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LAWYERS PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY BOARD 

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA 

 

January 23, 2026 – 12:30pm (via Zoom only) 

 

 

1. Approval of minutes of December 12, 2025, meeting (attachment 1). 

 

2. Membership updates and tributes to departing members. 

 

3. Rules committee report: Potential amendments to Rule 16, Rules on 

Lawyers Professional Responsibility (attachment 2). 

 

4. Director’s report (attachment 3). 

 

5. Complainant appeal statistics (attachment 4). 

 

6. Open discussion. 

 

7. Adjournment. 
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LAWYERS PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY BOARD 
PUBLIC MEETING 

 
OPEN MEETING MINUTES 

December 12, 2025, 12:30 pm (In-person and via Zoom) – Minnesota Judicial Center 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Board member attendance: 
 

• Ben Butler 
• Daniel Cragg 
• Elizabeth Henderson 
• Paul Lehman 
• Frank Leo 
• Melissa Manderschied 
• Kevin Magnuson 
• Kristi Paulson 
• Matthew Ralston 
• Abigail Rankin 
• Wendy Sturm 
• Carol Washington 
• John Zwier 

 
 
Other attendees: 
 

• Minnesota Supreme Court liaison Justice Gordon Moore 
• Binh Tuong, Deputy Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility 
• Members of the OLPR staff 
• Members of the public  

 
Approval of prior meeting minutes:  
The December meeting of the LPRB began at 12:30, being led by Chair Ben Butler, who was 
joining via Zoom. The first object on the agenda was the approval of the last meetings minutes, 
hearing no discussion Frank Leo motioned to approve with Daniel Cragg seconding. The motion 
passed unanimously. 
 
Membership Updates:  
Earlier this year Chair Butler let the board know he would not be returning for another term as 
board chair. After many lengthy discussions with Supreme Court liaison Justice Moore and 
Director Humiston, the Minnesota Supreme Court appointed Carol Washington as the next 
Board Chair. However, due to some personal constraints Washington would not be able to accept 
the position of Chair until May 1st, 2026, with Chair Butler electing to stay in the interim. The 
end of Chair Butler’s term will now be April 30, 2026. 
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Justice Gordon Moore described the process to select the new Chair, stating the Court did not 
look outside of the Board. Justice Moore acknowledged the number of outstanding Board 
members who were consider, and whose qualifications made the Court’s decision a difficult one. 
In the end, the Court decided that Carol Washington was the best candidate for the position. 
 
Future Chair Washington thanked the Board and the Supreme Court for their faith in her, though 
she admitted she had a lot to learn. Washington said she would be turning to all Board members 
and OLPR for help and insight. She described her view of the Chair position as primarily one of 
a facilitator. 
 
In other membership updates, there are two openings for public members. The notice was posted 
a while back but unfortunately it closed with only one application from an attorney. The notice 
has been reposted. Chair Butler asked the public members to please help get the word out about 
the posting and stated he would hopefully have updates come January. 
 
Rules committee report: Potential amendments to Rule 16, Rules on Lawyers Professional 
Responsibility (attachment 2) 
 
Daniel Cragg spoke for the rules committee. They have met once a month since the last Board 
meeting to discuss the amendment to Rule 16. The rules committee wanted the rule to be broad, 
allowing the discretion for the director to make an application to the Court and pushing the 
burden onto the respondent who would then be able to make any argument they want saying the 
prepetition suspension is unwarranted. The committee decided that the application should go 
directly to the Court with the option to refer to a referee to resolve fact disputes or make 
credibility evaluations.  
 

(f) Application for Pre-Petition Temporary Suspension. Where a judicial officer has 
found probable cause that a lawyer has committed a crime of such severity that the 
lawyer’s authority to practice law prior to the filing of a petition under Rule 12 poses a 
substantial threat of serious harm to the public, the Director may make an ex parte 
application to this Court for a Temporary Suspension prior to the filing of a Rule 12 
Petition. Upon finding that the Director’s application meets this standard, this Court shall 
issue an Order to Show Cause to the lawyer why the lawyer’s authority to practice law 
should not be temporarily suspended 

 
William Pentelovitch wondered about all these prepetition examples being about the safety of the 
public, what about situations like lawyer sued civilly for misappropriating funds. Chair Butler 
reiterated his view that the Board’s charge by the Court was to address situations involving a 
safety risk to the public but that does not necessarily mean physical/criminal. 
 
Cragg told the board that they had a tight turnaround on this and would be back with the final 
version during the January meeting.   
 
Minnesota Supreme Court referral: Rule 4 (attachments 3 – 6). 

 
The referral from the Court provides in part: 
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Rule 4.2 specifically concerns communication with a person represented by counsel and 
provides: “In representing a client, a lawyer shall not communicate about the subject of the 
representation with a person the lawyer knows to be represented by another lawyer in the 
matter, unless the lawyer has the consent of the other lawyer or is authorized to do so by law 
or a court order.” As we have identified, several jurisdictions, along with a 2022 advisory 
opinion from the American Bar Association, have interpreted this language to mean that the 
non-contact rule applies to self-represented attorneys. In re Jensen, 12 N.W.3d 731, 741 n.8 
(Minn. 2024) (compiling citations). We have also noted, however, that “[w]e have not 
addressed whether the no-contact rule applies to self-represented attorneys.” Id. 

 
A previous Board opinion on Rule 4 was that it did not include self-represented lawyers; the 
OLPR concurred. Due to the ABA’s stricter reading, the Supreme Court has asked the Board to 
consider whether Rule 4 should be amended to make plain that it covers self-represented 
lawyers. Chair Butler asked about whether to establish an ad hoc committee or to refer this to the 
rules committee. Rules Committee chair Daniel Cragg said the committee had the bandwidth for 
it. Chair Butler then motioned to send it to the rules committee, the motion was seconded by 
Daniel Cragg and the vote passed unanimously. 
 
Update: working group on OLPR standard language for summary dismissals. 
 
The Director and all members of the summary dismissal letter working group were absent from 
the meeting. In their stead, Binh Tuong presented the latest version of new dismissal letter 
options and welcomed feedback. Carrie Washington asked to be reminded of the impotence for 
this, Tuong answered that it was meant to be more reflective of what the OLPR does as well as 
more efficient. William Pentelovitch worried that the letter did not include enough language 
about how large the Director’s discretion is. Board members Melissa Manderschied and Wendy 
Sturm expressed their approval of the letter. Chair Butler thanked the OLPR for bringing it 
before the Board and said the Board would consider the matter again at its next meeting when 
the Director and members of the drafting committee were present. 
 
Directors Report 
 
Binh Tuong was standing in for Director Humiston as she is abroad, on a much needed and 
deserved vacation.  
 
Tuong had some bittersweet updates of employment. Managing attorney Tim Burke is retiring and 
recently had his last oral argument (his 59th) Justice Hudson acknowledged his years of service. 
The OLPR is working on transferring his files and hiring. 
 
Secondly, Patricia LaRue, an OLPR paralegal who has been with the office for 25 years, is retiring, 
Patricia has been compassion and belief in the mission will be hard to replace. The OLPR have 
potential temporary help from someone who also works part time with the Board of Law 
Examiners. 
 
Tuong then turned her attention back to the OLPR case numbers: it was a busy, busy year with 
1,424 cases so far, more than any year going back at least 20. The OLPR is processing every single 
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complaint and has a lot on their plates. While they usually have about 30-40% summary dismissals, 
currently the OLPR has 58%. This is a record-breaking amount for them. File closing has been 
slow in November, bursts of things getting done then the holiday season slows the OLPR down 
again. The OLPR reports lots of charges coming out, however, when we issue charges there is still 
more work to be done by the office. The OLPR had 2 additional lawsuits;  the Attorney General’s 
office is handling it, and the cases will most likely be dismissed.   
 
Lastly, the OLPR did an open house to show off their new office at Minnesota Judicial Center, 
they feel very at home here and enjoy having the comradery.  
 
Complainant Appeal Statistics 
 
Chair Butler reminded the Board we present the statistics to ensure the appeals process was 
working in a timely and correct manner. The stats remain good with stats for completion being 21 
days for investigation or admonitions and 26 days for Summary Dismissal appeals. 
 
Open Discussion 
 
The first topic of open discussion was ABA opinion 518, which concerns maintaining 
confidentially on motions to withdraw. Absent an express order to explain the withdrawal the 
attorney should simply say “professional reasons.” However, federal court often requires good 
cause. Cragg worried local rule 387 was asking for trouble and a trap for the unwary. Cragg 
suggested we defer this one to the district ethics committee and motioned to do just that. William 
Pentelovitch seconded the motion.  The matter was put to a vote and the Board unanimously 
decided to require the Chair to submit a letter to relevant federal bar groups and courts expressing 
the concern. 
 
The next topic of discussion was brought up by William Pentelovitch. A criminal defense attorney 
entered the gubernatorial race and the DFL made a statement saying the attorney “built his career 
defending violent and exploitative criminals. He represented fraudsters, rapists, and pedophiles, 
getting many of their charges and cases thrown out along the way. -- With such a checkered history 
of clients, he lacks a moral compass to be Governor. He would take Minnesota in the wrong 
direction.” Pentelovitch questioned whether the Board should make a statement in opposition to 
the DFL’s. Multiple members were aware of the situation but questioned if it was the Boards place 
to make a comment. Carol Washington suggested it may be more within the purview of MSBA or 
the ABA, with these organizations being more able to release a more neutral statement. 
Washington reminded the board that the Court must remain politically neutral and any statement 
the Board makes will be perceived as political.  Kevin Magnuson said the MSBA would be more 
sensitive to political matters and even If we did refer it to them nothing might come of it.  
 
Paul Lehman reminded the board that this sort of talk is not exclusive to defense attorneys, with 
most lawyers being looked at as publicly corrupt just from their profession. Frank Leo offered to 
draft an opinion given that, as a non-attorney member he was quite upset with the comment. Wendy 
Sturm, who works as a public defender, stating criminal defense lawyers hear comments like this 
all the time, sometimes on the record from prosecutors or the court. Justice Moore urged the Board 
to proceed cautiously, if at all, before doing anything that could be perceived as political.  
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There was no formal motion or vote, but the consensus was that a statement from the Board was 
not a good idea. Pentelovitch suggested after the election the Board and/or OLPR consider holding 
a CLE about educating the public about lawyers’ ethical duties to their clients without particularly 
addressing this topic. Magnuson agreed with this idea and suggested a member of the board could 
write a statement for LinkedIn. Chair Butler reminded the Board of our media policy but also noted 
that Board members are individuals with the ability to make statements if they wish, just make 
sure it’s not stated as the Board’s opinion.  
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Month Ending 
December 2025

Change from 
Previous Month

Open Files 681 -3
   Total Number of Lawyers 461 5
New Files YTD 1572 150
Closed Files YTD 1491 153
Closed CO12s YTD 389 43
Summary Dismissals YTD 927 98
Files Opened During December 2025 150 38
Files Closed During December 2025 153 64
Public Matters Pending (excluding Resignations) 39 0
Panel Matters Pending 11 0
DEC Matters Pending 122 14
Files on Hold 19 0
Advisory Opinion Requests YTD 1789 151
CLE Presentations YTD 32 1

Files Over 1 Year Old 261 -1
   Total Number of Lawyers 156 4
Files Pending Over 1 Year Old w/o Charges 149 4
   Total Number of Lawyers 111 4

2024 YTD
5

14
2
6

27
7

95
102

OLPR Dashboard for Court And Chair
Month Ending 

November 2025
Month Ending 

December 2024
684 600
456 409

1422 1273
1338 1227

346 251
829 672
112 125

89 124
39 34
11 17

108 122
19 9

1638 1704
31 37

262 219
152 126
145 124
107 84

2025 YTD
Lawyers Disbarred 6
Lawyers Suspended 7
Lawyers Reprimand & Probation 1
Lawyers Reprimand 3

TOTAL PRIVATE 93

TOTAL PUBLIC 17
Private Probation Files 1
Admonition Files 92



AD  HOLD TRUS Total
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1 2
3
2
1
1
1
1
4
1
1
3
2
4
2

3 5
3
1
5

3 9
6
3

1 5
1

14
9

28
1 10

4
3
2

1 6
1 4

3 8
1 9

5
8

17
8

1 14
1 20

1 18
2 15 1 261

Total Cases Under Advisement 64 64
Total Cases Over One Year Old 261 93

Total Sup. Ct.
Sub-total of Cases Over One Year Old 197 29

Total 149 2 22 4 64 2
2024-12 17

1
2024-11 15 3 1
2024-10 12

1
2024-09 7 1
2024-08 16
2024-07 4 2 2
2024-06 5

1
2024-05 4 1 3
2024-04 3 1

2
2024-03 3
2024-02 3
2024-01 2
2023-12 3

4 1
2023-11 3 1
2023-10 3 1

2
2023-09 1 3 24
2023-08 5 1 1
2023-07 6 1 7
2023-06 1

1
2023-05 3 1
2023-04 1 1

4
2023-03 3 1 2
2023-02 2
2023-01 1 2 1 1
2022-12 1
2022-11 1 1 1
2022-10 1 1

1
2022-09 1 1
2022-08 1 2
2022-05 2
2022-04 2 1
2022-03 1
2022-01 1
2021-11 2 2
2021-10 1
2021-09 1
2021-08 1
2021-07 1
2021-06 1 1
2021-05 3
2021-03 1
2021-01 1
2020-09 1
2020-02 1
2020-01 1
2019-08 1
2019-07 1
2019-04 1
2018-12 1

