 (;“dg’g?% % {,d A @\ f:‘ <2:§ %

Date and Place Alan F. Hall, Bar No. 1505

h

NOTARY PUBLIC for the state of

Washington. residing at @m W

%

5y
3

B SN
RUTITERRNR

My commission expires: 7} |4 { }g/
H

ENDORSED BY:

feok 2 Fu,

Scott G. Busby,
Senior D;scxphmry Counsel
Bar No. 17522
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AURERED AS TO FORM:

HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP

bt

‘m phen C, Smith
Allmnc}x for Alan F. Hall
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BEFORE THE

DISCIPLINARY BOARD

OF THE

WASHINGTON STATE BAR ASSOCIATION

Inre
ALANF. HALL,

Lawver (Bar No, 1505).

Proceeding No. 14400037
ODC File Nos, 13-00935, 14-005314

STATEMENT

OF ALLEGED
MISCONDUCT

F
" UNDER ELC 9.3(b)(1)

The attached formal complaint, filed on January 28, 2013 in Proceeding No. 14#00037,

constitutes Disciplinary Counsel’s statement of alleged misconduct under Rule 9.3(b)(1) of the

Rules for Enforcement of Lawyer Conduct (ELO).

Ap ot ‘
DDATED this ? X(’W day of |} oo et ot i 3016,

s Adleped Miseonduct
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Scott (. Busby. Bar No, 17522
Senior Disciplinary Counsel
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FILED
JAN 282015

DISCIPLINARY
BOARD

PORE THE
PLINARY BOARD
OF THIE
WASHINGTON STATE BAR ASSOCIATHIN

[,
IS¢

{npu . Proacecding Mo, 100037

ALAN T, HALL, L OFORMAL COMPLAINT

Under Rule 103 of the Rales for Enforeement of Lawyer Conduct (ELCY, the Office of
Disciplinary Counse! (0D of the Washington State Bar Association charges the above-pamed
fanever with acts of misconduct under the Rules of Professional Conduct (RPCy as set Torth

molow,

ADMBSION TO PRACTICE

adminted to the practicr of law in the Swie of
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1. Respondent pessuaded Mao Hudson (o allow kim do retain the S1500 advanee
3 pesment i ease Ms, Hudson and bee sister had o disagreement and M. {ludson secded her own
legul counsel,

5 19, A difterent lawyer handled the probaie of Ms Hudson's mother's esrare

& 20, Respopdent did noteam the $1,500 that Ms, Hudson paid hom,

7 2o b March 2074, Ma, Hudsen ashed Respondent to return the mioney she bud puld

9 22, Respondent refused o return any of the money that Ms, Hudson had paid him,

Y 230 On March 28, 2068 Ms. Hudson Nied a grievance against Respondent.
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J COUNT ;

2 35 By charging and vellecting an additional $15U fee for services he didd not provide,

3 1 Respondent violated RPC 13w anddor RPC .40,
4 COUNT 12

36, By failing o refund fees paid that were not carned, Respondent viplated RPC

FSALD, RPC 6(d), and/or RPC E4(e),

% THEREFORE. Diseiplinary Counsel requests that « hearing be held under the Rules for

sible dispositions include disciplinary action, probation,

g 1 Enforcement of Lawyer Conduct. P

sapicy

restitution, and assessment of the costs and expenses of these procesdings.

[ Dated s avof

Busby, Bar No, 175822
ar Diseiplinary Counsel







stephen C. Bmith, WA State Bar No, 15414

HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP FEB 27 2015
877 Main Street, Suite 1000 _ v
P.O. Box 1617 DISCIRPLINARY

Boise, ID 83701-1617 BOARD

Telephone: 208.344.6000
Facsimile: 208.954.5268
E-mail: ssmithi@hawleytroxell.com

Aflorneys Tor Alan F. Hall

BEFORE THE
DISCIPLINARY BOARD
OF THE
WASHINGTON STATE BAR ASSOCIATION

inre Public No. 14800037
Alan F, Hall ANSWER TO FORMAL COMPLAINT
Lawvyer

Lawyer {(Bar No. 15053,

Respondert Alan F. Hally admits, denies and alieges as follows:
ADMISSION TO PRACTICE

