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Bar Counsel Report
In Re: TERRY L. WIKE
Bar. No.: 7211
Case No.: 81340
Filed: 10/08/2020

ORDER OF SUSPENSION 

This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada Disciplinary 
Board hearing panel’s recommendation that attorney Terry L. 
Wike be suspended for six months, with the suspension stayed 
for two years subject to certain conditions based on violations 
of RPC 1.15 (safekeeping property).1

The State Bar has the burden of showing by clear and 
convincing evidence that Wike committed the violations 
charged. In re Discipline of Drakulich, 111 Nev. 1556, 1566, 
908 P.2d 709, 715 (1995). We defer to the panel’s findings 
of fact that Wike violated RPC 1.15 (safekeeping property) 
as those findings are supported by substantial evidence 
and are not clearly erroneous. See SCR 105(3)(b); Sowers v. 
Forest Hills Subdivision, 129 Nev. 99, 105, 294 P.3d 427, 
432 (2013). Wike made numerous small transfers of client 
funds from his trust account to his personal and operating 
accounts, creating a shortfall in his trust account. As a result, 
Wike failed to promptly disburse funds to a client and the 
client’s lienholder, and he instead waited until he received a 
settlement on behalf of another client to make the payments. 
He either used the second client’s funds or fees he had earned 
in relation to the second client to pay the first client and the 
first client’s lienholder. Because he did not withdraw his earned 
fees in relation to the second client from the trust account, 
he commingled his property with client property. Additionally, 
he paid a third client out of the trust account when no funds 
belonging to the third client were in that account, which meant 
he either used a different client’s funds or his earned, but not 
withdrawn, fees to pay the third client. Thus, we agree with the 
panel’s conclusions that the State Bar established by clear and 
convincing evidence that Wike violated RPC 1.15.

This court determines the appropriate discipline de novo. 
SCR 105(3)(b). In doing so, 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).

Wike violated a duty owed to his clients (safekeeping 
property). Substantial evidence supports the panel’s finding 
that Wike acted knowingly as he made numerous small 
transfers of client property to his operating and personal 
account and then failed to transfer his earned fees from the 
next client in an effort to cover the amounts he had taken. 
Substantial evidence also supports the panel’s findings 
that Wike’s misconduct harmed his first client and the legal 
profession. While Wike eventually paid the first client, her funds 
were misappropriated. Because substantial evidence supports 
the panel’s finding that Wike knowingly converted client funds 

to benefit himself, the baseline sanction before consideration 
of aggravating and mitigating circumstances, is disbarment, 
see Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, Compendium 
of Professional Responsibility Rules and Standards, Standard 
4.11 (Am. Bar Ass’n 2017) (“Disbarment is generally 
appropriate when a lawyer knowingly converts client property 
and causes injury or potential injury to a client.”).

The record supports the panel’s finding of two aggravating 
circumstances (pattern of misconduct and substantial 
experience in the practice of law) and one mitigating 
circumstances [sic] (timely good faith effort to make restitution 
or to rectify consequences of misconduct). While the panel 
concluded that the mitigating circumstance of no prior 
discipline also applied, we conclude it does not. Between 
the time the panel heard this matter and when it entered its 
written recommendation, this court suspended Wike for two 
years with all but the first three months stayed, for the same 
type of misconduct at issue in this matter.2  In re Discipline of 
Wike, Docket No. 79305 (Order of Suspension, Feb. 27, 2020). 
Additionally, the underlying misconduct occurred during the 
time Wike was cooperating with the State Bar’s investigation 
into the conduct addressed in Docket No. 79305, so Wike was 
on notice that his actions regarding his trust account were 
inappropriate. Also concerning is that Wike’s misconduct here 
occurred in relation to a new trust account that he began using 
during the State Bar’s investigation in Docket No. 79305, which 
concerned his old trust account.