OFFICE OF LAWYER PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY – LDMS REPORT

FILES OVER 1 YEAR OLD
Year/Month OLPR PAN SUP S12C SCUA REIN



SD  DEC REV OLPR AD  PAN HOLD S12C REIN RESG TRUS C012
1

1
1
1

1
1
1 1
3
1
1

1

2
1
1
2
2
1
1
1 3 1
1
1
1 1
2 3
3 1
1
3 1 1
1
6
5 1
1
3 1 1 1
3
3
2
3 1
3 1
3 3
4 1
5
4

16
7

12 1
15 1 1
17 1
22 1
23 1
28
22
20 2

3 20
7 2 25

11 1 30 1
17 1 21 1
24 3 17 1
23 14 1 1

19 37 12 1 2 1
19 122 7 403 3 2 19 4 5 2 2 2

2025-12 72
Total 23 68 681

2025-10 45
2025-11 39

2025-08 43
2025-09 40

2025-06 23
2025-07 1 35

2025-04 1 23
2025-05 1 23

2025-02 24
2025-03 28

2024-12 18
2025-01 1 1 25

2024-10 1 14
2024-11 3 20

2024-08 1 17
2024-09 1 8

2024-06 5
2024-07 2 2 8

2024-04 1 1 8
2024-05 1 3 9

2024-02 2 6
2024-03 4

2023-12 3
2024-01 2

2023-10 4 10
2023-11 1 4

2023-08 1 2 9
2023-09 3 24 28

2023-06 1
2023-07 1 7 14

2023-04 1 1 3
2023-05 5

2023-02 4 9
2023-03 2 6

2022-12 1
2023-01 2 1 5

2022-10 5
2022-11 1 1 3

2022-08 2 1 4
2022-09 1 2

2022-04 1 3
2022-05 2

2022-01 1
2022-03 1

2021-10 1 1
2021-11 2 4

2021-08 1 1
2021-09 1

2021-06 1 2
2021-07 1

2021-03 2
2021-05 3

2020-09 1
2021-01 1

2020-01 1
2020-02 1 1

2019-07 1
2019-08 1

2018-12 1
2019-04 1 1

OFFICE OF LAWYER PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY – LDMS REPORT

All Pending Files as of Month Ending December 2025
Year/Month SUP SCUA Total



SD Summary Dismissal
DEC District Ethics Committees
REV Being reviewed by OLPR attorney after DEC report received
OLPR Under Investigation at Director's Office
AD Admonition issued
ADAP Admonition Appealed by Respondent
PROB Probation Stipulation Issued
PAN Charges Issued
HOLD On Hold
SUP Petition has been filed.
S12C Respondent cannot be found
SCUA Under Advisement by the Supreme Court
REIN Reinstatement
RESG Resignation
TRUS Trusteeship

ALL FILES PENDING & FILES OVER 1 YR. OLD 
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ST'ATL OF WISCONSIN ('lR('ull ( oLJIt I' I]It0WN ('OI]N IY

Nl ichacl lJ. l)addcn.

l)laintill. ,\ Nl l.tN t)l,t t) ('oNI t,t..^l N't-

Ollice ol l-ar.r,yers I)roli:ssional Ilesporrsibility
(Ol-PR). a N4innesora s(ate agcnc\.: Susan Ilurnisron.
individuallir and as Directtrr ot'Ot-Plt.

( asc (.'otlc: .10 I 06
Negligcncc, l ort
('asc No.: 2-5('V I790

NOW COIUES l)laintill. N'lichacl ll. l'addcn. l)ro Sc. as and lirr this ( onrplaint againsr thc
above-namcd Deltndants. allegcs to ths ('ourt as fitllo*s:

l. IN'l l{Ol)ti("1'lON

I)elcndrrnts.

l. 'l'his case concenls a state agcnc) in M inncsota. knor.r n as Otlicc of Lawycr Proftssional
I{esponsibilitl (OI-Ptt). that targctcd u W'isconsirr liccrrscd uttorner. hi antl through its I)irect6r
Susan Hutniston. witlt tlrc illegal. urrcthical goal ol'dcstro)ing that lauyer's reputation through
purposetirl. intentional conduct in the catcSorv ol'dcfarnation ancl tlclhnration pcr. sc in addition to
other Llnethical. intentional. and illcgal conduct.

2. I'he targeted attorney was Michael t]. Padden (hcrealier. I)lainrill'or Padden)who obtaincd
his Wisconsin liccnsc in Scptcnrtrcr ol'1001 antl had practiced lau legally. and successlllll in
Wisconsin with no cthics violatiorrs. al all rnatcrial tinles hcrein,

-1. I'he conduct ol'I)elttrdarlt Susan llurrislon (hercalicr. at tit))es. "l)irector" or [r1 last
nanre) and othet's ent;rlovctl br Ol.l)l{. all conrluct cngagcd in r.rithin thc scopc and c()gNc ol'their
cmployment with Ot-l'R. evttlvcd around a crinrinal casc vcnued in Wisconsirr. Ihcsc threc.
conspiring togcther. thc OI.PR c()-c()nspira(ors ("the Ol_Cl( "). developed and cxccuted their
conspiracl' lo nlake it look as il'l)adtlen had engagccl in lawyer unethical rnisconduct in his
representa(ion o l'a Brou n ('ottntr . Wisconsin dc l'endant - Stevcn S\\ cct, Patlcicn had in lact behavctl
cthically. I'he conspiracv includcd OLI)l{ opcrativcs/attorncys llunriston (l)irector). .loshua llrantj
(Senitlr Assistant l)itcctor). arrd O[.[)R. paralcgul. l)utriciu l.alluc. lhc lartcr t\\o ar.L- not partics in
this lawsuit. bLrt thev ri,erc dcepl,v irrvolvcd in thc corrspiraer,.

l



5' The sweet matrfi was initiated by Sweet's wife with ethics compraintvaJregatioru firedin both wisconsin and Minnes"; ; ilb;;"ir'r$g. wisconsin authoriries dirmissed thecomplaint after a comDerent.in""ts3fgn, .*.lrairg rll; rh. u..rrutiorinid no ,aiAiry. Of,pn
lelu;e, of the ilegai brs."ir-rq or-ptaintift uy iu Bj."ro., continued forward even rvrth directknowledge that padden had in fact aone notlin! *rons.Li."rry in his representation of Sweet. rnfact' they ,eamed rhar padden had beha";;;;f*r;;iltv bv securing an excelrent prea deal forSweet in JLure of 2017. rhe oLCc was,#;;;;;;;i i;#"r ilrr""..i."f,* o.rn,"oherein (See pp. 5-6 of this Complaint).

6- Nonetheress, the oLCC proceeded with their conduct with these ultimate goars: (1)Generate fajse information about padden in the cat.roly oro*"oon 0", ,., pfeririri ,c ,ro r:rProceed forward illegally based on the oefamation iJ otrre, i:r"gar conduct with the plan to destoyPadden's reputation by generating additional rar. *J"r.. in support of their defarnatory conduct -corroborating their earrier conducg firlry aware that ,rr" **ra effect padden in not onry Minnesot4
.:]:*11";::ofwisconsin 

.irere paaaen *as}roit.Jrr.a to p*crice law, at al maierial times

7' Once wisconsin authorities had determined padden had done nothirg urong in the Sweetcase' the oLCC still proceeded forward anyway ;i;"*s multipie rules that the venue of themisconduct would contrci in terms of an .*t.r o..ir."lierefore violating plaintiffs due processrights' This was based on the ABo coa", nrl. si,;;;;* appricabre Minnesora and wisconsinlaw which adopted rhat ABA code proviiion fE,*- ::1. 
-

8' The misconduct by the olcc with Defendant Humiston as leader as detailed hereinshocks the conscience with its many layers/tibutaries. Theiup their conducq maae it lim.rri .,-,ir,., il;;ri:';:,"il:'i;::Ii:.T,ffTf|i:#fJnurnerous aad prevarent and 
1ve{ a reveJ ofdepravity ana ur.trrr"ai conduct particularry shockingfor an aggary tasked with monitoring ura aiscip-r'i;a'u,ilJ.',i, ,,rr"onduct_ rn short, they knew thatwhat they were doing was illegal and unethica.l. 

-- ----"'.

II. JLIRISDICTION ARTIES
r ' PraintiffMichaei B- padden, at aJI dmes materiar herein, was a practicing rawyer ricersedin Wisconsin_ This starus began on September 2, 2002_

2' During the rerevant timeframe, prainfiffhad aa office in Miru:esota, but he also practiced
iX,1:lHJi,Xi:;.I::::'. r- mn.o,p*i.i.*,*,n,rt with address osini"to.y ruag"
the v/iese bogus oLpR 

"","rHrlt::often.since 
2020, ttre year tire corio panaemi. 

-u.g, 
- a]ia

3' Defendant oLpR ofFrciany became a state agency with the primary task of investigatinglawyers in l97r ' Their prin"rpa om""s ,i'ffiilH*i,o., n sr. paur, Minnesota_ AII conducrnoted herein by co_conspirators Humiston, B.r"d, ;;;e were committed within the scopeand course of their emplovment with tr.'ris-ug.n.i 
-fi.-6r_cc 

improperly got involved in the,Wisconsin/Sweer matter thereby subjectir= "Oain # ;Wisconsin couns/.law. 
_J vqvJvvL,r,s \rLrlr aro lherr employees to this jurisdiction of

2



4' 1n2076, Defendant susan Humiston (a ricensed a*omey) became the Director of oLpRater having been appointed. As of this a"r", .iJ rJiii^ Lat titre- she was the lead supervisor intbe Padden/Sweet matter aka Swee/Wiese iif .gutions,-
5' At alr times materiar herein, Defendant Joshua Brand was a ricensed Minnesota atomeyemployed by oLPR for many years- Because of the conspiracy, in almost every case thatconcerned allegations against padden during the rerevant time aame, Humiston always assignedthe case to Brand to assist with ,legalry furrh;;;" !o.i, ora. conspiracy, that is, keeping thenumber of conspirators limited- a, - uno*.y.'frl*-"rlta ettricat rules applied to Brand. He isnot a Defendant, but as a member of the oLCi, h. root air".,ion from Defendant Humiston aad

$"iliffirffi:X1'#,ltffi*. i, rb.th.s*;;Jw;.r.."n.. was within the scope and course

0"". j"orT?lff;T;T_t*:. n* been a rong-time paralegat orolpR aad hadrhas a close
herbyHumisto;;;.#:"&11.*:illTlilii'ffi;,t"_x*.r::rT:*hTj:.#
otherwise immoral - in part, to enhance her bona *i,rl ,r,. oi...ror- This incruded the investigationof Padden especially regarding the-S*eetlC.ee, ,", i"n". Her conduct was dtected bysupervising attomeys Humiston and Brand 

"^..pt 
fo. iL. ,ioration of a sequestration order _ raterdetailed' She is not a Defendant, but as .,n.,,u.i ortrr. oLCC, she took direction from DefendaatHumiston and co-employ".. B:od, -a ,fr.*A*,- ti conduct she engaged in with thesweet/wiese mafter was within the ,;.p" *;;;;;;rir.", .mptoym"nt with oLpR.III. T ELE TS OF THE HUMIST ONPAD DEN'S PUTATIONIN CONSP IRA Y O DESTROWIS CONSIN BY UTILIZINGAWISCONSIN CASE

l' Humiston's sweeLlviese conspiracy had many features/tributaries to not onry achievethe aforernentioned goals' but arso, ,o un.rpr,o ,rJJssfury hide it ro prevent it from being
ffTr**o 

in the discovery ptrase oi 
",rr..*il'i, ,rr."ia'iaen oiscipfinary case/Tria.l. (pDC and

2. Since the consoira

:I 9",:, 
;&;;::; J#ffi .I.{:i{.#ffi:#iJiil.1"J.y.T",T*.j:1L1T #i::: ffi :constanfly lied even beyond.rhe_ subomed pel.ury 

-i*.., 
-O Wiese cooperated with that

::'ff:Jrffi;ffJ,Tmed. bv Brand' u'i 'i'il*. ,narv mistakes which assisted with rhe

fl: :#i*ffi *::!i i'il';;, IL:l':i',*xm*;* *rl; ;x:
8e pro,aitJ ;;;"*ii;'iLT,il:,3ffi.jf.".;:,,:;l'"'o' sweet and wi.." totJin .*"",, or

. 3.. A m-rsuke made fy Humiston and Brand was to s 
.

1ffi,;i,Lt,ffi;:l1J'**'"q'r"o"i.*'.,,;ffi ',:#flJJ#:#:::f,1':l"Hi:;:
evidence- ;il;;;?"d,js number of conu'adictions with that ,.,.;;;"r;;;""i* o*o
imentionari;;;;H;fi "t::it'*...}Tffi 

:H,;f ',;:$":yft *Am..f-illu'rth the support of Humiston and Braad- The .;; rii in.o*p.r.ruy concealed in part due

3



to LaRue's maly mistakes rnd arso, mistakes by her attomey supervisors, Humiston and Brand.Having said thag no reasonabre person, rn"ruairg prJa"n ard his prior lawyers, courd decipherthelrue exent of the conspiracy of these three *ir,r *y J.rrir untir IFTER ti,.,orpi.tio, ortn,PDT' The PDT and other events after pubrication of the supposed disciprine n rate 2022,corroborated the earrier unethica.r coaduct pre-publication and included the subomed perury, akey feature ofthe conspiracy.

