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ATTORNEY reinstatenent proceeding. Rei nstat enent granted

upon conditi ons.

11 PER CURI AM W revi ew a referee's report
recommendi ng that Hazel J. Washington's license to practice |aw
in Wsconsin be reinstated. No party has appealed from that
report and recommendati on. Therefore, the court's review

proceeds under SCR 22.33(3).1

1 SCR 22.33(3) provides that "[i]f no appeal is tinmely
filed, the suprenme court shall review the referee's report,
or der rei nst at enent, W th or wi t hout condi ti ons, deny
reinstatenent, or order the parties to file briefs in the
matter."
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12 The standards that apply to all petitions seeking
reinstatenent after a disciplinary suspension/revocation are set
forth in SCR 22.31(1).% In particular, the petitioning attorney
must denonstrate by clear, satisfactory and convincing evidence
that he or she has the noral character necessary to practice |aw
in this state, that his or her resunption of the practice of |aw
will not be detrinental to the admnistration of justice or
subversive of the public interest, and that the attorney has
conplied fully with the ternms of the suspension order and SCR
22.26. In addition, SCR 22.31(1)(c) incorporates the statenents
that a petition for reinstatement nust contain pursuant to SCR

22.29(4)(a)-(4m .3 Thus, the petitioning attorney nust

2 SCR 22.31(1) states:

The petitioner has the burden of denonstrating,
by clear, satisfactory, and convincing evidence, all
of the follow ng:

(a) That he or she has the noral character to
practice |aw in W sconsin.

(b) That his or her resunption of the practice of
law will not be detrinmental to the admnistration of
justice or subversive of the public interest.

(c) That his or her representations in the
petition, including the representations required by
SCR  22.29(4)(a) to [ (4m) ] and 22.29(5), are
subst anti at ed.

(d) That he or she has conplied fully with the
terms of the order of suspension or revocation and
with the requirenments of SCR 22. 26.

3 SCR 22.29(4)(a) through (4m) provides that a petition for
rei nstatenent shall show all of the foll ow ng:

2
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(a) The petitioner desires to have t he
petitioner's |license reinstated.

(b) The petitioner has not practiced |aw during
t he period of suspension or revocation.

(c) The petitioner has conplied fully with the
terms of the order of suspension or revocation and
will continue to conmply wth them until t he
petitioner's license is reinstated.

(d) The petitioner has nmaintained conpetence and
learning in the law by attendance at identified
educational activities.

(e) The petitioner's conduct since the suspension
or revocation has been exenplary and above reproach.

(f) The petitioner has a proper understandi ng of
and attitude toward the standards that are inposed
upon nenbers of the bar and will act in conformty
wi th the standards.

(g) The petitioner can safely be recommended to
the legal profession, the courts and the public as a
person fit to be consulted by others and to represent
them and otherwise act in mtters of trust and
confidence and in general to aid in the adm nistration
of justice as a nmenber of the bar and as an officer of
the courts.

(h) The petitioner has fully conplied with the
requi renents set forth in SCR 22. 26

(J) The petitioner's proposed use of the license
i f reinstated.

(k) A full description of all of the petitioner's
busi ness activities during the period of suspension or
revocati on.

(4m The petitioner has nmde restitution to or
settled all clainms of persons injured or harned by

petitioner's msconduct, including reinbursenent to
the Wsconsin |awers' fund for client protection for
all paynments nade from that fund, or, if not, the
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denonstrate t hat t he required representations in t he
rei nstatenment petition are substanti ated.

13 Although the referee's report discussed a nunber of
concerns raised by the Ofice of Lawer Regulation, the referee
found that Attorney Washington had satisfied the requirenments
for the reinstatenment of her Jlicense to practice law in
Wsconsin. The referee found generally that Attorney Washi ngton
had proven that she has the noral character necessary to
practice law in this state, that her resunption of the practice
of law would not be detrinental to the admnistration of
justice, and that she had conplied with the terns of her
suspensi on and the requirenents that acconpany a suspension.

