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MAR 2 ? 2018

DISCIPLINARY

BEI'*RE ?Itli
DISCIPLINARY BOARD

OF TITE
WASHIXCTON S:|AI'E tsAR ASSOCIA'TION

h: re

AF&I}- $OUTI,LTETTE B&.INKIWAN,

Lar.vyer (l3a: No. 3$760).

Prr:*e*ding No, l7#00CI92

]I}NAtrNG$ OF FAC"T, CONCI,IJS]ONS OT

L,\r,* AND HIARING OI-'FIC]jR'S
RECOMMEN DATTON ( MODI h-iED)

The xndersigned l{eadng Ollieer }reld a elefauit hearing on March 6, ?018, uniler ILul*

10.6 af the Rules fur H*fcrceme*t of Larar),er Conduct (Iil,C).

On Marsh 9, ?018, the Flearing Ofllccr provided courlsel fcr ODC an unsigned c*py of

his Flndings of Faet, C*n*lilsions of Law ancl Hearing OtIcer's Recorxmendation via email.

Thel{eu'illgOt}icerthendciivcreclasigncdccrpy ol'thoscFindings<lIFact.ctc.. lothc

DisciplinarvCourrC'lerkonMarch ,I4.2018, witiroutproridingODCtheopporturrltytoseek

moditication or scrrection es fonterlip,lareri bv F.I.C 10. 16.

$n March 3.6,2{}l&, an<l *gain onh,farch 21,Z*l9,with thc Ilearing Otflcer's

pcrtnissiou. ODC strirrnitred additioual writtetl briefing seeking moditicalions and eorrections Lo

the l{earing Olficer's Findings of Facl, etc. The l{earing *ffieer deetrts ODC's i\4arch }6,2i}l&

{tA
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reque$t and sub$eq$art briqfing to bS a tim*ly rnoticrn to mi:di$ or c{i.rect Lrnder ELC 10.16(*),

whieh nsed not i:c seryed *n Rrspondenl bscauss this is a defautrt proceeding,

After reviewing the ODC's Mareh 16,2*18 req*est and supplern*ntal briefing. the

Hearing OfTieer eonciudes that hi* original lindings olFact. etc,, shrluld be n:*tiified in pax,

which resultecl in no chalrge to the Iiearing Ol'iicer's recclmrneuded sauctions. Sct lorth belorv

arc thc Hearinu Ofticcr's Findinss of Fact" *te . as modili*d.q'

m$rrNGs 0r rAeTs ANr f&NCLUSI0lirS *r'tAW
R-EGARDINC CI{AITGED VIOLATIONS

1. ?'he Formal Ceimpl*int in tl,e mattcr chargcci Apri.l Boutillclte Bririkman q,ilh

miscouduct as set,'ortlrther:eirr. A copy ot'the Formal (lornplaint is attacheclto this decision.

2. AnOrderofDetaultv,,aserrtcrcti inthisnratleronorarourtdFcbruary 14.2018.

i. Uliclcr ELC 10.5(uX4). the I'lcaring Ofl'iccr tinris that each o1'tlte tacts sct lortir in

the Forn*al Complaint is aclmined and establish*d.

4. l-Xnder fLC I0.6(a)(a), ilre Hearing Ollicer holds thaf Respairdent has com:rnitted

each of the violations chargcd iu thc }iormal Ccmp.lainl,

FI}-DINGS OF FACTS,4^ND COI{CLUSIOi\iS OF LAW
REGARDING RECOM}IE\DED SAI\CTION

5, .48A Stantlurcl.s.lbr Impo,rittg Lrr.r..l;et'Sunt'tions C'dSd $tcrtu&tdti') (1991 ed. &

Feb. 1992 Supp.) Section 7.0 applies to the violations at issuc in this case:

?.G violaticns o$ outies Swed as a Pr*fessisnal

,&bsent aggravating or mitigating circumstanees, upon application of the factors set

out in Standard 3.0, the following sanctions are generally'apprapriate in cases

invrlving false or misleading communication aboul the lawyer cr the lawrTer's

services, . . . [or] unreasonable or improper fees. . . .