4. The main features ofthe conspiracy were:

a- Humiston had to find. persons she courd rery on, and lley were Brand and LaRue. ButBraad reft nght after the padden tial for fear tbe tonspiratoriar, unethicar conduct wouldbe discovered _ affecting his ability to practice law.

b' The main conspirators were oLpR operatives/emproyees Humiston, Brand, and LaRue.Howevsr, comprainants Sweet and wi.r. .r.nt,iulry became part of the conspiracy -brought in by Humisron and Braad, with LaRue,s assistance.

c. Investigate in a non-thorough fashion was anotler feature. To be thorough would createevidence herpfur to padden- This incruded for exampre not securing and putting intoevidence two separate mnscripts of Sweet's 2020 preaand sentencing to his murtiprefelonies which ajone proved padden,s imocence.

d- Ignore evidence herpfur to padden and concea.l that from oLpR complainants. witnesses,and the public.

e' N^ever ut,ize experts. of any kind because they courd end up supporting padden,s
defenses- This wourd include no exper* 0n 

"t 
orn.y ethics. In short, the oLCC wouldpass tlemselves offas ethics experts when the oLCC unethicar conduct ut izeJagainstPadden noted herein arone in thl Sweetlvi.r" *"n", was so brazen that it courd resurtin significant discipline for both Humiston ana g;a. It arso invorved wisconsin raw,an area presumably for which OLpR operatives had no expertise or daily involvement.

f, ignore the findings ofother state agencies.

g' Believe a comprainant - even when not credibre - in tle event ofa deniar by padden -and take the complaint forward with no viable corroborating evidence.
h' create a petition and other official legal documents with knowingry farse information inpart.to fool the three-person panel who would initia.l]y address the claimed unethica-lconduct - and foor the pubric including lawyers and judges. The ..petition,,, withreference to Sweet/wiese,. became u t"y-".-pon"rt of the conspiracy and revealed inaad of itserf the purposefur. intentionar, ard uneti,r.ar conduct of the oLCC as detailedherein' The oLCC knew that once alregations -"...,.h.d in stone in a formal. pubricdocument, it was extemely difficult forly Uin r.roo uno-ey to get the genie back inthe bottre due to the public nature of the p..* -J r* oth". reasins *i ,. ..n rugto amend the charges when they koew there were features of the petition that conta,ed
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bald faced lies. They also.had a user-friendly referee who would render factuaj and legaJconc.lusions in essence rubber stampirg arry J anffring tirat OLpR operadves alleged.
i' Estabtish a personal bond.wrth the complainants whose claims were not credible andwith whom they had consnrrld,. Thi_r.t;;;;;;Gi."g"l uar;." lnot allowed ethica,y)to enhance the bond and establish a first-namJreuion to assist with bonding aad allowthem to, for example, ,.xl or_email at any time of Aay ornigtrt *lth the OLpR paralegal.This was especiariy tue for LaRue wrtr, r.."i. ...pt"rn-tr. LaRue actualry bratantJyviolated a sequeshtion order during t}e paaden nri lritl, *itn.rs/"o.plainant JessicaWiese as iater detailed.

j' Recommence the investisation after ceasing it based on tlre invorvement of the top revel

;H',H::" 
go"**"it commencing *it a t-get"a witch hunt in which Humiston

A- Humiston D esp eration

5- Humiston originally-came to know padden soon after she became Director in 201 6 as aresutt ofthe T.w case which.oLpR.p";r.;;;;;;;;;ry 
dragged out for r.5 years and fina,ydismissed in 2015. padden did noth;";;r;; ff#senration of that complainant.

5' In 2018' a correctional offcer (co) was murdered by an inmate at a Minnesota Doc
*Jgr:,?#'il1T'"#'#,esota- rhis was tr'" n"i tl,,. in the history or um.rot" ti,"t
-*p,r,lon*Lffi j"r!,#,::;,3ff ?".::::;r,#Hi":***;*m::m
:iff[T:T::"Xtrad 

pursued clat^ a"i*i)rrJ ir. ,*. orv,-esota on beha]f ofthe ne>r_

7' As rime went on frrr:g.'u to 2020, nothing was happening to assist with Humrston,splan of desroying padden's repuhtion, ana in tire me-aitr#, p"aa"r,, 
o.ofire was increasing withthe fact that he w25 f,.ino t.gl :o***ru,r;;;ii.ti'-ki;". Twin cities radio starion whjchoeganinJanuarvof20lg(for3.5years).;dar;;;li;iaaoenpuuiistedabookinoctoberof

2020 which *as feat"ei in Time 
^,i.c-;;. 

;;'f;.'*n,.n a documentarv was created.Significant publiciB evotved fro. tf,"t p jO*u,* n_ri.Oduring that timet-*., -urr.., that received substantive ,.J;:;:rrrl# 
other high-profile cases

8. Alother significaat factor in terms of Humiston's motivation to destroy padden,sreputation was the fact that padden began representation of the highest profile Minnesotarestaurant that defied the Minnesota govemor'S ordlate 2020_ This case received a huge amount o
er peftaining to covid restaurant lockdowns in

Padden' s representation, but the fact that the oppo
f media exposure having nothi ng to do with

represented by the Miraesota Attomey Gen
nent in thar matter was the State of Miru:esota

Humiston, s fi:rther targeting ofpadden.tThi
era1's Office was another primary factor for

whenever Padden prevaiied
s matrer was litigated in 2020 :ul:to 2021 . In additiogrn a cnmina.l case witb a favorable plea agreement,

' Neither ptaintiff nor his attornevconspiracy. ' atLege that l''linnesota Attorney Generat, Keirh Er.ison is panofthis
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dismissal, or rial victory, this was a defeat of the State of Minnesot4 something DefendartHumiston was awa're of based on reasonable informatjon and belief cpadden,s clieats prevajled
in two Minnesota murder riars in 2023. In october of 2020, a ferony iri.ri .ii"oo* was foundnor guilty after ordy five minutes of deliberation in Adams county. wisconrir, po.rftty u ,ot"record).

9- As such, when the frivorous wiese accusations came into oLpR in 2020, Humiston wasdesperate to. do something substantive against padden even though in April of 2o2o,the venuewhere the discipline evorved, wisconsirf determined that padden had done nothing urong- @x-1)' Humiston lsrew that by proceeding forward she was violating numerous rules which madeclear that the ethics determination by authorities in ttre sLe of venue would cono.ol for the ethicsallegations preventing other jurisdictiors from addressing the matter aad rendering discipline-(see ABA code, Rure 8.5; Ex- 33)- Humiston aia noi"rre because of her ev motive, but thissubjected her and her agency to the jurisdiction of Wisconsin_

10' Humiston' however, had other probrems of her own that she was dealing withbeginaing in 2020- In lanuary of 2o2o,ttr. t a*ye.,s n.or"ssionar Responsibrlity Boad (L.RB),a different state entity than oLpR. was authorized to supervise oLpR. They recommended to theMimesota supreme court that Director Humiston ,ot f,. ..appointed. The court looked into thisbut stangely reappointed Humiston in april of 2020. (Ex. 2). The chief Justice then was aRepub'lican appointee- (rn october. 202j, a democrat goremor appointed Natarie Hudson as chiefJustice)-

^_-. _r_r.. 
*t":enc:* September of2020, u-acking back I I months due to ar alleged toxic worken\lllonmenq 14 staf anomeys had left OLPR. (IdJ.

Even more srange, in euly 2021, the Court took away the supervising authority overthe Director' Many peop)e opposed t}is. The couftstill terminated LpRB,s supervising authorjty.
@xs- 2 and 4)- It was not until 2021 that OLPR moved substantirety on the Sweet/wiese matter-

13. Ln2020 and2O2t, eight staffattomeys of OLpR Ieft OLpR- (Ex. 4).
14' On November 12,2021, a prestigious, wer-respected lawyer and former d.irector ofoLPR pointed out the serious concem that Director Humiston was No LONGER supERVISED(emphasis added herein) by rpRB and its pubric ;;;.r. The author, william wernz, alsoauthor ofan online treatise, "Miruresota Lega rtrricsl i, uaoition to previously being a director

:j.:::& 
was a member of the Board on Ju'diciar s#arJ. at the rime rhar he wrore the arricle.

. I5 Hurniston's history-_and with the now rack of supervision as of 2021, emboldened heragainst Plainriff in the sweet/wiese matter ."d ..;;;;;; to the ,regar, purposeflrr, unethica-r,and intentional conduct that she engaged in with her co-conspirators as detailed in this complaint.
16' As deta,ed herein Humiston's bonding with the Minnesota govemor in,021 gave heradditional j o b security and ofnote is the fact that L ofthe dare of this comprain! over four yearslater,Tlumiston srill has her job. In addition, Covemor Tim Wa.lz became involved as noted atpp. 19-20.
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IV T,S G ENBAY E- TUAL BA GRO ND
A. Jhe Green Bay Sweet Cnm es; Padden Retained

by forging credit cards in the mal,s

2. It was alleged that Sweet finaacia.lly took advanr2ge of a 5d_year-old vulnerable
name, purchasing goods

adu.lt
with them, aad then pawning thegoods. The thefu by Sweet were in excess of$30,000 aad included charges on an open bank creditcard account. On no occasi on were the goods or funds illegal)y obtained given to rhe victim. (Id-),

3. It was leamed that before aad after these crimes which begarr in 1013, Sweet hadcommitted ottrff finalcial crimes. Para- 16, p. 8 as examples). As such, it w35 6lsaJSweet had engaged in financial cnmes throughout his adult life. This also included criminalconduct after 2013 for which Sweet was not charged as detailed in the later pSI and otler sources.(Ex. t 0)

6. Padden began his representation ofSweet on or about lO/27/16

- 4' When questioned by.Green Bay pD detectives, Sweet at first denied the creen Baycnmes, which included falsely btaming ;. ;"o.;-;;;en telting one tie after another- Heeventually came clean aad fully admittei ir. "i..r. G*1. ,; ,o*.rer. at a later date, he placedall of the brame on his allesed accomplice, 
" 
grriti..J"-J-other of two of bis chirdren. @* r 0,p' a)' Throughout the prlcess"rur" r"rs-;ijrii"Jol rr,r," Green Bay case, sweet would

;::Hillfl#]biT;:"*" but not nim"se# Hr, i]. w.,. r,ua tr,is #it aso, ir,,i,. otr,.,,,

.o*""i 
"r!["."J:r?"ffI::": 

had initia]s M'B' Sweet forced this woman to pawn uegally
;. ,);;J;,"#:::H?:"'would "place her in a mentaj insritution ir.r.,.aia noi.,1r*. s,
by oLpR operadves- under oath- The oLCC ignored this- M.B was o*", ,-it.*i"*"a

- I on 9/24/15, a wisconsin criminar compJaint was prepared and commenced in Brown
,t;'.:Y;y[]:sin' 

Sweet's charges: 
'i* r.ro;;;;;;; oil p.u,i ag"inr, iin;.-iJil,i*,,o,.,,

B he PIea eem ent

_r", J;11:?"r ;I;;f o.'."Iro i 5 and Apnt of 20t7.padden secured the State,s evidence

.9"o1-*."."^o;ilH;#',,Y,"ririT-yd.;lt;:lm;***,::i[:",:,Jffitne actual potentiar for imprisonment of at reast s-ix r.-, -o as much as nine yearc- (Ex. 5).8.. On 4/26/17, counsel for the State of Wiscons:conveyed an offer for Sweet ln' prosecutor Mary Kerrigan-Mares,
vears probarion f.u;;;;;;;jHlll ,:,:lsiil, 

tn' State requested 
'i* *o,th,l;iard rwo
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9' Since sweet did not have email, he asked that all ema, communications go to his wifqJessica v/iese, at "wjessical gS 1@gmul.com.,, nuiJJ-"orr"r" d the 4/26/17 offer emar.t ro rtrisemair ad&ess on 5/1/r7. oLpR h;d these emairs 
^ 

.rio.r... wiese never disputed receivingthis emai). (td).

)0' on 6/8/17, Kerrigan-Mares confirmed &e offer with aa ,'offer Memo,,to padden withState to argue for six months jail. @x_ 7).

1l' ot 6/13/17, a record of Sweet's prea was made- He understood the terms and pred ofhis own free w,l- padden was present aad assisted the court with the process_ sweet acceptedthe 5/8/17 ,'Offer 
Memo,, terms_ (Ex- g).

12. On that same dare, June Ii, 2017, Sweet signed a ,.plea 
euestionnaire/Waiver offughts" form. @x. 9). plaintiffalso signea. 

/ - --- -'r

13' The Prea document oci-) c6reras detailed tlre prea: ..plead 
su,ty to three counts.Restitution to be determined- Four months;"ir * 

" 
.or;i,ion of probation with restitution andwork release if eligible-" It even included "consideration for doing time in Minnesota whereDefendant resides with wife and children-" tra., pzi. wrr., Sweet came back to his home in stPaul, he told his wife that it was six montt,siuit *tlih was confirmed by numerous otrer sources.Six months was more viable since it *as unritetv s*eetiurd handre restitution.