14 Although we share sone of the concerns raised by the
referee, there is no basis on which to find that the referee's

factual findings were clearly erroneous. See In re Disciplinary

Proceedings Against Carroll, 2004 W 19, 919, 269 Ws. 2d 172,

675 N W2d 792 (referee's factual findings affirmed unless
clearly erroneous; |egal conclusions reviewed on de novo basis).
We agree, t heref ore, that Attorney Washington should be
reinstated to the practice of law in this state. We deci de,
however, that Attorney Wshington's reinstatenent should be
conditioned on her providing full trust account records to the
CLR on a quarterly basis for a period of two years follow ng her

rei nst at enent . Finally, we determne that Attorney WAshington

petitioner's explanation of the failure or inability
to do so.
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should be required to pay the full costs of this reinstatenent
proceedi ng, which were $4,634.04 as of January 10, 2008.

15 Attorney Washington was admtted to the practice of
law in Wsconsin in 1988. Prior to the discipline described
bel ow, she had practiced law in this state since her adm ssion
wi t hout being the subject of any disciplinary action.

16 This reinstatenent proceeding stens from Attorney
Washi ngton's 18-nonth suspension arising out of her conviction

in federal court for attenpting to evade the paynent of a large

portion of her federal incone tax due for 1998. The Internal
Revenue Servi ce (I RS) initiated an audi t of At t or ney
Washi ngton's  federal income tax returns while she was

negotiating a plan to pay off $70,000 in delinquent enploynent
tax obligations. The IRS s investigation determ ned that
Attorney Washington had intentionally failed to report over
$100,000 in income for 1998 by depositing paynents for | egal
services directly into her personal bank account or by directing
them to her nortgage |ender, thereby bypassing her business
account, which Attorney Washington's accountant had Dbeen
directed to use to prepare her incone tax returns. Att or ney
Washi ngton's hiding of this income caused an incone tax loss to
the federal governnent in excess of $31,000 for 1998. Attorney
Washington also failed to report a simlar amount of incone in
1999 and 2000.

17 The federal authorities chose to charge Attorney
Washi ngton wth only one count of tax evasion for 1998, although
in her federal plea agreenent Attorney Washington admtted that

5
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she had engaged in simlar tax evasion for 1999 and 2000. The
United States District Court for the Eastern D strict of
W sconsin accepted her guilty plea to the single count charged.
The district court ultimtely sentenced her to five nonths of
i nprisonment and two years of supervised release, 150 days of
whi ch were to be served in honme confinenent.

18 After the entry of Attorney Washington's guilty plea,
this court summarily suspended her license to practice law in
this state, effective as of February 3, 2006.

19 The OLR filed a conplaint that alleged in a single
count that Attorney Washington had violated SCR 20:8.4(b).* The
CLR and Attorney Washington then entered into a stipulation, in
whi ch Attorney Washington admtted her professional m sconduct.
The stipulation further stated that the OLR recommended, and
Attorney Washington agreed, that her |icense should be suspended
for a period of one year.

110 After issuing an order to show cause why the
suspension should not be for a period of 18 nonths and after
considering the responses of the parties, we determ ned that
Attorney Washington's professional msconduct required an 18-
mont h suspension of her license to practice law in Wsconsin,
retroactive to February 3, 2006, the date of the sumary

suspensi on. In re Disciplinary Proceedi ngs Agai nst \Washi ngt on,

4 SCR 20:8.4(b) states that it is professional m sconduct
for a lawer to "commt a crimnal act that reflects adversely
on the |awyer's honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a |awer
in other respects.”
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2007 W 65, 301 Ws. 2d 47, 732 N W2d 24. W also required
Attorney Washington to pay the full costs of the disciplinary
pr oceedi ng.

11 On June 12, 2007, Attorney Washington filed a petition
for reinstatenent. Attorney Richard M Esenberg was appointed
referee for the reinstatenent proceeding.