1. Respondent admits paragraph 1,

[ ]

Respondent admits paragraph 2.
3, Respondent admits paragraph 3.
FACTS REGARDING COUNTE 1-7 (Hudson Grievance)
4. Answering paragraph 4, Respondent lacks sufficient knowiedge to admit or deny the
ailepation confained therein, and therefore denies the same,
Answering paragraph 5, Respondent lucks sufficient knowledge to sdmit or deny the

allogation contained therein, and therefore denies the same,

6. Answering paragraph 6, Respondend lacks sullicient knowledge to admit or deny the

allegstion contained therein, and therefore denies e same,

oy

/. snswering paragraph 7, Respoudent lacks sufficient knowledpe 1o admit or deny S

1.
B0 Box 1617

ANEWER TO PORMAL COMPLAINT-
Moo JAEO00ET

.

A1 17 Y
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2 g,

4 9.

6 10
7 il
g 12
9 13,
10 14,
11 15
i2 16,
13 17,

5 18,
16 9.

18 20,
19 21
20 22,
21 23
22 24
23 25
24 26.
26 2L
27

G e
=0 [ANSWER
£

I Hatlepation covtained thereln, and therefore denies the same,

3 | allegation conlained therein, und therefore denies the same.

5 |}allegation contained therein, and therefore denies the same.

14 aliegation contained therein, and thersfore denies the same,

17 | aliegation contained therein, and therefore denies the same.

Uase o 1ARG0GAY

Answering paragraph 8, Respondent lacks sufficient knovwdedge to admit or deny the

Answering paragraph 9, Respondent lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the

Respondent denies paragraph 10,
Respondent denies paragraph 11
Respondent denies paragraph 12,
Respondent denies paragraph 13,
Respondent denies paragraph 14,
Respondent denies paragraph 13.
Respondent denies paragraph 16

Answering paragraph 17, Respondent lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the

Respondent denies paragraph 18,

Angwering paragraph 19, Respondent lacks sufficient knowledge to-admit or deny the

Respondent denies paragraph 20,
Respondent denies paragraph 21.
Respondent denies paragraph 22,
Respondent admits paragraph 23,
Respondent admits paragraph 24,
Respondent admits paragraph 25,
Respondent dénies paragraph 26.
COUNT I
Resporslent denies paragraph 27
COUNT 2

TOFORMAL COMPLAINT. 2

ALV DU Virbsad
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1 28 Respondent denies paragraph 28,

2 COUNT 3

3 29, Respondent denies paragraph 29,
4 COUNRT 4
5 30, Respondent-deaics paragraph 30.
6 COUNT 5
7 31 Respondent denies paragraph 31,

8 COUNT ¢

9 32. Respondent denies paragraph 32,
10 COUNT 7
H 33, Respondent denies paragraph 33,
12 ! FACTS REGARDING COUNTS 8-12 (Leeu Griovanee)
13 34 Respondent adimits paragraph 34,
i4 35 Respondent athmits paragraph 35.
S5 36, Respondet denies paragraph 36,
e 37 Respondent denies parsgraph 37,
17 38. Respondent denies paragraph 38,
g 39, Respondent denies paragraph 39,
19 40.  Answering paragraph 40, Respondent lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the

20 |1 allegaton contained therein, and therefore denies the same,
21 41, Answering paragraph 41, Respondent lacks sufficient knowledge to admit or deny the

22 |l allegation contained therein, and therefore denies the same,

23 4l Respondent denies paragraph 42.
24 44, Respondent dondes paragraph 43
25 4 Fespondent admits paragraph 44,

6 45, Respondent admits paragraph 45,
27 46, Respondent dendes paragraph 46,

2 £%
% s
28 1 ANSW
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47, Respondent admits paragraph 47,
48.  Respondent denics paragraph 48,
49.  Respondent admits paragraph 49,

50.  Respondent denies paragraph 50,

51, Answering paragraph 51, Respondent lacks sufficient knowledge 1o admit or deny the

allegation contained therein, and therefore denies the same,
COUNT 8
52, Respondent denies paragraph 52.
COUNT ¢
33, Respondent denies paragraph 53
COUNT 1
534,  Respondent denies paragraph 54
COUNT 11
35, Respondent denies paragraph 55.
COUNT 12
56, Respondent denies paragraph 56,
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES
BY WAY OF FURTHER ANSWER AND DEFENSE, Respondent alleges as follows:
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE
The allegations in the Associgtion’s Formal Complaind may not state a ¢lalm upon which
relief can, or should, be granted.
SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE
There are mitigating fuctors which apply to the allegations set forth in the Assoclation’s

Formal Complaint and the sanctions it segks 10 have imposed on Respondent.