Considering all of the factors, we disagree with the 
panel that a stayed six-month suspension with a two-year 
probationary period subject to conditions would serve the 
purpose of attorney discipline. See State Bar of Nev. v. 
Claiborne, 104 Nev. 115, 213, 756 P.2d 464, 527-28 (1988) 
(recognizing that the purpose of attorney discipline is to protect 
the public, the courts, and the legal profession). Considering 
Wike’s substantial experience in the practice of law, his 
insistence that his misconduct is not serious, and his improper 
use of the new trust account while the same type of improper 
use of his old trust account was being investigated, we 
conclude an actual suspension is warranted. We recognize that 
the baseline sanction for Wike’s misconduct is disbarment but 
conclude that a downward deviation is warranted in light of the 
mitigating circumstance that Wike has ensured that all clients 
and lienholders involved have been paid.

Accordingly, we hereby suspend attorney Terry L. Wike 
from the practice of law in Nevada for six months and one 
day, commencing from the date of this order. Upon his 
reinstatement, in addition to any conditions recommended by 
the reinstatement panel, Wike will be subject to the remainder 
of his stayed suspension from Docket No. 79305 and will 
be subject to the conditions on that stayed suspension. 
Additionally, Wike shall pay the costs of the disciplinary 
proceeding, including $2,500 mandated by SCR 120(3), within 
30 days from the date of this order. The parties shall comply 
with SCR 115 and SCR 121.1.

It is so ORDERED.
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In Re: AMY FELICIANO
Bar No.: 9596
Case No.: 81574
Filed: 09/28/2020

ORDER OF REINSTATEMENT

This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada Disciplinary 
Board hearing panel’s recommendation that this court grant 
attorney Amy Feliciano’s petition for reinstatement from disability 
inactive status subject to certain conditions. This court transferred 
Feliciano to disability inactive status in 2018. In re Disability 
of Feliciano, Docket No. 75557 (Order Granting Petition and 
Transferring Attorney to Disability Inactive Status, May 11, 2018).

Having considered the record before this court, we 
conclude that Feliciano has met her burden of demonstrating 
by clear and convincing evidence that her disability has been 
removed and that she is fit to resume the practice of law. SCR 
117(4). As a condition upon her reinstatement, Feliciano must 
continue compliance with the treatment recommendations 
of her neurologist, including follow-up appointments and 
compliance with medications. See id. (permitting this court 
to impose “any conditions that may be appropriate to protect 
the attorney’s clients or the public”). Additionally, for her first 
year of reinstatement, she shall complete an additional 12 
hours of continuing legal education, not engage in the solo 
practice of law, and obtain a mentor who is experienced in 
criminal law and not one of her employers. See id. Feliciano 
shall also pay the SCR 120(1) costs identified in the State Bar’s 
memorandum of costs within 30 days from the date of this 
order, if she has not done so already.3

It is so ORDERED.4

The Honorable Abbi Silver, Justice, voluntarily recused herself 
from participation in the decision of this matter.

In Re: JEFFREY A. DICKERSON
Bar No.: 2690
Case No.: 81492
Filed: 09/21/2020

ORDER IMPOSING RECIPROCAL DISCIPLINE

 
This is a petition under SCR 114 to reciprocally discipline attorney 
Jeffrey A. Dickerson, based on his public reprimand in the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Nevada for violating the equivalent 
of RPC 5.5 (unauthorized practice of law) by practicing law in 
federal district court while he was suspended from doing so. 
Dickerson has not responded to the SCR 114 petition.

According to the public reprimand order by the United 
States District Court, Dickerson engaged in the substantive 

 

practice of law in a civil rights matter between December 2016 
and May 2018, even though the U.S. District Court suspended 
him from federal practice in 2014, and he has not been 
reinstated to practice in that jurisdiction. Under SCR 114(4), 
this court must impose identical reciprocal discipline unless 
the attorney demonstrates or this court determines that (1) 
the other jurisdiction failed to provide adequate notice, (2) the 
other jurisdiction imposed discipline despite a lack of proof 
of misconduct, or (3) the established misconduct warrants 
substantially different discipline in this jurisdiction. None of 
those exceptions apply here, and “[i]n all other respects, a final 
adjudication in another jurisdiction that an attorney has been 
guilty of misconduct conclusively establishes the misconduct 
for the purposes of a disciplinary proceeding in this state.” 
SCR 114(5). Accordingly, we grant the petition for reciprocal 
discipline and hereby publicly reprimand Jeffrey Dickerson for 
his unauthorized practice of law in federal district court.

