
discipline is to protect the public, the courts, and the legal 
profession, not to punish the attorney).

Accordingly, we hereby suspend attorney Luigino Lobello 
from the practice of law in Nevada for a period of six months 
and one day commencing from the date of this order. Before 
seeking reinstatement, Lobello shall pay Jamie Lane $1,000 
in restitution plus any other costs Lane incurred as a result 
of Lobello’s misconduct and provide proof that he has sought 
treatment for any emotional and mental health issues from 
which he has suffered. Further, Lobello shall pay the costs 
of the disciplinary proceedings, including $2,500 under SCR 
120, within 30 days of the date of this order. The parties shall 
comply with SCR 115 and SCR 121.1.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

MICHAEL H. HAMILTON
Bar No.: 7730
Case No.: 78101
Dated: 05/14/2019

ORDER APPROVING CONDITIONAL GUILTY PLEA
This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada Disciplinary 
Board hearing panel’s recommendation that this court approve, 
pursuant to SCR 113, an amended conditional guilty plea 
agreement in exchange for a stated form of discipline for 
attorney Michael H. Hamilton. Under the agreement, Hamilton 
admitted to violating RPC 1.15 (safekeeping property), 
RPC 5.4 (professional independence of a lawyer), RPC 5.5 
(unauthorized practice of law), RPC 8.4 (misconduct), and SCR 
78.5 (maintenance of trust funds). He has agreed to a four-year 
suspension, with all but the first six months stayed, subject to 
certain conditions.

Hamilton has admitted to the facts and violations as part 
of his guilty plea agreement. Thus, the record establishes 
that Hamilton violated the above-listed rules by practicing 
law while CLE-suspended, improperly fee splitting with non-
attorneys, having his trust account out of balance by at least 
$27,000, making personal and business payments from his 
trust account, and failing to pay 17 medical liens on behalf 
of clients and attempting to pay the lienholder a reduced 
amount on those liens without her agreeing to the reductions. 
Additionally, Hamilton failed to complete CLE credits required 
by a previous suspension order.

The issue for this court is whether the agreed-upon 
discipline is sufficient to protect the public, the courts, and 
the legal profession. See State Bar of Nev. v. Claiborne, 104 
Nev. 115, 213, 756 P.2d 464, 527-28 (1988) (explaining the 
purpose of attorney discipline). In determining the appropriate 
discipline, we weigh four factors: “the duty violated, the 
lawyer’s mental state, the potential or actual injury caused by 
the lawyer’s misconduct, and the existence of aggravating or 
mitigating factors.” In re Discipline of Lerner, 124 Nev. 1232, 
1246, 197 P.3d 1067, 1077 (2008).

Hamilton admitted to knowingly violating duties owed to 
his clients (safekeeping property) and the legal profession 
(independence of a lawyer, unauthorized practice of law, 
and misconduct). Hamilton’s clients were harmed due to 
the delay in receiving their funds or the full payment of their 
liens. The baseline sanction before considering aggravating 
or mitigating circumstances is suspension. See Standards for 
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Bar No.: 13712
Case No.: 77974
Dated: 05/10/2019

ORDER OF SUSPENSION
This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada Disciplinary 
Board hearing panel’s recommendation that attorney Luigino 
Lobello be suspended from the practice of law for six months 
and one day based on violations of RPC 1.3 (diligence), RPC 
1.4 (communication), and RPC 8.4 (misconduct). Because no 
briefs have been filed, this matter stands submitted for decision 
based on the record. SCR 105(3)(b).  

The State Bar has the burden of showing by clear and 
convincing evidence that Lobello committed the violations 
charged. In re Discipline of Drakulich, 111 Nev. 1556, 1566, 
908 P.2d 709, 715 (1995). Here, however, the charges alleged 
in the complaint are deemed admitted because Lobello failed 
to answer the bar complaint. SCR 105(2). Thus, the record 
establishes Lobello violated the above-referenced rules by 
failing to communicate with a criminal client regarding a hearing 
and failing to appear at the hearing, resulting in the issuance of 
a bench warrant for the client. Additionally, Lobello’s unusual 
behavior at a separate hearing caused his employer to cover 
the hearing. Thereafter, his employer found what appeared to 
be controlled substances in Lobello’s office, terminated him, 
and reported him to the police. 

Turning to the appropriate discipline, we review the 
hearing panel’s recommendation de novo. SCR 105(3)(b). 
Although, we “must … exercise independent judgment,” the 
panel’s recommendation is persuasive. In re Discipline of 
Schaefer, 117 Nev. 496, 515, 25 P.3d 191, 204 (2001). In 
determining the appropriate discipline, we weigh four factors: 
“the duty violated, the lawyer’s mental state, the potential 
or actual injury caused by the lawyer’s misconduct, and the 
existence of aggravating or mitigating factors.” In re Discipline 
of Lerner, 124 Nev. 1232, 1246, 197 P.3d 1067, 1077 (2008).