7.1, Disbarment is generally appropriate when a lawyer knowingly engages in

eonduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional with the intent ts obtain a

benefit for the lawyer or another; and. causes se.rious or potentiallrT seriou: iniilry to a

client, the public, or the legal system.
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7.7 Suspetisisn is generally appropriate when a lawycrr knowi*g{y engeges in

canduct that is a violation cf a duty owed as ia pr*fession*l *nd causes injury or

potential injury to a client, the public, or the legal system.

7,3 Reprinrand is generally appropriate when a lawyer *egligently engages in

csnduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professi**al and cailses in.iUry cr
p*te*tial injury to a client, the public, or the legal sy$t€m.

7.4 Adnronition is generally appropriate when a lawyer ensages in an isolated

i*stance of negligence that is a violation CIf a duty owed as a professional, and causes

little or no actual or potential iniury to a client, the public, or the legal system'

S{}UN?$ 1 (x}ie&qrsr}ll) an*.5 {I{qein}
Failxre tn Respond to Lawful l)nn,lr*d ll*r Inf*rm*tion

6. Duty vioiared. Responc.lent cornmitted each of thc violatrons identilicd in

Counts 1 a:ncl5:

{i) "By kn*wingly failing tr: rcspond to a lar'iful d:fy$ Y:1|::y"io1 {t't1 11

disriplinarl, altlority . , , Respondent violated e.pC fi.I(b)* {kn*tt"uir,gly fail
to respon$ xt tnrt;/ut c{ewandfor inftsrmttti*nJir:w a diseiplinctry aut}xtri$};

(ii) ,'By knor,vingly, failing to rcspor':d tr a lain*nl den:and fur infbimation jlom

adiscilliigaryauthr:riiy...Respondenlviolated...RPCS+(4'-lt'iolatittg
rlut'yin.lpa,sedbjl[79'in{onnsclioytwithtldisciplixrtry**tter},

(iii) "ftsjy violating a duty irnposed by btC 5.3l . . . Rcspondent violated RFC

8.1(b);

(jv) "[B.ly violating a duty inrposed by IitC 5.3 . . . E"espondcnt yiolated . . .

Rpc s"4{l).

6. L The two separaae RFC violati*ns alleg*d. ir:l Cautrt l in tlre lliclicrson casc alc

both based on the sante {lcls.

6.2. 'fhe tw,o separate RPC violxions attreged {n Count 5 in t}re &*gin case are

' The "duty imposed by ELC 5.3" cited in Counts

'oduty fo respcnd t* r*spond tei a iarvful demand for
ir: the !-ormal Ccmpl*iat (Respondentls failure tc
that she hacl ref*:tded l)irkerrson $475; afld fbilrrre

as the iiases far tire violati*:rs alleged in Coulrts 2--l '

1 and 5 must be canstnied to mean speciXi*illly the

infcrrmalion." All ather acts of wr*ngdoi:ie allsged

refund $4?5 for unearned fbes; falsely represe*ting
fo surrenelsr Rogin's papers ancl pr*per1y),'a.re eited
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likerltise boiii based on the same asts in that matter.

7. ltesnondent's mental state. Responeler:rl acted kncr,.l,ingly, as allegeil in the

Ilnnnal Cornplaint, in tailirrg to rcspond to ODC's reqrlests lor lesponses and docurl'lL-nts in bolh

tire Dic.kenson matter, and tl:e Rilgin a:raltcl-

8. Potential of .a-c.tual irliury carrseci. l{espondent's lailure to cooperate rvith the

grievance investigatiorrs caused actual harm to the public and the legalsysl.em by (1) imposing

an adrliti*nal work burden on thc Ofilcc of Disciplinary Couus*l, (2) p::eventing the ODC frrrn

f*ily investigating these grievances, (3) refle*ting poorly or: the prolkssio::t, anrl { } rliminishing

public confirlen*e in the,legal systerr:,

9. l)resumptive sancrilr-rr (..I)ickcnsol). \\lhile the l"orntal Complaint ailegcs tr,r'o

sepalate RPC violations based on Rcspondent's l'ailur,.' to cooperate in Dickenson, the l{earing

Olficer finds that Rcspondentcorrmitted a single act of .[ailingto ooopcrate with ala*'ful

clisciptinarl'procce<Iing.'l-he prcsumptive sanction i'or each of thc trvo IIPC violations identifiecl

in Ctrunt I is suspension uuder y'llA Stanctarct 7.2.so the presunrptive sanction tbr

Respond*:t's failure t* r*spond tn a lawful derxand fbr inf<;rmation fiour a,disciplinary

authority ir: IlicXrenso:r is suspension.