AL COMPLAINT- 4
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RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, having fully answered Plaintiff’s Complaint, Respondent requests reliel as

follows:
1. For an order dismissing the Complaint with prejudice and without costs;
2. For judgment for such other and Turther relief g5 the hearing officer may deem just and

eguitable,

15
DATED THIS _& T “day of February, 2015.

HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP

, -~

Stephdn C. Smith, WSBA#15414
E77 Main Street, Suite 1000

.0, Box 1617

Boise, 1D §3701-1617

Telephone: 208.388.4950
Facsimile: 208.954.5268

E mail: scsmith@hawleytroxell.com
Attorneys for Alan F. Hall

ANSWER TO FORMAL COMPLAINT. 8 , ;
Case Mo, 1Ay o 1000 - P Box 1617

“161T

Boise, Waho §
i 2R
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

addressed to-cach of the following:

Scott 4. Busby

Senior Disciplinary Counsel
Washington State Bar Association
1325 Fourth Avenue - Suite 600
Seattle, WA 9810125339

ANSWER TO FORMAL COMPLAINT- 6

Cuse Noo [EHGO3T

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ,}“,l day of February, 20135, 1 caused to be served a true
copy of the foregoing ANSWER TO FORMAL COMPLAINT by the method indicated below, and

U.8. Mail, Postage Prepaid
,,,,,,,, Hand Delivered
__Dvernight Mail

E-mail

Telecopy

St

Stephen C, Smith

Hawlay Troxell Brnks & Hawley LLP
877 Maln Strest, & 0 - PO Bax 1617
: i

& , ldaho
3083446800
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Stephen €, Smith, WA Seate Bar No. 15414
HAWLEY TROXELL ENNIS & HAWLEY LLP
877 Main Street, Suite 1000

P.O. Box 1617

Boise, 1D 83701-1617

Telephone: 208,344.,6000

Facsimile: 208.954.32068

E-mail: ssmith@hawleytroxell.com

Attorneys for Alan ¥ Hall

BEFORE THE
DISCIPLINARY BOARD
OF THE
WASHINGTON STATE BAR ASSOCIATION

Inre Public No, [4#00037
ALANF.HALL, ODC File Nps. 13-00935, 14400514
Lawver (Bar No. 1505) SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION

RESIGNATION FORM OF ALAN F. HALL
(ELC 9.3(bY)

Alan T. Hall, being duly sworn, hereby attests to the following:

1. I am over the age of cighteen years and am competent. [ make the statements in this
affidavit from personal knowledge.

2. 1 belicve that even if | prevailed at the hearing level T would lose at the Washington
State Supremie Court because of my political resistance to the Sui Generis system of justice

administered by the Court. My political and legal views on the system are cxplained in the brief

attached to this Declaration.
gwfzé@» i m};é}g(‘g ()YLM

Date am“iaau Alan F. Hall. Bar No, 15805

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION RESIGNATION N‘}R\ f"}i ANF HALLBELC 9.3y - | of 2
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SUBSCRIBED AN SWORN to before me this

da\ of J( WUGWA 2016

ww 9

ENY

NOTARY I’LBI.JC for the state of

Washington, residing at S{’{,L{:{'ef/ \UA

My commission expires: | 3 14 ! | 3(

SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION RESIGNATION FORM OF ALAN F. HALL (BLC 9.3thy) - 2 of 2
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Alan F. Hall JD, WEBA No. 1505
Alan F, Hall ID P8

7813 218" St SW #50
Edmonds, Washington 98026
Telephone (423) 774-9566
Facsimile: {206) 582-8733

Email: AlanFHall@hotmail.com
Petitioner Pro Se for Appellant

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

IN RL: v CourtNo.  201,255-3
3 Proceeding No, 10#00084
ALANF. HALL, )
)y PETITIONER'SPROS
Lawyer (Bar Ne, 153035 Y BRIEF
)
J

COMES NOW Appellant ALAN F. HALL, by and through ALAN
F. HALL, Pro Se and submits this Pro S¢ brief pursuant to the Supreme
Court™s Sui Generis Jurisdiction.

