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MAKE THE SWITCH

Although Kronholm Insurance Services has a long history of experience in the insurance
industry, we adamantly refuse to become complacent. We constantly strive to gain further
expertise and to deliver products and services with maximum quality, flexibility and
efficiency. That is why we have chosen to partner with Attorney Protective.

The Attorney Protective program offers innovative legal malpractice
coverage with unrivaled risk management resources and expertise. They
understand that in today’s complex legal environment, knowledge is power.

To demonstrate just one of the many reasons you should join the
Attorney Protective team, we would like to extend an opportunity to attend a

We believe that Attorney Protective is the option you'll want.

Easy to register. Easy to attend. Visit www.attorneyprotective.com/webinar
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SUMMIT

Friday, 8:30 a.m. - 3:30 p.m.

2025 Diversity, Equity, &
Inclusion Summit: The
Collaboration Blueprint

CT State Community College, Gateway Campus
New Haven, CT

Thursday, 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
2025 Federal Tax Institute
of New England

Saint Clements Castle and Marina
Portland, CT
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MESSAGE

Building Community in

Our 150th Year

By EMILY A. GIANQUINTO

uring my installation speech at

the Connecticut Legal Conference

in June, I discussed my accidental
theme for my presidential bar year: Com-
munity. With the bar year now well un-
derway, I want to use my first President’s
Message to talk a little more about what
that theme means to me and how it will
shape our association’s 150th year.

First, I'd like to recognize an important
force behind our series of anniversary
events: Our new executive director, Lina
Lee. When she stepped into her new role in
January, she almost immediately focused
in on the significance of our association’s
birthday. I was only able to announce a cal-
endar of events at the CLC in June because
of Lina’s leadership. I am grateful every
day to have her steering the ship in Mer-
iden, and I look forward to working with
her and our whole staff this year.

The CBA is a community I've grown up
in. I joined and started attending Young
Lawyers Section events when I was just a
baby lawyer, in my first year out of law
school. I got more involved, joined the
YLS Executive Committee, and never
left. Through job changes, marriage, and
having children, the CBA has remained
a constant and important presence in my
life. The connections I've made here—
with veterans of the bar, judges on the
state and federal benches, young law-
yers, and even law students—have truly
helped shape the person and the lawyer
I am today.

Those connections, and that sense of com-

munity, are to me the biggest value of bar
association membership. And this year, I
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Emily A. Gianquinto is
the CBA’s 102nd president.
Attorney Gianquinto is
special counsel at McCarter
& English LLP, where she
counsels employers on day-
to-day employment matters
and represents them before
federal and state courts, ad-
ministrative agencies, and
mediation and arbitration
panels. Her experience in-
cludes litigating all manner
of business disputes.

plan to work hard to make sure that our
members are reminded of that value by
providing more ways to connect with
this community. At our 150th Anniver-
sary Gala on October 16, we will honor
not just our association’s history but also
our entire bar community at a black-tie
celebration that promises to be a great
night. If you don't have your ticket by the
time this article is published, hurry up!
You need time to make sure that tuxedo
fits (or to rent one) or to find your gown.
It’s not every day we throw a fancy par-
ty, and our planning committee has been
working overtime to make sure this is
a fun evening. I promise it will not be a
program-heavy event; it’s truly intended
to be a good party with a few hundred of
your closest friends reflecting on a shared
history and raising money to support our
access to justice programs. Anniversaries
like this don’t happen often, so don’t miss it!

We're also encouraging members to con-
nect with each other while serving their lo-
cal communities, with coordinated events
aimed at helping members meet a pledge
of providing 150 minutes of community

service. The first events just took place, and
planning is underway for the next batch. If
you have connections to a local nonprofit,
school, house of worship, civic group, or
other community organization, help us re-
cruit members to volunteer to assist them.
Bonus points if it’s an event where mem-
bers can bring family and friends to help
out, too. I'd love to see this effort grow and
be sustained beyond this bar year.

Connecticut is not a big state, and the CBA
is not one of the largest bar associations
around. But in our 150 years, the CBA has
had an outsized impact on our nation’s le-
gal community. Our members organized
the meeting that led to the formation of
the American Bar Association (ABA). Our
association played a key role in lobbying
for the federal public defender system
and in our own statewide public defend-
er program, one of the first in the nation.
Our Connecticut Bar Journal was the first of
its kind. Our “Junior Bar”—now known
as the Young Lawyers Section—was so
successful that it repeatedly won awards
from the ABA in the early years after its
formation.

September | October 2025



Image credit: filadendron/Getty Images

We continue to play a significant role na-
tionally through our strong and influen-

physical safety of our judiciary have laid
bare the need for lawyers to join together

"Those connections, and that sense of
community, are fo me the biggest value of
bar association membership. And this year,
I plan to work hard to make sure that our
members are reminded of that value by
providing more ways fo connect with this

community.”

tial delegation to the ABA’s House of Del-
egates (HOD). One of the perks of being a
CBA officer is having the opportunity to
serve as part of that delegation and attend
the ABA’'s annual and midyear meetings.
I previously served as a member of the
Connecticut delegation more than a de-
cade ago as the CBA’s young lawyer dele-
gate to the ABA HOD, and it is a pleasure
to be back again. Our ABA delegation is a
fantastic, committed group of people who
have worked hard for many years to de-
velop and maintain Connecticut’s influ-
ence at a national level.

Ireturn from every ABA meeting inspired
by what other bar associations are doing
and with a new appreciation for just how
much our association manages to accom-
plish each year. Those accomplishments
include our robust CLE programming on
cutting-edge topics, pro bono initiatives
that serve larger populations each year,
a DEI commitment that is about to turn
10 years old and has helped to literally
change the face of our bar leadership, a
very active Civics Education Committee
that manages several thriving mock trial
competitions, a strong partnership with
both our state and federal benches, and
strong advocacy concerning legislation
impacting our profession.

But these national bar association gather-
ings also never fail to remind me that we
can—and in some cases, must—do more.
Bar associations of all sizes are doing im-
portant work all across our country, and
recent threats to the rule of law and to the
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to speak up and to do so together. At the
August annual meeting in Toronto, I at-
tended a session presented by the United
States Holocaust Museum about the le-
gal mechanisms used by the Nazi party
to advance its agenda in Germany. It was
a sobering reminder that our legal sys-
tem can, without proper safeguarding,
be compromised. Our system doesn’t
work unless the public trusts and has
confidence in its ability to apply the law
fairly. I believe that truth is why our asso-
ciation’s purpose is first “to promote the
public interest through the advancement
of justice and the protection of liberty.”

Immediate Past President Tim Shearin
did much to advance that purpose last
year, making sure that the CBA spoke
out loudly and often on the need to
protect our legal system. I intend to do
the same, and have been particular-
ly inspired by the efforts of one of our
sister bar associations on this front. As
a result, our Rule of Law Committee is
collaborating with the CT Lawyer Advi-
sory Committee to put together a special
issue of our magazine featuring people
from across our state talking about what
the rule of law means to them. We hope
to collect short essays from not only law-
yers and judges, but from educators,
legislators, community activists, histo-
rians, students, and others within the
Connecticut community, all giving their
own perspectives on the importance of
protecting our system of justice. If you'd
like to be part of this effort, or want to
suggest someone who should be invited
to contribute, please reach out to me or
to our staff.

And as always, if you have questions
about anything we’re working on, don't
hesitate to call me. We are a membership
organization, and your feedback truly
does matter. []
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CONNECTICUT BAR ASSOCIATION

NewszEvents

CBA Hosts 2025 Law Camp in Hartford
for High School Students

During the week of July 7, the Connecti-
cut Bar Association (CBA) hosted its
annual Law Camp in Hartford for a group
of Connecticut high school students.
Law Camp exposes high school students
to the legal profession and teaches them
critical and analytical thinking to help
them succeed in their educational and
professional careers.

During the weeklong camp, the students
heard presentations and participated in
activities with numerous CBA member
attorneys and judges who volunteered to
participate. The camp’s events were held
at the University of Connecticut (UConn)
School of Law, the Hartford Superior
Courthouse, the Connecticut Supreme

Court, and the law offices of Pullman

& Comley LLC, McCarter & English LLP,
Reid & Reige PC, Day Pitney LLP, Ship-
man & Goodwin LLP, and Robinson &
Cole LLP.

The week began with the campers
arriving at UConn School of Law for a
welcome breakfast and reception, where
they heard remarks from CBA President
Emily A. Gianquinto and UConn School
of Law Dean Eboni S. Nelson. “Take
advantage of the opportunities you will
have this week to meet with practicing
attorneys and judges and others who can
provide you with insight on applying to
and attending law school, being a lawyer,
and serving in other roles in our legal

system,” stated President Gianquinto.
“We are all volunteering our time with
this program because we know learning
about our legal system is important. We
know that you are important to ensuring
that our legal system and the rule of law
hold strong in the future.”

Throughout the first day of camp, the
participating students learned about the
legal profession and heard from attor-
neys, law students, and career advisors
on how to pursue and achieve a suc-
cessful career in law and the different
communities and groups, such as bar
associations, that support attorneys. They
also learned about the Connecticut court
system and the processes and procedures

The Connecticut high school students who attended the 2025 Law Camp gathered at the Connecticut Supreme Court for the final round of the camp's mock

frial competition.

6 CT Lawyer | ctbar.org
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News&zEvents

Throughout the camp, the students participated in several educational sessions
led by Connecticut Bar Association members that faught them about court

procedures and the roles of atforneys, judges, and juries.

involved in court proceedings.

On Tuesday and Wednesday, the students
continued to learn about the different
roles that lawyers, judges, and juries play
in the courtroom; developing opening and
closing statements; making effective use
of documents and exhibits; and conduct-
ing direct and cross examinations. They
were also split into six teams that began
working with coaches to prepare for the
camp’s mock trial competition.

On Thursday, the campers experienced
the legal system firsthand during a visit
to Hartford Superior Court. There, they
observed a live jury trial and received
lessons on the principles of advocacy and
courtroom etiquette. Later in the day,
each team visited one of several down-

Education Committee Co-Chair Jonathan Weiner.

September | October 2025

town law firms for lunch before engaging
in a final round of mock trial preparation,
receiving mentorship and feedback from
practicing attorneys at the firms.

The week culminated on Friday with the
mock trial competition, with preliminary

rounds held at the Hartford Superior Court.

Superior Court Judges Nuala Droney, Mat-
thew Gordon, and Neeta Vatti volunteered
to adjudicate the mock trial preliminary
round and provide feedback to campers.
The top two teams advanced to argue their
case before Connecticut Appellate Court
Judge Robin L. Wilson and CBA Civics
Education Committee Co-Chair Jonathan
Weiner at the Connecticut Supreme Court.
Following the final round, Judge Wilson
provided remarks to the campers, praising
them for their professionalism and impres-

r

In the final round of the mock trial competition two teams of campers argued their case before Connecticut Appellate Court Judge Robin L. Wilson and CBA Civics

During breakout sessions, six different feams of students prepared fo compete
in the camp's mock trial competition.

sive work throughout the week. Prior to the
end of camp, the students were able to en-
joy refreshments and celebrate with a closing
reception held at UConn School of Law.

Reflecting on the week, one of the camp-
ers, Yulisa Ma, remarked, “This is such an
amazing opportunity ... and | got to meet
so many incredible peers and attorneys.
This was so fun and so inspiring, definitely
a highlight of my summer! | truly enjoyed
every day of camp and learned so much
throughout the experience. Additionally,
one of the camp’s mock trial coaches, Aly
Gallo, noted, “I had an absolutely amazing
time at camp. | was beyond proud of my
group for making it to the Finals - getting
to conduct the trial in the Supreme Court
with my campers was a truly unforgettable
experience.” [I

———
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Conversations with Campers

We interviewed three campers from the winning teams of the Law Camp Mock Trial Competition.

Here's some of what they had to say.

Emma Imanov

Rising Junior, Amity Regional High School

e One student from Law Camp is already
changing the legal profession for the
better. At the age of 15, Emma Imanov,
from Amity Regional High School,
started a new organization, Young Female
Lawyers (YFL). YFL is “dedicated to
empowering and supporting young
female high school students aspiring to
pursue a career in law” through “en-
gaging workshops, impactful mentorship
programs...and enlightening law panels.”
Emma'’s organization is rapidly growing
and already has about ten different
chapters in the U.S. and abroad with
a website, social media, newsletter, and
in-person events. We asked Emma
about her organization and her experi-
ences with Law Camp.

e Emma describes herself as someone
who wants to use her voice to “help
others and create change.”

¢ On what stood out to her about Law
Camp: Emma mentioned she enjoyed
“getting to see the legal system in
action” by observing a jury trial, which
“brought everything they were learning
to life.” She also loved learning about
a variety of legal careers and commented
that “before camp, from TV and media,”
she had mostly only heard “about lawyers
in suits in courts;” she was happy to

8 cT Lawyer | ctbar.org

learn about many different paths lawyers
can take “while still making an impact.”
On a special memory from Law Camp,
Emma was “inspired” by “all the speakers”
at camp; in particular, seeing women in
roles like President of the CBA and
Appellate Judge “excited her” and made
her be able to see herself and her peers
in similar roles in the future.