14' To any reasonabre person, and any competent wisconsin criminal defense attorney,this was a great resu.rq aad padden riaa achierea rils-go"rl ro. trri, client since going to tiar wasnot an option- The number of aggravating r..to.r"*a". these facts made the result 2lmostrmiraculous including rhe act that iuue, 1*I* ..i.^J ,"a incarceration in Minnesota near his
l"ll'^:y viabre possibilirv ro. s*."t 1ta., p. oJ- n'..-.rr.cc never tord the pubric anv of thisln rts eventuar press rerease concerning the sweet mafter - nor was it discrosed in the publicPetidoD dated 12/21/22. @x. 29).

C- TheP for Sen ten

15' when Sweet freery"pre d on 
,6,/13/)7 

,knowing his senrence wourd be four, possibry sixmonths jail, he wa5 2"1761's lrat he wourd be senrenced rigtzzttl,have to compiete a pre-sentenceinvesfigation (psr) wirh a probarion ug"rt u"ro;ih.r. -i ,ir..,, go to jail on g/2t/17. He tordiris wife all of this when he ."*.n.or-=o V;"n."r*.' .r'#rr, , (Exs. I I and l2). The Coun on6/13/17 specifically noted that the sentencing a.," *ouia be g/22/lj inquiring of padden,sschedule. @x. 8, pp. I 0_12).

l6' Sweet cooperatedrvith the psl process which report was prepared by a probation agenton 8/7/17 ' It was faxed to padden * vqTi?. c-,1ojl i,r" *p"" 
"ored 

an r 1/7/08 theft by sweetfrom St croix, county, wisconsin ar:d a p.ioi tr',erc or another vurnerabie adurt for which Sweetwas not charged criminaity- 0d.l-i)_
I7' The pSI noted mentar heartlr issues for Sweet incruding anxiety, depression, biporardisorder, and aatisocial personarity. sy,,pto,n, oitt.r. in"rua" impulsive rying and tering lies totake advant€e of others. Humiston. gorO, undiuRu", *. OI_CC, knew of the significance
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of tlese symptoms but never r

(Id 

-i. 

r----rv vsL'evc;'r conveyed tlem to the public or considered them in their investigation

I8' On or about g/17/.17-, 

-a 
coordinator for the Brown county victim program providedsentencing judge, Judee Kenrtal Kelrey, *rrr,rr. uri }r'ti,pu., stur.*"nt aad Resdtution Form.**?:*HffH:E.:6:.;ill';; o.'^,,.'ol"# olcc had,r,i, a.",-",i'^ p* 

"r
I9. Amongst orher requests, the victim,s sister (the victim was not competent _ which alonecreared a sigr:ificant .sg:a:a.tins ra.to, ugurrsi i*.!g *ur,.o incarceradon ,,for 

some time 6months - I vear or nvo?" 0d')' Th. ;#;;";ectry how v"rong it was of sweet to take:fl#:ffi : r'-"t*'$;ff ::i Jl' 
*";;; ;. ;llportan t a.rd accepled uv the Siate as a vau a

*""" 
"'&:l#'ffirT'ekrownst 

to Padden, Sweet aad wiese checked into a hoter near the
receipt as part of rhe ,nu.-'-91-onl' 

a few months old, was with them. orpn ,**"0 the hotel
ri," rur", ri", -ail;"::i1t:." 

process- This receipr,ended up being 
",*in"-lo."bjem for,t.r.. fa*. lo;l' '-uur,€o pequry aniculated in the allegations .s"ir" pIaJ., ; sweet and

^ . ^.- ?] ludaen provided a copy ofthepSIto Sweet i:and 8/19/t7. fire Of CC _"... ;;;;;:.::...^,-:.:*:"., ,l person during a meeting betrveen 8/9/17y*Iiy,;";;;;::.T[::ff .ti:;:#::I*:;JtrG:i_HilL;.T j*:i1*ri
il1'.": T" # ;:l *:if,.: I,Iffi: "r:l m'*:f tai r s o r the .., *' -.,,-,i" J rvraps or

22' On g/21/17, padden.called 
Sweet ro ask him if he needed a ride to Green Bay for the.next 

day's sentencing. a"o1* n:11: il;;;il.ilas 
llreadr in Green Bay. Sweet was rn atl::i1T#*,yJHil.,*:l:?f, i,I.*'Srh$;$;;;;,l,;:';,i1tn.*_0",

a_ ,'Mike, 
I,m not going to jail.,,

b. ,,Don,t 
tell my wife.,,

c_ "What can happen to me jf I don,t show up?,,

- 23. padden, after st:

:hoT 
jui] ri*. ror-,irJr.'#onglv 

advising against this decision.and emphasizing the reladvely

il:*:.*if &*fi :{;:.i.:1fr::';"ffii:l:,,[1i',fl i*txr*f :*:*;"T
ageed that padden would ,.rt11uj.1" 

oto not care. He wa5 n61g6i1g to go to jail. It wa5 heuTsverrweet know what thejudge aecioea thJ neiio;;. 
^ ^. .'""

. 24. padden was ethic

lH$:,trE:'il::Iffi-: ffi}:l|}HJht,fl" krow orthe sweet situation which
; on 8/21/17 . It correctly depicted the
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25' On g/22/r7' padden appeared by phone- and a record was correctry made detairing thesrarus. Sweet no showed for the sizztn u"j"g.A;;;
26' During that g/22/.17 hearing, off the record, Judge Kerley advised that the warralt hewourd issue wourd be Iimited to "tne rot **"., oi riji."o"sin.,, Judge Ke,ey did in fact sign awafiant tlat day entirled ,'Arrest_Bench 

Warrant Capias ,.^dated g/22/17 with the geographicresn'iction xed as "statewide." (Ex.r 7)- strangely, ,rr. 5iic unethicalJy reated this warrart as ifit did not exist revearing arone a signincant re;tu.e oi,rr. 
"onrpiru.y 

against praintiff_ and treatedthe'Tour comers" comment ollaiaen ;;li;l;t|;;;e documents. Even as of this date, theoLCC has not retacted this outrageous. farse accusation.-For exampre. the capias warrant wasnot referenced in the public petition docume nt aateil-z-nsn2. (Ex.29).
2'7 . Afier this hearing ended, due to Sweet,s non_crethical, regal .urig"u., ,JiLet except maners such as ',^ilff:11;?J#!i:"i:,1.ox:Tli: ilshort' Padden was no ronger required to monito. *,. 

"J. o.-p.oria" any additionar regal advice toSweet pursuant to wiscoisin law- padden aia 
',o*ere.-Jr 

Sweer on g/22/r7 andadvised of theCourt's decision regarding the statewtde warrant.

28. On ar abo\t 9/14/17, Padden begar representing Sweet for a dishonored check charge
Sweet was also cited for issuing a worttr.less check
t than the charge date for this Washington County,

case venued in Washington County, Minnesota.
in New fucbmond, Wisconsin on a date differen
Minnesota mater

V. SWE TIS STED AND EXTRADITEDA COMPLAI - FEBR UARY OF 2 020 \I/IESE FILESNT WITH OLPR

1' On February 7, 2020, Sweet was a-rrested in Minnesota and extradited to wisconsin_ Hisnew charge was feronv bailjump for on tus;;;;;;;;g not ro attend rhe 8/22JrTsentencinghearing to be sentenced for his 2br3 r.ror.,i", wi.r" aallsed padden by 2/g/20ema of sweet,sa*est and said a pubric defender wourd be r".*"J ri-s*"et. she a.rso said: ..r hope aI is we,with you' Have a great rest of your weekendj' il. ;; confirms correctry that padden advisedin 20I7 that the g/22/17 wanzntwas statewide. 1ex- t s;.- rnese -eI wishes by wiese were not in

2' on2/19/20, wiese emailed.padden seeking to retain him for her husband Sweet,s newcase' she said: "Inmate la,*ryers arc teuing him tnat h-e witL get upward of r0 years because ofthenew fsleav for fleeiag rhe sare. yo, *;;*;;; *..i'.u.* carming him down when he getslike this. Let me know if he can cajl you.,, tEx I Sl.-
3' What wiese did not te, padden ar thar time was that on 2J1g/20-she had fired a"complaint Form" and submitred it.to or-pn. wies. ili**, a, through hearsay, that..Mike did

Irrfl.r,or,**.e 
up to this time.,, She meant up ,r,if SlZ,7, She also ctaimed _ again, hearsay

a' on the momins of the senrencing, Mike cared and said he had just received the psl.b. They [pSr auth"orl lied u-ying ,ilil. ffiE;.;i1,0 ,.*. or longer.c. Mike said we shouid t;.';;. #,;;ili#;..1r", ro wisconsin.
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d- Mike should have been more fortJrcoming about the consequences. (Ex. 20).

s*"., *, *'I::*;1T;,**' :::"1": of wiese's complaint was that padden had tied and rold

:;:irL:ffi ;fr _#:,,*::.;,::T:H,;:{?ffi :**1,::,y*:":"ru
tr-ea/create the matter as ,rrt "*t 

was assigned to) and LaRue r* - inr.rtiilt'J.l? rttegaly
about one .;;;;L"r::1Ye of significanr discipJine. sweet had the pSI in his possession

m"j*i*r,:ir*:&.::lJffi i::i:]];ffi:.j;*rl,*,*ililH:f 'H:
;"#.trifr *ilH"j;#Hfi fl t1;ffi ;;lffi r&.;;:,**,,xru;ni:*,;:r:
part of that goal 

g Padden's reputadon with al eventual, unt-uthful press release as

VI. LPR, s ENT NALLY N THI AL INV STI ATI -PREL
I

IMINARY

:,:::J,.ffiY::ff lX?ffi:f #.',ffi :'J:."rTdasreadattomeyandreadinvestigator.himself. - -^-4vevq equus r ures our proceeded to engage in unethical 
"orrdu"t

2. Braad advised'Noo."orr",l.i;;;:::.::Ty;;iiH:;i,TJr::e inve51ig21len with a documenr entined

*T*:iffih*::;;,ii,:*"#;j#,.;,"ff :'.::::X,H:'ffi"Y,Tifi *."H:
determined to h.r" ro *..'^"d 

on the hearsay accusadons of a serial .,1-il: il:t - and werert whatsoever by Wisconsin au

- 3. On 3D2/20. pa
padden had done nothine 

rdden,s lawyer. Da.n Kufus, 

rthorities at a later date in April.

Judge Kerey *hrct acc,ioT'g 
re*'zlj 

"rit'"0#"-lt'"toed documenb which made clear

fi Hy*.f;H::r#fi :+r.,:ffi :fl*tiI,,,,*l*iij'f*:H##date' wisconsin naa:u.is[i"tio" oril.;;d.T'#eloun of wiscoruin, on or about that same

3ff-T:'il:ffi::il':*:l'r-'*"."i.[.ir,,.",;::v 
matter bv virtue orwiese's compraint

crimini,"-ii..oei{;:'fli?"i1;';.'-"#:I;:TlT:,llflf ;l!}rH'J',,f :"::H
. ,, t Kufus made clear: ,,If the wzrrant was later mr
Jv;ttld 

lave been after PaaJen's represenrarion .n0.0.,, l{-lto to extend out of wisconsin, itoblrsationtomonitorSweet's.*;;;;il.]i".'i""i""ti;,,^'.ll yas rue Padden had no legaj

[T^fl:*t*:#*+;]'lif ]'$:i]::;ffi :ni"[{*"r.*;*l;}:;n:
).?, 

b^.:1T" 
"rrir-jr*i"'.i .' 

@* 22)' The maner should have been closed at,r,ur i'*i or, **(the olcc) ilo""#; #;nspracv 
and illegal conspiraroriar g""t. f".;ii;""'.-o'-i ,o*
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5' on3/24/20' wiese emailed Braad with her first in a iong series of mistuths. she allegedthat she aad sweet reft for wisconsin the day uero.e trr" sentencing which wourd be g/21/r7. @x.23). Their own hotel bil showed they checked in rwo days befo-re on ttzotti (l*. i+) wi.r.then aJleged that the advice.to reare wisconsin, areged from padden, occurred, .,The moming ofthe hearing-" This arso courd not have been *. ri.y checked out of the hoter on g/2r/17 _heday before the hearing. wiese added: "r know trrii is att hearsay and very hard ro prove,,confirming that she was never privy to Padden's dtect cornmurication when sweet told padden
on 8/21/77 thatbe would not cooperate _ outside of Wiese,s presence- @xs. I 1 and t2).

6' wiese added: "The court denied his fpadden's] request to show up over the phone.,,This was farse- Padden w2s permitted to 
"pp.* 

uy pt on. as proven by the g/22/17 tanscript andother evidentiary sources inctuding Judge i.eltey it.r"ir. fg*. rOl.

