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SUMMARY1 

 

The respondent was admitted to the Massachusetts Bar on June 20, 1996.  On July 7, 
2014, the Supreme Judicial Court for Suffolk County entered an order suspending the respondent 
for a period of one year and one day.  The order of suspension arose from the respondent’s 
misconduct in two matters involving neglect, withdrawal from a case without notice and without 
protecting the client’s interest, failure to promptly turn over client funds, and non-cooperation 
with bar counsel. 

 
In the first matter, in 2007, the respondent was appointed as guardian ad litem (GAL) for 

a minor.  The respondent’s appointment required her to act as an educational surrogate parent 
and participate in the formulation of an individualized educational plan (IEP) for the minor.  The 
school administrator could not implement the IEP without the respondent’s signature.    

 
Beginning in January 2010, the respondent failed to attend several meetings with the 

school administrator to set up an IEP.  She also and stopped responding to her phone calls.  As a 
result, the minor had no valid IEP in place until after December 2011, when a subsequent GAL 
was appointed.  The respondent’s failure to carry out her obligations as GAL violated Mass. R. 
Prof. C. 1.1, 1.2(a), 1.3 and 8.4(d). 

 
In February 2011, while still holding the GAL position, the respondent closed her law 

practice.  She did not notify the juvenile court, the minor, or the school administrator, and she 
took no steps of substance to protect the minor’s interest.  The respondent’s withdrawal as GAL 
without notice to the client and without protecting her interests violated Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.4(a) 
and (b) and 1.16(d). 

 
In the second matter, the respondent was given funds to put in trust for a minor until she 

reached the eighteen years of age.  The respondent failed to deposit these funds into her IOLTA 
account or an individual, interest-bearing trust account and failed to maintain records of the 
receipt and maintenance of these funds in violation of Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.15(f).  The respondent 
also deposited personal funds into her IOLTA account in violation of Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.15(b).  

                                                 
1 Compiled by the Board of Bar Overseers based on the record filed with the Supreme Judicial Court. 
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This column takes a second look at significant developments in ethics and bar discipline in

Massachusetts over the last twelve months.

Disciplinary Decisions

The full bench of the Supreme Judicial Court issued seven disciplinary decisions in 2008.

Approximately 170 additional decisions or orders were entered by either the single justices

or the Board of Bar Overseers. Several decisions by the Court and the Board were of

significant interest to the bar, either factually or legally.

Curry and Crossen

Of the full-bench decisions, the two that perhaps generated the most interest were the

companion cases of Matter of Kevin P. Curry, 450 Mass. 503 (2008) and Matter of Gary C.

Crossen, 450 Mass. 533 (2008). Curry held that disbarment was the appropriate sanction for

an attorney who, without any factual basis, persuaded dissatisfied litigants that a trial court

judge had “fixed” their case and developed and participated in an elaborate subterfuge to

obtain statements by the judge's law clerk intended to be used to discredit that judge in the

ongoing high-stakes civil case. In Crossen, the Court held that disbarment was also warranted

for another attorney’s participation in the same scheme by actions including taping of a sham

interview of the judge’s law clerk; attempting to threaten the law clerk into making

statements to discredit the judge; and falsely denying involvement in, or awareness of,

surveillance of the law clerk that the attorney had participated in arranging.

These cases are particularly noteworthy for their rejection of the attorneys’ arguments that

the deception of the law clerk was a permissible tactic akin to those used by government

investigators or discrimination testers. The SJC in both cases also reaffirmed that expert

testimony is not required in bar disciplinary proceedings to establish a rule violation or a

standard of care.



 In February 2011, when the respondent closed her law practice, she failed to deliver to 
the minor, or to someone on behalf of the minor, the funds she was holding for her, in violation 
of Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.16(d).  On August 6, 2011, the minor turned eighteen years old and was 
entitled to receive the funds.  The respondent failed to promptly deliver the funds, in violation of 
Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.15(c).  Thereafter, in violation of Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.4(a), the respondent 
ignored requests from an attorney for the minor for bank statements and other records that would 
have shown how the respondent had maintained the funds.  She also failed to provide an accurate 
accounting of the funds, in violation of Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.15(d)(1). 

 
The respondent also failed without good cause to provide bar counsel with information 

requested during the course of an investigation, and failed to comply with a subpoena issued by 
the Board of Bar Overseers.  This conduct violated Mass. R. Prof. C. 3.4(c), 8.1(b), 8.4(g) and 
(h), and S.J.C. Rule 4:01, § 3. 

 
On April 11, 2012, the respondent was administratively suspended by order of the 

Supreme Judicial Court for Suffolk County pursuant to S.J.C. Rule 4:01, § 3(2).  The respondent 
intentionally failed without good cause to comply with the order of administrative suspension, in 
violation of S.J.C. Rule 4:01, § 17 and Mass. R. Prof. C. 3.4(c), 8.4(d) and (h). 

 
On February 20, 2014, the board filed an information with the Supreme Judicial Court for 

Suffolk County.   On June 26, 2014, a hearing was scheduled before a single justice of the 
Supreme Judicial Court and the respondent defaulted.  On July 8, 2014, the County Court 
(Botsford, J.) entered an order suspending the respondent from the practice of law for one year 
and one day.   