Laura Esguerra

Rising Senior, Southington High School
e On why she wants to be a lawyer: “I

come from a Hispanic household where
there's no one who is a lawyer in my
family. Since | was young, | have had
that ambition.”

e On the mock trial experience:

“[Hlonestly, | had a great time doing it.
| loved my team. ... When we heard that
we were moving on to the finals, it was
super exciting and super, super intense
at the same time. ... Being in the Su-
preme Court, speaking in front of all of
these people was a very surreal experi-
ence that not a lot of people get.”
Advice for future campers: “Just go for
it. That's my biggest piece of advice ...
You make friends and | think that's also
what it's about too. ... | think that this
is also a great experience to meet new
people, put yourself out there, and get
out of your comfort zone. It's just such
a fun way to expose yourself to new
things and just see what could happen.”

Aniket Srivastav

Rising Senior, Glastonbury High School

e On why he applied to Law Camp:
“When | saw that there was a camp
being hosted at UConn Law and it's
completely accessible and it's here in
Connecticut, | was really happy. | ap-
plied almost instantly when | found it.”

e On what he learned from Law Camp:
“| learned a lot about the process of
being a lawyer and the various things
about the court that | had no idea
about. The information sessions in the
first few days offer a lot of information
that comes at you pretty quickly. ...
The amount of preparation we did for
the mock trial also changed how much
| respect lawyers now.”

e On a lasting memory from Law Camp:
“When my team came up with our
catch phrase and theme for our case. ...
We were told to make our theme
catchy. That's something we learned
in the information sessions. One of
the immediate suggestions was ‘Sam
Snape snaps.” We wouldn't stop
laughing whenever someone said it
because we all thought it was so
cheesy at the time. But then we grew
into it. We actually did make our
entire case around that, those three
words, and it worked out for us.”

September | October 2025
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CBA DEI Committee Celebrates Judge Cecll
Thomas at Final Meeting of the Bar Year

On June 30, members of the CBA Diversi-
ty, Equity, and Inclusion Committee gath-
ered at Café Amici in Hamden for their
final meeting of the 2024-2025 bar year.
During the meeting, past CBA President
Judge Cecil J. Thomas announced that he
will be stepping down as a DEI committee
co-chair, after spending 11 years leading
and driving the CBA's DEI efforts. He
shared that he intends to give space for
new leaders to bring new ideas and further
the growth of the committee’s efforts.

Past CBA Presidents Monte Frank and the
Hon. Karen DeMeola commended Judge
Thomas for his many years of outstanding
service. 2025-2026 CBA President Emily
Gianquinto, Immediate Past President

(L to R) Back row: CBA Immediate Past President James T. (Tim) Shearin, CBA President Emily A.Gianquinfo, Alix

James T. (Tim) Shearin, and Executive Di- Simonetti, Josh Taylor, Ron Houde, David Herz, David Williams, CBA past President Monfe Frank, CBA past Presi-
rector Lina Lee also attended the meeting dent Hon. Karen DeMeola, Verna Lilburn, Lina Lee. Second row: Olfa Shkembi, Jasjeet Sahani, Mallori Thompson,
to show their support for Judge Thomas’ Kean Zimmerman, CBA past President Hon. Cecil J. Thomas. Front row: Lisa Moyles, Tim Tomcho, Tina Mohr, CBA
and the committee’s efforts. Director of Access to Justice Initiatives and Interim Director of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Jenn Shukla

MAKING STRIDES AGAINST BREAST CANCER:
MAKING STRIDES OF CONNECTICUT

SUNDAY, OCTOBER 510:00 AM. ' __
BUSHNELL PARK, HARTFORD 4

Sign up to walk in Hartford’s Bushnell Park as part of the
CBA team for the American Cancer Society’s Making
Strides in Connecticut event, or make a donation today to
make a difference in the fight against breast cancer.

Participants will receive a free CBA t-shirt and are invited to gather after the event at 11:30 a.m.
for appetizers provided by the CBA at Hartford’s Urban Lodge Brewing (88 Pratt St. Hartford).

Learn more, sign up, and donate at ctbar.org/MakingStrides.
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YLS Leaders Attend 2025 Annudl Leadership
Retreat and Recognize Members for Service

The Connecticut Bar Association’s
Young Lawyers Section (YLS) hosted
its annual leadership retreat on August
8-9 at Foxwoods Casino in Ledyard.
The YLS Executive Committee holds
this event each summer to familiarize
new members of the committee with
the duties of their leadership roles and
to present awards to members of the
committee for their service during the
previous bar year.

The retreat began with welcome re-
marks from YLS Chair Paige M. Vaillan-
court and CBA Vice President Rowena
A. Moffett, who introduced herself to
the members of the YLS Executive
Committee. “My goal here is to wel-
come you, to thank you, and to make
sure you know how valued the young
lawyers are to the CBA,” stated Vice
President Moffett. During lunch, former
United States Attorney for the District
of Connecticut Vanessa R. Avery provid-
ed the retreat’s keynote presentation. In
her speech, Attorney Avery focused on
the various recent attacks on the rule of
law in the United States. “Unchecked
power is the most significant threat to
democracy and our way of life here in
America,” warned Attorney Avery. “The
question is how we are going to contin-
ue to allow our country to be governed.
We are a nation for the people by the
people.” She praised the members

of the YLS Executive Committee for
actively pursuing the responsibility of
leadership and encouraged them to
pursue careers in government roles to
help defend the integrity of our nation’s
institutions.

In addition to the keynote speech and
the various trainings held through-

out the day, the retreat included the
presentation of awards to four YLS
Executive Committee members for their
service during the 2024-2025 bar year.
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Vaillancourt; CBA Assistant Secretary-Treasurer Vianca T. Malick; and YLS Chair-Elect Sara Bonaiuto

ALAN BUDKOFSKY

BUDKOFSKY APPRAISAL CO.

Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
RESIDENTIAL - COMMERCIAL - EXPERT WITNESS
ONE REGENCY DRIVE, SUITE 108, BLOOMFIELD, CT 08002

E-Mail Budappraisal@hotmail.com
Phone 860-243-0007
www.BudkofskyAppraisal.com
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Star of the Year Award

Jenna Cutler received the Star of the
Year Award for her work as a YLS
diversity director. She organized the
2025 Diversity Dinner, one of the
most successful events of the bar year
which was attended by over 60 mem-
bers and focused on the current state
of DEI in the United States.

Ir::;m-mu

Barr Az=ociaiion

Leadership Award

Kyle A. Bechet received the Lead-
ership Award for his work as a YLS
membership director as well as his
commitment and passion, which has
been key to the section’s success over
the past bar year. He helped members
of the YLS plan many successful non-
CLE events throughout the year.

YOUNG
LAWYERS
SECTION

[l
|
CBA Vice President I?owenaA Moffeﬁ provided welcome remarks during the Former Unifed States Aﬁorney for the District of Connecticut Vanessa R.
refreat. Avery served as keynofe speaker.

Rookie of the Year Award

Hugh T. Sokolski, Jr. received the
Rookie of the Year Award for surpassing
his duties as a committee chair. As

an active member of the CBA's LGBT
Section, he helped organize the YLS's
donation to the Annual One Big Event
Gala and was integral to the planning
and organization of the YLS Holiday
Party.

YOUNG
LAWYERS
SECTION

Volunteer of the Year Award

Jermaine A. Brookshire, Jr., received
the Volunteer of the Year Award for pro-
viding over 121 hours of pro bono and
community service during the past bar
year. His continued commitment to pro

bono and community service remains Jermaine A. Brookshire, Jr. received the Volunteer of the Year Award from 2024-2025YLS Chair Vlanca
unparalleled. T. Malick.
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Upcoming Education Calendar Register at ctbar.org/CLE

OCTOBER

6 Business Law 4

7 Preventing Burnout: How to
Manage Your Time Effectively in
Law School and in Practice

9 2025 Connecticut Bankruptcy
Conference

15 Fabulous FOIA Fifty: Practical
Litigation Application for the
FOIA 4

15 Solo/Small Firm CLE Series |
HR Essentials for Solo & Small
Law Firms: Building a Strong
Foundation4

17 Arising Out of and in the
Course of Employment

22 Solo/Small Firm CLE Series |
IOLTA/Law Office Management

23 Al & the Law | Ethical
Consideration When Using AI4

23 Conservatorship, Title XIX, and
Probate, Oh my!

24 2025 Diversity, Equity
& Inclusion Summit: The
Collaboration Blueprint

27 Witches of Scotland 4

28 Estate Planning Meets
Insurance: Safeguarding Clients
Against Long-Term Care Risks4

30 2025 Federal Tax Institute of
New England

31 Solo/Small Firm CLE Series |
Bootstrap Your Briefcase:
Cost-Effective Strategies for
Generating Clients Online and

Off4+

NOVEMBER

5 Solo/Small Firm CLE Series |
Law Firm Financial Management4

6 Advanced Residential Real
Estate Closings

13 Practice, Procedure and
Protocol in the Connecticut
Courts

18 Elder Law Seminar4

19 Joint Meeting: Probate Court
and CBA | Hot Topics in Probate

21 Al & the Law | Privacy, Safety,
and Security When Using AI4

4 CLE PASS ELIGIBLE: For
more information about the CLE
Pass, visit ctbar.org/ CLEPass.
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Informal Opinion 25-1

Virtual Unbundled Services for

Criminal Matters

The Requester specifies that the proposed legal services would be
provided to self-represented (a/k/a “pro se”) criminal defendants
charged with “minor criminal offenses,” which the Requester de-
fines as “infractions, misdemeanors, and Class D felonies.”! The
Requester’s proposed limited scope representation would not in-
clude filing an appearance on a defendant’s behalf, and any legal
advice proffered to the client would be conveyed solely through
the proposed virtual platform with neither phone nor in-person
contact occurring,.

Additional facts provided by the Requester indicate: (1) the virtual
platform would consist of purely chat (i.e., exchange of text mes-
sages), with no video or voice communications; (2) documents will
be shared by and with the client by email; (3) information would
be gathered from the potential client via a questionnaire posted on
the lawyer’s website associated with the virtual platform; (4) the
work contemplated to be performed by the lawyer would include
evaluation of state’s case in terms of strength of evidence against
the accused, possible defenses, suggestions on possible investiga-
tion that should be conducted, and discussion and review of any
documents in the client’s possession, such as police reports and
collateral documents?; (5) the client would be given the option of
hiring the lawyer for full representation, or the lawyer may advise
the client on how to get other representation or apply for a public
defender; and (6) the risks of this proposed limited representation
would be conveyed to the client by the lawyer through an advise-
ment on the lawyer’s website associated with the virtual platform.

Rule 1.2(c) imposes two requirements on a lawyer when limiting
the scope of a representation: first, that the limitation be “reason-
able under the circumstances” and, second, that the client “gives
informed consent” to the limited representation. The Commentary
to Rule 1.2 also requires that “[a]ll agreements concerning a law-
yer’s representation of a client must accord with the Rules of Pro-
fessional Conduct and other law.”?
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Connecticut criminal defense attorney (“the Requester”) seeks guidance as to whether they vi-
olate Rule 1.2(c) of Connecticut’s Rules of Professional Conduct by creating and using a virtual

(i.e., online) platform to offer limited scope representation—for a fee—to criminal defendants.

As further explained below, the Committee finds there is no per se
violation of Rule 1.2(c) in providing virtual, unbundled legal ser-
vices to criminal defendants; however, compliance with the full
scope of the Rules when in engaging in such limited scope rep-
resentation may prove difficult, if not impossible, in most of the
defined “minor criminal” cases.*

I. Unbundled Legal Services Are Generally
Acceptable.
In general, unbundling of legal services is acceptable and even
beneficial to those providing and receiving agreed-upon limited
legal services. The American Bar Association’s Standing Commit-
tee on the Delivery of Legal Services highlights that such limit-
ed-scope representations provide benefits for clients, lawyers, and
the courts: “(1) clients get just the advice and services they need
and therefore pay a more affordable overall fee; (2) lawyers expand
their client base by reaching those who cannot afford full-service
representation but have the means for some services; and (3) courts
benefit from greater efficiency when otherwise self-represented lit-
igants receive some counsel.” ABA Unbundling Resource Center,
available at https:/ /www.americanbar.org/groups/delivery_le-
gal_services/resources/. The ABA has further voiced support for
lawyers assisting pro se parties on a limited, behind-the-scenes ba-
sis in Formal Opinion 07-446 (Undisclosed Legal Assistance to Pro
Se Litigants). There, the ABA’s Standing Committee on Ethics and
Professional Responsibility concluded that “there is no prohibition
in the Model Rules of Professional Conduct against undisclosed
assistance to pro se litigants, as long as the lawyer does not do so
in a manner that violates rules that otherwise would apply to the
lawyer’s conduct.” ABA Formal Opinion 07-446 (May 5, 2007). The
Connecticut Bar Association has likewise voiced support for limit-
ed scope representations, including “[p]Jroviding legal advice to an
individual about a case or a legal problem they are involved in.”
Conn. Bar Assoc., Limited Scope Representation (LSR): Grow your
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Practice; Promote Access to Justice (2022 Attorney Toolkit), at 10.