I0. PresLrmptive sanction (Rogin). Whitc the Formal Conrplaint alleges two separa{e

RPC violatisns based on Rcspondent's failur* to eooperate ir: Rogin, the llearing Officer tinds

that l{espcnclent eoxndtteei a single aet (1hi1ing to cooperate wilh a lawful disciplinary'

proceccling). 'l'he prcsunptive sanction {br each of thc trryo RPC violations iiiuntifiecl in Count 5

is ,susp**sinn under ABA Standartl 7.2, so the presumptjve san*tion firr Resp*nelent's lailurc ttt

respond to a la*-ful demand for: inlbrmation tronr a clisciplinar5' ,*lthority in Rogin is

suspensi*n,
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Fntr** $fat*rnent of l!{aterial Faet in Lax yer l}fue ip}inery Slatter

I L Dut), violated.. By rraking a lalse stalenrcnt of fact in cotrncction u'ith a lau'ver

disciplinary marter. Respondent violated RPC 8.i(a)^ 8.4(c), 8.4(d). and 8.4(l) (by violating

ELC 5.3).

I3. Respondent's mcntal state, Rcspondenl actcd iutentionally in providing O$C

with jblse and misleadilg information ri'ith thc inlent to bcncllt herself ia the Dickelsor matter.

i4. Injury or potenLial iryur),. Since rlris is a rlcfault prciceecling. ODC's allegation

that Respandent's intentiollal dishonesty e ausecl scrious or potctrtial15' scrious injuri'lo 1}'re

public and the legal system is cstablislred.

15. Prcsumptive satrctiori. As u.ith C'ormts I end 4, the four separafe RPC violations

alleged in Cognl ? in are all ba-secl on the samc act (knowingll, n:*king a sringle f,*Xss slalement

i1r eonuectian with a discipiinarl, proceeding), and the L{earing Offieer recommenels t}rat

Rrspondent be sanctio:ted for onc coullt of maki*g that fals* statement.

The presumptivs sanetion for ea*h intentional violstion allegcti in Cor"urt 2 is disbarmeat

underlB,i{ Stand*rd ?.1, so the presuraptive sauction tbr a single act of tnaking a false

sratenlent of nraterial lact in eonnection with a ciisciplinarl'proceeding is clisbarmelrt.

COUT{T 3 {&q1*cr}sot})r
Failare t* Refu*d Unearned Adva.:rce Fe* Payment

D.Ut),violafecl. By failing to retund the uuearncd portion r:f hcr clicnt's advatice

fee pa1'menl; Respandenl iriolatcd RPe 1,154.(0 and X.?C 1"16(d).

17. l{esrrondent's mental starc. ltespouclenl acteti knowirrgly u'lten she iailed to

refx&d the uneamed p*rtinn of her fee to l,Ir. Dickenson.

16.

18. trniurlr iir nctential iniqrp Respond*nt carised aetuiti injury tsbrqr. Diokinson by
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deprivirrg hinr of funds to whieh he is entitled.

t9. The two se.Farat€ BPC viclations alleged it: Count 3 in are bsth based on the

salre act, thc liearing Officer reconlnerrds that Rcspandcrrt be sanctioncd fbr one count oi'

fuili*g to return the rmealrr*cl portion of an advance I'ee to her clienJ.

?0. 'fhe presumptive s*n*tion fcrr both *f the RPC violar:ions allegerX in Llcunt 3 is

strspensiorr under ABA Slandard 7.2.

C$I.INT 4 {&qxi*}:
Fxi}rlr* to S$rre&der Fapers axd Property t* *&ieh Cli*nt is &xrtitl*tl,

?:1" i]trty:iolated. By f*i.ling to surender paper$ and property to w*rich Ms" R*gin

was entitled. Ilesportdent violatecl RPC L l5r\(l) anci RPC 1.16((i).

