
bar counsel report
In Re: WILLIAM J. CROCK 
Bar No.: 10560
Case No.: 71491
Filed: July 25, 2017

ORDER OF SUSPENSION

This is an automatic review, pursuant to SCR 105(3)
(b), of a Southern Nevada Disciplinary Board hearing 
panel’s recommendation that attorney William J. Crock 
be suspended from the practice of law in Nevada for 
5 years based on violations of RPC 1.3 (diligence), 
RPC 1.4 (communication), RPC 1.16 (declining or 
terminating representation), RPC 8.1(b) (bar admission 
and disciplinary matters), and RPC 8.4 (misconduct). 
The hearing panel also recommended that Crock pay 
$13,153.78 in restitution, and pay the actual costs of the 
disciplinary proceedings and $3,000 in fees. 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 Crock 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 Crock failed to answer the complaint and a 
default was entered (The State Bar sent the complaint, 
notice of intent to default, notice of formal hearing, and 
notice of default hearing to Crock by regular and certified 
mail and by personal service. The State Bar also contacted 
Crock at his last known email address, but received no 
response). SCR 105(2). 

Based on the default, Crock knowingly violated RPC 
1.3, RPC 1.4, and RPC 1.16 by failing to communicate with 
his clients or terminate his representation of the clients; 
charging and retaining fees and abandoning his legal 
practice without performing the legal services for which he 
was retained, resulting in the dismissal of one case; and 
failing to disburse settlement funds for a client. He also 
knowingly violated RPC 8.1(b) by failing to cooperate in the 
disciplinary investigation and ignoring all communication 
sent by the State Bar regarding the complaint. 

Based on those violations and evidence that Crock 
failed to respond despite receiving the complaint and 
other documentation, the record establishes that he 
knowingly violated RPC 8.4(d). Turning to the appropriate 
discipline, although the hearing panel’s recommendation 
is persuasive, our review is de novo. SCR 105(3(b); 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). Crock violated 
duties owed to his clients and the profession. The panel 
found the conduct of abandoning his practice and clients 
was  “with knowledge” but “without conscious objective or 
purpose to accomplish a particular result.” The four clients 
involved were injured as a result, in that they received little 
or no legal services in exchange for the fees they paid to 
Crock, with resulting adverse consequences. The hearing 
panel found the following aggravating circumstances 

under SCR 102.5(1): dishonest or selfish motive, pattern 
of misconduct, multiple offenses, obstruction of the 
disciplinary proceeding by intentionally failing to comply 
with rules or order, refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature 
of conduct, vulnerability of victim, and indifference to 
making restitution.

An absence of prior disciplinary record was the 
only mitigating circumstance the panel found under 
SCR 102.5(2). Considering all of these factors, we 
agree that a suspension is warranted, see Standards for 
Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, Compendium of Professional 
Responsibility Rules and Standards, Standards 4.42 and 
7.2 (Am. Bar Ass’n 2015), and that the recommended 
suspension of five years is sufficient to serve the purpose 
of attorney discipline 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). We also 
agree that Crock should be required to pay restitution to 
the clients named in counts 1, 2, and 4 in the amounts 
recommended by the hearing panel, including the 
settlement proceeds owed to the client named in count 
4 if Crock is unable to provide proof within 30 days from 
the date of this order that those proceeds previously were 
disbursed to the client’s lienholders.

Accordingly, we hereby suspend attorney William 
J. Crock from the practice of law in Nevada for a period 
of 5 years commencing from September 25, 2015, the 
date of his administrative suspension. Crock shall pay 
restitution as described above within 30 days from the date 
of this order, and shall pay the costs of the disciplinary 
proceedings, plus fees in the amount of $3,000. See 
SCR 120(1). The parties shall comply with the relevant 
provisions of SCR 115 and SCR 121.1. It is so ORDERED.