Il.Rule 1.2(c) and the Proposed Virtual
Representation
A."Reasonableness” of the Proposed Virtual
Representation

A lawyer violates Rule 1.2(c) if a limited representation of a client
is not “reasonable under the circumstances.” There is no “one size
fits all” assessment of reasonableness under this Rule, therefore,
the Rule requires that each matter be assessed based on its own
facts. The commentary to Rule 1.2 discusses a hypothetical where
the lawyer provides advice to a client regarding a “common and
typically uncomplicated legal problem” via a “brief telephone con-
versation” noting this limited scope representation is permissible.
However, the commentary immediately warns that such a brief
conversation “would not be reasonable if the time allotted was not
sufficient to yield advice upon which the client could rely.”

We note that the spectrum of complexity presented by the defined
“minor criminal matters” is quite broad, ranging from mere traffic
infractions to Class D felonies.” The Requester’s ability to comply
with the Rule’s “reasonableness” requirement via the proposed
virtual platform is dependent on the complexity of the underlying
charges, the facts and evidence regarding those charges, and the
lawyer’s ability to become possessed of all the relevant informa-
tion necessary to provide competent advice.
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Gathering facts and information necessary to competent represen-
tation under this proposed limited scope representation is prob-
lematic. For example, the proposed representation would have all
client communications occurring via text through a virtual plat-
form. As a result, the Requestor would never personally observe
nor orally communicate directly with the client and would not
know the information customarily obtained by criminal defense
lawyers gleaned through the observation of and communication
with clients (e.g., the client’s personal appearance, verbal skills, in-
telligence, comprehension, and emotional affect, to name a few).
While there may be some clients facing “minor criminal matters”
where such information is not needed, for many others failing to
gain this information would render the limited scope representa-
tion unreasonable under the Rule. Additionally, many pro se defen-
dants will not know how to gain access to documents and evidence
possessed by the prosecuting authorities, and some information is
not available to a pro se defendant without an order of the court.
Providing legal advice of the strength of the State’s case to a pro se
criminal defendant without first reviewing the relevant documents
and evidence (e.g., police reports, witness statements, physical ev-
idence, laboratory reports, crime scene photos, etc.) would be in-
competent and render the representation unreasonable.®

In every matter the relevant information gathering needs to be tai-
lored to each individual client. For example, in some defined mi-
nor criminal cases, the information necessary to provide compe-
tent advice will also require knowledge of the client’s immigration
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status, criminal history, type of motor vehicle license and/or em-
ployment information. The Requester indicates that all informa-
tion regarding the client and the underlying charges faced by that
client will be gathered via a questionnaire posted on the lawyer’s
website associated with the virtual platform. Any such question-
naire, however, must be robust enough for the lawyer to obtain all
the information necessary to provide competent and diligent rep-
resentation under Rules 1.1 and 1.3.

Finally, while a limited scope representation may start out as rea-
sonable under the circumstances, it may become unreasonable as
the representation continues and circumstances change. Should
this occur, the lawyer must act accordingly.

B.Informed Consent to the Proposed Virtual
Representation
The second requirement of Rule 1.2(c) is that the client give “in-
formed consent” to the limited representation. To comply with
this requirement, the Requester plans to provide an engagement
letter to the client specifically alerting the client that the lawyer will
not file an appearance in the criminal matter on the client’s behalf.
The Requester also plans to provide an “advisement” of the risks
of the proposed limited representation on the website associated
with the virtual platform. The Requester did not provide a sample

of the proposed engagement letter or a copy of the “advisement”
to be posted on the website. Without these documents it is difficult
to determine what “material risks and reasonably available alter-
natives” to the proposed virtual representation are being conveyed
to clients. If we assume a generic “advisement” were drafted suf-
ficiently broad enough to provide adequate information to clients
charged with one or more of any of the defined “minor criminal
matters,” such an advisement would include a vast amount of in-
formation. While some of this information would apply to many
limited scope representations, much of it would be applicable to
only small subsets of clients. Such an onerous “advisement” would
not discharge the lawyer’s duty under the Rule to communicate
“adequate information and explanation” enabling that client to
make an “informed” decision.

Compliance with the informed consent provision requires that
communications be tailored to the specific client and that specific
client’s matter. There should also be communication as to any risks
associated with the chat/text messaging via the virtual platform.?
Informed consent also requires the client’s understanding of the
“alternatives” to the proposed limited scope representation. For
example, the Requester should advise the client about any avail-
able limited scope representation wherein the client would have
direct access to a lawyer by phone or in person.
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Informal Opinion 25-2

Duty to Former Client

rom 2002 to 2019 the requester was an in-house counsel for a large insurance company,

representing the company in all manner of legal issues with its employees, including

preparing separation agreements and making inquiries into workplace misconduct.

In August 2019, she left the company. One month later, the
person whom she directly advised on these issues, the head
of Human Resources, also left the company and was replaced
by a person she had not previously advised. It appears that
soon thereafter there was considerable change in staffing in the
portion of the Legal Department dealing with employee issues.

Since the requester left the company, she has represented
twelve current and former employees of the company on is-
sues similar to those in which she had represented the compa-
ny previously. However, none of the twelve were involved in
any problem on which she had worked before her departure
from the company in August 2019. The company said nothing
about any conflict until 2024, when it claimed a violation of
Rule 1.9(c)(1) and (2) because of her “vast knowledge of the
[company’s] leaders and managers, [its] internal procedures,
and [its] strategies and propensities for resolution of employ-
ment disputes,” and said it would not waive any conflict as to
any representation of its current or former employees at any
time in the future. The company did not mention anything spe-
cific about the twelve employees, nor did it claim a violation of
Rule 1.9(a) or 1.9(b), which concern conflicts arising out of rep-
resentation in “the same or substantially related matter.”

Rule 1.9 is entitled “Duties to Former Clients.” It states:

(a) A lawyer who has formerly represented a client in a
matter shall not thereafter represent another person in
the same or a substantially related matter in which that
person’s interests are materially adverse to the interests
of the former client unless the former client gives in-
formed consent, confirmed in writing.

(b) ...

(c) Alawyer who has formerly represented a client in a
matter or whose present or former firm has formerly

September | October 2025

represented a client in a matter shall not thereafter:

(1) use information relating to the representation to
the disadvantage of the former client except as these
Rules would permit or require with respect to a client, or
when the information has become generally known; or

(2) reveal information relating to the representation
except as these Rules would permit or require with re-
spect to a client.

Even though subsection (a) is not raised by the requester or
the company, we must discuss it first in order to understand
subsection (c). Rule 1.9(a) prohibits changing sides “in the
same or a substantially related matter.” We look to the Offi-
cial Commentary to construe the rules because it serves “to ex-
plain, illustrate and guide” the decision-making process. Cohen
v. Statewide Grievance Committee, 339 Conn. 503, 516 (2021). The
Commentary states:

Matters are “substantially related” for purposes of this
Rule if they involve the same transaction or legal dis-
pute or if there otherwise is a substantial risk that con-
fidential factual information as would normally have
been obtained in the prior representation would ma-
terially advance the client’s position in the subsequent
matter. For example, a lawyer who has represented a
businessperson and learned extensive private financial
information about that person may not then represent
that person’s spouse in seeking a divorce. In the case of
an organizational client, general knowledge of the cli-
ent’s policies and practices ordinarily will not preclude
a subsequent representation; on the other hand, knowl-
edge of specific facts gained in a prior representation
that are relevant to the matter in question ordinarily will
preclude such a representation.
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In construing “confidential factual information” in the context
of the “same transaction or legal dispute”, the Commentary thus
distinguishes between facts at a high level of specificity (such as
a client’s finances in a divorce proceeding) and those at a high
level of generality (such as a company’s policies and practic-
es). An example of the former is Fallacaro vs. Fallacaro, 1999 WL
241743 (Ap. 8,1999), involving the individual client’s earnings in
both the current and previous cases. An example of the former is
Fallacaro v. Fallacaro, 199 WL 241743 (Apr. 8, 1999), involving the
individual client’s earnings in both current and previous cases.

The American Bar Association likewise gives a relatively narrow
reading of (a) by apparently agreeing with a test followed by the
Second Circuit that the relationship between the issues must be
“‘patently clear’ or that the issues are ‘identical or essentially the
same””. ABA Formal Opinion 99-415, page 4. We essentially ad-
opted that view in our Informal Opinion 06-11, in which we ad-
vised that “the type’ of relationship the Rule is concerned are
with depends on the similarity of the factual issues.” (Emphasis
in original.)

We have reviewed the company’s letter to the requester and the
requester’s letter to us. It appears to us that the relationship be-
tween the matters is at a high level of generality and thus not
“the same or a substantially related matter.” That the company
does not even claim a violation of subsection (a) fortifies our
conclusion.

We now turn our attention to subsection (c) of Rule 1.9.

Neither 1.9 nor Rule 1.0 defines “matter” or “information.”
While in one sense subsection (c) is narrower than subsections (a)
and (b) in that a violation of (c) does not automatically mandate
disqualification, in another sense subsection (c) is broader than
(a) and (b) because the subsequent representation need not be
substantially related to the former representation. Nevertheless,
“matter” and “information” should not be interpreted so broad-
ly that they refer to any prior representation of the company, or
lawyers could never take on matters on other side. The Official
Commentary supports a cautious reading of subsection (c) with
language that is directly on point here:

The scope of a “matter” for purposes of this Rule de-
pends on the facts of a particular situation or transac-
tion. The lawyer’s involvement in a matter can also be a
question of degree. When a lawyer has been directly in-
volved in a specific transaction, subsequent representa-
tion of other clients with materially adverse interests in
that transaction clearly is prohibited. On the other hand, a
lawyer who recurrently handled a type of problem for a former
client is not precluded from later representing another client
in a factually distinct problem of that type even though the
subsequent representation involves a position adverse to the
prior client. Similar considerations can apply to the reas-
signment of military lawyers between defense and pros-
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ecution functions within the same military jurisdictions.
The underlying question is whether the lawyer was so
involved in the matter that the subsequent representa-
tion can be justly regarded as a changing of sides in the
matter in question.

(Emphasis added.) This language suggests that the requester’s
representation of the company’s current or former employees
is not likely to create a risk of a violating subsection (c). She
“recurrently handled a type of problem” for the company and
“is not precluded” from representing the twelve clients “in a
factually distinct problem of that type” (emphasis added) “ad-
verse to the” company.

Nevertheless, as we cautioned in Informal Opinion 06-11, the
requester needs to be alert to the fact that if she does have in-
formation from her prior representation that is specific to the
representation of her current clients she may not use such infor-
mation to the disadvantage of the company or otherwise reveal
such information. For example, in our Informal Opinion 99-14
we addressed the situation of a lawyer who wanted to represent
a parent in a special education case in which she would need to
cross-examine the child's teacher about information the lawyer
apparently had learned in the course of representing the teacher
in an unrelated matter. The lawyer could not resolve such a cur-
rent client conflict by terminating the representation of the teach-
er because even if the teacher became a former client, the lawyer
could not cross examine the teacher without violating Rule 1.9(c).

Unlike the situation in 99-14, the company here claims only that
the lawyer violates her duty because of her vast knowledge of
its internal processes and strategies. While this reference is re-
markably general, there may be specific confidential information
she knows from her prior job that is tailor-made for one or more
of her current clients. Her use of that information would vio-
late subsection (c), especially if she would need to cross-exam-
ine someone at the company on it. Moreover, if she is prevented
from using that information by Rule 1.9(c), then she then must
consider whether she would have to withdraw from her current
representation under Rule 1.7(a)(2) because her work may be
materially limited.

With that major caveat in mind, the lawyer in 2024 does not vi-
olate her duty ho her former employer-client by her representa-
tion of the company’s current or former employees as to whom
the lawyer did not advise the company before her departure in
August 2019.2[J

NOTES

! Subsection (b) applies (a) to the whole law firm.

2 Had we received the inquiry shortly after the requester left the company rather
than five years later, we might have reached a different conclusion. On the
one hand, passage of time itself does not waive a conflict. On the other hand,
the requester’s knowledge of the company’s internal processes and strategies
is likely to have been a lot more specific shortly after she left the company.
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leaders who have guided the CBA since 1875.
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ne hundred and fifty years ago, a few determined lawyers gathered in Hartford

with a bold idea: that the legal profession could be better—more unified, more

ethical, and more engaged with the public it serves.

On June 2, 1875, the Connecticut Bar Association was born, not
as a mandate, but as a voluntary alliance committed to raising
the standards of justice in a rapidly changing world.