?2. The twfi separats RFC violatio*s alleged i:r Corur:t 4 are bnth basad on a single

act, a*d the n{earing Oflicer re,eon:nrencls that Responde nt bc sanctioned li:r one count of failing

to retul'n her clieni's files upon termination oi'Lhe representatioll.

23. Respondent's mental state. As allegctl in the Forrnal (lonrplaint, Respondcnt

a*tsd l<*cwingly by faiiing t* provide Nfs. Rogin with e compie.tc copy ot'her ciient fiie.

24, Injury or potenlial iniurt l(esponclent causcd irijury 1o Ms. ltogin Lry depriving

her o{reccrds;:*d information h which she is e#irled.

25. 'l'he presumptive sancl.ion tbr l{espondent's l'ailure to surrerrder papels and

propsfiy is suspension under Al3rl Sranclard 7.1,

26. Summary of prcsumptive sanrlions. 'fhe Healing Ol'ficer concludes ihal the

condurt for rvhich Respondeut should be sarrctioncci. and tl"re presurnptive sanclion ftr eaeh

violation" is as tbllows:

Viotrati*m Presxn*irti,v*
Sanrtinx
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Count l. $uspension

Cr:urt 2. Disbarn:ertt

C*nnt 3. Susp*nsiot:

C*unt 4. Suspension

Count 5. $uspensi*n

&{;GRAYATING AND M}Y}GATINS $ACTOX$

?7 . The tbllowing aggravaring facrors sct forth in Secliort 9.22 ol the .,1ts{ ,strtndarcls

apply in this case:

&. prior ctiseiplinary <lffbnses lsaspended f*r sjx m*u&s on D$cember ?2,

2017 fr:r violating RPC 3.5{d}, RPC 8'4(d} a.r:d KPC e"a{k)l;

b. dislronest or selfish motive;

d., nrultiple offenses;

i.. substanrial experience in thc pracrice oI lau' laclmirterl in 2005 ]l and

i. indifference to maki*g restitution-

28, It is a:r addjtional aggraraling tactor that Responderrt lhilsd ts frle an &n$wer to

thc Formai Coniplaint as retluired by ELC 10.5(a).

29- No mitigatir:g *bctors *nder ABA Standurds 9.3? appll'.

30. The aggravatiug iurd mitigatirrg factors do rtot 1:rovide cause to clcviate tionr thc

prcsurupl.ive sancliott of disbarment.

31. The ultimate sanciion i$x:osed should at lcast bc son:istenl with ths sarction {br

rhe most scrit-tLrs instancc of misconduct among a nurnbcr of i,iolations. ln re Disciplinarl'

Proc**tting Against,Petersen, l2A Wrr,?d 833" 854. 846 P.2d 1330 (1993) {qu*tinglBl

Stundat,fis at6). In this case. the presumptivc sanction tbr the most seriL)us of Respondent's
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viol ati**s is disbarmenl.

X*TCAMMEN&A?ICIN

Based on the ABA Stand$,r,,ds and the applicable aggravating anri r::itigating taetcrs, the

I"ieiring Ol'Jlcer recomn:encls tliat RespondenL April Boutillr:trc Bl'inl'man bc disbancd. lrnd pay

restitirtirxr in the am*ur* of $475 pius inlerest at a ratc of 6Yo per annufil begi::ning Mxch 1,

tu I t Lo iLncn ulcKenson.

DATED rlris 2 (r aov or frfia r tA-- --, 2018.ry

Larl .re

Hearing O

i.:;r.: ilt+:*ald ilrr lher
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DISCIPIJIVARY
BOAH,D

BEFSRETI E
DISCIPLINARY BOARD

OF THE
WASHINCTON STATE BAR ASSOCIATION

fn rc

ATRXI, B8U?I'&TT?C SR{NKMA]*{,

Lawyer {Bar ?{n" 3 6760i,

Proc*ediag No. 17#S0092

FORMAL COMPLAINT

I of the Rules f,cr Enfurcement o*'tr-awy*r Conduci (ELC), the'Offiee of
Under Rule l0.l

)DC) cf thr washir:gto.n statc Bar Association eharges{he above*named

lawyer wlth aft$ of, miscondxct under tlre Kules of Pra{bssion*l Conduct (RPC) as set lbrth

below.