In Re: WILLIAM L. WOLFBRANDT 
Bar No.: 460
Case No.: 72316
Filed: July 25, 2017

ORDER OF SUSPENSION

This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada 
Disciplinary Board hearing panel’s recommendation 
that attorney William L. Wolfbrandt receive a public 
reprimand for violations of RPC 1.3 (diligence), RPC 1.4 
(communication), RPC 1.8 (conflict of interest: current 
clients: specific rules), RPC 1.15 (safekeeping property), 
RPC 8.1 (bar admission and disciplinary matters), and 
RPC 8.4 (misconduct). The panel also recommended 
that Wolfbrandt (1) be mentored for five years and 
submit monthly trust accountings to the State Bar; (2) 
complete six additional CLE credits in ethics and trust 
account management each year; (3) pay the costs of the 
disciplinary proceedings, plus $1,500; (4) write letters of 
apology to two clients; (5) reimburse one client the attorney 
fees she paid to her bankruptcy attorney; (6) pay the 
State Bar $2,500 monthly to cover restitution owed to his 
clients; (7) attend Alcoholics Anonymous or another such 
program approved by the State Bar for one year; and (8) 
not be subject to discipline in the next five years. The panel 
recommended that if Wolfbrandt does not comply with 
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7 year suspension, with the last four years and six months stayed 
subject to the conditions recommended by the panel, is sufficient 
to serve the purpose of attorney discipline. The recommended 
conditions serve to protect the public, the courts, and the 
legal profession, especially considering that Wolfbrandt will be 
required to submit monthly trust accountings to the State Bar 
during his stayed suspension. Additionally, we note that a short 
suspension in this matter is more appropriate than disbarment 
because it allows Wolfbrandt to continue to pay restitution; which 
the panel found he is willing to do.

Accordingly, we hereby suspend attorney William L. 
Wolfbrandt from the practice of law in Nevada for a period 
of five years. The last four years and six months of that 
suspension is stayed subject to the following conditions: (1) 
during the stayed portion of Wolfbrandt’s suspension, he shall 
be mentored by a mentor approved by the State Bar, which will 
include monthly trust accountings submitted to the State Bar by 
Wolfbrandt and quarterly reports submitted to the State Bar by 
the mentor; (2) also during the stayed portion of his suspension; 
he shall complete six CLE credits in ethics and trust account 
management per year in addition to the annually-mandated CLE 
hours; (3) he shall pay the costs of the disciplinary proceedings, 
plus $2,500 pursuant to SCR 120, within 90 days from the 
date of this order; (4) he shall write letters of apology to Bobby 
Aleman and Tessa Kiser, indicating that he will pay them 
restitution; (5) he shall reimburse Tessa Kiser the $1,100 she 
paid to her bankruptcy attorney within 120 days from the date 
of this order; (6) he shall pay the State Bar $2,500 monthly to 
cover restitution owed to his clients starting within 60 days of the 
date of this order and until all his debts are satisfied; (7) he shall 
attend Alcoholics Anonymous or another such program dealing 
with gambling and/or alcohol abuse approved by the State Bar 
for one year; and (8) he shall not be subject to any new discipline 
in the next five years. The parties shall comply with SCR 115 
and SCR 121.1. It is so ORDERED

In Re: WILLIAM W. SEEGMILLER 
Bar No.: 3598
Case No.: 72525
Filed: July 31, 2017

ORDER IMPOSING RECIPROCAL DISCIPLINE

A petition for reciprocal discipline of attorney William W. 
Seegmiller was submitted to the court pursuant to SCR 114. 
Seegmiller failed to promptly pay a medical lien on behalf of 
his client. In considering this misconduct, the California Bar 
Court’s Hearing Department concluded that there was one 
aggravating circumstance (prior discipline) and three mitigating 
circumstances (cooperation, good character, and community 
service, pro bono and charitable work). On January 5, 2017, the 
California Supreme Court suspended Seegmiller for one year, 
with all but the first 90 days stayed, and placed him on probation 
for two years subject to certain conditions. Seegmiller self-
reported his California suspension to the State Bar of Nevada.

SCR 114(4) provides that this court shall impose identical 
reciprocal discipline unless the attorney demonstrates, or 
this court finds, that one of four exceptions applies. The court 
concluded that none of the four exceptions were present in this 
case. By failing to pay his client’s medical lien out of the funds 
held in his trust account on behalf of the client, Seegmiller 

the above-listed conditions; Wolfbrandt should be ordered to 
surrender his license and be disbarred.

