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SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA
In re:  Douglas C. Crawford
Bar No.:  181
Docket No.:  65284
Filed:  June 18, 2015

ORDER OF REINSTATEMENT
Attorney reinstated with conditions.    

This is a petition for reinstatement 
to the practice of law by suspended 
attorney Douglas Crawford. A hearing 
panel of the Southern Nevada 
Disciplinary Board recommended that 
Crawford be reinstated to the practice 
of law, subject to conditions.1

The hearing panel found that 
Crawford fulfilled the requirements 
of SCR 116 for an attorney seeking 
reinstatement and demonstrated 
by clear and convincing evidence 
that he has the moral qualifications, 
competency and learning in law 
required for readmission to the 
practice of law. The panel further 
found that Crawford’s resumption 
of the practice of law would not 
be detrimental to the integrity 
and standing of the bar, to the 
administration of justice or to the 
public interest.

The panel recommended 
that Crawford be reinstated, and 
pursuant to this court’s November 
10, 2014, order, be subject to the 
following amended conditions upon 
reinstatement:   

1. Crawford shall refrain from 
engaging in any substance 
abuse of any kind, including 
alcohol and drugs, and shall 
refrain from gambling for as 
long as he remains a licensed 
attorney;  

2. Crawford shall be mentored 
for a period of three years, 
and Robert Dickerson will be 
appointed as Crawford’s initial 
mentor. If Mr. Dickerson is 
unwilling or unable to serve in 
that capacity, an alternative 
mentor will be selected with 
the approval of the state bar. 
Crawford will fully cooperate 
with the mentor; 

3. Crawford will submit semi-
annual reports to the state bar 
until full restitution is made. 

The reports will indicate 
the status of his restitution 
payments and include a 
verified oath regarding 
Crawford’s abstinence from 
any and all substance abuse 
and gambling; 

4. For the first two years 
following reinstatement, 
Crawford shall not engage 
in the solo practice of law. 
Crawford shall work in 
affiliation with, and under the 
supervision of, an established 
law office and may not be the 
signatory on any trusts and/or 
operating accounts;  

5. If Crawford elects to open his 
own practice at the end of 
two years, then Crawford’s 
mentor shall review his trust 
and operating accounts 
regularly for the final year of 
mentoring and ensure that 
Crawford’s salary restriction 
complies with the terms 
referenced herein;  

6. Crawford shall receive an 
annual salary of no more than 
$25,000, with an increase of 
5 percent each calendar year 
thereafter until full restitution 
is made. The remainder of 
Crawford’s salary shall go 
toward restitution. Once full 
restitution is made, the salary 
cap shall be removed. In 
the event of an emergency, 
Crawford may apply to the 
state bar for additional funds 
on a case-by-case basis 
and the state bar shall have 
absolute discretion to grant or 
deny the request, or to grant 
the request for a different 
amount than requested; and  

7. Crawford shall pay the 
costs of the reinstatement 
proceeding within one year of 
reinstatement.

SCR 116(2) requires that an 
attorney seeking reinstatement 
demonstrate, by clear and 
convincing evidence, that he or 
she “has the moral qualifications, 
competency and learning in law 
required for admission to practice 

law in this state, and that his or 
her resumption of the practice of 
law will not be detrimental to the 
integrity and standing of the bar, to 
the administration of justice or to the 
public interest.”

Having reviewed the record 
and the documents on file in this 
matter, we conclude that clear and 
convincing evidence supports the 
panel’s findings and conclusions. 
We therefore approve the panel’s 
recommendation that the petition 
be granted subject to conditions. 
However, this court imposes the 
additional condition that Crawford 
must continue his gambling 
recovery efforts, including regularly 
attending Gamblers Anonymous, 
alumni and aftercare meetings. 
Crawford’s compliance with this 
condition shall be included in his 
semi-annual reporting to the state 
bar. Accordingly, Douglas Crawford 
is hereby reinstated to the practice 
of law, subject to the conditions 
set forth above. Crawford shall 
pay the costs of the reinstatement 
proceeding within one year of this 
order.  See SCR 120.