7. When OLPR operatives obtained the Days Inn receipt which proved that many ofwiese's 3/24/20 ema, comments were mostly fatse. ttrey simpry ignored them because it cutagainst br goal ofdestoying Padden's reputation rr* lol Humiston,s directive was in essence:Accept all evidence that supports our illegal god, no matter how shaky, ald ignore all evidencethat undermines it' no matter how"..turn. ir.,.ticc p.o.."a.a rorward and engaged in shocking,unethical, intentionar conduct and bas continued ,p ,itii tir. date of this complaint.
8' Also on 3/24/20, Brand ema.rred wiese (Ex- 23) inquiring if at any time her husbandSweet had ever advised anv wlsconsin 

"orrt 
oriis ii.gution that padden tol; him nl, ro upp"-on 8/22/17 ' This was an important question which also tleregraphed to wiese - as a way of gettingt? s*::t - that the alregations shourd be 

^r.J "-n 
*. court hearings for Sweet,s urtimatedisposition now that he was caught and would have to face the music. He wa5 5gn1gn6ed aboutthree months larer- of note is the fact that s*e;;;;;r tota aay court about padden,s alregedmisconduct nor did they (Sweet or wiese) 

"r.. say a,ythirg to sweet,s new lawyer about padden,salleged unethicai conduct- This Iawyer cam. * u,, rr,,*"i ar2020 to represent Sweet. (This rauryertold Padden directly via telephone in 2024 that}," tn.* nothing about the Sweet/wiese ethicsallegations €ainst padden). He was a public defender.

9' The oLCC were-aware that a competent investigation required that evidence bead&essed to not only potentially provide proori". trr" wi*vsweet a.llegations, but also. to secureevidence that courd prove padden's inno;"n.., ;;i ir, ui"..,",n tre truth. The oLCC were notconcemed about the truth. They were only moti"u,"J io Jil"ve their urethical goals noted herein,and their conduct tfuoughout suppofted this as detailed herein.

I 0' After their investigation began, the oLCC determined that it was probable that wiesewould submit some form of communild;1. ;;-r";cing judge rerevant to her husbard,supcoming sentence hearings. This wourd assist .itrr 
- 

Jetermining the credibility of wiese,scomplaint against padden ald urtimatery- wherher in iact paaaen had engaged in unethica.lconduct- That timeframe was especiary significant since tr,. SLCC t.t"graphed to both Sweet andwiese what should happen in the future. is* p.*'i, ,rris page). wiese emailed rre senrencrng

'dX:;;i 
06/tt/20, and in that email- she mention.a notl,ins about praintifps alleged misconduct.
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11' On or about 3 /3_1/20, sweet mailed a letter to Brand. €x. 25). Sweet alleged the caJIwith Padden was on g/22/r7_- andin,o'""Ji, i*""i. Loth a.Iegations were ,ies_ sweer and wieseIeft the hotei on 8/21/17 - when padden .^ri.J i*,n*.d by wiese), Sweet reft the hoter roomwhich prevenred wiese fiom hearing *hat sweeis"iilo p^aa* during the car. (Exs_ r r and r2)_Sweet also alleged that pad.den toldiim r.,. ** i"Jrrg at..ten years.,. presumably a reference tothe psl' This ** -ofi':.]i": s*".i jia no,io;;;';., rener to Brand that he had received thePSI aom padden before B/20/tj - r.-.,,;; i;;'elentuary admined to under oatb- The pslrecommended probation' not ten yea$. How-could padden lie about somethiny'a document sweetalready had? The oLCC knew- 
f 

is .arty .r ir,rr"i. i*.-rrigation- The orcc aia eventuary l€mthe r-uth thar sweet had the pSI fr"'n p"li", i."s'iJion, 
,, 

o,rs,rr. AIso, the concept of ,,10 year5,,was a seed recently planted in Sweet,s mind Uy ,,:n ut. l^*yers.,, (See para- 2, p_ lO).
12- Sweet was merery perpetuating a rie he began on g/2r17 because he did not waat toteu his wife the truth ,rru, rr..;rriaii ,o, *uir;;;Ji;i:, .ven perhaps a more primary incentive- not to have to pav restitution. H" exp""ted ffi i-# iorn i,., *hich is why he tord padden notto teu 'his wife" about his decision : -a rii i. ,-,.,.t ,oo,, ut.. receiving padden,s ca, forobviqu5 1sasr"' A Dotenriar furto. -", ti,-. ..*riiffi .r"eir child (February of 2017). but the9L9C, 
r.alher than applying common sense. like Wiscon .

i:il::#:Hl:x.":.$.i,::.,:""J jTf *:f fl :I::'?:;':::i",13*f '#::'l'J
,* "0",L';,1,1"*?::;jTr*'* 

suggested a modve as to whv a iawyer, who had pracficed raw
convince the cri;, ;; *. ;ffi ;:y:.[i::# ;.*:Hi:I;:t*l#:.;j;.#:,,;.:]*$
Ht*'i:','":f:1X*1. .ri.,' 

",,itior.^t,,,.1 ',=# 
o.*" Bay corut - -d a.o 

"t 
the prea

reasonabre"ompreteffi :i,ff"H::,!';:::::i,;r,il;:,T:.ffi:**;ff *f"T*H:charges documents or aaywhere else at any ,,r. Uaarrr? rfr"re was no motive.
14' With a lener dated.4/2/20, aa intake rnves gator for the wisconsin agency prerrousryidentified advised wiese that: 

^..The 
,"f"*rJ* o."i"io o,o nor offer suf,hcieni proof that*:H:"i"::.:,[,T::#i r*:;]*;tl*.*ffi"0... ;le. 'ii ffi*J I]e olcc

completely ignored and referen"; ;:;;.:^::-^'i1'l1i*1*-*r1atsoever at any dme. Ir was
aaa is) o. in";;;;;;.;":::t to it was not included in the Padden .r,*g* al"'*irls rpxs. zs

padden,s counsellorward ed the 4/2/20 exoneration lerter to Brand via U.S. mail on;|'1:hiiH,ff:'jt;dr*Xt'-the Dir."oiai,"r,.,',llil,l,.,oo.o-praint. 
(Ex. 27). No oLpRactsrowledged- 

----o v^qrq' ever responded to this lefter rrur,-iiriii'no)"i;'1;."',0, .".,

,., *r#;,iJiI *H tlj."':'"t ln' PSI from Padden, but Sweet had it is reasonably berieved*ourd.*p.;;';;;oilEli:n:??,.Ti:.,-J..TU":*:*i:l[:.:rlfu 
;X
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already decided to make a farse accusation about the pSr as a way ,o fick his wife and not showup for the 8/22/17 sentencrng. Sweet cou,d ,;; t,." r;;;;;ifhe had given it ro wiese-
17- The OLCC knew soon after their inve5fio21ign began that Sweet could not predict

,*"f;f#,t|",f|:;$::l' rie to his *ir' 
"' s''iil;d nowmorphed i,,,o u n i-iri*, ,o,.

roubr e ir he now "*;;' ;.^ff;,.:T#l ;: 1:f l:r*,#il: T,;" HSi. flTffiTt:Professionalism was needed here for Brand and ur-iri"r'i" te, sweet,s wife. wiesg tire tuttr.oLPR's conduct was anything but because ai,r-*.r, *."icar goals as derineated herein.
18. After 2/20 Sweet's mafter progressed in the Wisconsin criminal justice system, andSweet eventually pled to 'felony bai) jump,, and the other cnmes for not appearing at thesetrtencing on 8/2211 7 (Exs. 30 and 31). The sentence date wu7/2/20. But he was also senteDcedfor the origina.l charges on 6/15/20 a.lso before Judge Marc Hammer. (Ex. 3 0).VII. T G s FWIE E, S

WEET IN JUNE AND JI]LY F 2020E F 2020 EMAIL TOT S NTEN JLIDGE
after his arrest and extradidon in.February of 2O2L.Sweet had everyaftoTel about the alleged unethical .orOrct of paaO.nlo. S*".,,.
-"-1!_,:1.*..:.ntencing judge know. (This was no* ilS" N.{ur.Sweet did neither

2' Three imponant sources had no infomation about the sweet/wiese a,egations against
:i::ft.Hff?H.", ;I::" *'i;;#;"'r;;lli,. sr,o,ra r,"ve been raised (there were

a' The sentencing hearing before Judge Hammer lrlre ,.s, 2020 regarding the chargessweet voluntar.ity pled guirry r" "r;;;;,;;r z (e*. :o);
b. The email of ..Jessie 

Sweet,. to Judge Hammer of June I 7, 2O2O @x. z(fr; a:cac' The sentencins hearing before Judge Hammer ofJury 2,2020 regarding sweet,s bairj,,mF plea for missing trre B/22lt t;;;r;#ieanng (ex. : r l.
3- The oLCC knew of their importance but did not secure this evidence. Had this evidencefor the Padden case discoverv -b."n 

obtuin.d. th,r-",r". *.r,0 have resulted in the u_uth coming
;::JHrffrl:ils 

altegations that p",.an.Jlt ruol'.,,".ii 
"" 

Sweet/wiese matter wourd have

4' The oLCC members knew that these sources aJone 
-proved 

padden,s inaocence, aadtherefore, wiese's origrnal fiiing.rzrr#o'**i;;;o tu, of ries, the source berng her
Lt'"T*;ilJii;jg:::.Jl1irt ",,minJa,o ilu.l,lil.o,it y.*, or-pn ,.,.. o-n ..a tr,.s.

A eJune 5.2 020 en Hn 0

o. r*r.1.3"Jfi'#'""grt1Y"c Hammer sentenced Sweet for the crimes for which he was to

14
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6- Sweet had every incentive to point out to the court if his non-appearan ce on g/22/r7
had to do with anyone other tlan himself. He did not.

7- It was made clear on the record that this first prea was for the ..2015 
case,, not the,2orj

case" which was the new charge for bail j,mp for sweet's non-appearance ort g/22/r7. Tbatsentencing hearing would be on 7 /2/20-

8. Restitution is noted and required in the amount of $26,64a.

9' crime victim, Brian Lecrair's sister (Ann Fuelre) spea-ks on Lecrair,s behar{ now hisguardian due to Leclails mental disabilities. She notes the theft began in 2013 and involved 13credit cards.

10- When Fuelle leamed of how Sweet was taking advantage of her brother, Iawenforcement came in, aad a payment pran was agreed to by Swit. s*."t"p.o.rr"Jto iay r.ecurback.

1 i ' Sweet then attempted to pay back Leclair aad Fuelle with .. - . . a couple of times withuseless debit cards with no money on them, and then he wrote two bad checks . . .,,
1'- Fuelie goes on to exprain that sweet stole a check from a roommate ..of his who wasdisabled and fied to pay us with tha! ana tat *asnigooa .itt.r,,
13 ' She goes on to note that for seven years, both her and Lecrair had been tying to ,.crean

up ttre rcess" that Sweet,s criminal 
"ondu"t "i""t"j. Sfr" J, the Court to sel.tence Sweet to this"same essentiar sentence" that they have had. tn st ort, s-;.t never paid anything pursuant to theagreement he entered into voluntarily.

14' Kerrigan-Mares tben notes sweet's sociar history of stearing checks, gambring,forgeries, felonies, aad 'tftering" charges; uoa trr"i i.."t ..has 
a habit of blaming everyone buthimself' for his criminal conduct in Grien Bay. ir. a* .*prrr.izes that Sweet,s victim .hever

saw a dime" of t],e proceeds of the theft. rio.ot"*.r,a udvocating for the State were true.
15' The non-appearance for g/22lr 7 is referenced as ..baiJjumping,, 

under wisconsin law.
ffi 

trrrrU to 2/14/20- Sweet was a no show. Sweet votuntarily paid nothing during that time

I 6' It is noted that d.ring the hearing Sweet courd receive as much as nine years- Ifpaddentold him ro not appear on 8/22/l7,rhe time"was ;;;;;;;". telt rhe judse. He did nor
- 17 ' Regarding the imp_ortant issue of lack of remorse, almost arways relevall 19 sentencing
l:ft:?5ffiI-Mares 

says: ..rhat 
behavior f,J;;;;;; on 8/22/t7lis the biggestsign ofthe

18' She arso notes that Sweet has bramed otlers for his criminar conduct and portays

ffi:otf 
the victim' She adds: "clearty,,rr. a.r."Jr"iir nor someone who stepped up to the
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I 9- Sweet then asked for and was permifted to read a letter to t}re Court- Sweet does notsay why he did not appear for court on g/22/ri, nor isarry *o.o mentioned about padden

20' Judge Hammer sentences Sweet to one year of prison for each of the rwo crimes _ aldorders restitution. He also noted, on the record:

!-*::, ("fn. Defendant,,) blames the potice.
He biames his girlfriend,
He blames the victim.
Thejudge notes the serious nanfe of the crimes. the large theft, and that.the facts reflectthe defendaat,s character.,'
11 was imp.rtant to tlie court that the victim was a..vu.rnerabre adurt.,, sweet tookadvantage of a ,.weaker 

party
Sweet presenb a .temendous 

risk to t}e community.,,
The judge emphasizes the ..absconding,, in20t7.
Sweet paid nothing to the victims _ ani Ieft the state.
Thejudge does not berieve the.defena-t', ,uppor"a remorse and contends that the notionthat Sweet wilt pay restitution ir ril;;;;:;E;. ;bj*'

B Wie e's e e f20 il to rhe Sentenc Jud 240 e

2 r " ID between the sentencing heari ng of 6/15/20 and the one on 7/2/20,wiese decides tobe heard with an email of 6/17/20rvl,].n rv.ri jir..i,ri. iog. Hammer.
22- Wiese,s 6/l g/20 email to Judge Hammer repeatedly disrespected the judge andmendoned not one word about Padden's .I"g.a*.."raro *,1.,. reason for her husband,s non_appearance before Judge Kelley on g/22/17.-Mury ofi.r-Jr.gutions were lies:

.. ]lyo, get rhis, you probably don,t care and won,t even rcad it"b. Your ego may be ielling.you right now I i.i vor'aor,, care about this, and it,s
-completely 

irrelevant to the case and sentence.c- You miglt have known someone who was a victim ofa scam and so you see Steven as, :9-. rype of Bemie Madofi type. co, anist-u. rou accused Steven oflv,
tS**, U"Jro'J"fl*ii-/Ing 

rn open court, refused him to speak, orpresent his defense.
e. You said you refixed tL believe anything that came out of his mouth.f. 