ASMISSTCI}ITO TEACTICE

1. Responrlent April Eoutill*tte Brfu:kmaa'ras adrni{ted to the pract'ice of }ax in the

State of Washington on November 10,2005'

2,Respondentwassuspende<lforsixmonthsonDecember22,2all,

FACTS REGARDII\G COUNTS 1-3 [Erich Dickenson Gricvancei

3" On Febr.uary 3,ZelT,Erich Dickenson hired Respond*nt tc assist irim with a farnily

b:brmal Cor*plai$t
Pa$o I

d}F'iicg *T DISCIPLII{AKY COLNSNL
wa.ir*iwciox srATi EAt( A$scctArloll

I 3?5 4th Avonns, Suitg {0*
Scattlc, WA 98101'2519

{306) ?2?'8?07

fff1
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law matter.

4. Mr. Dickenson paid Respondent $ I ,500 towards what was to be a $7,500 flat fee'

5, O* February g,2A77, Respondent sent hrk Sickenson a Ternporary Ord*r Fee

Agreement after learring that his case had not yet progressecl through temporary orders.

6. On Februa-ry g,2017,Mr. Dickenson temrinated Respondent by email.

"1 , Responrlent acknowieclged the termination rninutes latcr and indicated she would

"re&rnd him uinus work wealready have d**e-"

8, Orr March 22,2*17,h{r. Dickensrn filed a grievance with ODC because Responden[

had failed to refund hirx any portion of his feer"

g, OnMarch 18,201'1, ODC sent trlesp*nden{ an ini{ial reqilest for a response ts Mr.

I)ickenson's grievance. Respondent provided a brief response'

10. On May 12,2017, ODC senr Respondent a request for additional infonaation,

.requestirrg a eomplete copy of thc client file, anil asking five specific questiorrs'

l l, On T*ay 24,201?, Respcndent provided a one page docurnen{ entitled "Billing f*r

Hrlch LJrckenson",

12,The document indi*ated lhat Respondent performed $1,0?5 werlh *f work $n h{r'

Sickenson's east, with a $475 refimd due to Mr. Dickengotl

I 3. The docurnent also showed Respondcnt charging . l0 l-lR of her $350 hourly fee for

'occnfirmation of billing/maiting along rv/ refund to Mr- Erich Biek*nso#' on March 27,281,7 '

14" On J*ae 23, 2Q17, QDC sent Rcspondent aJetter again requesling that she S:r*vide

the client file, along u'ith answers to the five questions in the May 12,2017 request for

additionerl inf$xnati*n. The lefter required Lhat shre respord o* or Lrafbre July 6, 201?'

15. on .luly 5, 2017, R.espondent emaited oDC a rcsponsc to the May 12,2017 lerter.

Formal Compl*inr
Pagc 2

0FF]C€ $F 3!SCIPL!\!A:{Y COUNSEL
WASHINCTON S?AIE BAI1 ASSOCI,qT{SN

I 125 "ldr Avcnuc, Suitc 600

$eEt{!r' WA 98 lot j?339

128{}} 727.&7*'1
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16. Respondent $tafed tlMt she refunded Mr. Dickenson a por-tion *f the $1,500 he had

paid"

I?- This staierne:lt was false.

18. Mr. Dickenson did not receive any refund whatsoever'

19.On July 25,2017, ODC requested an additional rcsponsc to Mr. Dickenson's

grievance, specifically asking Respondent about the refund she claimcd to have provided to

him.

20. The July 25,2017 letter to Respondent's addrcss of record on file with WSBA was

returned a$ 
o'not deliycrable as addressed." Investigation revealed thet Re$pondent's"address cf

record on file with the Associarion belongs to a Starbucks in Portland, Oregon'

. 21,*nAugust 1,20l?,.otrc emailed Respondent a copy of rhe July 25,2017 requer:i

fur an additional r*sponse to an email addresg sire used to *arnmuniuate with ODC as reccn?ly

asJuiy 5,2017.