112 The Board of Bar Examners filed a nenorandum stating
that on the basis of the materials Attorney Wshington had
subm tted concerning her continuing |egal education credits, it
recomended her reinstatenent. The OLR, however, filed a
menorandum in opposition to reinstatenent. Essentially, it
asserted that, based on information discovered in the course of
its reinstatenent investigation, Attorney Washington could not
meet her burden for reinstatenent. The specific objections that
the OLR raised will be discussed below in the context of the
referee's report.

113 The referee held a hearing on Attorney Wshington's
reinstatenent petition on Septenber 20, 2007. Att or ney
Washington and six other character wtnesses testified in
support of her reinstatenment petition. In addition, the referee
received into evidence a nunber of additional letters of support
for Attorney Washi ngton. The OLR did not call any witnesses in
opposition, although it submtted a nunber of docunentary
exhi bits, which were received by stipul ation.

14 The referee issued a report and recommendation on
Decenber 21, 2007. The referee's report summarized the
testinmony given at the hearing and discussed a nunber of issues

7
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raised by the OLR s investigation, which were addressed in
exhibits filed by the OLR and in Attorney Wshington's
testi nony.

115 First, the referee noted that Attorney Wshington had
previously been convicted of two felonies in 1979. Prior to
becoming an attorney, Attorney Wshington had been a social
wor ker and had owned a social services agency. I n connection

with that agency, Attorney Wshington was charged wth and

convicted of two counts of fraud involving overbillings to the
Medi caid program She served 18 nonths in prison and an
additional couple of years on probation. Governor Tommy

Thonmpson granted a pardon to Attorney Wshington in 1988
followng her graduation from law school and prior to her
becoming licensed as an attorney in this state.

116 The referee also discussed sone concerns wth the
winding up of two cases at the tinme of Attorney Washington's
summary suspensi on. In both instances, at the tine of her
summary suspension, Attorney Washington had conpleted the
briefing on separate postconviction notions for each client,
T.S. and A A Attorney Washington failed to send the required
witten notice of her suspension to the two clients, to opposing
counsel and to the relevant courts.” She also failed to
acknowl edge these two cases in her affidavit submtted to the

COLR to show conpliance with her wi nding up requirenents under

°® Attorney Washington did orally inform A A that her
license to practice | aw was going to be suspended.
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SCR 22. 26. Attorney Washington testified at the hearing that
she did not send witten notices of her suspension or identify
the postconviction notions on her list of pending cases in her
conpliance affidavit because she viewed those representations as
havi ng been concl uded when she had finished preparing and filing
the notions and supporting materials.

117 Attorney Washington acknow edged at the reinstatenent
hearing that her prior understanding of the status of those
cases had been incorrect and that, in fact, those cases had
remai ned pending at the tinme of her sunmmary suspension and were
subject to the notice and identification requirements of SCR
22. 26. She conceded that although no hearing was expected on
either of those notions, there had been no decision issued in
either case at the time of her sunmary suspension. Thus, there
could have been further filings needed in the circuit court or
on appeal, and, in any event, there would have been a need to
apprise the clients of the court's decision when issued and to
di scuss how the clients w shed to proceed.

118 Utimately, both notions were denied. After the
summary suspension had been inposed, the circuit court denied
the notion that Attorney Washington had filed on behalf of T.S
as untinely under the statutory provisions cited in the notion
T.S. received a copy of that decision from a source other than
Attorney Washington, and he subsequently filed a grievance
agai nst her. Attorney Washington entered into a consensual
public reprimand under SCR 22.09(3) in connection wth her
representation of T.S The stipulated reprimand, which was

9
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approved by a referee on My 2, 2007, provided that Attorney
Washi ngton had violated SCRs 20:1.1, 20:1.16(d), 22.26(1)(a) and
(b), 22.26(1)(c), 22.26(1)(e)(iii), and 20:8.4(f).