It is so ORDERED.

In Re: MATTHEW Q. CALLISTER
Bar No.: 1396
Case No.: 81585
Filed: 10/08/2020

ORDER TRANSFERRING ATTORNEY  
TO DISABILITY INACTIVE STATUS

The State Bar and attorney Matthew Q. Callister have 
filed a joint petition alleging that Callister is suffering from 
a disability due to mental or physical infirmity, illness, or 
addiction that makes it impossible for him to continue the 
practice of law at this time. The petition is governed by SCR 
117(3) because Callister has not been judicially declared 
incompetent and no disciplinary board or hearing panel 
has weighed in on his competency. Compare SCR 117(3) 
(addressing transfer to disability inactive status before a 
determination of incompetency), with SCR 117(1) (addressing 
transfer to disability inactive status based on judicial 
declaration of incompetency), and SCR 117(2) (addressing 
transfer to disability inactive status based on a disciplinary 
board or hearing panel’s petition).

SCR 117(3) provides that when an attorney files 
a petition before a determination of competency, this 
court “shall enter an order transferring the attorney to 
disability inactive status until a determination is made 
of the attorney’s capacity to continue to practice law in a 
proceeding instituted in accordance with [SCR 117(2)].” 
In turn, SCR 117(2) provides that we “may take or direct 
such action as [we] deem[ ] [sic] necessary to determine 
whether the attorney is incapacitated, including referral of 
the matter to the appropriate disciplinary board for hearing 
and recommendation by a hearing panel or the examination 
of the attorney by qualified medical experts.”
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Bar Counsel Report
Although Stovall contends that his client suffered no 

actual harm as a result of his misconduct because her claim 
lacked merit for a number of reasons,9 his argument confuses 
the standard for a legal malpractice claim and the standard 
for attorney misconduct charges. Disciplinary proceedings are 
different procedurally and substantively from civil malpractice 
actions in several ways. To prevail on a legal malpractice 
claim, a plaintiff must prove duty, breach, causation, and 
damages. Day v. Zubel, 112 Nev. 972, 976, 922 P.2d 536, 
538 (1996). To establish causation and damages, a plaintiff 
must prove that, but for the attorney’s negligence, the plaintiff 
would have prevailed on the underlying litigation. Id. In a 
disciplinary matter, the standard of care is set forth in the 
professional conduct rules themselves, which set forth a 
minimum level of conduct, and violation of those rules may 
subject an attorney to a disciplinary proceeding. Kittay v. 
Kornstein, 230 F.3d 531, 538 n.3 (2d Cir. 2000) (observing 
that attorney disciplinary rules are mandatory, as they “state 
the minimum level of conduct below which no lawyer can fall 
without being subject to disciplinary action”). The rationale for 
such discipline is the need to protect the public, the courts, 
and the integrity of the legal profession from attorneys who fail 
to meet these minimal standards of conduct. Fred C. Zacharias, 
The Purposes of Lawyer Discipline, 45 Wm. & Mary L. Rev. 675, 
727 (2004) (“Professional discipline … is the process through 
which the public is assured that the profession, in general, 
operates under meaningful and enforceable standards.”). 
Thus, the State Bar is not required to prove causation and 
damages, but rather it must show that Stovall committed the 
alleged misconduct. The panel’s findings readily support that 
Stovall failed to act with diligence in representing his client. 
See RPC 1.3 (“A lawyer shall act with reasonable diligence and 
promptness in representing a client.”).