In the 150 years since, the CBA has done more than keep pace
with change—it has often been the force behind it. From launch-
ing legal publications and advancing judicial reform to found-
ing pro bono initiatives and shaping ethics rules, the Associa-
tion has never shied away from difficult questions or big ideas.
Along the way, it has grown from 58 members to thousands,
added sections and committees, and responded to the evolving
needs of the profession—all while maintaining its original com-
mitment to professionalism, public service, and the rule of law.

In celebration of 150 years of legal leadership, we invite you
to take a journey through some of the pivotal moments that
shaped the Connecticut Bar Association—from its founding vi-
sion to its modern-day mission. These highlights remind us that
while laws may change, the call to uphold justice with integrity,
professionalism, and purpose remains timeless.

As we mark this milestone of the Connecticut Bar Association,
we celebrate not only its history, but the generations of law-
yers who shaped it—and the future members who will carry
it forward.
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The Connecticut Bar Association was officially founded on June
2,1875. It is one of the oldest voluntary bar associations in the
United States and established the source for the modern bar as-
sociation of today. It was started by William Hamersley, State’s
Attorney for Hartford, a figure with a history of pressing for
legal reform.

“The Association is established to uphold and improve the standard
of professional qualifications; to maintain the honor and dignity of the
profession of law; to aid all proper measures for the improvement of
the jurisprudence of the state, the organization of Courts and mode of
practice, and to promote social intercourse among its members.” CBA
Constitution, Article II

Origen S. Seymour, only recently retired as Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court of Errors, was elected the first president and
served a record-setting seven years.

The founders wanted to bring uniformity to the practice of law
and administration of the judicial system. Remarks of Judge Lo-
ren Waldo at the June 2nd meeting: “[He spoke] with decided ef-
fect of the beneficial consequences of [a statewide bar association]. His
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experience of eight years on the bench had convinced him that regular
meetings of lawyers of the different counties of the State would con-
duce to their positive gain. Uniformity of practice, a right construction
of the Statutes, proper and necessary amendment to them, profitable
dissertations upon practical law questions, the correction of existing
evils concerning delays in the trial of causes, the elevation of honor and
integrity of the code of morals of practitioners, the duty of lawyers to
clients, and the courtesies to each other were clearly and accurately set
forth.” - Hartford Courant, June 3, 1875

The leather-bound volume Record: State Bar Association of Con-
necticut that includes handwritten minutes from 1875 to 1910
are remarkably complete and minutes were recorded in full.
The book remains with the CBA today in the President’s office
at the CBA. The Association had 58 members who were desig-
nated as founding members.

The first issue of the Connecticut Bar Journal was published
in January 1927. Then-CBA President Carmody envisioned a
periodical that would “act as a constant reminder of the exis-
tence and purposes of the Association” and offer an opportu-
nity for members to exchange their ideas and opinions in a so-
phisticated and scholarly manner. “The journal...will indicate
to other bar associations that our Association is wide awake,”
Carmody stated.

During the late 1920s, the Connecticut Bar Association expe-
rienced growing internal debate over its direction and opera-
tions, even as its reform efforts found success. In 1928, the As-
sociation’s advocacy led to the creation of small claims courts in
Hartford and Stamford, which saw increasing use and efficien-
cy. By 1929, the model’s success prompted the General Assem-
bly to pass legislation allowing any Connecticut community to
establish such courts. Additionally, the CBA’s push for judicial
reform helped establish a Judicial Council in 1927, though its
effectiveness was later debated. Despite a membership of over
500 by 1929, only a small fraction attended the annual meet-
ing—highlighting concerns about member engagement. That
year also marked the beginning of deeper ideological debates
within the Association, starting with a resolution regarding the
controversial Eighteenth Amendment (Prohibition).

Following World War II, the CBA entered a transformative pe-
riod marked by unprecedented growth and achievement. Ener-
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gized by new leadership, a revised constitution, and a renewed
sense of civic duty, the Association launched ambitious initia-
tives that strengthened the judiciary, elevated professional stan-
dards, and expanded public service. Key milestones included
the creation of the Junior Bar Section and the rise of the Connecti-
cut Bar Journal as a leading legal publication. This era, fueled
by unity, economic stability, and visionary leadership, laid the
foundation for the modern CBA.

As Charles M. Lyman wrote in a 1948 article entitled "On the
Rewards of Bar Association Activity," members were personal-
ly recompensed by such tangible benefits as group health insur-
ance, professional friendships, and the Connecticut Bar Journal,
but far more important was the satisfaction they derived from
gratifying their public spirit and from promoting the health of
the legal profession.

In 1946, CBA President William B. Gumbart appointed a com-
mittee to explore creating a Junior Bar Section to engage young-
er attorneys. At the Board of Delegates meeting in October 1947,
Chairman Richard H. Bowerman emphasized the need to give
younger lawyers their own platform to boost participation and
public service. That same evening, after strong encouragement,
the Association voted to create the Junior Bar of Connecticut.
The Section’s by-laws—limiting membership to those under
thirty-six years of age and affiliating with the ABA Junior Bar
Conference—were ratified on November 17, 1947.

The Junior Bar quickly became a major asset to the Association.
Early initiatives included improving membership lists, hosting
educational seminars with Connecticut’s law schools, conduct-
ing a major review of the jury system, and launching statewide
young lawyer luncheons. Bowerman noted that while the first
year focused on careful organization, it successfully laid the
groundwork for even greater progress in the future. By 1949,
the Junior Bar was fully active and thriving.

By 1957, the Junior Bar of Connecticut had achieved such re-
peated success that it was awarded a special "Award of Prog-
ress” by the American Bar Association, rather than the usual
achievement award, to acknowledge its exceptional record. The
Connecticut Bar Association also consistently praised the Junior
Bar’s contributions through editorials and comments from CBA
presidents at annual meetings.

As the Connecticut Bar Association deepened its commitment
to public service and the legal profession, its membership and
organizational structure expanded rapidly. From 880 members
in 1945, the CBA grew to over 3,000 by 1961—representing 85%
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of all practicing attorneys in the state. Alongside this growth,
the number of committees and sections multiplied, reflecting
the profession’s evolving interests, which extended beyond
state matters to national and international legal issues.

The CBA’s first headquarters opened in Downtown Hartford.
Prior to that, files were kept in personal offices. “We had no Ex-
ecutive Secretary, we bad no central office, we operated out of a filing
cabinet in my office with a girl who was imposed upon to type after
hours to send out bills. About [anything] that anyone got out of . . .
membership in the Association at that time was a free banquet once a
year.” — Judge Herbert S. MacDonald

In the 1950s, the Connecticut Bar Association faced a dilem-
ma during the era of anti-Communist sentiment. While many
members were deeply opposed to Communism and hesitant to
defend Smith Act defendants, the Association simultaneously
upheld the constitutional right to fair trial and worked to secure
competent legal counsel. By raising funds to support court-ap-
pointed attorneys, the CBA reinforced legal integrity and
helped lay groundwork for future public defender programs.
Their response reflected both a commitment to justice and the
complexities of navigating public opinion during a fraught po-
litical time.

Court Reform: A Defining CBA Achievement

Court reform has long been a central concern of the Connecti-
cut Bar Association, touching on critical issues like judicial effi-
ciency, fairness, and public trust. While many bar associations
speak on reform, the CBA took action. Its leadership was in-
strumental in building consensus over decades, culminating in
the landmark 1959 Court Reorganization Act. Though it wasn’t
the sole architect, the CBA acted as a catalyst, uniting reform ef-
forts across the state. This success remains a powerful example
of how bar associations can transform deliberation into lasting
structural change.

In 1965, under President Bernard H. Trager, the Connecticut Bar
Association advanced civil rights efforts by directly addressing
challenging social issues. As President Trager emphasized:

"Our constitutional rights must afford protection to all or they will be
preserved to no one. The problem of safeguarding the rights of an ac-
cused while at the same time providing effective law enforcement and
preserving the right of citizens to be free from criminal molestation is a
difficult one, but one to which a solution must be found, and to which
the organized Bar can and will make a major contribution.”

That year, the Association played a key role in the passage of the
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Circuit Court Public Defender Bill, making Connecticut one of
the first states to establish a statewide public defender system.
The CBA also launched a bail bond project and supported the
creation of neighborhood law offices in urban centers like New
Haven to expand access to legal services for low-income resi-
dents, earning praise from Associate Justice Arthur J. Goldberg.

In 1971, prompted by Professor Shirley Bysiewicz of the Univer-
sity of Connecticut School of Law, the Connecticut Bar Associ-
ation formed a Committee on the Status of Women to address
gender issues within the profession. At the midyear meeting in
April, Virginia Boyd spoke on behalf of the new committee:

"I come here today, not as a member of Women's Liberation, because
don’t belong to any of these proliferated branches, but I am here today
as a member of this Association. But I am also here as a woman, and
we women, we do have specialized problems. The Woman's Liberation
Movement is part of the general cultural movement in which wom-
en are moving out, if not to a place in the sun, at least to a place in
the dappled shade... we already have undertaken a survey of the wom-
en lawyers of the State of Connecticut, feeling that charity begins at
home. We are finding out who they are, where they are working, where
they are in governmental and educational work, and whether they are
in private practice... We plan a series of analyses of the discriminato-
ry statutes of the State of Connecticut, and several members want to
propose legislation.”

The committee quickly began surveying women lawyers across
Connecticut and laying the groundwork for analyzing and chal-
lenging discriminatory laws.

This position was created to ensure leadership continuity.

“The president-elect automatically succeeds to the presidency... [al-
lowing them] to identify and contact potential section and committee
chairs.” CBA History 1975-2000

To celebrate its centennial anniversary on June 2, 1975, the Con-
necticut Bar Association organized a range of events recogniz-
ing both its 100-year legacy and the start of its second centu-
ry. Activities included the creation of a new logo symbolizing
"equal justice through law," designed by nationally recognized
artist William A. Wondriska, and the publication of A History
of the First One Hundred Years of the Connecticut Bar Association:
1875-1975. A public ceremony was held at the Old State House
in Hartford, and a Centennial Ball took place during the 1975
Annual Meeting. Additionally, a $200,000 fundraising cam-
paign was launched to benefit the Connecticut Bar Foundation.

“Our accomplishments mean nothing compared to the opportunities
offered by the people for service.” — President William K. Cole
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In 1985, the CBA House of Delegates voted to recommend the
ABA’s Model Rules of Professional Conduct, marking a major
shift in legal ethics, with the rules adopted by the Superior Court
in 1986. The CBA Committee on Professional Ethics and the Un-
authorized Practice of Law supported this process and continues
to issue formal and informal opinions. Following major attorney
defalcations, the CBA helped drive further reforms, including
ethics rule amendments, grievance procedures, and oversight
proposals—though not all, such as the Office of Attorney Ethics,
were implemented. “Probably the single most important debate the
House [has] undertaken.” — President Ralph Gregory Elliot

Article II of the CBA Constitution encourages support for good
legislation and opposition to bad laws. To strengthen its legis-
lative influence, the CBA hired a full-time legislative counsel in
1987 and established a political action committee (PAC). The
legislative counsel, focused solely on CBA priorities, helped
build relationships with lawmakers and supported section-led
legislative efforts. With fewer lawyers in the legislature, having
a dedicated lobbyist has improved the CBA's effectiveness and
success in shaping legislation.

Between 1975 and 2000, the CBA staff grew from about 6 to 25
members. Originally based in cramped Hartford offices, the As-
sociation moved in 1983 to a modern, more spacious facility in
Rocky Hill, shared with CATIC. By 2000, outgrowing that space,
the CBA purchased its own building in downtown New Britain,
tripling its space to accommodate CLE events, committee meet-
ings, and future growth. This move reflected the leadership’s
confidence in the Association’s continued expansion.

In 1990, the CBA hired a Communications Director to improve
both its publications and the public image of the legal profession.
This role focused on producing high-quality, profitable content
for members and promoting positive publicity about the CBA.
Under President Carolyn P. Kelly, CT Lawyer launched in its cur-
rent magazine format, giving members a modern publication.

The Clients' Security Fund was created by the Connecticut Bar
Association in 1960 to reimburse clients who suffered losses due
to attorney misconduct, reinforcing the integrity of the legal pro-
fession. Funded entirely by CBA member dues and volunteer
efforts, it paid out $7 million to claimants over several decades.

However, due to a rise in large defalcation cases in the late 1980s
and 1990s, the fund became unsustainable. After evaluating op-
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tions, the CBA voted to transfer the fund to the Judicial Branch,
which launched a new Client Security Fund in 1999, support-
ed by mandatory contributions from all attorneys practicing in
Connecticut. This transition significantly increased funding and
ensured more consistent reimbursement for clients harmed by
attorney dishonesty.

To commemorate its 125th anniversary on June 2, 2000, the Con-
necticut Bar Association commissioned a new historical record:
Connecticut Bar Association History: 1975-2000, building on the
centennial volume published in 1975. This updated history focus-
es on the CBA’s growth, leadership, and evolving role in shaping
the legal profession and justice system over the prior 25 years.