119 As was the case with T.S., the postconviction notion
that Attorney Washington had filed on behalf of A A was also
denied as tinme-barred and as inproperly brought under Ws. Stat.
§ 974. 06. After receiving a copy of the circuit court's
decision, A A filed a request for reinbursenent from the
Wsconsin Fund for Cdient Protection (the Fund). At t or ney
Washi ngton was unaware of this claim and did not contest it
because she was in a federal prison canp at the tinme notice of
the claimby A A was mailed to her hone. Utimately, the Fund
granted A.A's claimand paid himthe $2,500 he had requested as
rei nbursenent for the fee he had paid to Attorney Washi ngton.
At the reinstatenent hearing, Attorney Washington stated that
she disagreed with the Fund's paynent to A A because she had
met with A A on multiple occasions and had in fact done the
wor k he had requested her to do.

120 The referee also discussed the OLR s contention that
Attorney Washington had m srepresented a nunber of itenms in her
responses to the OLR s reinstatenent questionnaire. For
exanple, the OLR clained that Attorney Washington had failed to
report inconme fromthe sale of a piece of real estate in Cctober
2006, although she had shown a gain froma simlar real estate
transaction that had occurred in April 2006. At the
rei nstatenent hearing, Attorney Wshington explained that she
had not listed the capital gain fromthe second sal e because the

10
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| RS had imedi ately seized the funds as partial paynent for back
t axes. The referee noted that the OLR appeared to be satisfied
with this expl anation.

21 Another alleged msstatenent in her reinstatenent
guestionnaire responses involved a list of every civil action in
which Attorney Washington was a party. Attorney Washington
listed only one case, in which she had been a defendant and in
whi ch a judgnent had been issued against her and then had been
satisfied. She failed to include a substantial nunber of
collection actions that had been filed on her behalf. Attorney
Washi ngton explained that she had a |ongstandi ng arrangenent
with a collection attorney to collect her overdue accounts
recei vable. The attorney attenpted to collect the funds, and if
unsuccessful, often filed a collection action in circuit court.
Attorney Washington stated that in nobst situations she was not
notified by the attorney when the matter had progressed to the
point of a formal |egal action. Because of this arrangenent and
her limted involvenent in the collection process, Attorney
Washi ngton stated that she had failed to consider these
collection actions when responding to the OLR s reinstatenent
guestionnaire.

122 Although the itens discussed above clearly worked
agai nst Attorney Washington's reinstatenent petition, t he
referee enphasized that Attorney Washington had exhibited
genuine renorse for her conduct at the reinstatenent hearing.
The referee noted that Attorney Washington had readily conceded
that she did not suffer from a |ack of disposable inconme during

11
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the years in which she had msrepresented her inconme on her
federal inconme tax returns. The referee also stated that while
others may have attenpted to excuse her m sconduct as a result
of a lack of business acumen or inadequate clerical support,
Attorney WAashington did not attenpt to use any such excuses. In
addition to accepting responsibility for her wongdoing,
Attorney Washington also convinced the referee that she has a
genuine intention to repay her outstandi ng back taxes.

123 When asked to explain why she had failed to report
substantial anmounts of incone on her 1998-2000 tax returns,

At torney Washi ngton gave the foll ow ng response:

You know, as | go back and think, there's no reason
why | did what | did, | mean, no reason that is good
enough. It was wong what | did, and I can't sit here

and justify what | did.

And it was wong to—for exanple, in '99 when | took
the personal injury <check that should have been
deposited into the business account and paid expenses,
per sonal expenses. | didn't have to do that. At that
time | just wanted a new truck. | paid $3,000 on a
new | ease, paid out the old |ease, gave my children
SONMEe noney. It's all outlined in exhibits what | did
wi th the noney.

| mean, | paid $30,000 on old taxes, but it wasn't
supposed to go that way. And just to have those few
little trinkets, God knows it hasn't been worth it.
What | did was wong, was so wong, and | would never
do nothing like that again.