My name is Alan F. Hall, Tam the Petitioner in the
captioned matter, Tam also a lawyer who has been practicing law in
Washington State since 1974, Tam 70 years old.

The firgt 25 years of my practice cemered in litigation, As e
ltigator I have approzimalely 40 trials to my credit. Most of thuse trials

securred 0 King County Superior Court and Snohomish County Superior

PISTRRECH




Court. The cases in those courts of general jurisdiction were before juries.
[ also have four reported cases at the appellate level the most notable of
which cstablished the current ruling on landlord/tenant law in Washingtos
State. {Mucl v. Graoch)

As a litigator in Washington State’s Superior Courts Fexperienced
the importance of court rules, how they apply to both sides of 5 case and
the consequences of when a participant does not follow those rules. A
litigator can do damage Lo himself, his client and our system of
urisprudence without strict compliance.

1 respected this system very much and found 1 could successfully

operate within it

Then, arcund 2002, 1 was confronted with a grievance against me
and | became intimate with the Washingtor Rules of Professional Conduct
and the rules relating to lawyer discipline. That is not to say 1 was not

Tamniliar with them before this event. It is that a grievance makes you want
1o reexamine them. 1 alse reviewed the oath [ took upon being admitied to
the practice of law,

1 did g littde more digeing on these issues and found that the

Washingron State Supreme Court is the branch of our State government

that is responsible for enforeing the Rules of

{orcement of Lewver Conduct and indivectly our oath s alio
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Those rules were created by the Supreme Court pursuant to legislative

authority from another branch of our government, the Washington Stale

Legistature,
T also learned that the scheme ol jurisdictional procedure thal the

Supreme Court imposes on the discipline of lawyers is called Sui Generis.

Black’s Law Dictionary (1968 edition) defines Sui Generis: “Of its own

kind or class, 1.2., the only onc of its own kind, peculiar

At this stage of nry quest to leam more about the process ¢f
disciplining lawyers in Washington state, § felt comfortable with the
system. After all, doctors are regulated; dentists are regulated, as arc the

police
But then an interesting thing happened. 1lcarned how the Office

v Disciplinary Counsel (ODC), the enforcement arm of the Supreme

Court, defines sul generis and 1 did not like it. If fact | found it frightening

as a threat to our democracy, disingenuous, unfair and likely to promote a

cadre of minions capable of staffing potential governmental enforeament

ericies capable of doing great harm to-our democracy

Respectfully, the history of enfurcement agencies is replete with
similar phenomenon of Suf Geaerils ot various o of development that

 Gemeris gystom 1S now

as 1o fook no further than pre WW I Germany. If you wanl (o

PLETTTIONERE |
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see how o fifth stage Sui Generis system operates watch the Movie Sophie
Seholl one of the most famous members of the German World War I anti
Nazi resistance movement, The White Rose. Pay close attention to how
the lawyers behave in that movie,

Very harsh words, but they are carefully chosen particularly after
my substantial observations stemming from two Washington State Bar
Association ODC hearings on grievances filed against me. In fact I would
say the referenced post 1933 Weimar Republic Germany model only
differs from the Washingion State’s Supreme Courl’s Sul Generls system
in that the Washington State’s Sud Generis systeny does not allow for
torture and execution. Yet.

T make these bold statements on observed verifiable and well
documented facts.