_You 
humiliated him in open court.

i lou Cave. him the harshest sentence you could think ofn. t hese actions are not ofar .

personar experience- 
t tmpartialjudge' but ofajudge seeking revenge from a bittert 

,",r:f*Ent,i!fr.t"'have 
put Steven at risk of being fatar.ry anacked aad injured in

C. The 2 2 20 encr He
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23' This date mark_ed the momenr of Sweet,s sentencing for absconding on g/22/17. It isessentia.lly a repeat of 6/15-/20: Nothing i, ..rtionJ."garding the reason for his 8/22/17 no_show, and neither is aly reference madeio his fo"ra, unornay, padden.

24' Tbe oLCC, based on reasonable information aad belief, knew ofthis rranscript but didnot bother to secure it for evidence like the other uecause rt was exculpatory in natue andcompletely supported Padden's innocence. This conduct was in furtheranc"'of th.i, illegal goats.
25. At the ,,r,r0 

!rT:y,,.also Zoom, Sweet pled guitty ro .,felony 
bail jumping,,forintentionaily not attending rhe g/24/1r sentencing, u.i^', n felony under wisconsin law.

26' This hearing was perfunctory compared to the 6/1sl2lhearing since it was e5sgn1ial1,a forgone conclusion that Sweet ** going io g;-;;;. prison rime for absconding. Sweetconfirmed entry of the no_contest plea.arfy in tf_,.-fl..rirrg.

27' A prosecutor named^S_aunders attending for Kerrigan-Mares, noted: ..This is a bailjumping case that's clearry one of the more uggruuuria 
"t 

*ges of this type I have ever seen.,,
28' Neither sweet nor his attomey offer any defense or mitigating factors dwing thehearing' No reference is made to he 2/1;/20 *.*u,io* of Sweet,s wife wiese in the oLpRcomplaint even though lust 4 t/z months earrier, wi.r" nr.a her compraint against padden.Saunders emphasizes the effect on the ,ictims ani,r.',.'ri--u,. restitution figure of over $26,000.(By blowing off sentencing in 2u7, Sweet convenientry deciaed not ro pay restitution). It iscategorized as ..re_victimizadon_,,

29' Saunders notes two misdemeanor theft cases for Sweet in St. croix counry in 200g.
30. Sweet exercises 

:]o"ylol but only in support of an allegation that he had paid

ilfr,tlt ].e 
pasr, and he ..really 

does *anito g.1;.r. people pard.,, He mentions nothing

3r' The courr does reference baving read the wiese emair of 6/17/2oand goes on to notethe serious nature of Sweet's crimes. -luagJHamme, noi., tt...ir. as a.,significant bairjump.,,
32- The court additionaly notes that when Sweet w25 gone fiom wisconsin _ afterabsconding - he did not pay any restitution. Judge Hammer sentences sweet to one year ofadditiona'l incarceration (to the arready fwo y.*rl -i or. y"., ofextended supervision. Like withthe 6/15/20 sentencing hearing, S*.., ,.nrlon.J-roiiin

;Td; * t r zii'.- iiJ 6y cC d i d n o t p.., ; ;; ; i,;;; ;:#, f ,,I?, l.r$ : JL:r"rJ?rlJ
VIII. WIESE ,S SOC IAL POST OF ruLY 7 2020 x. 32EI\ JULY O

A\D BRANDCO WITHF 2020 x.34

1' On 7/7/20, embordened by the oLCC refusar to dismiss, and consistent with her Mo toblame everyone but her husband,.anJ p".t'aps t'e. ang., *nirrag. I{ammer. wiese posted a socialpost on a lawyer website. accessible to the world. fd*. :Zl.
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2' The post was fuI of one defamatory statement after another against praintiff. Thefeatures, in part, were:

a- It repeats the lie regarding "the day of sentencing Mike calls us in our hotel room.,,
[The call was only to Sweet and on g/21/r1- the day before the sentenling; wiese,s
own 2022 Declaration confirms this; Exs. t I and I2].

b. Mike said the pSI is fur of lies, and they are lookingio put Steuen away ..for decades.,,
[Sweet had the PSI before BDI/17 t'rat recommendid piobation. wiese nai previousty
claimed l0 years but now was alleging decades. This ten-year maa"-up u-c-#ation *rsprobably based on the comments of inmate lawyers after Sweet's incarceration beganin February of 20201.

c. She accused padden oflying.
d. "This is a devil in disguise.,;
e' "He wi' manipurate you, take advantage of you, steal alr your money, and then rie.,,f' "lf you varue yo-ur freedom, and your-lovei on.r, ,ruy away from this man as far aspossible.,,(Ex.32).

3. In an ema on the same date as the defamatory online post, wiese again ried to Brandalleging that Padden did not contact the court o^ g/2r/r7. (Ex. 3+j. puoae., -inis faraega aia
in fact contact the court. Padden had to inquire as to how to handle the no-show decision ofSweet.This contact prompted the letter to Judge Kelrey. which was fa,red to the court the same day. (Ex.15)' wiese alleged: "They [the court] have no Lord of any phone call by Mike on g/20l17.,, Thiswas also deceptive. The contact wu on g/2lll7.

4' wiese additionaily aileged in this email that if sweet had showed up on g/22/r7,,,A11
hi^s felonies wou.ld be gross misdemeanors by now." This was also a lie and never a feature of anyoffer from wisconsin in2017. or at any time. lsee Ex, 34). And the oLCC, rike all of these dateissues, knew wiese was lying - but never conected her aniwhere in the written record ofthe case_

5' In an email to Brand of l/g/20, wiese now admirs her ,,mistake,, about the Augustsentencing date- In this email exchange, Brand prants a new seed about whether someone"witnessed" the cal of padden to sweet ong/2r/r7.He impries Sweet,s mother. This woman wasnever listed as a wiuless in the eventual tial, nor did she ever testify. (Ex. 3 _2).

6- Wiese contends that there was no padden contact with them on g/22/r7 a'd,goes on tosay: "I could have swom we had court on gr2r/r7.,' Both contentions were fa.rse. padden calred
Sweet on 8/22117 anddid in fact advise him of rhe statewide war.raJrl.

7. On 7/17/20, LaRue spoke with Wiese and generated an email to Braad at 1 :50 p.m-
-wese 

told LaRue the prea dea.r wa5 "60 days ja ana i years probation." (Ex. 35). wiese tordLaRue the sentencing date was 8l2l/17. Thiiwas not true. LaRue knew this but never documentedsame in her file or communicated this to Brand or Humiston.

8' wiese seems to alege in this emair that padden tord her court was on g/21lr7. But itwas clear all aiong that irw,^ B/22/r7 - something Sweet already knew from the 6113/17 prea
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hearing. @x. 8). This was confirmed in their Declarations also that LaRue created with their input-(Exs. 11, 12,and36)

9. wiese added another lie: "Mr. padden had not said that if he [Sweet] left the state
without appearing in court that another felony charge would be added.,, padden in iact made clear
to sweet on 8/21/17 that if he did not appear that rhere woulD be another felony charge and
possibly more. This would be obvious to any felony defendant and was to Sweet who was not
nalve and had significant prior experience with the criminal justice system due to his many years
of thievery.

10. The source of Wiese's anger is noted - a ,,3-),ear 
sentence.,, But she admits attempting

to hire Padden for the new case in February of 2020. (Exs. l9 and 35).

IX. L TON' SINI T NSP TORI COND CTIN2 ) 1 AND THE
BACKRO LIND AND REAS ONS FOR THIS CONDUCT

1. From July of 2020 to May of 2021, there was no activiry of oLpR regarding padden atall' Padden aad his attomey reasonab)y believed that the Sweer/wiese OlpRlnvesti"gation had
ended.

2' This was a reasonable belief since Wisconsin had ended the investigation of
Sweet/wiese in April of2020 (Ex. l), and any reasonabre person, certainly reasonabre agency
investigator, would see that Sweet and wiese were basically a coupre of crazies, aad Sweet had
been a financial criminal for essentially most if not all of his adult life with no credibility. Wiese
had no credibility either.

3- However. berween Jury of 2020 and May of 2021, piaintiff became a rarger target for
Humiston and OLPR.

4' Humiston was further emboldened during this time Aame since the lack of oversight
was gone primarily due to the decisions of the then Chief Justice of the Minnesota Supreme Court,Lori Gildea. The Minnesota Supreme court was becoming, \Mi.[ing or not, and a. y of the comrpt
Humiston.

5. As previously referenced, two factors resulted in padden's targeting: The Gomm murder
case @ara. 6, p. 5) and the Alibi Drinkery case (para. g. p_ 5).

6- Based on reasonable information ard beriel covemor Tim warz influenced Humiston
to fi'rther target Plaintiff with the goal oftaking away his abiliry to practice law as retaliation for
Gomm and Alibi - during this time fiame of no activiry between 7/20 and 5r2r.

7. Regarding Gomm
legislanre for Gomm's heirs_
nowhere. And the Minnesota

, Padden had attempted ro secure funds through the Miruresota
He attempted the assistance of Wa]z. Walz did nothing. It went

Attomey General's Office defended the later litigation.2

2 Gomm's heirs did not prevail in the case due to exctusivity taw. This is why the main th rust of the case fromthe beginning was to secure funds from the 14in nesota tegisr.ature as noted here,
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8. Padden's involvement with Alibi was from December of 2020 to April of 202i- WaIz
had developed a deep hated of Alibi's owner due to her public criticism of him, ald as such,WaJz
planned and begar his revenge which included targeting Plaintiff.r

9- It was therefore not a coincidence that after a long gap, OLPR once again came after
Plaintiff, atrd it was with the frivolous SweeVWiese matter with how they did it.a

10- The OLCC was back in full force with Brand as the hatchet man. He issued a5l26Dl
letter to Attomey Kufus and seems to have forgoften his earlier involvement in Sweet/Wiese:
"Dear Mr. Kufus: I am ttre attomey now assigned to the handling of this matter." Brand was

involved on Sweet/Wiese as early as March 24. 2020 

-
11- It was just nine days later as of 3124120 that OLR of Wisconsin determined in essence

that the Wiese complaint to them was frivolous. Rule 8-5 would have made clear to any reasonable
lawyer investigative agency that Sweet/Wiese was ovfi pursuant to Rule 8.5 and the similar
Wisconsin and Minnesota rules- (Ex. 33). Not so for OLPR due to the evil intent of OLCC now
supported by WaJz-5

12- In 2021, Brand, as part of the OLCC targeting, repeatedly asked questions via letter
about the Sweet/Wiese matter and submitted these to Padden's lawyer and Padden. Complete, firll
responses were provided with letters ard attached documents on 711/21 , 9/12/21 , aJ,d 9/14121 by
Padden and his lawyer" @x. 37)-

13. With a letter dated 9/14/21, Padden forwarded i-lrther detail proving his innocence
regarding Wiese's faise claims. lncluded was the Wisconsin rejection. (Ex. I)- In reference to an
exhibit, Padden said: "Sweet volunwily decided to not cooperate with the Wisconsin prosecutor.
That was his decision" not mine." This was true, aad the OLCC knew it. (Ex- 37-).

14. Although Padden was now pro se in 2021, it was the reasonable belief of Padden and
his former counsel, that the Sweet/Wiese matter would finally be dismissed. But for the illegal
conspiracy of the OLCC with the now input and influence of Waiz, it would have been dismissed.