The history draws from a wealth of sources—including news-
letters, the Connecticut Bar Journal, governing body transcripts,
and leadership columns—to document key developments in ar-
eas such as professional ethics, lawyer advertising, grievance
procedures, and judicial reform. Over this period, 25 CBA pres-
idents, supported by the House of Delegates, Board of Gover-
nors, and 75+ sections and committees, helped guide the As-
sociation’s impactful work. Task forces were also regularly
convened to address emerging issues, reflecting the CBA's re-
sponsiveness to the legal and social climate of the time.

In a continued effort to support its growing membership and
modernize its operations, the Connecticut Bar Association
moved its headquarters to 538 Preston Avenue in Meriden. This
move reflects not only the CBA’s organizational growth but also
its enduring commitment to providing a central, accessible hub
for Connecticut’s legal community. Each relocation over the
years has symbolized a new chapter in the Association’s evolu-
tion—adapting to meet the changing needs of attorneys across
the state while remaining rooted in its mission of service, lead-
ership, and professional excellence.

In 2025, the Connecticut Bar Association proudly celebrates 150
years of leadership, service, and commitment to justice. What be-
gan in 1875 as a small, volunteer-led organization has grown into
a dynamic, statewide association that today serves thousands of
attorneys, judges, law students, and legal professionals. Through
its many sections, committees, and leadership initiatives, the
CBA continues to shape the legal landscape of Connecticut.

Each year, the Association supports over 2,000 individuals
through its pro bono programs, advocacy efforts, and public
education initiatives, helping to ensure that access to justice re-
mains a reality—not just a principle. Whether advancing leg-
islation, providing free legal services, or training the next gen-
eration of lawyers, the CBA remains a powerful voice for the
profession and the public it serves.
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Connecticut’s Police Accountability Act
and Qualified Immunity:
Early Lessons from HB 6004

By ERIC P. DAIGLE

n July 2020, Connecticut enacted House Bill 6004, the Police Accountability Act, in response to a national

movement demanding greater oversight of law enforcement practices. Described as one of the most

far-reaching state-level reforms in the country, the legislation targeted transparency, training standards,

and, notably, the doctrine of qualified immunity.

The drafters aimed to ensure that indi-
viduals whose constitutional rights were
violated by police would have a meaning-
ful remedy in Connecticut courts. Nearly
four years later, settlements in high-pro-
file cases suggest that HB 6004’s qualified
immunity reform is reshaping the state's
landscape, with a significant impact on
municipalities, officers, and individuals.

HB 6004's Qualified Immunity
Provision

One of the most debated sections of the
Police Accountability Act is its modifica-
tion of the qualified immunity defense
in state courts. Prior to HB 6004, plain-
tiffs seeking damages for constitutional
violations typically sued under 42 U.S.C.
§1983 in federal court, where qualified
immunity protects officers unless they
violated "clearly established" rights. The
United States Supreme Court decision
in Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agent of
Federal Bureau of Narcotics, established
that federal courts have the authority to
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recognize a cause of action for damages
brought by an individual claiming a vio-
lation of the Fourth Amendment’s prohi-
bition against unreasonable searches and
seizures conducted by federal agents pur-
suant to their authority.! Additionally, in
Binette v. Sabo, the Connecticut Supreme
Court recognized a “Bivens-type” cause
of action directly under Article First, §§ 7
and 9 of the state constitution for unrea-
sonable searches, seizures, and arrests.’
Under this framework, individuals could
pursue a state constitutional tortious
remedy for an officer’s wrongdoing that
amounted to a constitutional deprivation.
This state-created remedy has acted as a
source for those seeking redress, without
requiring contingency on either common
law or alternative federal remedies.

HB 6004 created a state cause of action for
civil rights violations, codified in Conn.
Gen. Stat. § 52-571k, which establishes a
different framework. Under Conn. Gen.
Stat. § 52-571k, any person who has been
deprived of the equal protections or priv-

ileges and immunities of State Law under
Article First of the Connecticut Consti-
tution may seek redress pursuant to this
authority.?

Simply, this provides that state civil law-
suits for alleged violations of an individu-
al’s state civil rights. Furthermore, govern-
mental immunity (the state law term for
the corresponding federal term of qualified
immunity) is not a defense in these cases.
In any civil action brought under this sec-
tion, governmental immunity is only a
defense to a claim for damages when, at
the time of the conduct complained of,
the police officer had an objectively good
faith belief that such officer's conduct did
not violate the law. This “objectively rea-
sonable” test is less protective than the
federal “clearly established” standard and
shifts the burden onto the officer to justify
their actions. Importantly, Governmental
immunity is not a defense in a civil action
brought solely for equitable relief. The
statute also requires municipalities to in-
demnify officers for damages awarded,
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except where conduct is found to be will-
ful, wanton, or malicious, in which case in-
demnification may be denied.

Mubarak Soulemane: A Wrongful
Death Lawsuit in State Court

The case of Mubarak Soulemane illus-
trates the effect of HB 6004 on individu-
als. In January 2020, before the law was
enacted, Soulemane, a 19-year-old with
schizophrenia, was shot and killed by a
Connecticut State Trooper after a pursuit
and alleged carjacking. The Trooper was
arrested and charged with First-degree
manslaughter, representing the first time
in seventeen years that a Connecticut po-
lice officer faced charges for an on-duty
fatal use of force shooting. Though ul-
timately acquitted of these charges, in
2024 the family of Soulemane reached a
settlement in principle with the State Po-
lice and will continue to pursue their Civ-
il claims against the West Haven Police
Department. While the settlement terms
were not publicly disclosed, it reflects the
state's willingness to resolve claims that
might have faced steeper hurdles in fed-
eral court under the traditional qualified
immunity defense.*

Randy Cox: Catastrophic Injury
and Record Settlement

The Randy Cox case offers another in-
structive example of the impact of HB
6004. In June 2022, New Haven police ar-
rested Cox on a weapons charge. During
transport in a police van without seat-
belts, he was thrown headfirst into a met-
al partition after sudden braking, leaving
him paralyzed from the chest down. Vid-
eo evidence captured officers question-
ing Cox’s injuries and dragging him by

T

his feet rather than promptly providing
medical care. Cox sued the city and of-
ficers, asserting civil rights violations. In
October 2023, New Haven agreed to pay
$45 million to settle the case, the largest
settlement in Connecticut history.®

While the federal claims remained cen-
tral, HB 6004’s state-law remedy ensured
that even if federal qualified immunity
might apply, plaintiffs retained a viable
state avenue with a lower threshold for
overcoming immunity. This addition-
al exposure could presumably increase
pressure on municipalities and their in-
surance providers to settle.

Considerations for Practitioners
and Municipal Counsel

Officers defending such claims bear the
burden of proving this defense, which
may depend heavily on department poli-
cies, training records, and expert testimo-
ny. Municipal counsel must consider these
factors in assessing settlement exposure,
insurance coverage, and training needs.

Moreover, Conn. Gen. Stat. §52-571k’s
indemnification framework requires mu-
nicipalities to budget for potential liabili-
ties while still allowing for personal con-
tribution by officers in cases of willful or
wanton misconduct.

Remaining Questions and Policy
Reflections

Despite these changes, HB 6004 does not
eliminate federal qualified immunity,
which remains intact under 42 US.C. §
1983 claims, and provides plaintiff's coun-
sel the opportunity for § 1988 damages if
successful. Many plaintiffs file parallel fed-

alF

eral and state claims, complicating proce-
dural strategy and settlement negotiations.
Going forward, Connecticut courts will
need to develop a body of case law inter-
preting this framework under § 52-571k.

While critics may debate whether these
reforms strike the right balance, early ev-
idence suggests HB 6004 has increased
the likelihood that victims of constitu-
tional violations will secure financial re-
dress if actions are filed in State Court.
The statute’s partial limitation of quali-
fied immunity represents a meaningful
shift in Connecticut civil rights litigation,
one that demands close attention from
both plaintiff and defense counsel.[]

Attorney Daigle, Daigle Law Group LLC, works as
a consultant and expert witness for law enforce-
ment pattern and practice abuse. He specializes in
management and operational consulting of police,
corrections and security clients. He has served as
an expert witness in litigation and criminal cases
involving police operations, use of force and internal
affairs. Mr. Daigle acts as legal advisor to police
departments across the country providing legal ad-
vice to law enforcement command staff and officers
in the areas of legal liability, policy development,
employment issues, use of force, laws of arrest and
search and seizure.
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50th Anniversary

Reflections on the Public
Defender Services Commission

By JUSTICE RICHARD N. PALMER

In preparing for this year’s anniversary
events, and in reflecting upon my tenure
as Chairperson of the Public Defender Ser-
vices Commission, I've been particularly
interested both in the formative years of the
Public Defender system and in how far we
have progressed since then.

Connecticut has had a statewide Pub-
lic Defender organization—the very first
in the nation—since 1917. At inception,
it consisted of a single Public Defender
appointed by the Judges of the Superior
Court in each of the eight counties. Al-
though the number of Public Defenders
increased over the years, we remained
under the control of the Judicial Branch
until the unanimous passage of Public Act
74-317 (An Act Concerning a Public Services
Commission), which established an inde-
pendent supervisory authority, the Pub-
lic Defender Services Commission, and
a separate and autonomous state agency,
the Division of Public Defender Services,
headed by the Chief Public Defender, ef-
fective October 1, 1975.

According to the Division's first Annual
Report in 1975, which was issued by our
first Chief Public Defender, the Division
started with a staff of 87 employees and
a total budget of $2 million. Despite these
resources, however, and as documented in
subsequent Annual Reports, the Division
confronted a number of significant issues
that, for some years, made it difficult for
the Division to represent its clients effec-
tively. These issues included inadequate
funding, high caseloads, insufficient sup-
port staff, and lack of office space.

Due to the hard work of many staunch
supporters, progress was made over time
to address these problems. That progress
was celebrated on the occasion of our 25th
Anniversary, at which time the Division’s
budget had increased to $32 million and
its authorized permanent positions had
risen to 360. Of course, much work still
needed to be done to ensure that the Di-
vision continued to meet the demands of
growing caseloads and ever more numer-
ous and complex criminal statutes—many
of which carried increasingly lengthy
prison sentences.

Over the last 25 years, the Division has met
that challenge and, thanks to the Executive
and Legislative Branches, has made signifi-
cant gains in staff, technology, and budget.
For example, the Division's broad range of
expertise now includes separate special-
ized units that provide representation in
the areas of child protection, complex liti-

26 CT Lawyer | ctbar.org

September | October 2025



gation, psychiatric defense, direct appeals,
postconviction proceedings, parole revoca-
tion, and claims of actual innocence.

As discussed most recently in the 2024
Annual Report, Division personnel, com-
prised of attorneys, social workers, in-
vestigators, support staff, and managers,
work daily to achieve the lofty goals set
forth in the Division's mission statement,
namely:
Striving to ensure justice and a fair and
unbiased system, the Connecticut Di-
vision of Public Defender Services zeal-
ously promotes and protects the rights,
liberty and dignity of all clients en-
trusted to us. We are committed to
holistic representation that recognizes
clients as individuals, fosters trust,
and prevents unnecessary and wrong-
ful conviction.

The dedicated and tireless efforts of Divi-
sion staff—working together as a team—
reflect their commitment to this mission
and to the needs of the Division’s clients.

Over the years, Public Defenders have
championed many cases that have played
a critical role in protecting the constitu-
tional rights of Connecticut’s indigent
citizens. While the Division's most prom-
inent cases have been rightly recognized
and celebrated, its greatest success contin-
ues to lie in the many small victories that
are attained on behalf of clients every day
by attorneys, investigators, social workers
and support staff across the state who have
dedicated their careers to this noble effort.

As of FY 2025, Public Defenders have rep-
resented indigent clients in more than 2.5
million matters in our GA, JD, and Juve-
nile courts (including Child Protection
cases) over the last 25 years. They have
negotiated countless favorable results
and prevailed in innumerable trials and
dispositive motions—and they now are
also successfully advocating for children
in juvenile court and for parents and chil-
dren in child protection matters. Public
defenders have also had notable success
in the post-conviction arena: in cases of
actual innocence; in habeas corpus cases;
in securing sentence and probation mod-
ifications; in matters before the Psychiat-
ric Security Review Board; and in parole

hearings. Division members have also as-
sisted hundreds of clients in preparing for
their release from incarceration and reen-
try into their respective communities.

Public Defenders have succeeded on ap-
peal in our state Supreme Court over 65
times in the last 25 years, and they have
also emerged victorious on many occa-
sions in the state Appellate Court. These
victories have involved a wide range of
areas including, but not limited to, the ab-
olition of the death penalty, improperly
seized evidence, prosecutor impropriety,
and the right to counsel.!