Lobello violated duties owed to his clients (diligence 
and communication) and the public (misconduct). Lobello’s 
mental state appears to have been knowing or negligent. 
Lobello’s misconduct harmed his client because it resulted in 
a bench warrant being issued against the client. The baseline 
sanction for Lobello’s misconduct, before consideration of 
aggravating and mitigating circumstances, is suspension. See 
Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, Compendium of 
Professional Responsibility Rules and Standards, Standard 
4.42 (Am Bar Ass’n 2017) (recommending suspension when 
a lawyer “knowingly fails to perform services for a client 
and causes injury or potential injury to a client” or “engages 
in a pattern of neglect and causes injury or potential injury 
to a client”). The panel found and the record supports five 
aggravating circumstances (pattern of misconduct, multiple 
offenses, bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary proceeding 
by intentionally failing to comply with rules or order, refusal 
to acknowledge the wrongful nature of the misconduct, and 
illegal conduct) and two mitigating circumstances (absence of 
prior disciplinary record and personal or emotional problems). 
Considering all the factors, the recommended suspension 
is appropriate to serve the purpose of attorney discipline 
See State Bar of Nev. v. Claiborne, 104 Nev. 115, 213, 756 
P.2d 464, 527-28 (1988) (observing the purpose of attorney 



bar counsel report
Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, Compendium of Professional 
Responsibility Rules and Standards, Standard 4.12 (Am. 
Bar Ass’n 2017) (providing that suspension is appropriate 
when “a lawyer knows or should know that he is dealing 
improperly with client property and causes injury or 
potential injury to a client”). The record supports the 
panel’s findings of four aggravating circumstances (prior 
disciplinary offenses, pattern of misconduct, multiple 
offenses, and substantial experience in the practice of law) 
and three mitigating circumstances (absence of dishonest 
or selfish motive, cooperative attitude toward proceeding, 
and remorse). Considering all four factors, we conclude 
that the agreed-upon discipline is appropriate. 

Accordingly, we hereby suspend attorney Michael 
H. Hamilton from the practice of law for four years from 
the date of this order, with all but the first six months 
stayed subject to the following conditions. Hamilton 
shall complete 22 CLE credits, with at least four of those 
credits in ethics, during the six-month actual suspension. 
Hamilton shall have only one law firm and one trust 
account and the consolidation of his firms and accounts 
must be completed before he resumes the practice of 
law following the six month actual suspension. During the 
actual and stayed portions of the suspension, Hamilton 
shall provide quarterly reports for all of his trust accounts 
to the State Bar as outlined in the conditional guilty 
plea agreement. Hamilton shall resolve all outstanding 
medical liens identified in the conditional guilty plea 
agreement during the six-month actual suspension and 
provide proof of such to the State Bar or have filed the 
necessary interpleader actions within 60 days of the 
hearing on the conditional guilty plea agreement. During 
the stayed suspension, Hamilton shall have no new 
grievances resulting in actual discipline arising out of 
conduct post-dating the conditional guilty plea agreement. 
Lastly, Hamilton shall pay the costs of the disciplinary 
proceedings, including $2,500 under SCR 120, within 30 
days from the date of this order. The parties shall comply 
with SCR 115 and SCR 121.1.

It is so ORDERED.

SANDRA P. GELSI
Bar No.: 11861
Case No.: 78114
Dated: 05/14/2019

ORDER APPROVING CONDITIONAL  
GUILTY PLEA 
This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada 
Disciplinary Board hearing panel’s recommendation that 
this court approve, pursuant to SCR 113, an amended 
conditional guilty plea agreement in exchange for a stated 
form of discipline for attorney Sandra P. Gelsi. Under 
the agreement, Gelsi admitted to violating RPC 1.15 
(safekeeping property) and agreed to a one-year stayed 
suspension subject to certain probationary conditions.

Gelsi has admitted to the facts and violation as 
part of her guilty plea agreement. The record therefore 
establishes that Gelsi violated RPC 1.15 (safekeeping 
property) by failing to properly manage her trust account, 
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whereby her trust account suffered deficits resulting from 
improper fee disbursals. Nonetheless, all of her clients and 
their lienholders received their funds.

The issue for this court is whether the agreed-upon 
discipline is sufficient to protect the public, the courts, and the 
legal profession. See State Bar of Nev. v. Claiborne, 104 Nev. 
115, 213, 756 P.2d 464, 527-28 (1988) (explaining the purpose 
of attorney discipline). In determining the appropriate discipline, 
we weigh four factors: “the duty violated, the lawyer’s mental 
state, the potential or actual injury caused by the lawyer’s 
misconduct, and the existence of aggravating or mitigating 
factors.” In re Discipline of Lerner, 124 Nev. 1232, 1246, 197 
P.3d 1067, 1077 (2008).