The baseline discipline for such misconduct, before 
considering aggravating and mitigating circumstances, is 
suspension. Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, 
Compendium of Professional Responsibility, Standard 4.42 
(Am. Bar Ass’n 2017) (“Suspension is generally appropriate 
when … a lawyer knowingly fails to perform services for a 
client and causes injury or potential injury to a client”). The 
record supports the panel’s findings of three mitigating 
factors (absence of a dishonest or selfish motive, timely good 
faith effort to mitigate the consequences of the conduct, 
and remoteness of prior offenses), and no aggravating 
circumstances. Considering the four Lerner factors, including 
the mitigating circumstance that Stovall lacked a dishonest 
or selfish motive and that no aggravating circumstances 
apply, we disagree with the panel’s recommendation for a 
three-month suspension. Instead, we conclude that a public 
reprimand is appropriate and sufficient to serve the purpose 
of attorney discipline. State Bar of Nev. v. Claiborne, 104 Nev. 
115, 213, 756 P.2d 464, 527-28 (1988) (recognizing that 
the purpose of attorney discipline is to protect the public, the 
courts, and the legal profession). We agree with the panel’s 
recommendation that Stovall be assessed the actual costs 
of the disciplinary proceeding plus the administrative costs 
under SCR 120(3).

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 39

 

Consistent with SCR 117(3), Callister is transferred to 
disability inactive status. Because the documents provided 
with the petition clearly establish a medical condition that 
disables Callister from practicing law at this time, we conclude 
that a referral for hearing and recommendation by a hearing 
panel as provided in SCR 117(2) is unnecessary in this matter. 
As required by SCR 117(7), Callister shall comply with SCR 
115. If he is unable to do so, the State Bar shall proceed 
under SCR 118. The State Bar shall comply with SCR 121.1 
and provide this court with proof that notice has been served. 
In light of this order, any pending disciplinary proceedings 
against Callister are suspended. SCR 117(2).

It is so ORDERED.5

In Re: LESLIE M. STOVALL
Bar No.: 2566
Case No.: 79949
Dated: 09/21/2020

ORDER OF PUBLIC REPRIMAND 

This is an automatic review of a Southern Nevada Disciplinary 
Board hearing panel’s recommendation that attorney Leslie 
M. Stovall be suspended for three months for violating RPC 
1.3 (diligence).6

We employ a deferential standard of review with respect 
to the hearing panel’s findings of fact, SCR 105(3)(b), and 
thus will not set them aside unless they are clearly erroneous 
or not supported by substantial evidence, see generally 
Sowers v. Forest Hills Subdivision, 129 Nev. 99, 105, 294 
P.3d 427, 432 (2013); Ogawa v. Ogawa, 125 Nev. 660,668, 
221 P.3d 699, 704 (2009). In contrast, we review de novo 
a disciplinary panel’s conclusions of law and recommended 
discipline. SCR 105(3)(b).

The State Bar has the burden of showing by clear and 
convincing evidence that Stovall committed the violations 
charged. In re Discipline of Drakulich, 111 Nev. 1556, 1566, 
908 P.2d 709, 715 (1995).

Having reviewed the record, we conclude that substantial 
evidence supports the panel’s findings that Stovall violated 
RPC 1.3 by knowingly failing to timely oppose a summary 
judgment motion in a wrongful death action and negligently 
failing to appear at a July 2016 hearing on the motion.7

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). Stovall violated his duty of diligence owed to his 
client,8 causing injury or potential injury because judgment 
was entered against his client after the opposing party’s 
motion went unopposed.
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Accordingly, we hereby publicly reprimand attorney Leslie 
Stovall for violating RPC 1.3 (diligence). Additionally, Stovall must 
pay the actual costs of the disciplinary proceeding plus $1,500 
under SCR 120, within 30 days from the date of this order.

It is so ORDERED.10

In Re: DON P. CHAIREZ
Bar No.: 3495
Case No.: OBC19-0611
Dated: 10/05/2020

PUBLIC REPRIMAND

To Don. P. Chairez:
On or about August 7, 2018 you agreed to represent 

Alexander Miles (“Miles”) in his fifth appeal of his criminal 
conviction for submitting a false affidavit, in 2001, in 
connection with a visa application for his under-aged 
Cambodian wife. You agreed to represent Miles pro bono on the 
condition that Miles, who has earned a juris doctorate, do all 
the research and writing for the appeal.