It is so ORDERED.2

DOUGLAS, J., with whom, SAITTA, 
J., agrees, dissenting:

I am concerned with the lack 
of restitution paid by Crawford to 
date. In addition, the condition 
providing that Crawford shall 
receive a stipulated salary until the 
restitution is paid in full appears to be 
largely unworkable and a potential 
hindrance to Crawford’s recovery 
efforts.

Because of these concerns, I 
would deny reinstatement at this 
time.

Therefore, I dissent.
Douglas, J.

I concur: 
Saitta, J.



RESIGNATIONS 
(VOLUNTARY, NO 
DISCIPLINE PENDING)

S.C.R. 98(5)(a) states:

Any member of the state bar who is 
not actively engaged in the practice 
of law in this state, upon written 
application on a form approved 
by the state bar, may resign from 
membership in the state bar if the 
member: (1) has no discipline, 
fee dispute arbitration, or clients’ 
security fund matters pending and 
(2) is current on all membership 
fee payments and other financial 
commitments relating to the 
member’s practice of law in Nevada. 
Such resignation shall become 
effective when filed with the state 
bar, accepted by the bar’s Board 
of Governors and approved by the 
Supreme Court.   

The following members resigned 
pursuant to this Rule:

Leslie Criswell   
Bar No. 7316, Order 68152  
    Filed 7/7/15
Theodore F. Linn  
Bar No. 6038, Order 68154  
    Filed 7/7/15
Robert A. Kimsey  
Bar No. 2062, Order 68151  
    Filed 7/7/15
Frank A. King   
Bar No. 276, Order 68150   
    Filed 7/7/15
Kenneth J. Jordan   
Bar No. 2363, Order 68148  
    Filed 7/7/15
Pamela J. Paluga      
Bar No. 7475, Order 68157  
    Filed 7/7/15
Craig W. Penrod   
Bar No. 6450, Order 67910   
    Filed 7/7/15
Kirk Reynolds   
Bar No. 10200, Order 68156  
    Filed 7/7/15
Grant Kevin Riley  
Bar No. 7883, Order 68155  
    Filed 7/7/15
Sean Martin Turner  
Bar No. 12508, Order 67913  
    Filed 7/7/15
James H. Woodall  
Bar No. 3847, Order 67912  
    Filed 7/7/15
Donna O. Yost   
Bar No. 3878, Order 68153  
    Filed 7/7/15
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NORTHERN NEVADA 
DISCIPLINARY BOARD
LETTER OF REPRIMAND
        File No. NG14-0450
Attorney received letter of reprimand 
for failure to expedite litigation. 
Attorney’s personal issues were 
considered in mitigation.    

On May 14, 2012, Attorney filed 
suit on behalf of Client based on 
allegations of financial loss. When 
Client asked about the status of 
the case, Attorney would merely 
say that, “these things take time.” 
In early 2014, Client demanded to 
see a copy of the file and was told 
by Attorney that the case had been 
dismissed.

In a response to the state bar, 
Attorney explained that Attorney 
agreed to file a lawsuit on Client’s 
behalf after the defendant refused 
to negotiate a demand for unpaid 
compensation. On May 14, 2012, 
a lawsuit was filed in the Second 
Judicial District Court. According 
to court records, a summons was 
issued the same day but was not 
returned for filing until March 4, 
2013.

Within weeks of filing, Attorney 
became ill and then experienced 
personal loss that included the death 
of Attorney’s spouse. From May 
through December 2012, Attorney 
had no contact with Client. 

The defendant was served with 
a copy of the complaint in early 
March 2013; a Motion to Dismiss 
was filed on March 12, 2013. 
According to the Court Docket, 
Attorney provided a response on 
March 22, 2013. An order dismissing 
the case without prejudice for 
insufficiency of service of process 
was issued on May 7, 2013. On May 
21, 2013, Attorney sent an e-mail 
to Client informing Client of the 
dismissal.