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 Wolfbrandt committed the violations charged. In 
re Discipline of Drakulich, 111 Nev. 1556, 1566, 908 P.2d 709, 
715 (1995). Wolfbrandt admitted to committing the violations. 
Thus, the record establishes that Wolfbrandt violated the 
above-referenced rules by misappropriating $61,468.48 from 
seven different clients. Two of those clients filed the underlying 
bar complaint after Wolfbrandt accepted personal injury 
settlement funds on their behalf, failed to pay those funds to 
his clients’ lienholders, failed to pay any funds to one of the 
clients, and then failed to adequately communicate with his 
clients about the status of their settlement funds. Wolfbrandt’s 
failure to pay one of the client’s lienholders caused her to file 
bankruptcy and incur an additional $1,100 in attorney fees paid 
to her bankruptcy lawyer. After these two clients filed their bar 
complaint, Wolfbrandt failed to respond to the State Bar’s letters 
of investigation.

Turning to the appropriate discipline, we review the 
hearing panel’s recommendation de novo. SCR 105(3)(b). 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). We 
must ensure that the 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) 
(noting purpose of attorney discipline).

Wolfbrandt violated duties owed to his clients (diligence, 
communication, conflict of interest, and safekeeping property) 
and the profession (failing to respond to lawful requests for 
information by a disciplinary authority). Wolfbrandt’s conduct 
was knowing or intentional and harmed his clients because they 
or their lienholders did not receive the funds they were owed. 
Specifically, Wolfbrandt’s conduct seriously harmed one of his 
clients because his failure to pay her lienholders forced her to 
file bankruptcy. The panel found six aggravating circumstances: 
(1) prior disciplinary offenses, (2) dishonest or selfish motive, 
(3) a pattern of misconduct, (4) multiple offenses, (5) substantial 
experience in the practice of law, and (6) indifference to 
making restitution. And while the panel found one mitigating 
circumstance (imposition of other penalties or sanctions), it is 
unclear from the record before this court that Wolfbrandt has 
been subject to any other penalties or sanctions. Thus, there 
does not appear to be any mitigating circumstances here.

Considering all these factors, we conclude that the 
public reprimand recommended by the hearing panel is not 
sufficient to serve the purpose of attorney discipline in this 
case. See Claiborne, 104 Nev. at 213, 756 P.2d at 527-28. 
For Wolfbrandt’s misconduct, disbarment is the generally 
recommended discipline. See Standards for Imposing Lawyer 
Sanctions, Compendium of Professional Responsibility 
Rules and Standards, Standard 4.11 (Am. Bar Ass’n 2015)   
(“Disbarment is generally appropriate when a lawyer knowingly 
converts client property and causes injury or potential injury 
to a client.”). Additionally, while the panel recommended a 
public reprimand subject to conditions, we note that after the 
reprimand is issued, there would be no enforcement method for 
imposing a disbarment if Wolfbrandt does not comply with the 
recommended conditions. We conclude, however, that a five-
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violated RPC 1.15 (safekeeping property). He admitted to 
the misconduct before the California Bar Court’s Hearing 
Department and does not contest reciprocal discipline here. 
Thus, the court granted the petition for reciprocal discipline.

Accordingly, attorney William W. Seegmiller is 
hereby suspended from the practice of law in the State of 
Nevada for one year, with all but the first 90 days of that 
term stayed, retroactive to January 5, 2017, the date of 
his suspension in California. Seegmiller is also placed on 
probation for two years subject to the following conditions: 
(1) he comply with all Rules of Professional Conduct during 
his probation; (2) he submit quarterly reports to the state 
bar concerning whether he has complied with all Rules 
of Professional Conduct during the previous quarter;  (3) 
he complete a minimum of six CLE classes in the areas 
of ethics and law practice management, in addition to 
annually-mandated CLE credits; and (4) he pass the 
Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination. S[sic]

In Re: STEVEN T. LOIZZI, JR.
Bar No.: 10920
Case Nos.: SG 13-1760, SG 14-0511, SG 
14-1042, SG 14-1434, and SG 15-0070
Filed: July 12, 2017

PUBLIC REPRIMAND

To Mr. Loizzi,

Between September 2012 and July 2013, you agreed 
to represent the following clients in attempts to obtain 
modifications of their respective mortgages. As set forth in 
more detail below, your representation of these clients was 
lacking, thereby violating the Rules of Professional Conduct.