That same day, Miles filed an Opening Brief in the 
appellate matter with the Tenth Circuit Court under your name, 
as his counsel of record. You did not read the Opening Brief 
before it was filed.

The Opening Brief contained the argument that Miles was 
an “alien national” and a “foreign national” who was at risk 
of deportation if he pled guilty to the underlying crime. The 
argument continued that this risk of deportation warranted 
the appellate court’s reconsideration of the conviction. The 
Reply Brief, electronically filed under your name on November 
28, 2018, argued that the prosecutors had failed to prove that 
Miles was a naturalized citizen, instead of a Lawful Permanent 
Resident of the United States.

However, it is undisputed that Miles became a naturalized 
U.S. citizen on July 14, 1994. Although Miles can be technically 
be denaturalized and deported, his citizenship could not be 
put into jeopardy by the crime at issue in the appeal, which 
was committed almost a decade later and unrelated to the 
naturalization process.

You did not actually read either of the appellate briefs 
before they were filed, therefore, you were unaware of the 
misstatements of fact and misapplication of law contained 
therein. You realized the misstatements/misapplication when 
you were preparing the night before for the oral arguments 
before the Tenth Circuit Court.

At oral argument, the Court asked if Mr. Miles was a U.S. 
Citizen. You corrected the brief and definitively stated that Mr. Miles 
was a U.S. Citizen. You conceded to the Court that any decision in 
the pending matter could not affect his citizenship status.

The Court’s denial of Miles’ appeal was based on its finding 
that he could have raised all of his arguments in prior petitions, 
and thus, was barred from raising them in this subsequent 
petition. The Court did not consider the validity of the ‘deportation 

argument.’ However, the Court did express concern that the 
argument was misleading because it failed to acknowledge 
that Miles was a naturalized U.S. citizen. The Court referred the 
matter to the State Bar of Nevada for consideration.

Violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct

You had a duty, pursuant to RPC 5.3 (Responsibilities 
Regarding Nonlawyer Assistants), to ensure that the conduct 
of a nonlawyer associated with you does not violate the 
Nevada Rules of Professional Conduct. Further, you are 
responsible for the conduct of such a person if you know 
of the conduct when its consequences can be mitigated or 
avoided and fail to take reasonable remedial action.

In this instance, you knew, or should have known, that 
Miles, a nonlawyer with whom you were associated, put 
misleading factual statements and legal arguments in a brief 
filed under your name. You should have corrected the issues 
prior to the actual oral argument on the appeal. Thus, you 
knowingly11 violated RPC 5.3 (Responsibilities Regarding 
Nonlawyer Assistants).

You also have a duty to refrain from conduct that involves 
misrepresentation, pursuant to RPC 8.4 (Misconduct). Your 
electronic signature is on the appellate briefs that contained 
misstatements of fact and misapplication of law. Although 
you did not write the briefs, you cannot avoid responsibility for 
them simply because you acceded the use of your law license 
to Miles. This is a knowing violation of RPC 8.4(c) (Misconduct).

These aforementioned violations injured the integrity of 
the profession and injured the efficiency of the judicial process.

Standard 6.12 of the ABA Standards for Imposing Lawyer 
Sanctions states that suspension is generally appropriate 
when a lawyer knows that false statements or documents 
are being submitted to the court or that material information 
is improperly being withheld, and takes no remedial action, 
and causes injury or potential injury to a party to the legal 
proceeding, or causes an adverse or potentially adverse 
effect on the legal proceeding.

Thus, the baseline sanction for the misstatements of fact 
and misapplication of law in the appellate brief filed under 
your law license is suspension.

The Panel has considered your thirty years of experience in 
the practice of law, the absence of any prior discipline against 
you, your remorse for your part in the errant filings with the 
Tenth Circuit Court, and your cooperative attitude in the 
disciplinary proceeding. Based on the one aggravating factor 
and multiple mitigating factors, the Panel finds it appropriate 
to deviate downward from the presumptive sanction of 
suspension to the issuance of a Public Reprimand.