It is important to point out that some of
these successes are attributable to the nu-
merous members of the private bar who
have devoted themselves to represent-
ing clients as Assigned Counsel (former-
ly known as Special Public Defenders) in
a wide variety of cases, including cases
in which the Public Defender's office has
a conflict. I applaud each such private at-
torney, and more broadly, I'm grateful to
all who have contributed over the years to
making the Division what it is today. I am
especially proud of the state's confidence
in the highly laudatory way in which the
Division has discharged its important re-
sponsibilities as reflected in the continuing
increases in Division funding and staffing.

In that regard, the Commission’s FY 2024
expenditures of $84.8 million supported
a permanent staff of 433 full-time and 11
part-time employees, 234 of whom are at-
torneys. Other crucial staff consisted of
administrative, social work, investigative,
secretarial, and clerical personnel. Given
where we started and how far we have
come, there is truly cause for celebration
in our 50th year.

Additionally, effective April 5, 2024, the
Public Defender Services Commission ap-
proved an increase in its income eligibili-
ty levels from 200% to 225% of the Federal
Poverty Guidelines. At the same time, the
Commission also approved an increase
to 250% of the Federal Poverty Guide-
lines effective January 1, 2025. I thank
the Governor and the Legislature for the
increased funding necessary to support
these changes, the importance of which

cannot be overstated. Indeed, at the pri-
or eligibility level of 200% of the Federal
Poverty Guidelines, an individual making
minimum wage in this state would not
qualify for our services, thereby leaving
many without counsel. Fortunately, our
Executive and Legislative branches had
the wisdom and foresight to forestall that
problem—and to honor the constitutional
guarantee of the right to counsel recog-
nized by the United States Supreme Court
in 1963 in the landmark case of Gideon vs.
Wainwright—by making possible the sig-
nificant increase in those eligible for Public
Defender services. It also bears noting that
because of this increase in eligibility and
the enhanced funding for that increase,
the Division has been able to hire Fellow-
ship attorneys pending their passing of
the bar examination and admission to the
Connecticut bar. All told, approximately
30 staff (including attorneys and support
staff) were hired as the Division prepared
for the increase in eligible clients.

I also would like to express my gratitude
to all members of the Public Defender
Services Commission, past and present—
with a special "thank you" to those who
have served with me on the Commission:
Honorable Sheila Pratts, Honorable Elliot
Solomon, Honorable William Dyson, At-
torney Michael Jefferson, Honorable Rus-
sell Morin, and Attorney Herman Wood-
ard. All have selflessly volunteered a great
deal of time to ensure the continued suc-
cess of the Division.

Finally, I want to offer my congratula-
tions and appreciation to each and every
member of the Division for their truly
outstanding work on behalf of their indi-
gent clients throughout the state. Because
of their extraordinary efforts, Connecticut
is blessed to have not only the first Pub-
lic Defender system in the nation, but the
preeminent one, as well.

The Honorable Richard N. Palmer is a retired
associate justice of the Connecticut Supreme Court.

NOTES

! Please keep an eye out for the upcoming update of the
Division website, which will identify and explain
these and many other successful Division cases.
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Professional Discipline Digest

VOLUME 34

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.3, 1.4 (a)(3) and
1.4 (a)(4) where attorney failed to
pursue a lien release in a timely fash-
ion; failed to keep his client informed;
and failed to respond to client’s re-
quest for information. Attorney or-
dered to disburse funds to satisfy
lien of $20,385.74 and pay remaining
funds to client within 30 days. Licari
v. James A. Saraceni, #23-0260.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.1, 1.2, 1.4 (a)(1),
1.4 (a)(2),1.4 (a)(3) and 8.1 (2). Miran-
da v. Patrick M. Mullins, #23-0331.

Reprimand issued for violation of
Rules 1.3, 1.4 (a)(2), 1.4 (a)(3) and
1.4 (a)(4) where attorney retained in
CHRO matter failed to timely no-
tify client when case was released
by CHRO and civil suit could be
filed and failed to promptly comply
with client’s request for information.
Bergsten ©v. Robert A. Serafinowicz,
#22-0537.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.15 and 8.1 (2) and
Practice Book 2-32 (a)(1). Attorney to
comply with quarterly audits of his
IOLTA account for one year. Bowler v.
Isaiah David Cooper, #19-0626.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 8.1 (2) and 8.4 (4)
and Practice Book 2-32 (a)(1) where
attorney failed to submit an answer
to the grievance complaint and failed
to comply with the terms of a prior
reprimand, case # 20-0278. CLE also
ordered in that case in addition to
annual MCLE requirements. Staines
v. Tricia Jessica Johnson, #23-0468.
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Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 8.1 (2) and 8.4 (4)
and Practice Book 2-32 (a)(1) where
attorney failed to submit answer to
the grievance complaint and failed to
comply with the terms of the repri-
mand issued against her in case #20-
0277. CLE also ordered in that case
in addition to annual MCLE require-
ments. Staines v. Tricia Jessica Johnson,
#23-0467.

Reprimand issued for violation of
Rules 1.1,1.3,1.4 (a)(1),1.4 (a)(2),1.4
(a)(3), 1.4 (a)(4), 1.4 (b), 1.5 (a), 1.15
(e) and 8.4 (4) where attorney accept-
ed retainer for costs in personal in-
jury matter, filed suit but then failed
to competently prosecute case, al-
lowing non-suit to enter for failure to
file scheduling order; failed to com-
municate with client at all after fil-
ing suit; and failed to refund unused
retainer of $14.82. Attorney ordered
to take 3 hours of in-person CLE in
legal ethics within 9 months. Smith v.
Eli Bassman, #23-0293.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.1 and 1.16 (a)(3).
Komal v. Timothy Joseph Lee, #23-0222.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.15 (b) and 4.1 (1).
Gabriel v. Dale Robert Funk, #22-0328.

Presentment ordered for violation of
Rules 1.4 (a), 1.15 (e), 1.16 (d), 8.1 (2)
and Practice Book 2-32 (a)(1) where
attorney, with 3 prior reprimands
and 3 pending probable cause deter-
minations, accepted a $1500 retain-
er to defend client in divorce matter
and then, when case was withdrawn
by plaintiff, failed to respond to cli-

‘ By JOHN Q. GALE

ent’s requests for itemized bill; failed
to refund unused retainer; and failed
to timely answer grievance com-
plaint. Ebow-Sam v. Robert Louis Fied-
der, #22-0098.

Presentment ordered for violation
of Rules 1.3, 1.4 (a), 1.5 (a), 1.15 (e).
1.16 (d), 8.1 (2), 8.4 (4) and Practice
Book 2-32 (a)(1) where attorney,
with 3 prior reprimands and 3 prob-
able cause determinations, accept-
ed $2,900 retainer in divorce matter,
filed the case in court, appeared at
one hearing and then stopped com-
municating with client; failed to re-
spond to client’s request for informa-
tion; abandoned client’s case; failed
to refund any unearned retainer; and
failed to respond to the grievance
complaint. Morrison v. Robert Louis
Fiedler, #21-0506.

Reprimand issued for violation of
Rules 8.1 (2) and 8.4 (4) and Prac-
tice Book 2-32 (a)(1) where attorney
failed to return laptop to former em-
ployer; failed to respond to small
claims case seeking payment for
the laptop; failed to pay the $951.47
judgment entered; and failed to re-
spond to grievance complaint. Duby
v. Jennifer May Mongillo, #21-0293.

Reprimand issued for violation of
Rules 1.1, 1.3 and 8.1 (2) where attor-
ney received $7,300 from client, filed
a civil suit against client’s former
business partner, then failed to pros-
ecute matter resulting in a dismissal
of case; failed to have case reopened;
and failed to timely respond to griev-
ance complaint. Young v. Jennifer May
Mongillo, #20-0150.
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Reprimand issued for violation of
Rules 1.3, 1.4 and 1.5 where attorney,
who is under suspension for other
matters, received a $1500 retainer to
secure a pardon for client but there-
after failed to do any work; failed to
communicate with client; failed to re-
spond to client’s inquiries; and failed
to refund retainer. Attorney also or-
dered to refund retainer within 45
days. Sheppard v. Wesley S. Spears,
#23-0478.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rule 1.15 (b). Slack v. Nav-
eed Quraishi, #23-0232.

Reprimand issued by agreement
for violation of Rules 5.5 (a), 8.1 (2),
8.4 (3) and 8.4 (4) and Practice Book
2-32 (a)(1) where attorney continued
to practice law during two adminis-
trative suspensions and failed to re-
spond to the grievance committee.
Spiess v. Naveed Quraishi, #23-0545.

Agreed Disposition for violation of
Rules 1.15 (e) and 1.15 (f). Attorney
to take 2 hours of CLE in real estate
law and 2 hours of CLE in contract
law, within 9 months; all in-person
and in addition to annual MCLE re-
quirements. Carter v. Michael Patrick
Murray, #24-0167.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rule 1.3 where attorney
failed to timely file for a scar evalua-
tion of client. Corso v. Claudette J. Nar-
cisco, #23-0514.

Reprimand by agreement for viola-
tion of Rules 1.1, 1.5 (b), 1.13 (b), 1.13
(f), 1.15 (b) and 8.4 (3). Attorney fur-
ther agrees to make restitution to the
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complainant in the amount of $30,000
within 30 days, which sum is specif-
ically agreed not to be considered in
full satisfaction of all monies claimed
due. Brito v. Mark Kostecki, #22-0336.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rule 3.4 (3). Ansonia Mil-
ford ].D. Grievance Panel v. Michael
Raymond Hasse, #23-0541.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.5, 1.15 (b), 1.15
(d) and 1.16. Sturgill v. Sebastian O.
DeSantis, #24-0003.

Reprimand issued for violation of
Rule 8.4 (2) where attorney, admitted
in Connecticut but living in Ohio, ac-
companied by her mother, sister, an
aunt and a minor child confronted
complainant in a Kentucky store and
brutally physically attacked com-
plainant causing her a concussion,
multiple contusions, a torn bicep,
and severely torn rotator cuff requir-
ing surgery with total medical bills of
over $122,000. The incident occurred
the day after attorney’s step-father’s
death; he had fathered a child with
complainant 43 years earlier. Attor-
ney was ordered to take 9 hours of
in-person CLE in Human Rights,
Criminal Justice, Lawyer Well-Be-
ing, and/or Mindfulness within 12
months in addition to annual MCLE.
Robinson v. Leslie Faith Lyte, #23-0363.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rules 1.4 (a)(2), 1.4 (a)
(3), 1.4 (a)(4) and 8.1 (2) and Practice
Book 2-32 (a)(1). Attorney is also
currently facing presentment for
failing to comply with previously
imposed discipline. Pisotti v. George

Prepared by CBA Professional Dis-
cipline Committee members from
public information records, this digest
summarizes decisions by the State-
wide Grievance Committee resulting
in disciplinary action taken against an
attorney as a result of violations of the
Rules of Professional Conduct. The
reported cases cite the specific rule
violations to heighten the awareness
of lawyers’ acts or omissions that lead
to disciplinary action.

Presentments to the superior court
are de novo proceedings, which may
result in dismissal of the presentment
by the court or the imposition of dis-
cipline, including reprimand, suspen-
sion for a period of time, disharment,
or such other discipline the court
deems appropriate.

A complete reprint of each decision
may be obtained by visiting jud.
ct.gov/sgc-decisions. Questions may
be directed to editor-in-chief, Attorney

John Q. Gale, at jgale@jgglaw.com.

Paul Guertin, #23-0432.

Reprimand issued by agreement for
violation of Rule 8.4 and Practice
Book 2-32 (a)(1). Attorney ordered
to take 3 hours of in-person CLE in
IOLTA account management within 9
months in addition to annual MCLE
requirements. Staines v. John ]. Leen,
#23-0460.

Agreed Disposition for violation of
Rules 1.4 (a)(2) and 1.4 (a)(4). Attor-
ney ordered to make restitution to
client in the amount of $2,950, pay-
able within 30 days. County v. William
E. Carter, #23-0495.
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GO PROBONO

New in Connecticut—MCLE
Credit for Pro Bono Work

By JENN SHUKLA

b hat on earth is civil asset for-
feiture?” That’s the question
I asked myself while poring

over every educational legal resource I
could get my hands on. At the time, I
was a newly licensed attorney helping
my very first pro bono client—a kind
grandmother who was at risk of losing
her house because unbeknownst to her,
one of her adult grandchildren stored a
small amount of pot in his nightstand
drawer. I spent hours and hours learn-
ing civil forfeiture laws and hearing
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procedures for that pro bono case. At
the time, those hours helped me be a
better attorney and better represent my
pro bono client. And for those of you
that are curious, yes, my efforts were
successful, and my pro bono client kept
her family home.