In response to the state bar, 
Attorney ended with the following 
statement: 

I am currently suspended from 
the practice of law in Nevada 
for not fulfilling my MCLE 

In re:  Zachary B. Coughlin
Bar No.:  9473
Docket Nos.:  61901, 
       62337, 64903
Filed:  June 18, 2015

ORDER DISMISSING 
DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS 
WITHOUT PREJUDICE
Attorney transferred to disability 
inactive status. The disciplinary 
matters pending with the Supreme 
Court were dismissed without 
prejudice to the state bar to reinitiate 
such proceedings, if appropriate, 
upon reinstatement.     

These are petitions by bar 
counsel filed pursuant to SCR 
111(4), regarding attorney Zachary 
B. Coughlin, Docket Nos. 61901 
and 64903, and an automatic 
review under SCR 105(3)(b) of the 
decision of a hearing panel of the 
Northern Nevada Disciplinary Board 
recommending that Coughlin be 
disbarred from the practice of law in 
Nevada, Docket No. 62337.

This court has entered an 
order transferring Coughlin to 
disability: inactive status. In re: 
Coughlin, Docket No. 60975 (Order 
Transferring Attorney to Disability 
Inactive Status, June 18, 2015). SCR 
117(2) requires that any pending 
disciplinary proceeding against an 
attorney be suspended when he 
is transferred to disability inactive 
status. Therefore, these proceedings 
must be suspended. In order to avoid 
these matters lingering indefinitely 
on this court’s docket pending 
Coughlin’s compliance with SCR 
117(4) and (5), we conclude that 
judicial efficiency will be best served 
if these matters are dismissed 
without prejudice. Accordingly, 
these matters are dismissed without 
prejudice to the state bar’s ability 
to reinitiate such proceedings, 
if appropriate, upon Coughlin’s 
reinstatement to the active practice 
of law.

It is so ORDERED.3
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the client even remitted the source 
funds to Attorney and, when the 
client failed to deliver as promised, 
Attorney’s trust account check to the 
court bounced.

Based upon the foregoing, 
Attorney is hereby REPRIMANDED 
for violating RPC 1.15 (safekeeping 
property) and FINED $1,000. SCR 
102(6).

       File No.  SG14-0384
Attorney received letter of reprimand 
for sending inappropriate texts to 
client.     

Attorney represented Client in 
a divorce and child custody case. 
In her grievance to the State Bar of 
Nevada, Client claimed that during 
the first months of representation, 
Attorney began making subtle 
advances towards her. Client 
claimed that Attorney provided his 
personal cell number to Client, and 
subsequently sent sexually explicit 
texts to her. Indeed, Client provided 
the state bar with 147 pages of text 
exchanges, some dealing with her 
case, but also including sex-related 
topics.

Client also alleged that 
Attorney groped her several times; 
exposed himself; forced her to 
touch private areas of his body and 
engaged in sexually inappropriate 
communications with her. However, 
she acknowledged that no sexual 
relationship actually occurred; she 
claimed that Attorney “simply took 
advantage of me because of the 
power he held over me, with respect 
to my children and my life, at a very 
vulnerable time.”

In his response to the state bar, 
Attorney denied that relations of any 
kind took place between him and 
Client. However, he acknowledged 
that he did, indeed, “engage in 
the more personal exchange of 
communication” with her.

 Based on the foregoing, 
Attorney is hereby REPRIMANDED 
for violating RPC 8.4 (misconduct).

1. In February 2009, this court 
suspended Crawford from the 
practice of law for five years, 
based on his misappropriation of 
client funds in order to support 
his gambling addiction. See In re 
Discipline of Crawford, Docket 
No. 51724 (Order of Suspension, 
February 18, 2009). In that 
order, we imposed numerous 
conditions pertaining to Crawford’s 
application for reinstatement. 
Id. The state bar contends that 
Crawford’s reinstatement petition 
is premature, because Crawford 
has not satisfied one condition: 
the condition stipulating he make 
restitution for the misappropriated 
funds. Our intent behind the 
imposition of that condition was 
to allow Crawford to petition for 
reinstatement after the expiration 
of his term of suspension, 
assuming all other conditions were 
met, if he could demonstrate that 
he had paid restitution in full, or 
that he could demonstrate that he 
was making a regular, concerted 
and continuous effort to satisfy his 
restitution obligation. Although he 
has not yet paid restitution in full, 
Crawford has demonstrated that 
he has been making a regular, 
concerted and continuous effort 
to satisfy his debt. Thus, we 
conclude that his reinstatement 
petition is not premature. 