The first hearing in which T was invelved the Grievant was
represented by her personal attorney Elizabeth Turner Smith. The
problem was that Ms, Smith was either applying for employment with the
ODC or working for the ODC at the same time she was representing the
Grievant, | learned about this half way throvgh the hearing and did not

P e
8 Tact

know what 1o make of it gl the ime. Then T thought about it after ]

. .

ensh Ue s e g o levery vsiend bl el 1l s el £ b yer g e
wvod ite o # olear vielstion of the appewrance of Bness

and b
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Lo iever bry sgagitiind o g Srrk e F ryrrel syt cyre Fim
faling 1o conflivt of interest and candor to the

doctrine and-the RPCs e
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Courl, If Ms. Smith was applying for a job with the ODC, then how could

shie possibly make impartal decisions relating to her client?

Tt gceurred to me she was using her representation of the grievant
as parl of her job application with the ODC. And the OD{ was condoning
her violation of rules relating to conflict of inferest. She should have iold
the hearing officer of her status with the ODC,

T also learned that my insurance company would mediate the claim
the grievant had but that if | pled guilty to the grievance I would lose
coverage. 3o the Bar Association offered to mediate this case but Ms.

Smith refused. Wag she aoting in the best imterest of her client or was she

continuing her job application?

I'was found to have vislated the rule relating to ditigence. And in

fact my diligence had cost my client $10,000. An honest mistake that ]
wohd have admitied 1o if T would not lose coverage, 1 was paying
approximately $500 per month for coveruge. J maintained coverage for
my entire carcer. So, instead of settling this case, Ms. Smith choose to go
ihra three davs of hearing with her client, use the resources of the Bar
Association and waste my time,

My response o thiy was to [le 2 complaint againgt Ms, Smith, She

replied on Bar Association letter head. You can gue

G,
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I claimed she had violated the RPC rule requiring ODC lawyers o
act in good faith, Af one time there wag a rule that stated ODC lawvers
had to act in good faith, 1 learned that the ODC had that language
removed from the rule withoutany hearing.

That event caused me great stress 1o think that a State Supreme
Court authorized agency could violate their own rules like that and get
away with it. Further it appears they can modify the RPC rules to suit
thelr own behavior without a hearing.

One positive was that 1 began to fearn what the Office of Defense
Counsel’s definition of Swi Generis was.

But therg was more.

A grievance was filed against me in 2010, The ODC sat on the
issues for about § months, | called and asked for my files buck. They had
asked for the original documents when the grievance was filed and, in
wriling, promised (o return them upon request.

[ called wp and asked for the files back and was told by Francesca
1 Angelo, an attorney with the ODC, that 1 would be Jucky if ] gota copy
of them back, At this point [ had been paying dues into this orgunization

5. | expected more professionalism,

for approximately 38 ye!
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The grievance that was filed against me is the subject of the
captioned petition. By that point both of my clients had passed away and,
inserestingly, the ODC never statementized them,

During the first hearing [ began to get an in depth observation of

the GDC Sui Generis.

1. The ODC has access to volunteer lawyers, T did not.

2. The ODC has access to volunteer experts. 1did not,

3. Irequested the hearing officer to aliow me access to the
volunteer experts so that T could find an expert. Denied,

4. The Hearing Officer on oral spontaneous motion grated ODC’s
motion to prevent any of my testimony of my relationship with the
grievant based on the dead man’s statute. This was overturned in the
second hearing.

5. Tried to hirg counsel, They all wanted $350 per hour. T could
not alford that.

6. Randolph Petgrave was the Hearing Officer, He should have
recused humself becavse hig futher and Twere friends from college, 1

kad him 1o do this i the fust wigl, He refused

¥
i

Petgrave the elder colneidently vag nominated 1o be

in fact, My




i

7. The ODC has institutional knowledge as to the proclivity of the
hearing officers, Are they plaintiff oriented or defense oriented? This is

vitally important information, Lawyers do not have access (o that

mformation.