24 In addition to discussing Attorney Washington's
testinmony, the referee briefly summari zed the testinony given by

six wtnesses who appeared in support of her reinstatenent

12
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petition. Whil e those witnesses included Attorney Washington's
ex- husband and one of her daughters, they also included a forner
famly court comm ssioner before whom Attorney Washington had
appeared on nmany occasions and an attorney who had litigated
cases against Attorney Washington. The court conm ssioner
testified that Attorney Washington had consistently been
prepared for proceedings in front of her, had provi ded conpetent
and zealous representation to clients who were often difficult
and unfamliar wth |egal proceedings, and had never attenpted
to mslead the court on behalf of a client. The opposing
attorney and several other wtnesses described the good
reputation that Attorney Washington enjoyed in her community and
stressed that Attorney Washington had been wlling to take on
challenging clients and those wthout substantial financial
resour ces.

125 In the end, the referee concluded that Attorney
Washi ngton had denonstrated the necessary noral character to
practice law in this state and had shown that her resunption of
the practice of law would not be detrinental to the
adm ni stration of justice or subversive of the public interest.

26 The referee acknowl edged that there were sone issues,
descri bed above, that mlitate against her reinstatenent. He
concl uded, however, that these problens were explainable and
t echni cal . For exanple, Attorney Washington's failure to |ist
the sales proceeds from a second sale of real estate was
expl ainable by the fact that Attorney Washington believed that
the proceeds were not really hers since the IRS imediately

13
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sei zed them Simlarly, her failure to list the collection
actions as pending lawsuits on her reinstatenent questionnaire
responses, while inproper, was explainable by the fact that
under her normal collection arrangenent she was usually not nade
aware of the fact that a collection nmatter had proceeded to the
[itigation stage.

127 The referee was sonmewhat troubled by Attorney
Washington's failure to conply with the letter of the trust
account rul es. Al t hough she did have sone records that showed
where personal injury case proceeds had cone into and had gone
out of her client trust account, she did not maintain the
general ledger and client |ledgers in the form required by the
rul es.

128 Simlarly, the referee also expressed concern about
the two postconviction notions for T.S. and A A The referee
acknow edged Attorney Washington's belief that her filing of the
witten notions and supporting materials had conpleted the
representation. VWiile it may have been likely that no further
briefing or argunent would be required from the court regarding
those notions, the referee noted that Attorney Washi ngton shoul d
have |listed those matters on her list of pending cases submtted
to the OLR at the tine of her suspension and should have given
the required notices to her clients, opposing counsel and the
courts since those matters were not fully conpleted at the tine
of her suspension. The referee did conclude, however, that

Attorney Washington's failure in this regard was i nadvertent.

14
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129 Al though he acknow edged these various problens, the
referee did not believe that these issues were serious enough to
prevent Attorney Wishington from resumng the practice of |aw
Especially given Attorney Washington's expressions of genuine
renmorse, the referee concluded that Attorney Washington should
be given one final opportunity to practice lawin this state.

130 We note at the outset of our analysis that the primry
focus of the court's regulation of the practice of law in this
state is to ensure the proper functioning of the state's
judicial system and to protect the public from m sconduct by
attorneys. See SCR ch. 21 Preanble.® In the context of
rei nstatenent proceedings, this occurs by analyzing whether the
attorney seeking reinstatenment has denonstrated that he/she has
t he necessary good noral character to practice lawin this state
and that his/her resunption of the practice of law will not be
detrinental to the admnistration of justice or subversive of
the public interest. SCR 22.31(1). Admttedly, these are not
qguantifiabl e cal cul ati ons. Thus, although this court nakes the
ultimate decision on whether to reinstate the license of any
attorney, the referee's findings are inportant to the process
because the referee is able to view the petitioning attorney and
other wtnesses in person and to assess the petitioner's renorse

for past m sconduct and commtnment to avoiding further

® The Preanble to SCR ch. 21 states: "The lawer regul ation
system is established to <carry out the supreme court's
constitutional responsibility to supervise the practice of |aw
and protect the public from m sconduct by persons practicing |aw
in Wsconsin."

15
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m sconduct . In the present case the referee was clearly
convinced that Attorney Washington is genuinely renorseful for
her past msconduct and wll be l|oathe to commt future
m sconduct. This assessnent, based upon the referee's firsthand
view of Attorney Washington's testinony at the reinstatenent
hearing, weighs heavily in favor of Attorney Wshington's
petition.