X. OLPRPARALEGAL LARIT'E 's INTENTIONALLY IINETHICAL INVESTIGATION
CONCER}{tr\iG IN PART SWEET 'S PSI FROMAUGUS T OF 2017 LEADING INTO TIIE

ION OFTHE DECE MBE R 2022 DECLARATIoNsoF SWEETAND WIESE BY
LARLIE: COND UCT TO FURTHER THE CONS PIRACY

3 Before Padden s invol.vement, ALibi,s owner was very vocat about her disdain of Walz for his decision for
comptete Iockdowns of all bars and restaurants which commonLy concerned sma[[ businesses who coutd not
survive this rea[ity- Atibi's owner was perhaps more vocal. than any ba r/restaurant proprietor- wisconsin,s
governor tried to do the same thing, but the wisconsin supreme court prevented it on co nstitutional. grounds.
Walz permitted businesses in Minnesota tike Sam,s Ctub to operate as normat-
' For the gap was over ten months-
s Tne state's antics with the Atibi titigation was shocking. Aftercteartydestroyrnglhebusinessandtheirowner
financiatty, the Attorney GeneraL's Oftice stitt went after her for money (primarity fines) even though she had
filed for bankruptry- M uch of this happened however Padden's attorney-ctient reLationship with Atibi ended
because,qtibi no tonger had the funds to bankrou. titigation.
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l- As part of re-cornmencement of the Sweet/wiese investigation, Brand decided to sic
LaRue on Padden- Although LaRue's over-the-top incompetence would greatry revear the
conspiracy of the OLCC, LaRue was motivated to illega.lly help Braad aad Humiston as their
number one agency lackey_

2. ln December of 202r, LaRue began a dialogue with sweet,s 2017 prosecutor, Mary
Kerrigari-Mares, and she inquired about the ,'final offei,' (which was confirmea as four or six
months jail) - and any additional charges for Sweet,s no_show of gl22/17. After confirmrng the
last offer in 2017, which was accepted by Sweet, as padden contended a1t a.long, Kerrigaa-Mares
then tells LaRue that the g/17 pSI cannor be p4vided to LaRue since ,,they are confidentia.l.,,
-a,r -e ;,;,; ;frir--;rii,;,., ,,f-

3' It is possible to assume that during this time frame, LaRue was not yet aware that Sweet
had possession of the PSI all along but had not disclosed this reality to LaRue or Brand for fear
that oLPR operatives would not believe the Sweet/Wiese allegations which was understandable
because: How couid Padden lie about a document Sweet already had received from padden before
8D0/172 And it could be assumed that Sweet would have sho*n/given it to his wife especially if
the temrs were favorable - unress Sweet had an otherwise improper motive.6 (sweet ionfirmed
receiviag the 8/17 PSI from padden under oat} in2o23;Exhibit 3, p. )- padden was entitred to
a fair investigation- He did not receive that because of the conspiracy detajled herein which was
the illegal conduct ofthe OLCC correctly categorized as purposefi:l and intentional,

- 4' Although presumably LaRue now knew about the Wisconsin rules regarding disciosureof PSIs, she then sought same from the sentencing judge, Judge Marc Hammer. The judge
responded with a l/3/22 letrer to LaRue aad aauised ttrat pSIs under wisconsin law ,,are
confidentiar," and he camot provide the Sweet pSI to her.rr irri, .oura 

-rffiur. 
b.r, 

"surprise to LaRue, but her purpose in trying this was obvious: If she could not obtain same fromwisconsiru she wourd now h4vg to dea.r with the inherent probrem of receiving it from sweetThere is no evidence that LaRue ever asked Sweet directly.

5' LaRue therefore courd not obrain rhe psr of g/r7 from wisconsin sources but didsubsequently obtain it- She did realize at the time, before forrnal charges agaiDst padden in octoberof 2022' that admitting this fact (that she had it) would be a significant admission and a.lone couldresult in Padden's irulocence LaRue therefore, after rearizing this, was carefur not to discrose inthe oLPR Padden case fire how she obtained it (padden could be priry to this data,/evidencetlrough discovery) and also made sure the pSI was not disclosed by oLpR to padden in thediscovery phase - or at any time- of course, paddeo had it ail along as of grg/17. The notion that

6 when sweet Lied to his wife on g/21/17 and decided to use the psr as a convenient excuse, he probabtynever berieved rhat his white lie in his mind anyway, -or(d errotr" into a state investigation- once his wifefiled the compLaint, unbeknownst ro him, he h;d n; choice tutio ptay atong with his originat tie, but thisbecame problematic with the huge number of discrepancies. Therefore, the Lies of both sweet and wiese,aLong with the unethicat conduct of the oLcc, has resutted in tn" 
"""" "t 

n"no and the numerous ways thatP[aintiff has been damaged. rn short, these five conspirators threw padden underthe bus and did a poorjobof covering their tra cks creatinga perfect storm of unethicar. conductto destroy an aftorney,s reputation- ButWisconsin was not footed- (Ex. i ). The question a o"ri t_"ua'i"vr:"g the psl was asked by Brand.
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7 P-ad-den did-not realize at that time that this simp te detait a.one was an importa nt fact to prove hisrnnocence' A sum mary of a Bra nd !hone ca* wi* c"oo"n i"*y", tlrtr" notes 
"n 

upcoming meeting withPadden alone in th e week ot 6/21/21 . There is no docum"r*'on ,or,n,a .eeting either by the oLcc, but thisalso was a meetingwhere LaRue admitted to paao"n *,at oipn ir"-o tn" arrz pst- ,nterestingLy, no reponswere prepared summarizing any meetingsthat LaRue anro,. arrno'n"o,,irh padden. rf theywere prepared,theywere not offered into evidence ordisctosed in the di""ou"f p-n"""- Thiswourd inctude, for exa m p[e,meeting notes- This quoted recottection is baseo on paooen,s mJ,.no* noa 
"n ""rrrt transcript-
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LaRue could not get it trrough other tha, formal means was specious. And ifshe was not able toobtain it, she had to make it look sureptitiously like she never obtained it. She does not docllnlent
anylvhere in the over 5,r 00 pages ofthe padden case file how she eventually obta,lned iL

6- The oLPR Padden case file is silent as to how LaRue obrained the pSI, but the oLCC
were negligent in admifing LaRue had it long before lo/28/22,the date the formal charges were
served on Padden although not yet published. (Ex. 2g).

7- I: two separate in-person meetings, one in 2021 and one in 2022, withBrand present,
at the oLPR offices, with questions primariry abour the Sweet matter, LaRue, asking the questions

iL'f11T::*ili"sffi:.*:/r 7 PSI *b;iffipw she obtained ir rhis exchaa-ge occurred at

LaRue: we have the pSI [reference to the g/17 one]. It recommended probation.

Padden: That doesn't matter. The wisconsin authorities weren,t obrigated to accept that
Don,t you understand Wisconsin criminal plea law?7

8- The oLCC became aware long before 1o/28/22(the first Charge Document date) thatthe wiese compraint had no credibirity. The oLpR padden case file does not identiry how ;211g"obtained the 8/1 7 PsI- Au of LaRue's conduct regarding invesrigation of the g/I 7 pSI was at therequest and supewision of Humiston and Brand_ In shoG both knew LaRue possessed it duringthe investigation.

9. As noted, LaRue never documents in the oLpR fire how ald when she obtained the8/17 PSI - because this would have proven that she, Humiston, and Braad would have known thatif Sweet ald/or wiese had it before 8/21/17 - this fact a.lone would prove that the originalallegations by wiese against padden, back on 2/1g/zo, courd not be true- padden courd not haveIied about a document that Sweet and./or wiese alreaiy haa before g/2r/l7,that is, a documentPadden had given to Sweet - which Sweet admitted.

10' At some point, the specific time unknown, the oLCC rea.lized the significance ofhaving the B/1 7 PSI since it could not have been receivei from wisconsin authorities, and if eitherwiese aad/or sweet had it, ald therefore LaRue, padden had lo be innocent- They were in aquaadary- They made a conscious decision to noi specifica y disclose that they had iL but thiswas difficult because they needed to shou/ to*. t-o*l.ag" of the g/17 pSI rvrth their unethica.ltheory to impiicate Padden - their version of connecting ,ul aou to fool others. The prime moverof this decision was Humiston as the head of the agency'. tt was ttreir trope, that is, the oLCC, thatthe problem would not be uncovered by padden o-r his legal team-



11. The date that LaRue actually obtained the 8/17 PSI from wiese is not d.ocumeDted
becarse LaRue's attomey supervisors told her not to document it- As such, only vague references
were made to ir until the charges document of 10/28/22. This conduct was purposeful and
intenti onal- (Ex. 28).

12. LaRue at no time ever disclosed to Padden her trouble obtaining the 8/l 7 PSI from the
Wisconsin authorities. Plaintiff aad his legal team did not become aware of this evidence r.rntil it
was disclosed in the discovery phase of Padden's case soon before the October tial date. LaRue
never asked Padden for a copy of the g/17 pSI.

13- In october of 2023. under oath, Sweet said this in response to questions from
Defendant Braad when Brand asked him about r]re g/I7 psl during the padden rii:

Brald @): Did you ever see your pre-sentsnce investigation report?
Sweet (S): Yes.
B: Was it provided to you?
S: Yes. I believe it was.
B: And who provided it to you?
S: Michael padden. (Exhibit 3, p. ).

Nowhere in LaRue's ilvestigation is it indicated that Sweet in fact obtained the pSI from
Padden in August of 20I 7 or at any time. The reason for t}is was simple: It would prove padden,s
imocence-

14- Sweet had the 8/17 PSI all a)ong. The above testimony was of a smoking-gun natue
to not only prove Padden's innocence, but to prove the unjust, unethical, and conspiratorial conduct
of the OLCC, The fact that Sweet had the PSI all along was not disclosed in either Charge
de6rrm g1t5 nor was it included in the oLpR press release regarding plaintiff. (Exs. 2g aad 29).

15- Regarding the 8/17 pSI, the "date prepared" isnoted as g/7/r7. @x. r0). It was faxed
to Padden from the "Brown county circuit courts" on gl9/li- (Id.). padden then got a copy to
sweet before 8/20/17. During the 6/3/17 pleahearing, Judge Kelley asked padden iftwo weeks
before the 8/22/77 sentencing date would be enough time for padden to meet with Sweet to go
over tlie PSI- Padden responded with: "yes, sir." Sweet proved the meeting happened- He
admitted to this meeting with Padden where Padden told him to for sure attend ttre sentencing
hearing on 8/2211-t "about a week before t}le gi2ll17 phone call_,, (Ex, 3, p.pJ.

16- It is assumed that LaRue helped Brand prepare the Charges document dated 10128122.
(Ex- 28). At page 3, para.9. knowledge of the contents of the pSI are admitted.s

17- In addition, the signed 12/5122 "Dec\uation of Jessica wiese sweet", prepared by
T,aRue, also admits loowledge of the psl contents. The timing of this is critical be;au;e it was
sixteen days later that the OLCC published their main public discipline against padden in the

6This charge Document atso did not admit oLpR knowtedge ofthe sralewide g/2217 capias warrant
because this wouLd be an admission that Padden was innocent- The capras warrant is not mentioned at aLt
in this document orthe Later petition document dated 1Z/2j/22_ (Ex.29)-



Petition documeri (12/21D2, Ex. 29) which did not reveal that Sweet had the pSI alt along -
definitive proof that what Sweet allegediy told his wife on 8/21/17, accord.ing to Wiese, could not
have been true since Sweet aJready had the PSI from Padden. (Id.).

18. h the Wiese signed Declaration of t2/5/22, at para_ 32, p. 8 (para_ 3I, p-7 of the
unsigned Wiese Declaration - Exhibit 301 from the Padden rial, has verbatim language - Exhibits
11 and l2), this laaguage is found:

32. I didn't know at the time [a reference to 8/2) /17 when her husband
lied to her], but I now know that the pre-sentencing investigadon
report did not, in fact, reconuoend a harsher sentence as Mr. padden

had told Steven. Rather the report actually recommended a liehter
[emphasis underlined from original] sentence. (Ex. I I at p. g)-

t 9- Based on tle directive of Humiston and Brand. LaRue was carefi:l in the wiese
Declaration not to reveal to any reader hora, aad when wiese became aware of the pSI terms, or
when Wiese came into possession of ir. Sixteen days later, the OLCC published the Petition
dssrrmsrif for the world to see aware that Wiese's complaint to OLPR of 2/18/20 was false and
Aivolous. If the OLCC were ethical, the matter would have been dismissed long before then - like
the Wisconsin authorities had done.

20- If Wiese did not have the PSI on or before 8/21/17, this would mean that her husband
never showed it to her after he obtained it from Padden between 819/17 and,8/2oll7. This would
also meal that Sweet was planning all along to lie to wiese as a predicate for illegally not
appearing for sentencing on 8/22117 . if Sweet had shown the 8/17 PSI to Wiese before 8/20177,
he would not have been in a position to lie to her about it- The oLCC did not do the nght thing
when they realized the significance of Sweet andTor Wiese possessing the PSI because t}rey were
in too deep, and Humiston refi:sed to give up at rhat point.

XI. TIIE DECEMBER f 2022DF,CI, RATI oNsoF STEVEN s ET AND JESSICA
WIESE: CREATEDBYO LPR PARALEGAL, PATzuCIA LARUE

I . After the decision was made to "charge" Padden. with the Sweet/Wiese matter listed as
first, the oLCC then proceeded with the next important phase: publication aad service of the
fomral charges in a "Petition for Disciplinary Action,, dated lZ/21/22. @x.29).

?' As it pertained to the Sweet/Wiese mater, each co-conspirator of OLCC lsrew that the
salient allegations in the Petition were false and had no merit whatsoever. But for many reasons,
they thought that they could get away with it - and they almost did. As previously noted, Humiston
survived a removal proposal in 2021 , and LpRB lost its oversighr authoriry. Humiston was
therefore ernboldened to engage in even unethical conduct against Minnesota targeted aEorneys.
\rtry not? Nobody was supervising he1 aad she therefore had free reign. Based oi developments
then aad later, the Minnesota Supreme Court was not going to do anything.e

e The chief Justice who presided over Padden's discipl.inary hearing - afrer the triaI was over in october, 2023 -
(before atmost al.t members of the Coun excepr one) was a Watz a jpointee.



3' Since the Sweet/wiese matter had become very comp.licated, aot because of padden,
but in part because of the stange invesdgative beha,ior oflaRue, Brand fert it wouid be advisabre
to have paralegal LaRue extrapolate the case facts for each witness in a concise legal document to
assist with later matters such as tiar preparation. This ended up being a huge miJake for oLpR-

4- LaRue was to include understandably the salient details that supported olpR,s goal for
significant sanction against Padden up to and including disbarment. LaRue therefore endeavored
to do this with declaations for both Sweet aad wiese. a declamtion is similar to an affidavit in
the sense that it is swom testimony although out ofcourt like an affidavit.