Representation of Jane Solis (SG 13-1760)
On September 11, 2012, California resident Janie 

Solis (“Solis”) retained you to help her obtain a modification 
of her home mortgage. Solis’ home is located in Madera, 
California. Solis first contacted your office, located in Clark 
County, by telephone and explained to the staff that she 
had been approved for a modification in December 2011. 
Nonlawyer Mike Thompson (“Thompson”), who identified 
himself as the Authorized Agent/Case Manager for your 
law office, provided Solis with retainer information and was 
Solis’s sole contact in your office for the purpose of initiating 
the representation.

Per the retainer agreement, Solis paid a retainer fee 
of $3,980 and a monthly fee of $795 for the representation. 
Your nonlawyer employee Wendy Herrera (“Herrera”) 
was the only person in your office that substantively 
communicated with Solis regarding her loan modification 
between September 11, 2012, to September 17, 2013. 
On September 27, 2013, Herrera received documentation 
from Solis’s lender declining the modification request. 
On October 28, 2013, Herrera advised Solis that her 
supervisor, nonlawyer Carlos Rendon (“Rendon”) was 
working on the financials so that they could appeal the 
decision. On or about November 7, 2013, Rendon analyzed 
Solis’s financial information and advised that it was 
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unlikely Solis could get a loan modification based on the 
information he had.

On or about November 13, 2013, Solis requested 
to speak with an attorney (presumably you). You did not 
attempt to speak with Solis until 10 days later. In the 
meantime, Solis sent an email to Thompson and Herrera 
terminating payment and the representation.

As of November 14, 2013, Solis paid you a total 
of $11,930 for the representation and had never 
communicated directly with you. On or about September 
3, 2014, you did refund Solis $9,000. Solis was 
eventually able to retain possession of her home by 
working directly with her lender in 2014.

Representation of Thu Be Thi Le (SG14-0511)
On or about July 3, 2013, California resident Thu Be 

Thi Le (“Le”) received a flyer in the mail. Mrs. Le’s home 
was, and is, located in Westminster, CA. The flyer was 
entitled “payment reduction notice” and it informed her 
that she was eligible for a loan modification. Le contacted 
the telephone number on the flyer (888) 574-6440 and 
spoke with Bonita. Le was told that she would not be 
taken on as a client unless “they” felt she could qualify 
for a loan modification. Le agreed by telephone to retain 
you and a retainer agreement was emailed directly to 
her. The retainer agreement stated an initial payment of 
$1,250 was due. It also stated that subsequent payments 
of $775 were due each month until case completion or 
termination. On or about July 3, 2013, Le signed the 
retainer agreement and authorized your office to charge 
her the initial retainer fee and the monthly fee of $775. Le 
returned the initial paperwork to your office via email.

On July 11, 2013, Le spoke with and emailed 
with one of your nonlawyer employees. Le submitted 
documents to the nonlawyer employee in order to 
begin the loan modification process. Between July, 
2013 and April, 2014 Le communicated only with 
nonlawyer employees in your office. You never 
personally communicated with Le. Le’s loan modification 
application was first denied in October, 2013. Herrera 
and Rendon submitted an appeal of the denial, which 
was denied in February, 2014. Le’s home had a sale 
date for foreclosure. Once your office learned of the 
foreclosure sale date, nonlawyer Herrera advised 
Le that filing bankruptcy was necessary to stop the 
sale. Le filed an emergency bankruptcy, and thereby, 
stopped the foreclosure sale. After filing bankruptcy 
Le communicated to Herrera that she was not happy 
with your representation and requested a refund. As of 
April, 2014, Le paid you $7,450 and had not received a 
loan modification. Le subsequently retained a California 
law office to assist her with the modification. She was 
successful in getting a loan modification. You have 
refunded $5,000 to Le. 

Representation of Andrea J. Portello-Deller (SG14-1042)
On or about February 26, 2013, Andrea J. Portello-

Deller (“Deller”) went to your law office and met with you 
and nonlawyer, Paul. Deller is a Nevada resident and 
was seeking a loan modification.