131 There are, however, sone troubling issues connected
with Attorney Washington's reinstatenent petition. First, this
is not the first tinme that Attorney Wshington has been
convicted for crimnal conduct. Her first convictions, however,
were in 1979, now nearly 30 years ago, prior to her becom ng an
at t or ney. Thus, the fact of these 1979 convictions has limted
rel evance to determning her fitness to practice law in 2008
Mor eover, Attorney Washi ngton was subsequently pardoned for this
conduct . Wile that fact does not elimnate the 1979
convictions from our consideration, it does |essen to sone
degree the anount that those convictions should weigh against
Attorney Washington in the present reinstatenent proceeding.

132 In a simlar vein, it is worthwhile to note that the
crimnal activity that led to this suspension of her license to
practice law in Wsconsin did not directly involve the practice
of | aw. Rather, it involved a matter in her personal life, her
obligation to report her inconme accurately and to pay Iincone
taxes. Although crimnal convictions about personal matters can
certainly refl ect adversely on a | awyer's honesty,
trustworthiness or fitness as an attorney and can nerit a

16
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suspension of the lawer's license, see SCR 20:8.4(b), such
convictions do not always render an individual permanently unfit

to practice |aw See, e.g., In re Disciplinary Proceedi ngs

Agai nst Meagher, 2004 W 75, 272 Ws. 2d 247, 681 N W2d 145

(reinstatenment granted followng six-nmonth suspension due to
crimnal conviction for violating federal wire wagering law); In

re Disciplinary Proceedings Against Penn, 2002 W 5, 249

Ws. 2d 667, 638 N W2d 287 (reinstatenent granted follow ng
two-year suspension due to crimnal convictions for siXx
m sdeneanor drug offenses). W think that is the case here,
especially considering Attorney Wshington's Jlack of prior
di scipline and her renorseful acceptance of responsibility for
her m sconduct.

133 Attorney Washington's failure to list the October 2006
real estate proceeds as incone and to identify «certain
collection actions as pending litigation on her reinstatenent
qguestionnaire, while undeniably sonewhat careless, do not appear
to warrant keeping Attorney Washington from resumng the
practice of |aw As to the real estate proceeds, the referee
notes that the OLR appeared satisfied with Attorney Washington's
expl anation that the funds were never truly in her possession.
The OLR has not appealed from the referee's report to dispute
this statenent.

1834 Simlarly, while Attorney Washington should have been
nore careful to investigate and list all of the pending |awsuits
in which she was a party, the ones she failed to list were
collection cases in which she was a plaintiff. It is difficult

17
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to infer a sinister notive for hiding lawsuits in which Attorney
Washi ngton was seeking to collect funds owed to her. The
referee found that this failure to list the collection actions
was i nadvertent and technical, and due partly to the nature of
t he arrangenent between Attorney Washington and the attorney who
handl ed the collection matters for her. The OLR also did not
challenge this finding by filing an appeal, and we have no
reason to overturn it.

135 As to the A A and T.S. representations, we agree wth
the referee that while Attorney Washington's handling of their
postconviction notions and her failure to notify them of her
pendi ng suspension were unacceptable, those nmatters are not
sufficient to keep Attorney Wishington out of the practice of
law i ndefinitely. The referee also notes that the tine period
wWithin which Attorney Washington was to wnd up her practice
before the summary suspension was relatively short. Wiile this
does not excuse Attorney Washington's conduct on the A A and
T.S. matters, it does mtigate the severity of her deficiencies.

136 Against these two relatively mnor matters occurring
during a period of personal stress when facing crimnal
penalties and a pending suspension of her |icense, we weigh a
career spanning nore than 17 vyears prior to her summary
suspension with no previous discipline. |In that balance, the 17
years of practice wthout incident provide a greater indication
of Attorney Washington's ability and noral character to
zealously represent clients in conformance with the Rules of
Pr of essi onal Conduct.