The case got me thinking about the
possibility of continuing legal edu-
cation credits for pro bono work. Fast
forward some years (okay, admittedly
a lot of years; I'm definitely not a young

attorney anymore) to 2023. While work-
ing with the CBA Pro Bono Committee,
this topic came up again. Attorney af-
ter attorney shared stories similar to
mine about how every time they take
a pro bono case, they find themselves
learning a new area of law or brushing
up on one they haven’t worked with in
some time, studying court rules and
procedures for a court they've never
been in, or discovering improved ways
to communicate and connect with cli-
ents. Some attorneys commented that
they learned more through their efforts
in any one pro bono matter than in any
traditional educational seminar they’'ve
ever attended. The CBA Pro Bono Com-
mittee decided to take action. They be-
gan working on a proposal for a rule
change that would allow attorneys to
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earn Mandatory Continuing Legal Ed-
ucation (MCLE) credits.

As luck would have it, others in the le-
gal community were also on the same
page. The CT MCLE Commission later
started working on a similar proposal.
Like the CBA Pro Bono Committee, the
MCLE Commission recognized that
providing MCLE credit for pro bono
work would further at least three goals:

1. Fairness to attorneys furthering
their legal education—Attorneys
providing pro bono services work
hard to become better attorneys for
their pro bono clients and deserve
to receive some credit for this edu-
cational development.

2. Appreciation of pro bono volun-
teers—The work being done by pro
bono attorneys is important. There
are hundreds of thousands of peo-
ple living in Connecticut that can-
not afford to hire a private attorney
and risk losing their homes, access
to their children, benefits, livelihood,
or way of life without any legal help.
Providing MCLE credit to the at-
torneys making a difference is a
small reflection of the idea that as
a legal community, we appreciate
those pro bono efforts and want to
give credit where credit is due.

3. Encouragement of pro bono
work—Providing MCLE credit may
incentivize CT attorneys to pro-
vide even more pro bono services
than they already do.

For the next two years, the CBA, the CT
MCLE Commission, and others worked
to enact a rule change. This year, those
efforts were fruitful, and Connecticut
joined the approximately 19 other states
that allow attorneys to earn MCLE cred-
it for pro bono service. Beginning on
January 1, 2026, Connecticut attorneys
will be able to earn one MCLE credit for
every three hours of pro bono legal ser-
vices performed, up to a maximum of six
(of their twelve required) MCLE credits
per year. (Practice Book Section 2-27A(c)
(4)). The new rule provides guidance for
attorneys on what types of pro bono ser-
vices qualify for credit. To receive cred-
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it, the pro bono work must be (1) “legal
services,” (2) provided to “clients unable
to afford counsel,” and (3) through a pro-
gram administered by an approved or-
ganization. (Practice Book Section 2-27A(D)
(8)). Approved organizations include the
following:

(A) Any Connecticut nonprofit orga-
nization, including any legal aid
organization, that provides le-
gal representation to clients
without charge;

(B) Any state, local, or affinity bar
association in Connecticut; and

(C) Any state or federal court in
Connecticut.”

(Id.) In other words, representing a
family member or friend as a person-
al favor or offering free services to a
potential client as a way of bringing in
paying business will not satisfy these
requirements. Instead, the new rule en-
sures that credit is only given for legal
services provided through established

pro bono programs run by trusted or-
ganizations that ensure compliance
with practice and ethical standards.

Attorneys interested in providing pro
bono legal services can learn about some
pro bono opportunities through the
resources below:
1. To learn about the CBA’s Pro Bono
Programs, visit:
CTbar.org/probono
2. To learn about other current pro
bono opportunities, visit:
CTprobono.org
In addition, members of the CBA Young
Lawyers Section can connect with a
variety of pro bono organizations at the
annual CBA YLS Pro Bono Fair and Golf
Event, held on Tuesday, October 14, at the
Hartford Golf Club. []

Jenn Shukla is the former CBA director of access to
justice and is the current program manager for ac-
cess to justice at the Connecticut Judicial Branch.

Amended Rule:
Effective Date:

Credit Calculation:

Approved Organizations:

MCLE Credit for Pro Bono Rule - At a Glance
Practice Book Sec. 2-27A
January 1, 2026

1 MCLE credit for every 3 hours of pro
bono service

Up to 6 total MCLE credits per year for pro
bono service

Eligible Pro Bono Services: (1) Legal services;

(2) Provided to clients unable to afford
counsel; and

(3) Through a pro bono program
administered by an approved organization

(A) CT nonprofits, including legal aid
organizations, that provide free legal
representation

(B) Any state, locall, or aoffinity bar
association in CT

(C) Any state or federal court in CT
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DIVERSITY, EQUITY & INCLUSION

The Importance of History (Reflections
on What We Choose to Remember)

By JUSTICE RICHARD A. ROBINSON (RET.)

rowing up in Stamford, Connecti-
G cut, I attended the public school

system from kindergarten through
my senior year of high school. When it
came to the history of the United States,
like most people of the "Boomer" gener-
ation, I was taught a truncated and sani-
tized version of our past. Our history was
presented as one of unrelenting progress,
in which we started out with great things
and, as time passed, things continually
kept getting better. When it came to Black
people, I learned about Crispus Attucks,
Booker T. Washington, George Washing-
ton Carver, the various uses of peanuts,
and the invention of the cotton gin. The
history of race-based slavery was glossed
over, and inconvenient truths of its after-
math, the birth of Jim Crow laws, Black
Codes, and a convict leasing system, were
largely ignored. The Black Codes were
laws enacted by local governments to cir-
cumvent the abolishment of slavery by
criminalizing minor offenses such as loi-
tering or vagrancy. This allowed them to
arrest and lease out predominantly Black
individuals as a source of free labor, effec-
tively replacing the chattel slavery work-
force that had been abolished by the 13th
Amendment of the United States Con-
stitution.! A local government-enforced
source of “Slavery by Another Name™ that
mimicked slavery was never mentioned. I
only learned of those things from family
history, personal observation, and later,
through elective Black history courses in
high school and college.

I can understand how it can be painful-
ly difficult to teach new generations of
Americans about the injustices inflicted
upon some of America’s most vulnerable
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people. Some of us, however, are taught
a fuller version of our shared history
through family accounts, observation,
and firsthand experiences. For example,
my maternal grandfather would share the
story of seeing enemy World War II pris-
oners of war drinking from "Whites Only"
water fountains—a simple act for which
he, my grandmother, and their children
would have been arrested, beaten, or even
killed. This was an extremely difficult
story for him to tell and for us to hear, but
both were so very necessary. He needed
to unburden his soul, and we needed to
burden ours. We needed to know about
our family’s history and our country’s
history in order to fully understand why
we could not sleep at some motels, eat at
some restaurants, use some restrooms, or
even purchase gas at some gas stations. A

history that had a profound effect on not
only who we were, but who we are!

A recent concerted effort to rewrite or
erase parts of American history has
sparked significant debate. This includes
Executive Order 14253, signed on August
12, 2025, which mandates a thorough re-
view of Smithsonian museums to en-
sure that all exhibits align with the pres-
ident's interpretation of U.S. history. The
order, titled "Restoring Truth and Sanity
to American History," aims to eliminate
what is deemed "improper ideology”
from the museum system and ensure
that the Smithsonian celebrates American
history and ingenuity. The executive or-
der states, "As we prepare to celebrate the
250th anniversary of our Nation’s found-
ing, it is more important than ever that
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our national museums reflect the unity,
progress, and enduring values that define
the American story." It further emphasiz-
es the need to "remove divisive or parti-
san narratives" and to "restore confidence
in our shared cultural institutions.”

The Executive Order does not define the
phrases "improper ideology" or "divisive
or partisan narratives." This makes me
wonder what will happen to the Smith-
sonian’s National Museum of African
American History and Culture. Is the
accurate, but inconvenient, history with-
in its walls “improper” and consisting of
“divisive or partisan narratives”? Can we
ever be truly united if we do not incorpo-
rate the stories of those who have been
oppressed and excluded into the rich tap-
estry of our history?

In the interest of full disclosure, I have
been to the museum. During my visit,
one of the docents approached me and
started talking about the amazing exhib-
its. At some point in our conversation, he
asked me what I did for a living, and I
told him that I was the Chief Justice of the
state of Connecticut. I shared that I was
in Washington, D.C,, to attend a Confer-
ence of Chief Justices meeting. His eyes
widened, and he told me that he would
be right back. When he returned, he was
with four or five other excited docents.
They asked me if I would record a video
for one of the exhibits. Honored by the re-
quest, I agreed. Now I wonder—will my
exceedingly small part of that history be
erased too?

I think that most of us are aware that when
it comes to the issue of race, the United
States of America has an extremely compli-
cated history—one that was the beginning
of many great things, but also some things
that were the polar opposite of what we as
a country stand for or strive for today.

When I was thinking about what to write
for this column, my curiosity got the best
of me, and I typed, “When did discrim-
ination in the United States end?” into a
search engine. The results yielded an ab-
sence of a definitive date or moment. In-
stead, I encountered a mosaic of legisla-
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tive milestones and social shifts: the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 outlawing discrimina-
tion based on race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin; the Voting Rights Act of
1965 targeting barriers to political partic-
ipation; the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990 extending protections for dis-
abled citizens; and the Obergefell v. Hodg-
es decision in 2015 recognizing marriage
equality.

None of these landmarks signal an end-
point; rather, they mark important steps
along an unfinished journey. The consen-
sus among historians, legal scholars, and
advocates is that discrimination, in its
many forms, has not “ended” in the Unit-
ed States. Laws may change, but the un-
derlying structures, attitudes, and inequi-
ties often persist in less obvious ways. The
contemporary legal and political debates
over diversity, equity, and inclusion are
themselves evidence of ongoing struggles
to define and realize true equity.

This reality underscores the importance
of grappling with history honestly and
of resisting narratives that treat progress
as linear or complete. To assert that we
have achieved a “post-racial” America
or an “end to discrimination” is to disre-
gard the lived experiences of those who
continue to face barriers, exclusions, and
injustices. Instead, the work of the legal
community and of society at large is to
recognize the inequities in our society
as an evolving challenge, one requiring
vigilance, creativity, and sustained com-
mitment. Yet this framing often ignores
the historical and structural context that
gave rise to the need for diversity, equi-
ty, and inclusion efforts in the first place.
Well-thought-out and designed diver-
sity, equity, and inclusion initiatives do
not exclude; they correct for exclusion.
To counteract centuries of bias and dis-
crimination that continue to shape access
to opportunity, we must resist reductive
narratives that treat diversity, equity, and
inclusion as a zero-sum game.

As the writer David McCullough said in
his June 4, 1984, commencement address
to the graduating students at Wesleyan
University, "History is a guide to naviga-

tion in perilous times. History is who
we are and why we are the way we are."
Silence distorts. When a nation refuses
to name the harms that it has histori-
cally imposed upon its people, those
who carry these harms are asked to ex-
plain their pain to the very nation that
caused it. If they do speak, they must
do so politely and without hurting the
feelings of others. The alternative is a
forced, painful silence that only exac-
erbates the cognitive dissonance that
arises when truth eventually finds its
way out. I must emphasize that honest
talk about the United States” history is
not an exercise in guilt; it is an exer-
cise in precision. We cannot fix what
we are unwilling to face and accurately
describe.

Honest history matters because the dis-
parities that we experience today are
not mysterious. Wealth gaps track past
federal policy; school inequities track
district lines and resource formulas;
and employment and health patterns
track accessibility. If we treat outcomes
as accidents, we will continue to reach
for symbolic fixes, and meaningful
progress will continue to elude us. If
we trace outcomes to policy choices, we
can make better policy. [

The views, thoughts, and opinions expressed
in this article are solely my own and do not
necessarily reflect those of Day Pitney LLP
or any of its partners, attorneys or clients.

Justice Richard A. Robinson, retired Chief
Justice of the Connecticut Supreme Court,
has over two decades of judicial experience,
including appointments to the Appellate and
Supreme Courts, and is currently a partner at

Day Pitney LLP.

NOTES

! Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude,
except as a punishment for a crime where
of the party shall have been duly convicted,
shall exist within the United States, or any
place subject to their jurisdiction. Congress
shall have the power to enforce this article
by appropriate legislation.”

2 Douglas A. Blackmon, Slavery by Another
Name: the Re-enslavement of Black Americans
from the Civil War to World War II (New York:
Doubleday, 2008)
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YOUNG

Stemming the Silver Tsunami: Our Bar

for the Future

By PAIGE M. VAILLANCOURT

he Young Lawyers Section is start-
Ting this year with an action call.

In 2023, CT Lawyer published an
article titled, The Silver Tsunami: The
Wave into the Future.! It discussed succes-
sion planning in light of a statistic that
has been in the back of my mind since
reading it. The teaser paragraph stated
that, based on data from the Statewide
Grievance Committee, as of the end of
2021 approximately one third of law-
yers licensed to practice in Connecticut
were over the age of 60 and almost two
thirds were over the age of 50. The arti-
cle dubbed the wave of retirement that
would hit our ageing bar the “silver tsu-
nami.” It urged those within the wave to
develop a solid succession plan to satis-
fy professional obligations and preserve
client relationships. But what does that
wave mean for us, the one third on the
other end of it?