At the time of the initial intake Paul wrote on the 
form that Deller’s husband had passed away in 2008. On 
March 1, 2013, Deller signed the retainer agreement for 
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a loan modification and paid $500 towards the retainer fee of 
$2,000. The retainer agreement also required Deller to pay a 
monthly maintenance fee of $99 until the matter was closed. 
Outside of the initial meeting, Deller communicated only with 
your nonlawyer employees during the representation. Although 
Deller informed your employee at the initial consultation, 
later in the representation, other employees failed to note 
that Deller’s husband was deceased and relied on the bank’s 
mistaken representation on that issue. Your employees did 
ultimately locate and provide the death certificate to the lender 
again, but Deller believes this failure caused issues with her 
loan modification application. Deller received a letter from her 
lender, dated April 23, 2014, which stated that it was unable to 
reach a timely decision because it required documents from a 
third-party and the reason that it could not complete its review 
was “outstanding attorney fees and costs” owed to the bank’s 
foreclosure attorneys.

On May 4, 2014, your nonlawyer employee Herrera 
noted in Deller’s file that the file was still in review with the 
lender and no docs were needed. Herrera emailed the same 
information to Deller two minutes after the Herrera’s telephone 
call with the lender. After Deller received the denial, your office 
sent Deller an email requesting payment for June 2014. The 
next day Deller sent an email cancelling your representation. 
Deller paid you a total of $2,700 before terminating the 
representation.

Deller sold her home for an amount that was sufficient to 
satisfy the mortgage but for less than what she paid when she 
purchased the home. You have refunded $500 to Deller.

Representation of Sandra Montalvo-Arroyo (SG14-1434)
On or about March 20, 2013, Sandra Montalvo-Arroyo 

(“Arroyo”) and her husband met with your nonlawyer employee 
Vladimir Nicolas (“Nicolas”). They began the intake process 
and evaluation for a loan modification. Arroyo and her 
husband signed an Intake Acknowledgement which stated, 
“My/our situation is unique. I/we understand that an average 
workout timetable is 16 weeks. My situation may require more 
or less time to complete.” Arroyo agreed to make an initial 
payment of $2,500, three payments of $626.66, and $195 
each month until the loan modification was completed.

In April 2013, Arroyo provided Nicolas with her two most 
recent tax returns. Arroyo’s matter was assigned to nonlawyer 
Marie Peckson (“Peckson”). During the approximately nine-
month application process, Peckson (i) requested documents 
that Arroyo had already provided to Nicolas and which she 
no longer had herself, (ii) failed to recognize that Arroyo was 
employed by a school district and (iii) insisted on creating a 
Profit and Loss spreadsheet for Arroyo’s loan modification 
application. Peckson also advised Arroyo to stop paying her 
mortgage and to deposit $2,500 into a bank account twice 
a month and spend it. As part of the application process, 
Arroyo was also provided a legal separation document and a 
quitclaim deed by nonlawyer Nicolas. Arroyo would testify that 
she had no intention of separating from her husband, but was 
advised by Nicolas and Peckson to execute the documents to 
make the loan modification process easier.

On February 18, 2014, Peckson advised Arroyo that 
she had been denied the loan modification due to insufficient 
income. Peckson informed Arroyo that, at first, the bank was 

asking for Arroyo’s husband’s income and Peckson was trying 
to tell them that he was no longer in the picture because of the 
quit claim deed.

On February 25, 2014, at Arroyo’s request to the 
accounting department, her file was transferred to nonlawyer 
Herrera for review. Between March 6, 2014 and March 19, 
2014, Arroyo communicated with only Herrera to complete the 
paperwork for an appeal of the denial of the loan modification. 
On March 19, 2014, Herrera submitted the appeal paperwork 
to the lender in order for them to reconsider the loan 
modification request.

On or about April 15, 2014, you spoke with Arroyo on the 
phone. This was the first time you had any personal contact 
with Arroyo. Herrera continued to communicate with Arroyo’s 
lender and Arroyo regarding the reconsideration of the loan 
modification request. In or about April, 2014, nonlawyer 
Herrera advised Arroyo multiple times that if her home got 
close to a sale date and the bank was not cooperating, then 
Arroyo would need to file an emergency bankruptcy to force 
them to hold the sale date. Multiple times, Herrera deflected 
Arroyo’s request to speak with you, the attorney, regarding 
her matter.