The whole sui generis thing was tuning into a farce.
[ learned that T could have a lawyer appointed for me 1f [ could not

represent mysell. As that point what choice did [ have?
Bven then Sui Generds gets more farcical.
At the second hearing 1 had counsel, [fe was intimately tied 10 the

ar as | know the Bar Association is his only

Rar Association. In factas fs

souree of income

1. My lawyer tells me that the volunteer expert for the state is
fawyer Barbara [senhower. He further tells me that her husband is John

Strait an ethics professor at one of the local law schools. | also learn that

Y
£

£

Barbara and her ethics professor husband want to use my case, assuming

am found guilty, in Mr. Strait’s ethics class,

2. The Will and the Trust agreement admitted into evidence name

Naney Caputo, the grievant’s niece as contingent beneficiary ol an estate

worth sbout 400,000, 1t also comes out that the client’s ex-wife, Linda

Orf the one who Tiles the grievance, through the help of Jamic Clausen
want to Jamie Clausen's legal

of the cstate purs
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work, Ms, Cl names hersel? as Trust Protector which is exactly what
she claims T did 1o my documents,

4. Jamie Clausen testifies, But there is no testimony from Lind
Orf, or any affidavits from the clients. In fact the grievance is not even
entered into evidence, That is because it was {iled by Linda Orf.

3. The Hearing Officer finds that my testimony is not credible
evens though the ODC never put my credibility in issue,

6. ER Rule 608 soverns the procedure for attacking credibility. It
was no! followed by the ODC or the Hearing Officer. In fact the highly
respecied research ol BING responds vary favorably to the query: “How
{0 impeach witness’s credibility before an administrative agency?”

The internet tome on impeaching credibility is found in

E-How and the article is “How 1o Challenge Witness Credibifity
betore MSPB.” Therein lies the step by step process for impeaching
credibility before any agency including the ODC. Again Mr. Pelgrave’s
reasoning is unsupported by any legally recognized rule relating to this
1asug.

In & word what [ observed was a genetic mutation in the fabric of
our democracy, our judicial system and our constitution. The Wyshington

Supreme Court's Suf Generis system has the potential w spread into

a very destructive cancer and apoplosis is in order.
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Conclusion:

There is a very compelling saying: “Injustice anywhere is injustice
everywhere " Sui Generis as it is practiced by the Washington State Bar
Associalion should be removed. But that is not enough.

Lawyers must organize. The police have a guild, why can™t
fawyers? Right now they have the highest rate of suicides amongst any
profession, They are easy targets for any malcentent client and of course

1 of choice for the ODIC.

sole practitioners are the low hanging

Further, lawyers arce losing ground in the fields that they can practice in

As Imentioned | am 70 vears old. I do not want 10 get suspended
or disbarred. Yot at my age what the hell difference does it make?

What | am most concerned about isour democracy. T am equally
concerned about the vounger lawyers. In fact [ think they have a goed
cause of action against their so called ethics professors for not weaching Suf
Generis in law schools. 1 suspect if potential law students were 1old about
Sui Gereris they would not want to even go to law school.

Twouldn’s

T request that vou think about it hmagine vourself as a beginning
£ S & s

lawver, vou are marriod and maybe have a child or two. Then you are

confronted by Suf Generis. 1 vou are reprimanded your reputation 15




ruined forever. It is just too easy for the ODC to win and bully you into
submisston,

Finally, it is noted 1 gm on non-disciplinary suspension and have
been for approximately three years even though the ODC stipulated 1
could continve to practice during the course of this Sw/ Generiy process.

As soon as | went on non-disciplinary suspension the Bar
Association stripped me of my Bar membership without any hearing. [no
longer had access to the Bar News or research facilities that 1 had paid
dues Tor 28 years to support. This greatly hindered my effort o do
research and keep up on lawyer news that might have been helplul o my
CE%S(’?,

Because of all this | belizve that there should be an innocence
project, |suggest that any lawyer efther living or dead who as ever been
admonished, reprimanded of disbarred have their case reviewed, [ they
were not afforded adequate representation or were subject to abuses
spelled out herein, then the decision should be reversed.

One final observation: The ODC lawyer handling the opposition
1o my appeal, Scott Bushy, continues to mislead the tribunal. He claims |
wits being paid to $2,000 per quarter to administer a Trust with only

549,00 dollars in it. Thi Uy false and misleading. All one has 1o do

is read the Trust 1o fnd out what my very subslantial duties were,
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED THIS __ dayof 2014,

By
Alan P, Hall JD

ce. Individnal Members of the Board ol Governors,

WSBA
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