22. ODC,s August 1,201"! email rerniaded Re*pond*nt to update her address of reccrd

with the WSB$ asleEuirsd r-y fi.ule l3(b) of the Admission t* Prastice Rules (APR)'

23. Tlie email tc Respondent was not reiunaed as undeliv*ra,b1e.

24. RespondenJ did nor respond to the *mail, axcl did not update her addre*s with

WSBA.

>ar 1;2{}17, o3c sent a letter to Respondent's address of reccrd ard

e*ail address of recor.d, reqursting a respoRse withi* ten days' Bcth were retumed

undeliverable.

26. On October 19, 2017, ODC cmailed Respondent another copy of the request for

additional response. and a copy of the September 1' 2017 letter to the email address she had

OFF{CE OT 3I5C}I1LI}IAIi.Y TOUNSEL
WASH]N&]'ON STA?* SAR A$$0clA'I"lI}l'l

I 325 4th r\velruc. Sr,ite 600

Seatrle, WA 98101-?Sl9

\?{}6177t-sJ47

Fonrral Conrt!laint
Fage 3
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ased ts esmmunrc+te with OnC in July ?CI17. ODC reminded R.espondent to update her

address and email address with the WSBA.

7l7,The ernaii't* R*spond*l{ wa* not leturned undeliverab}e'

28. Responclent did not rsspond to ODC's requcst for aclditional infornration.

2*. Re*pondent did nol update her add:ess as require<l by APR f3{b}'

JS. &.espondent aeted intentio,naliy wJien she provided ODC with false and misleadilg

in&raration in her July 5, 201? enra!1". and her aetions cartscd scrious or potentially serious

injury to rhe publie and the legal syslem'

31- Respnrr$ent's inteniiOnal condu*t seriously adverseiy refl*cts on har lhntss to

practice.

J2.l{espondent acted knowing}y rvhen s}ie, f*iled i* responctr to ODC's reqwst f*r

additional infbrmation.

33. Respon<lenl,s conduct caused ac{ual harm by prevenling oDc from ful}y

investigating Mr. Dickenson's grievance.

, S4,Respondentll failure to cQoperats also reftects poorly 0'1 the pro&s*ion 8nd

diminishes public sotlfidan*e in th* legal systen"l,

35. R.esp*n*ent ac{fd knowingly whcn she failed to refund tlie uneatted portion of h*r

fee to Mr. Dickenson.

36. As olthe date of this lbrmal comptaint, Mr. Dickenson has not rcceiveci any portion

sf t&e $4?5 'I{espondent indi*ated was owed to Mr" IJickenson'

3?" Respandent's co*duct caused aetual harm becau$e Mr' Dickenson has been depriv*<l

the use of funds to whiclr he isentitled,.

f*n'nal Coaiplrtirx
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38.,8y knowingly failing to resporrd to a lawlul demand

disciplinary authotityi arrdlor by violating a duty imposed by ELC

RFC Lt(b), a*dior&.FC 8.4{l}.

infarmation from a

Respondent vislatsd

COUNT 2

39, tsy maliing a false statement of lact in corrnection with a lauryer disciplinary matter,

Respondent violated RpC 8.i(a), RPC 8.4(c), RPC 8.4(d), and RPC B'a(| (by violating a duty

imposed by ELC 5.3).

COUNT 3

40. By failing to refund an advance payment of fee that was not earned or incurred,

ltcsgondent viol*ted RPC i . i sA(D and/or RPC t " I 6{di

rACTS REGARDINC COUNTS 4 and 5 [Heather Rogin crievancel

41. Hearher Rogin hired Respondcnr ro represent hcr rvith her dissolution.

42. Respondentwilhdrsw immediately after ihe dissulution pape$ were sign*d.

43.Aftcr Respondent wilhdrew, Ms. Rogin r*quested her cornplete elient file.