We are truly the future of practice in
this state. We have a wide-open lane
and an opportunity to shape the legal
profession. But it is up to us to seize the
opportunity.

My theme for this bar year is a call for
law students and new lawyers to get in-
volved and, most importantly, stay in-
volved. This is a call to strengthen the
legal community, shield the rule of law
against the current storm, and build
and maintain the bar that we believe in
and want to see survive. This is a call to
put the work in. If you do, you will out-
pace those who choose not to. The YLS
is here to help you build a book of busi-
ness, hone essential practical skills, and
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Paige M. Vaillancourt is a
partner at Rescia Vaillan-
court, P.C. with offices in
Connecticut and Massachu-
setts and an adjunct profes-
sor at Western New England
University School of Law. Her
practice involves a variety of
bankruptcy matters, including
debtor and creditor represen-
tation, workouts, and trustee
litigation, as well as small
business representation.

cultivate relationships that make sense
for you. It is a chance to lead and get rec-
ognized, to organize and make change.
This is my seventh year with the section
and my involvement has paid dividends,
not just on the business side, but on the
personal side as well. The YLS is a subset
of your peers—colleagues who are going
through the same life stages, facing the
same professional hurdles. It can be one
of your greatest support networks. It cer-
tainly has been for me.

But this is also a call for the other two
thirds to pass the torch. Quality mentor-
ship is the basis of quality practice. Take
an associate out to lunch and have a real
conversation. Let them sit first chair and
guide them through their mistakes. En-
courage them to go to networking events
and participate in extracurriculars. En-
sure your clients are in good hands.
From day one, I had a cadre of mentors
who continue to be my biggest cheerlead-
ers and best resources, the first of which
is now my law partner. I was warmly
welcomed into the legal community by
the CBA's Commercial Law & Bankrupt-

cy Section and given not just a seat, but a
voice, at their table. The bankruptcy bar
at large in this state was unexpectedly
collegial and collaborative. It flew in the
face of what I thought practice, and es-
pecially litigation, would be like. All of
this flattened the learning curve of such
a niche area and it was the medium in
which my love for bankruptcy law grew.
This is a call for you to share your experi-
ence and knowledge. Create a legacy. Be
open. It is a disservice to your practice,
to your firm, and your clients to fail to
invest in the next generation.

The YLS already has a fantastic year
planned. The annual Pro Bono Fair is
back at The Hartford Golf Club on Octo-
ber 14. Join us for a very affordable round
of golf and stick around for the cocktail
reception where you can enjoy some ap-
petizers and learn about wonderful pro
bono organizations across the state. The
YLS tables for the CBA’s 150th Anniver-
sary Gala, which promises to be a very
fun and glamorous evening, are already
full and we look forward to celebrating
this historic milestone with you. If you
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enjoyed our award-winning diversity
dinner this February, you can look for-

"My theme for this bar year is a call for law students and
new lawyers to get involved and, most importantly, stay
involved. This is a call to strengthen the legal community,
shield the rule of law against the current storm, and
build and maintain the bar that we believe in and want

ments at any number of YLS-organized
CLE programs, which range in content

to see survive.This is a call to put the work in."

ward to another fantastic program this
coming February. Meet our Executive
Committee at our December holiday
party, April sporting event, or May year-
end event highlighting the history of the
YLS in the CBA’s 150 years. Build skills
and drum up business at our network-
ing etiquette dinner in November, speed
networking in January, and litigation im-
prov in March. Satisfy your CLE require-

from 101s to in-depth analyses of com-
plex hot topics in your practice area. We
plan to make many of these programs
this year mixer events where everyone
from law students to judges can mingle
and learn.

If it was not apparent, our Executive
Committee put in serious work at our
leadership retreat in August. The ener-

gy in the room this year was fantastic.
We had the pleasure of hearing from
Vanessa Roberts Avery,
former U.S. Attorney for
the District of Connecti-
cut, and honored four of
our members for their
leadership and service.
Jenna Cutler was award-
ed Star of the Year for
her work as Diversity
Director and organiz-
ing last year’s diversity
dinner, which gained
ABA recognition. Kyle A. Bechet was
awarded the Leadership Award for his
work as Membership Director, exhib-
iting passion and commitment to the
Section as he helped our members plan
and execute a number of successful so-
cial events. Hugh T. Sokolski, Jr. was
awarded Rookie of the Year for sur-
passing his duties as LGBT Committee

Continued on page 36 —

LAWTERS

LAWYERS
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Serving the Needs of the
Connecticut Legal Community

Lawyers Concerned for Lawyers — Connecticut, Inc. (LCL-CT) is a
Connecticut non-profit corporation dedicated to providing informa-
tion, support and assistance to Connecticut lawyers, judges, and
law students in matters of substance use, mental health, stress, and

wellness.

There is no cost. All contact is private, confidential, and anonymous
and protected under C.G.S. §51-81d(a), as amended.

We offer access to confidential mental health resources, support
groups and an array of links to information tailored for attorneys.
Scan the QR Code on the right and see for yourself!

FREE and CONFIDENTIAL Support for Connecticut
Judges, Lawyers, and Law Students

Call Anytime | 860-497-1422
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Sfemming the Silver Tsunami: Our Bar for the Future Continued from page 35

Chair, being an active and collaborating member of the LGBT
Section, and planning a successful holiday event. And Jermaine
Brookshire, Jr. was awarded Volunteer of the Year for providing
over 121 hours of pro bono and community service, which was
unmatched.

As we look back at our accomplishments over the past year and
over the past 150 years, I hope some part of this article sticks in

your mind like the silver tsunami did in mine. You—law stu-
dents, associates, partners, judges—as members of this bar, are
on the deck of this ship. Join me as we stem the tide and captain
it into the future. [J

NOTES

! Jonathan M. Shapiro, The Silver Tsunami: The Wave into the Future, CT LAWYER,
April 2023, at 22.

Informal Opinion 25-1 Virtual Unbundled Services for Criminal Matters continued from page 16

Assuming the client’s informed consent, the lawyer must detail
in the engagement letter, as specifically as possible, all the lim-
itations of the representation. See Conn. Judicial Branch, Limited
Scope Representation FAQs, available at https:/ /www.jud.ct.gov/
faq/limited_scope_rep.htm (“The retainer letter and fee agreement
between the attorney and the client must explicitly articulate and
itemize the scope of the legal assistance . . . .”).

lll. Conclusion

In conclusion, the Committee does not find a per se violation of
Rule 1.2(c) by providing virtual legal advice for a fee to pro se de-
fendants on handling minor criminal cases. Each such limited rep-
resentation must comply with the two requirements of Rule 1.2(c)
throughout the representation—the limited representation must
be and remain reasonable under the circumstances, and the client
must give informed consent to the limited representation. Addi-
tionally, the lawyer must remain cognizant of and comply with all
other Rules of Professional Conduct and laws in providing such
limited representation, including but not limited to the duties of
competence and diligence under Rules 1.1 and 1.3. The Committee
opines, however, that compliance with the full scope of the Rules
when in engaging in such limited scope representation in a crimi-
nal proceeding may prove difficult, if not impossible, in most of the
defined minor criminal cases. []

NOTES

! The Requester, not the Committee, defines these offenses as “minor.” Note
that a conviction of a Class D felony in Connecticut exposes a defendant to a
five-year loss of liberty and a fine of $5,000.00. See C.G.S. §§53a-35a and 53a-

P

support, and savings with CBA member benefits.

ctbar.org/benefits
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41. We also note the Requester’s definition of “minor criminal offenses” did
not mention either unclassified felonies or Class E felonies.

% The Requester unequivocally states that they will not prepare or draft any
documentation as part of the proposed limited representation.

® To the extent the Requester describes a “fee” for the virtual, unbundled
services, that fee must comport with Rule 1.5. Similarly, the singular method
of “virtual” chat/text communication described in the opinion request must
comport with Rule 1.4.

* Limiting the scope of the lawyer's representation does not limit the lawyer's
ethical obligations to the client, to the court, or to the public. All lawyers, in-
cluding lawyers providing limited scope representation, among other duties,
must perform competently (Rule 1.1), act diligently (Rule 1.3), communicate
timely (Rule 1.4), maintain confidentiality (Rule 1.6), and avoid conflicts of
interest (Rules 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, and 1.10)

* The Connecticut Penal Code classifies many crimes as Class D felonies
including some sexual assaults, assaults, possession of child pornography,
burglaries, threatening, identity theft, perjury, violation of protective orders,
hindering prosecution, intimidation based on bigotry or bias, interfering
with police, stalking, larcenies, and robberies.

¢ Without filing an appearance on behalf of the criminal defendant the
Requester is unable to file discovery requests. Therefore, if the Requester

is relying on the pro se client’s ability to obtain the relevant documentation
and evidence, the Requester still needs to independently verify the client’s
success in obtaining the relevant information.

7 See Rule 1.0(f): “Informed consent” denotes the agreement by a person to

a proposed course of conduct after the lawyer has communicated adequate
information and explanation about the material risks of and reasonably
available alternatives to the proposed course of conduct.”

8 The Committee notes here the Requester has also indicated documents will
be exchanged with the client via email, so this appears to be an inconsistency
with the proposed “chat-only” communication structure in the request. This
inconsistency highlights possible factual wrinkles that will present them-
selves as the proposed representation moves from an abstract concept to real
representation of a client.

Technology That Drives Business Forward

Elevate your practice with exclusive access to software,

|
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PREMIER SOLUTIONS

for Connecticut Attorneys
WHY ATTPRO?

We have chosen to partner with Attorney Protective because
their program offers innovative legal malpractice coverage
with unrivaled risk management resources and expertise.

A TRUSTED NAME

The Attorney Protective program is underwritten by a member of the Berkshire
Hathaway group of insurance companies, the epitome of financial strength and
smart financial management, with each company having earned an A++ A.M. Best
financial strength rating. Attorney Protective has the experience, expertise and
financial staying power to protect your reputation, your practice and your assets.

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

* Supplementary payments of up to $150,000 per policy period (in addition to
the policy limits), including:

* Loss of earnings payments of up to $500 a day, $10,000 per claim and
$50,000 in aggregate, for your attendance at a trial, hearing or arbitration
at our request

* Disciplinary proceedings coverage of up to $25,000 per proceeding and
$100,000 in aggregate

* Privacy incident expenses reimbursement of up to $25,000 in aggregate
« Crisis event expenses reimbursement of up to $25,000 in aggregate

+ $25,000 of claims expenses paid per claim in every covered claim
before the deductible applies

* Four ways to reduce the amount a firm pays on its deductible by 50%
(not to exceed $25,000)

* Subpoena & pre-claim assistance

* Bar association discounts

S, Attorney
4 Protective

a MedPro Group/Berkshire Hathaway company

UNMATCHED RISK
MANAGEMENT
RESOURCES

* Free CLE webinars

- Quarterly newsletters and
client email alerts

* Risk Management Hotline
staffed by claim attorneys

+ Online tools including our
exclusive Best Practices
Database

WE ARE HERE TO HELP CONNECTICUT LAWYERS.

Contact Kronholm Insurance to protect your practice.

Call John Kronholm at (860) 665-8463 or jkronholm@bbofct.com

or Dan Flynn at (860) 665-8426 or dflynn@bbofct.com

Visit our website or scan to learn more about our offerings and services. ) scan me

B Kronholm

55 Capital Blvd, Rocky Hill, CT 06067
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Bar Association

AM. Best rating as of June 30, 2021. Attorney Protective is a MedPro Group/Berkshire Hathaway company that protects the reputations and assets of attorneys across the nation. All insurance products are
administered by Attorney Protective and underwritten by National Liability & Fire Insurance Company, AttPro RRG Reciprocal Risk Retention Group or National Fire & Marine Insurance Company - each of which has
earned an A++financial strength rating from A.M. Best. Product availability is based upon business and/or regulatory approval and may differ among companies. © 2021 Attorney Protective. All Rights Reserved.
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Member of

NATIONAL SOCIETY
OF PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERS (NSPE)

CONNECTICUT SOCIETY OF
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS

s FORENSIC ENGINEERING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

CONSULTING INSPECTIONS
ENGINEERS

and EXPERTS IN: www.cimpe.com

 Construction Accident Serving clients throughout
Investigations the State of Connecticut

* Construction Defect Claims
* Construction Management

* Standard of Care for Engineers
and Contractors

* Slips/Trips and Falls
* ADA compliance

* Variance and Land Boundary
Issues

e Electrocution Matters

MG A8 l|'-.

J

Maintain an active case-load of working

* Vehicular Accident with plaintiff and defense firms
Reconstruction

e Water Intrusion Cases
and more

Hundreds of investigations performed
and reports generated

Experience testifying in court along with
providing deposition testimony

866°432-4677 Assisted in the settlement of

203:658°3910 numerous cases

PO Box 4532 Craig L. Moskowitz, MBA, MS, PE, CME

Stamford, CT 06907 ]
PO Box 394 Direct: 917-270-8822

Montvale, NJ 07645 clmprofessionalengineer@gmail.com