On May 5, 2014, Arroyo emailed Herrera to terminate the 
representation and your file regarding the representation of 
Arroyo was closed on May 6, 2014. Arroyo paid your office a 
total of $5,939.98 for the representation. Arroyo asked for a 
refund after terminating the representation. You responded to 
Arroyo that you knew your nonlawyer employees had handled 
her matter inappropriately, but you were not in the position to 
give her a refund.

Arroyo was able to obtain a loan modification through 
another service provider and believes that that process was 
made unreasonably difficult because the lender originally 
attributed your nonlawyer employee’s misrepresentations to 
Arroyo. You have now refunded $4,500 to Arroyo.

Representation of Cira Drake (OBC l5-0070)
Cira Drake (“Drake”) retained you to assist her with 

refinancing her mortgage though the Nevada Foreclosure 
Mediation Program and with a tax matter. Drake was initially 
signed up by nonlawyer Vladimir Nicolas. On January 14, 
2013, Nicolas began working on the file and ran a credit report 
for Drake under the name of Nevada Foreclosure Consult, not 
your office. On or about February 4, 2013, Drake agreed to 
pay your office a retainer fee of $4,000 with a down payment 
of $1,500 followed by $500 monthly installments for the 
representation.

Nonlawyer Peckson handled Drake’s loan modification 
application and prepared the documentation for Drake’s 
mediation. You arranged for another attorney to appear at 
mediation with Drake on July 26, 2013 because you had 
a family matter that could not be re-scheduled. Drake felt 
that the substitute attorney was not properly prepared to 
represent her at the mediation. Drake’s mediation concluded 
with no agreement. After the mediation, Drake called your 
office; however, you were still out of town. You did not return 
Drake’s call.

On or about August 13, 2013, your office received 
the foreclosure mediation certificate. Nonlawyer employee 
Peckson then explained the process to Drake and met with 
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Drake to discuss how unhappy she was after waiting eight 
months. Drake stated she was notified by mail that her 
house would be foreclosed on in November 2013. Drake 
attempted to contact you after receiving the notice and 
was again referred to someone else. Drake brought the 
certificate of foreclosure that she received down to your 
office and requested to speak with you. She was told that 
you were in a meeting and Drake met with nonlawyer 
employee Allyson Levine. Levine explained the foreclosure 
mediation and loan modification application process to 
Drake, and told Drake to contact her or Peckson with any 
other questions or concerns.

Drake determined that due to the lack of direct 
communication with you she should retain new counsel to 
save her home. Drake sent a letter to you informing you of 
her concerns and requesting a refund. Drake also believes 
that you did nothing to resolve her tax issues. Drake 
resolved her tax issues on her own. Drake paid your office 
a total of $4,000 for the representation. You have refunded 
$1,000 to Drake.

You violated RPC 5.3 (Responsibilities Regarding 
Nonlawyer Assistants) by failing to properly supervise your 
nonlawyer employees, including failing to participate in 
initial retention meetings, failing to ensure that nonlawyer 
employees were submitting proper, valid documents 

on behalf of client, and failing to ensure that nonlawyer 
employees were not giving clients legal advice.

You also violated RPC 1.4 (Communication) by failing 
to directly communicate with your clients, including not 
personally discussing the scope of the representation 
or the loan modification process with each client. Your 
nonlawyer employees also deflected Arroyo and Drake’s 
attempts to communicate with you. Finally, you violated 
RPC 1.5 (Fees) by charging your clients unreasonable 
amounts of legal fees considering you provided minimal, 
if any direct representation to the clients and the monthly 
charges were not necessarily dependent on the actual work 
performed in any particular time period.

Your violation of the Rules of professional Conduct 
is mitigated by the absence of prior discipline and your 
inexperience in the law at the time of the representations.

In light of the foregoing, you are hereby PUBLICLY 
REPRIMANDED for violating RPC 5.3 (Responsibilities 
Regarding Nonlawyer Assistants), RPC 1.4 
(Communication) and RPC 1.5 (Fees) and, pursuant to 
SCR 120, required to pay $1,500, plus all actual costs 
incurred by the State Bar in this matter.

600-6000
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Offering referral fees of 35% 
on all worker’s compensation matters. 

Please contact Benson & Bingham at 600.6000