44. Resporrdent provided Ms, Rogin with copies of docunrents that were filed with the

court, but faiied to return other items, whieh ir:cluded records that Ms. Rogin had provided,

45. On July 18, ?017, Ms, Rogin fikd a grievance with ODC'

46. Ms. R*gin's grievapce atleged tlrat Resp*ndent rried t* ehange the lerrns of the fee

agreenrent, fbiled io contact any witnesses or olherwise pr*parn for lrial, and ultimately

preszure$ her tc sign a divorce settlemen{ and parerti*g plan thai were not in htr best itlterests"

47 . On July 24,2017, ODC maited fl copy ol thc grievance and a request for a response

tc R*spoqd*nl"s adiiress of recor* ox file with ihe WSBA-

Fffmal Cofiplri*l
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48. On August ?, 2017, the Post Office r*turned the n:ail as "rtrot deliverabie as

*dd.ressed/unabtre to forward,'"

ral Respondent's address ofrecord belorlged to a

Starbucks in Portland, Oregon'

5S, On August 3, 201?, ODC emailed a copy cf tl}e grievance and a requesl fbr a

response to Respondent's email address of record on hle with the WSBA

brinkrnanapril.@.yalrco,eor:1. The email luas immedialely retumed undeliverabl*"

51. on August g, 2011, oDC emailed a copy of rhe grievance, the request for a

resporse, and copies of all returned mail to aa email address &esporrdent had used tc

conrmunisate witk OD€ on July 5,2A11.

52.RespondentdidnotrespondtooDC,sregueslforaresponse.

. 53. On september 12,2017, ODC sent fr.esp*nder":t a letter requesting a rsspons& to lds'

Rogin'* grievance within l0 days, and outlined the problerns ODC had experienced reaching

her.

54. The 'letter was mailed to Responclent's address of record, emailed to her email

emaited to the email *ddress she Lrsed to communieate with oBC i* Juiy

2017.

55, All correspond*rce sent t9 Respandett's email and physical addresses of r*ccr'd

were retumed undeliverable.

56" The email seni ta the account Resporden{ used lo corresp*nd wirh SOC in July 20i7

was not retrtrned *s undetriverable.

57. Respondenr did not rcspond to Ms- Rogin's grievance'

5g. Respondenl acted kh*wingly rvhen she failed to provide Ms- Itogin with a complete

Fnimal Co*rplainl
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copy of her clierrt filc.

59. I{e$p-onilmtrs,*onduat *ar.rSed *r:.tual }raru rq Jrlls" Iloglrr [:ecau$g she 1s*1; <lgpriveei ot'

r.ecor"ils *nd. infot'rxation to lvhich'she w{rs e*tilletl;

t'es1:oncl to reqtlests ibr a60- lleep.onilen{ a*thd knorvingly rvheii'she *hileel tCI prcmpt}'

ffisponse ts- ]14s, llggi*'s gliwq-ne*,

' 
,6J,. )lespen:denr's con4uct causcel a*tual kanr: liy plelfBnting: ODe tronr 1i:tly

i:nve;t'ig*ting Ms; llogin'rs $lieyffileg.

63. &espondenrrs ;inrQlg tl} escpef4tS ,*ip* r*fkcts poorty or1 thc ptotession anttr

dinrinislrcs public corifirlcrtcc in rirc legnl $ystem.

COUNN'4

63. 81, I'ailirrg io sulrcnder papets and propeny io rvhiclt hcr clietlt rvas enlitled,

Resporrdcrrr violatcclRPC l.isA(f) anC/oi RPC 1'16(d)'

COUNT 5

6+. Ry knowirig.l,v lailing ttr tespot.ld to a larvhtl tlcnranel lhr inlbflnalion lionr a

ciisciplirrary authoritl,- anct/r:r b;,violr(iirg a cluty iinposctl by lil-C 5.3' l{cspoirdettt violaletl

RP(l S.l(b), attcVor If PC S.4(0.

'IllEllEIrORE, Disciplinary Counscl requests that a hearing be held rureicr the li.rrles ibr

Enforcenrerrt of Lawyer Conduct. Po.ssible dispositions iuclttrlc cliseiplinnry actitln. probaticrn,

rcstilutirtrr, ancl assesSrllelt Ollhe cosrS antl expellscs ol'tltcse ploccedings'

Drr{ed lhis Z t Ourtrt' I)eccnrber'. 2011'.

i?o.m;al C*rtrplninl
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