Gelsi admitted to knowingly violating a duty owed to her 
clients (safekeeping property). While no actual injury was 
sustained, there was potential harm. The baseline sanction 
before considering aggravating or mitigating circumstances 
is suspension. Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, 
Compendium of Professional Responsibility Rules and 
Standards, Standard 4.12 (Am. Bar Ass’n 2017) (providing 
that suspension is appropriate when “a lawyer knows 
or should know that he is dealing improperly with client 
property and causes injury or potential injury to a client”). 
The record supports the panel’s findings of three aggravating 
circumstances (pattern of misconduct, multiple offenses, 
and substantial experience in the practice of law) and six 
mitigating circumstances (absence of prior disciplinary record, 
absence of dishonest or selfish motive, personal or emotional 
problems, timely good faith effort to make restitution or to 
rectify consequences of misconduct, full and free disclosure to 
disciplinary authority or cooperative attitude toward proceeding, 
and remorse). Considering all four factors, we conclude that 
the agreed-upon discipline is appropriate.

Accordingly, we hereby suspend attorney Sandra P. Gelsi 
from the practice of law for one year from the date of this order, 
with that suspension stayed subject to the following conditions. 
Gelsi will have no new grievance arising out of conduct post-
dating the conditional guilty plea that results in the imposition 
of actual discipline against her during the stayed suspension. 
Within 30 days of the date of this order, Gelsi shall hire, at her 
own expense, a certified public accountant (CPA) to review 
her Operating and IOLTA accounts to ensure Gelsi maintains 
those accounts in compliance with applicable Nevada rules 
and statutes. Gelsi shall employ the CPA during the stayed 
suspension and the CPA shall provide quarterly reports to 
the State Bar of Nevada that summarize Gelsi’s accounting 
records. Gelsi shall employ a qualified person to serve as 
a bookkeeper for not less than 12 months after the stayed 
suspension ends. In addition to any other CLE requirement, 
Gelsi shall complete 10 hours of CLE in accounting practices 
and/or law practice management during the stayed suspension 
and provide proof of attendance for those CLE hours to the 
State Bar by the last day of the stayed suspension. Lastly, 
Gelsi shall pay the costs of the disciplinary proceedings, 
including $2,500 under SCR 120, within 30 days from the date 
of this order. The State Bar shall comply with SCR 121.1.

It is so ORDERED.
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TIPS FROM THE OFFICE OF BAR COUNSEL

Help is Available 
For Attorneys Dealing With

Mental Health, Wellness Issues
Long hours and 

demanding tasks ease 
clients’ burdens. But they 
take a toll on the lawyer. 
It’s no secret that the near-
constant stress lawyers 
face can cause mental 
health and wellness 
issues. According to a 
recent study conducted by 
the Hazelden Betty Ford 
Foundation and the American Bar Association 
Commission on Lawyer Assistance Programs, 
21 percent of licensed, employed attorneys 
qualify as problem drinkers, 28 percent struggle 
with some level of depression and 19 percent 
demonstrate symptoms of anxiety. Untreated 
mental health and substance use disorders ruin 
lives and careers. Lawyers are happiest and 
healthiest when they embrace healthy work 
habits and lifestyle choices. But lawyers can’t 
do it alone. Lawyer wellness is a team sport.

If you or a fellow lawyer need 
support or encouragement, call 1-866-
828-0022. Every call is confidential. Someone 
will connect you to resources such as Lawyers 
Concerned for Lawyers - LCL (a profession- 
specific group), Nevada Lawyers Assistance 
Program - NLAP (a clinical program to assess 
and assist with substance and mental health 
issues), a licensed therapist, or in-person peer 
support. The Lawyer Wellness tab on the State 
Bar of Nevada’s website has more information 
on these resources. It is worth repeating 
that proactive participation is confidential 
and protected by SCR 106.5.The Office of 
Bar Counsel won’t know about a lawyer’s 
participation unless it referred the lawyer, and 
it won’t use the confidential information in a 
disciplinary proceeding.

When lawyers ignore the 
signs of distress, the quality 
of their work can plummet. If 
a client, a judge or a fellow 
lawyer reports the problem 
before the lawyer addresses 
it, then the state bar may 
push for treatment through 
the discipline process. 
Lawyers that have engaged 
in minor misconduct may 

take part in a diversion program under SCR 
105.5. A diversion program allows lawyers to 
correct their behavior and avoid sanctions. The 
lawyer must be receptive to supervision and 
must not pose a risk to the public. Although 
voluntary participation in wellness programs is 
confidential, providers in a disciplinary diversion 
program report a lawyer’s attendance and 
participation to the Office of Bar Counsel with 
the lawyer’s consent. Diversion is designed to 
improve well-being holistically and systemically, 
thereby giving the lawyer a platform on which to 
provide clients with appropriate legal services. 
It requires considerable effort, but, when 
appropriately used, diversion benefits clients 
and the integrity of the profession.

Untreated mental health and substance 
use disorders can negatively impact a lawyer’s 
life, including that lawyer’s ability to capably 
practice law. With self-awareness and the 
resources provided by the state bar, lawyers 
can live the vision conveyed in the Preamble 
to the American Bar Association’s Model Rules 
of Professional Conduct, which calls lawyers 
to “strive to attain the highest level of skill, to 
improve the law and the legal profession and to 
exemplify the legal profession’s ideals of public 
service.”