2. Crawford’s motion, filed in Docket 
No. 51724, to recall the remittitur 
and for leave to file a motion to 
modify suspension is denied as 
moot. 

3. Coughlin’s requests to file 
additional documents and for 
remand to the disciplinary board 
are denied, as are all other 
requests pending in these matters. 
This order constitutes our final 
disposition of these matters. 
 

requirements. I do not intend to 
practice law in Nevada any time 
in the future. I have continued 
my practice of law in California 
and that is the only practice I 
plan on, or want to, continue.

Based upon the aforementioned 
conduct, the Attorney violated 
RPC 1.3 (diligence) and RPC 3.2 
(expediting litigation), and is hereby 
REPRIMANDED. 

SOUTHERN NEVADA 
DISCIPLINARY 
BOARD
       File No.  SG14-0384

Attorney received letter of reprimand 
for issuing trust account checks 
for filing fees prior to the client’s 
funds being deposited into the trust 
account, resulting in an overdraft. A 
fine of $1,000 was also assessed by 
the state bar.    

On February 4, 2014, Attorney 
received a warning letter for issuing 
filing fee checks to the Immigration 
Court Clerk’s office before the client 
had remitted the source funds, 
ultimately resulting in two NSF 
check notices. The state bar’s letter 
specifically stated that, “you may 
never write checks on your trust 
account before funds are cleared,” 
and warned that while the reviewing 
panel found Attorney’s conduct 
arguably warranted discipline, 
mitigating factors persuaded the 
panel to resolve the matter with a 
caution.

On March 3, 2014, just three 
weeks after Attorney was cautioned 
for this conduct, Attorney did the 
exact same thing again, bouncing 
a $1,225 trust account check. 
Attorney ultimately submitted a very 
late response on May 29, 2014, 
and described almost verbatim the 
same circumstances as previously. 
Attorney paid out filing fees to the 
Immigration Court Clerk before 



DISCIPLINE KEY
Resignation with charges pending:  
SCR 98(5)(b) 
Types of possible discipline listed generally: 
SCR 102
Attorneys convicted of crimes:  
SCR 111
Conditional guilty plea agreements 
    (discipline by consent): SCR 113
Reciprocal discipline: SCR 114
Disbarred/Suspended attorneys: SCR 115
Reinstatement: SCR 116
Disability Inactive: SCR 117

Supreme Court Rules (SCRs): 
www.leg.state.nv.us/CourtRules/SCR.html

DISBARMENT – License to practice revoked.

SUSPENSION – License suspended for a 
time certain, ineligible to practice. More than 
six months requires petition for reinstatement 
and court order.

DISABILITY INACTIVE – Ineligible to practice 
until further order of the court. In the interim, 
disciplinary proceedings held in abeyance.

INTERIM TEMPORARY SUSPENSION – 
Interim suspension based on showing of 
a substantial threat of serious harm to the 
public, in effect until further court order, 
usually after hearing.

RESIGNATION WITH CHARGES PENDING –  
Ineligible to practice. Requires Bar Counsel 
approval. Resignation is irrevocable, with 
readmission only possible upon application 
as a new admittee.

PUBLIC REPRIMAND – Misconduct 
found and public censure issued, including 
attorney’s name and the underlying facts 
and charges. Published in Nevada Lawyer 
and made available to the press. Remains 
eligible to practice law.

LETTER OF REPRIMAND – Lowest level 
of discipline. Not published, but disclosed 
upon request under the new rules. May also 
include up to a $1,000 fine and restitution. 
Remains eligible to practice.

ADMINISTRATIVE SUSPENSION – 
Attorneys may be administratively suspended 
for failure to pay bar fees (SCR 98(12)), 
and/or for failure to complete and report the 
required Continuing Legal Education hours 
(SCR 212).  While these are not disciplinary 
suspensions, the attorney is ineligible to 
practice law until the deficiency is remedied 
and the procedures to transfer back to  
active status completed as set forth in the 
applicable rules.
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