REPRIMAND

In light of the foregoing, you violated Nevada Rule of 
Professional Conduct (“RPC”) 5.3 (Responsibilities Regarding 
Nonlawyer Assistants) and RPC 8.4(c) (Misconduct) and are 
hereby PUBLICLY REPRIMANDED. You are required to pay 
the costs of this proceeding, pursuant to SCR 120, within 30 
days of the entry of the Order of the Hearing Panel.
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In Re: JOHN P. PARRIS
Bar No.: 7479
Case No.: OBC19-0185
Dated: 11/15/2019

PUBLIC REPRIMAND
 
To John P. Parris:

Alice Sigsworth (“Sigsworth”) retained you in a personal 
injury matter. Your practice predominately handles criminal 
law cases. When Sigsworth retained you, you were in a 
partnership with other attorneys that handled personal injury. 
Notwithstanding your lack of experience in personal injury 
cases, you continued to represent Sigsworth.

You failed to file a Complaint prior to the Statute of 
Limitation passing in the case. Sigsworth called and emailed 
multiple times seeking status updates on the case to which you 
did not respond. Specifically, Sigsworth emailed you June 7, 
2016, June 27, 2016, August 25, 2016, November 16, 2016, 
and September 5, 2017 none of which you answered.

The final email expressed concern regarding the approach 
of the Statute of Limitations. It was not until you finally met 
with her that you realized that you had allowed the Statute of 
Limitations to pass.

Your conduct caused harm to your client. Your client’s case 
was barred because of your failure to preserve the matter. Your 
client also suffered needless worry, frustration, and anxiety 
because of her inability to speak with her attorney.

Rule 1.1 (Competence) requires that a lawyer provide 
competent representation to a client. Competent representation 
requires the legal knowledge, skill, thoroughness and 
preparation reasonably necessary for the representation. Rule 
1.3 (Diligence) requires a lawyer to meet deadlines. Rule 1 .4 
(Communication) requires a lawyer to promptly convey important 
information about the client’s matter and to keep the client 
reasonably informed about the status of the matter. You failed to 
uphold these ethical standards.

In light of the foregoing, you violated RPC 1.1 
(Competence), RPC 1.3 (Diligence), and RPC 1.4 
(Communication) and are hereby PUBLICLY REPRIMANDED.

In Re: BENSON LEE
Bar No.: 4313
Case No.: OBC19-0444
Dated: 08/24/2020

PUBLIC REPRIMAND

To Benson Lee:
You represented Kellee Antalek (“Antalek”), who was 

the plaintiff in an automobile negligence matter filed in the 
Eighth Judicial District Court. The District Court ultimately 
granted a defense motion to dismiss. The District Court’s order 
dismissing Antalek’s case was filed on July 17, 2017.

On or about August 24, 2017, you filed a Notice of Appeal 
in the Nevada Supreme Court (“Supreme Court”).

In an Order filed on September 25, 2017, the Supreme 
Court noted that in June 2013, you had been prohibited from 
practicing in the Supreme Court and, therefore, were not 
permitted to file additional documents in Antalek’s appeal. 
However, the Supreme Court granted you an exception 
and directed you to, within thirty (30) days, file either (1) a 
response demonstrating cause why you should be allowed to 
resuming practicing law in the Supreme Court or (2) a motion 
to withdraw as appellant’s counsel.

On October 30, 2017, you filed a pleading which 
requested that you be permitted to represent Antalek in 
her appeal. 

On December 22, 2017, the Supreme Court noted in an 
Order that you had provided an untimely response to its Order 
of September 25, 2017, which had directed you to response 
[sic] within thirty (30) days. Nevertheless, the Supreme Court 
permitted you to represent Antalek in her appeal only. You 
were warned that failure to comply with the Supreme Court’s 
rules and orders would result in the imposition of sanctions, 
removal as counsel, and/or referral to the State Bar for 
investigation and possible discipline.

The Supreme Court’s Order of December 22, 2017, 
directed that you must, within eleven (11) days, (1) serve and 
file a file-stamped transcript request or a certificate that no 
transcripts would be requested, and (2) file and serve the 
docketing statement. You also were directed to, within ninety 
(90) days, file and serve the opening statement and appendix.