18
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137 We turn to the issue of Attorney Washington's client
trust account records. First, it should be noted that any
deficiencies in her records relate to the tine when she was
still practicing and not to the period of her suspension.
Additionally, the OLR has not filed a conplaint relating to any
trust account matters. Moreover, while Attorney Washington did
not fully comply with the requirenent of maintaining general and
client |edgers, she did apparently prepare and maintain sone
form of docunentation to show the source and disbursenent of
client trust funds. For exanple, when a personal injury case
resol ved, Attorney Washington woul d prepare a settlenent summary
that did show the amount of the total proceeds and how those
proceeds were distributed. The proceeds were then disbursed
i mredi atel y.

138 While Attorney Washington again should clearly have
been nore careful in maintaining the detailed records required
by the client trust account rule, SCR 20:1.15, it is inportant
in the context of this reinstatenent proceeding to note that
t here S no indication that Attorney  Washi ngton ever
m sappropriated any client funds. As the referee noted, nothing
about the trust account recordkeeping deficiencies suggests
di shonesty or inplies that Attorney Wshington placed client
funds at risk. Consequently, we agree wth the referee's
conclusion that the client trust account matters, while not
i nsignificant, do not require the denial of Att or ney
Washi ngton's reinstatenent petition. W also agree with the
referee, however, that the need for conplete and accurate client
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trust account records  nust be inpressed upon Attorney
Washi ngt on. Accordi ngly, we Wil | condi tion Att or ney
Washi ngton's reinstatenent on her providing full trust account
records to the OLR on a quarterly basis for a period of two
years follow ng her reinstatenent. This will adequately ensure
that Attorney Washington understands her client trust account
obligations under the Rules of Professional Conduct and acts in
conformty wth those standards. This will also protect the
public from any pot enti al harm arising from Attorney
Washi ngton's handling of client funds.

139 Finally, we conclude that Attorney Washington should
be required to pay the full costs of this reinstatenent
pr oceedi ng. After the OLR filed its statement of costs,
Attorney Washington requested an item zation of the requested
costs and stated that she was objecting generally to the anount
of the costs subject to her review of the item zation. The OLR
filed and served the requested item zation, but Attorney
Washington did not file any further objection. Her initial
objection did not explain, with specificity, the reasons for her
objection and did not state what she considered to be a
reasonabl e anobunt of costs. See SCR 22.24(2) ("A respondent who
objects to a statenent of costs nust explain, with specificity,
the reasons for the objection and nust state what he or she
considers to be a reasonable anmobunt of costs."). Because
Attorney Washington's initial objection is clearly insufficient
and could even be deened to have been wthdrawn since no
objection was lodged to the itemzed list of costs, we find no
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reason to deviate from our general policy to inpose the full
amount of costs on the individual attorney. See SCR 22.24(1m.’

40 IT IS ORDERED that Hazel J. Washington's license to
practice law in Wsconsin is reinstated, effective imedi ately,
upon the specific condition that she provide to the Ofice of
Lawyer Regulation on a quarterly basis for the two years
followng her reinstatenent conplete and accurate client trust
records in conpliance with SCR 20:1.15. |f Attorney Hazel J.
Washington fails to provide such records as required above, the
Ofice of Lawer Regulation is directed imediately to inform
this court of that fact and to request further appropriate
action fromthis court.

41 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order Hazel J. Washington shall pay to the Ofice of
Lawyer Regulation the costs of this proceeding. |f the costs
are not paid within the tine specified, and absent a showing to
this court of her inability to pay the costs within that tine,
the license of Hazel J. Washington to practice law in Wsconsin
shal | be suspended until further order of the court.

42 LOU S B. BUTLER, JR, J., did not participate.

" SCR 22.24(1m) provides, in pertinent part, "The court's
general policy is that upon a finding of msconduct it 1is
appropriate to inpose all <costs, including the expenses of
counsel for the office of lawer regulation, upon the
respondent . "

21



No. 2006AP578- D



	Text2
	Text3
	Text5
	Text6
	Text7
	Text9
	Text10
	Text12
	CaseNumber
	AddtlCap