On February 23, 2018, the Supreme Court filed an Order 
Referring Counsel to State Bar for Investigation, Removing 
Counsel and Suspending Briefing. In its Order, the Supreme 
Court noted that you had filed neither the transcript request 
form, a certificate that no transcripts would be requested, 
nor the docketing statement. Therefore, the Supreme Court 
removed you from the appeal and referred you to the State 
Bar for a disciplinary investigation.

In June 2018, Antalek filed a pro per Request for 
Dismissal of her appeal, which the Supreme Court 
subsequently granted.

ABA Standard 4.43 states that:
Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer is 

negligent and does not act with reasonable diligence in 
representing a client, and causes injury or potential injury to 
a client.

In this matter, you failed to abide by the Supreme Court’s 
specific directives about the filings of necessary pleadings and 
documents in the appeal.

In light of the foregoing, you violated Rule of Professional 
Conduct 1.3 (Diligence) and RPC 3.4(c) (Fairness to Opposing 
Party and Counsel), and are hereby PUBLICLY REPRIMANDED 
and ordered to pay the costs of the proceeding, including the 
$1,500 administrative cost pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 
120 (Costs) within ninety (90) days.

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 41
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 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 board of governors, and 
approved by the supreme court.  
 
The following members resigned pursuant to this Rule:

Name: Bar No.: Order No.: Filed:
Barbara M. Diiaconi 3711 81777 09/24/2020
Jason D. McLarry 9427 81778 09/24/2020
Gloria J. Moore 582 81781 09/24/2020
Christina A. Royce 12274 81780 09/24/2020

ENDNOTES:
1. Pursuant to NRAP 34(f), we have determined that oral argument 

is not warranted in this matter.
2. It is unclear why the panel did not consider this suspension in its 

written order.
3. This petition for reinstatement from disability inactive status 

was marked confidential upon filing. Since we grant the petition, 
the matter is now public, and we direct the clerk to remove the 
confidential designation. See SCR 121(8). 

4. This is our final disposition of this matter. Any new proceedings 
concerning Feliciano shall be docketed under a new docket 
number.

5. This order shall be public but all other documents filed with the 
court in this matter shall remain confidential. SCR 117(2); SCR 
121(7). This order constitutes our final disposition of this petition.

6. Pursuant to NRAP 34(f)(1), we have determined that oral 
argument is not warranted.

7. Stovall contends that the panel found a violation not charged 
in the State Bar’s complaint and that we should disregard the 
finding based on lack of notice. We perceive no error with regard 
to notice, as the complaint alleged that Stovall violated RPC 1.3 
(diligence) by failing to timely oppose the summary judgment 
motion and appear at the hearing, which is consistent with the 
panel’s findings and supported by the record.

8. Stovall argues that he is not responsible for the summary 
judgment because his lack of response was due to district court 
and opposing counsel noticing errors, however, it is undisputed 
that Stovall had notice of the motion and did not timely oppose 
it. Additionally, in the context of addressing the validity of the 
summary judgment on appeal, the court of appeals rejected the 
argument that the July 12, 2016, hearing, which the district court 
continued on its own authority, had to be re-noticed. Estate of 
Peralta v. Blue Valley Apts., Inc., Docket No. 71417 (Order of 
Affirmance, Sept. 15, 2017). Regardless, the disciplinary panel 
found and the record supports, that Stovall knew about the 
continued hearing date.

9. Even if Stovall could not have advanced his client’s claims 
more than he did because they were not well-grounded, his 
responsibilities as a lawyer under the diligence rule do not 
permit him to continue to nominally represent her while failing to 
defend against dispositive motions.

10. To the extent that this disposition has not explicitly addressed all 
of Stovall’s arguments, we are not persuaded that any of those 
arguments warrant a different outcome.

11. A knowing violation is one taken with the conscious awareness 
of the nature or attendant circumstances of the conduct but the 
conscious objective or purpose to accomplish a particular result. 
This is different, and less severe, than acting intentionally. 
 

 

In Re: LOUIS SCHNEIDER
Bar No.: 9683
Case No.: OBC19-1240 
Dated: 09/29/2020

LETTER OF REPRIMAND

To Louis Schneider:
Mallissa Barthule paid you $500 in or about 

January 2018 for legal services related to a child 
custody matter. Ms. Barthule claimed that you agreed 
to draft a motion for modification of child custody, file it 
in Family Court and pay filing fees, and then attend the 
court hearing.

You have contended that you only agreed to review 
her documents and provide legal advice for the $500, 
and would never file a motion and litigate her matter in 
court for that amount of money.

However, emails to Ms. Barthule from at least 
one of your employees indicated that she was working 
on a motion which would be filed with the court. 
The three emails were sent from an email account 
of your law firm. However, it is your contention that 
the representation ended after you dispensed the 
agree-upon [sic] legal advice to her. Your employee 
did not know this and it is your position that Barthule 
misrepresented the scope of your representation to the 
employee.

Accordingly, Ms. Barthule was led to believe that 
your law firm was going to file a motion and represent 
her in court, although that apparently was not true. 
You did not know that your employee was making such 
statements to Ms. Barthule, which gave her false hope 
that her legal matter was progressing.

In mitigation, you provided a full refund to Ms. 
Barthule and her legal matter did not suffer irreparable 
damage. Accordingly, you are hereby Reprimanded 
for violating Rule of Professional Conduct 5.3 
(Responsibilities Regarding Nonlawyer Assistants).

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 



MEET YOUR
FINANCIAL
HEROES
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LEADERSHIP

INSTITUTIONS

Bank of Nevada

 

First Independent

Bank  

 

Meadows Bank

 

Nevada Bank & Trust

 

Royal Business Bank

American First National Bank
Bank of America
Bank of George
Bank of the West
BMO Harris Bank
Citibank
City National Bank
East West Bank
Financial Horizons Credit Union
First Foundation Bank
First Savings Bank
First Security Bank of Nevada
Heritage Bank
JP Morgan Chase & Co.
Kirkwood Bank of Nevada
Lexicon Bank
Mutual of Omaha
Nevada State Bank
Northern Trust Bank
Pacific Premiere Bank
Plumas Bank
Silver State Schools Credit Union
Town and Country Bank
Umpqua Bank
US Bank
Valley Bank of Nevada (BNLV)
Washington Federal
Wells Fargo  

Annually, more than $500 million is held in Nevada lawyer

trust accounts. These financial institutions have agreed to pay

favorable rates on all IOLTA accounts under deposit.

Leadership institutions pay premium rates.

The Nevada Bar Foundation grants more than 97% of the interest
earned on these dollars - $4.5 million - to statewide legal service
organizations serving more than 37,000 Nevada families. 
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Protecting Your
Clients’ Property

TIP FROM THE 
BAR COUNSEL

One of the most common 
allegations of unethical 
conduct the Office of Bar 
Counsel receives pertains to 
a lawyer’s failure to safekeep 
their clients’ property. 

Many lawyers have 
experienced smaller 
workloads in recent months 
because of COVID-19. 
Accordingly, the temptation 
to move funds you have 
yet to earn from your client 
trust account is even more 
prevalent.

Rule of Professional 
Conduct (RPC) 1.15(a) states 
that a lawyer “shall hold 
funds or other property of 
clients or third persons that 
is in a lawyer’s possession 
in connection with a 
representation separate from 
the lawyer’s own property.” 
The rule further states that 
“[c]omplete records of such 
account funds and other 
property shall be kept by the 
lawyer and shall be preserved 
for a period of seven years 
after termination of the 
representation.”

For those lawyers and 
firms that have client trust 
accounts, it is important to 
remember that you may 
transfer client funds from 
your client trust account only 
when they are earned. It is 
equally important to transfer 
these funds as soon as they 
are earned and keep accurate 
records to avoid commingling 
funds. These are just a few 
simple ways to make sure that 
you or your firm do not violate 
RPC 1.15 by comingling 
or misappropriating client 
property.