5. With a letter d xed,l0/11/22,Brznd mailed to Sweet and Wiese .two packets and a draftdeclaration for each of vou " The packets included the exhibits referenced in each Declaration.

-
6' It was clea.r that the dra-fts were prepared by "patricia,, (LaRue). and Sweet/wiese wereto contact her if corrections were needed.rn Both *itnesses *.r. uskeiio ,ign orrj sotr,

were on a first-nrm e basis with Brand aad LaRue.

A, The December 5 ') 22 Declaration ofJessica Wiese Sweet bi it 72

7- LaRue's work on this Decraration, Iike that of Sweet, was done within the scope andcoune of her employment with oLpR and under the supewision of Attomeys Humiston andBrand.

8- wiese admits in her Decraration receiving from padden the State,s offer via email onMay 1,2017. @x. 12, p. 8).

6/13/17), he tord her that the state "offered" six months jair, rwo years probation. This wasessentially tue. Sweet had accepted ttre offer. (Id., p. 2).

10' The prea deal was confirmed with the next paragaph that the six months wo,rd be'trard, but the baby fonly four months old] wou.ld not know the difference-,, Sweet told her thesentence date was 8/22/17 . (1d,.).

- 1i-' on page 3 at para-r2, the in essence six months that Sweet had agreed to was againconfirmed. "I had accepted the fact that I would be on my owo with our newborn for the next sixmonths while Steven was incarcerated. " (1d.. p.3).rr

. 12' At para- 13, begirLning on page 3- wiese correcrly notes that both she and her husbandwere in the Days Inn room when sweet received a ca from padden- Then: ..steven went outsid.e

1o \Mese reatized the importance of this docu ment beca use she served an unsigned one as pa rt of her a nswerin the defamation action of Ptaintiffs Lawsuit commenced in laouatry ot 2023- Her.Answer andcounterctairi- ls d atea znzzs.ll sne no*ereica_e ,p Jrr:t,., ,notr,",- ti" conrend ing that she served a"handwritten one'on ptaintiff's counsel The arteged handwriften one was never produced by her or oLpR.Wiese served Ex- 1 1, an unsigned typed-o n one, (Obviousty prepared by La Rue)_ The unsigned on e wasidenticatto1hesignedoneintermsoftheretevant,imponantdetait.(Exs-11andi2)_
r1 Sweet repeatedty denied under oath in the pDT that the offer was six months,
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of the hotel area faway from wiese] to rake the ca .,, This was clearry aue. [d.), sweet did thisbecause he did not want his wife to hear what t . *"s uiorr ,o ,.,, padden, namery,that he worrdn.t go to jair aad therefore nor appear at courr rhe nexl day. g/22/17. This was an extemelyimportalt, sa.rient detaii noted_ by olpn'r pararegai, witl information wiese ruthfu y providedto LaRue, witiin the scope and course of LaRue's"emproymert. The Braad plan to subom perjuryevolved off of these Declarations. l2

13' Then on page 4, same para-, wiese alreges that sweet telrs her that ..he 
[padden] iustreceived &e PSI report and the recommendation *i. **r. than anticipated.,, Sweet went on totell her allegedly trat the sentencecourd be as .r"h us ten y"ars. Sweet already had the pSI reportin his possession before then, and he knew what he said ibout padden *as not true. Arthoughsweet said something different at a rater date about the psr, wiese correctry noted what herhusband told her on g/2r/11- which was a Sweet lie because Sweet did not warlt to go to jail orperhaps more importaatly, pay the large amount ofprotabre court-ordered restitution. (They bothhad a new bom child which perhaps could have been ar:o*rer facto4. "-;

14' The ten years that mms inlq piay with wiese,s ,,r g/20 oLpR compraint was recentryplanted in Sweet's mind from whal the 'inmate rawyers,, *ere saying. Sweet now had a buirt_inexcuse for.not showing up on g/22/17, ttrat rs. tr'ow your rawyer under the bus, i-e., .rie. Acompetent investigative agency, using common sense, would have seen early in the invesugationback,in2020 thar these allegations were based on a seriar cnminar - hearsay though his wife _who had no credibility' wisconsin authorities with their investigation did in fact see through this.The oLCC ignored the find.ings of wisconsin ,rotutrrrg.utt ple appricabre rules denying plalntiff
his due process fights as notej herein. tt*, r -j:: j] '--"

15. There is no reference in the Wiese Declaration to an alleged second call afier Sweetcame back to the room. If this were tue, LaRue WOULD HAVE NOTED THAI_ This is a kevfact to prove t}Ie illegal, unethical, purposeful, intentiona]
target, Plaintiff - including subordination of pe4'ury by B

conduct of the OLCC regarding their

second call from padden was a bald faced lie
rand. Wiese's later testimony about a

- perjury subomed by Brand.{l
16- The Days Inn receipt corectly noted the check-in time u 8/20/17, and the check_outttme as 8/21/17. This would later be an rmportant exhibit to suppoft Padden's common_sensedefenses. It wa5 a62s5g6 to the Wiese Declaration as an exhibit.E
17' The Declaration rrren notes at para- I6 rhat padden appeared on g/22/rl and advisedthat the judge issued a bench warrant "statewide and limitedjo wlr"onrir...E,hi. *^

T". al-d corroborated by the capias warrant. (Ex. 17) Later contenrions rhat padden neveradvised ofthejudge's decision are in direct contadiction to this portion ofthe wiese Declarationaad in fact Padden's recolrection. It should u" nor.J,r-,* th_roughout the entire course of theconduct ofthe oLCC in dealing with Padden, whenever something he said was in conbadiction tosomething somebody erse said. the plan was simpt., oo ,ot berieve padden regardress of other

;tsT""fl::#-did 
not perceivethe significance of this, or she woutd not have incr.uded that detaii in the
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evidence' The existence of the capias wanaat a.lone revea]ed plaintiff's innocence and was whythe oLCC did not include reference ro it in the fwo charges documents. (Exs. 2g and 29).

18- Wiese then addresses Sweet's arest oo 2/7/20 after she called the police on a welfare
check at p. 6, pata- 24 - and his extadition to Wisconsin.J

19' At para- 28, page 7, Wiese expresses disbelief as to the contents ofpadden,s letter of
8/21/17 adising Judge Keley of her husband's decision to brow off court on g/22/r7.rE,
ll]-St'" claims the contenilon to be false apparently beJieving the lies her husband told her
on 8/21/17 - LaRue, however, DID Nor sHow uese trre g/22/r7 capiu warrant nor was it ever
shown to sweet or wiese in the entire investigation. LaRue, Brand, and Humiston had multipre
opportunities to show this straighrforward warrant to Sweet and Wiese. Neither Sweet nor wiese
had ever seen it at any time before the defamatory aliegations docr.rmented in the petition ofDecember of 2022, and soon thereafter, fte OLCC,s iress ielease to multiple media-

^ 
20' At para- 32, page 8, wiese admits that the PSI in fact reached conclusions not as harshofa sentence in the plea in contr-adiction to what her husband sweet alleged padden said to himon 8/21/r7 - This was fi.*ther proof that Sweet had Jied to wiese on g/21/li about the psl-i

- 

But this was an important admission that wiese had at Ieast seen the pSI Iong beforethe commencement and service of the charges documents beginning in october, of 2022. and thepress release-

I 1 . LaRue does not include in this Declaratio
authorities regarding the allegations against padden
the Wisconsin exoneration letter to Wiese of 4/2/20.

n the fact that Wiese's complaint to Wisconsin
went nowhere. No reference is made in it to
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22' The wiese Declaralion is consistent wirh $e strategy of the OLCC: To treat the Capiaswarrant of 8/22/17 and the April 2, 2020 wisconsin decision that there was .?rot sufficient proof
that Attomey Padden violated any ofthe mles ofprofessional conduct,, as ifthey did not exist ardtherefore, not referenced in the oLpR charges, the press release, or even the pDT - the actuar tiarofPadden.

B. The December5.2022 Declaration ofSteven Sweet (Exhibit36)

'3' sweet confirms tie receipt of the state's offer for his Green Bay case: 6 months jail.
The formal Offer Memo of 6/g/17 is also confirmed- fg;rr. , urd 36, p. Z \.

^ 
24' Sweet notes appearing in court with padden on 6/13fi7. (Sr-angery, LaRue goes from

!1,- 9lo para- 1 on page 2. This is assumed to be a mistake). Resorution is confirmeion pages2-3 with Sweet pleading guilty to three counts, and tle other three dismissed. (Ex. 36, pp, 2_3).

25' Sweet confirms that sentencing was set for 8/22/17 . He notes the correct beliefthat hewould be taken into custody on g/22/17,and the stay at Days Inn starting on g/20/17.(Id., p_j).

. 26- Sweet alleges receiving a call on g/21/ri frompadden ..while in our hotel room.,, Hedoes not reference leaving the room for the ca.ll contad.icting the wiese Declaration- sweet alleges
Qying) that Padden said the pSI Report was .,much r.,u,11.r. than what was d.iscussed withKerrigan-Mares. (Id.)-



27' Sweet then refelelces "taJking it over" with his wife, wiese. No reference is made toa second phone caJI with padden -a di"r" -azo. i*"* They decided ro .reave wisconsin-Sweet "co,rd not bear the thougtrt of not u.irs ;r.'r.'r"se my chi)d or see my wife for years-,,@x' 36, p- 4)' This was ap.ossible factor as to'*rry rre ie"raed not to show up and go to ja, on8/22/17 n the first place which *y ."*o"Jf .-rS";, i"oro ,ur" ,"rceived_
28' Sweet admits padden tord him that he, padden, appeared for the g/22/lThearing andthe court issued a statewide warrant "rimited to wisconsin.,, LaRue put this in as if it were notkue' The 8/22/17 Capias warrart is not mentioned ai alr in this declaration, rike the wieseDeclaration, nor is it a*ached asan exhibireven;;;;. decraration had many exhibits. (Id., p.a)- This wou.ld prove that wtrat padden tola S*."t _i il", aad this was one example of ma:ry as

3H*f* 
deceptivety dealt with."iOo*., *tlrf.l..,otsrton and supervision ofHumiston

29' The Sweet Decraration d.oes mention the filing with the v/isconsin version of oLpRand the dismissa.l of the matter _tlrin f*. *..r.s ;;;t, 2O2O by wisconsin OLR. @x. I)-
30' Sweet notes tre *::,:n 2/7 /20 inMinnesot4 and a wisconsin warant is discoveredby the police- Sweet is extadited.and ,r,"g"r'r,r.og] rl"t padden lied to him on g/22/17 whenPadden advised that Judge Keiley sign.a . J"t.#a.-.,irllrr. o o"tonwide warrant of g/31/77 isreterenced, but LaRue does not attach the g/22/17 statevide warrant as an exhibit, nor is itaddressed with the wihess in his decraration. i;;.*.d'; if LaRue simply had no intention ofever advising Sweet or wiese that the crp* w--i'iial, a., exist. However, as of g//22/17,

;.m[:.T:H,?#lL;.'".-, u..uur. puaa.nlolinim t ,tirrury that it did .*irt. 1i"pp"",,
8/22/17 capiuwanant ,*'^1t-t*ut.tver 

discussed anythingor ait"r.t.a -v,ir*s uuorr,t.
Lasee. _ anyone relevant including Browo County Disrict attoiev Oavia

31. Neither LaRue nor Braad ever explained to either (SweeVWiese) that once Sweet didnot app ear for court on g/22/17 . Padden no longer had a:ry obiigation to do anything for Sweet_(Padden had explained this to Sweet on 8/22117, and Sweet understood). The fact padden agreedto advise as to what Judge Kelley did on g/22/17 was voluntary, ard padden did in fact tell thetuth that a statewide warant was in fact sigred on 8/22ll 7 corrobo rating Padden,s statement thatthe warr-a:rt would be Iirnited to the "four comers of Wisconsrn, " a statement attibuted to JudgeKelley, according to padden- (Id., p. g)- Lite Wiese, LaRue never educated Sweet on this fact.XI. TIIE EDOCU SASTHEY PERT OT sw ETGREEN BAY
ME NT AIN TCASE

I' Just a few weeks before LaRue finarized the Decrarations for Sweet and wiese, oLpRhad served upon padden ard his counse, ;;;;;;".nritred: ,.charges of UnprofessionalConduct, Notice of panet proced.ures, N;"" ;f;;; ;.r,o-*r.-
u.._. _, The Charges document was dated lo/2g/22.Hr.unrston signed offon ir- (Exhibit 2g).

HE
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3' Then, a public document fo,owed: "petition for Disciplinary Action,, again signed byBrand and Humiston. (Ex.29)-

4' Both documents were essentia.[y simi]ar with a.rmost identical alregations - on t]esalient details' But now with the later documeng tle Petition. the accusations were now a maderfor public record,icon sumption.

5- This document was prepa,ed by Humiston aad Brand who signed offon it on ,oDgD2.
The document contained numerous flat out lies and incomplete information as sarne pertains to theSweeVWiese mater all in firtherance of the conspiratorial goals of the OLCC.

6' In both' the first matter addressed in terms of complainants is the ..Steven 
sweet andJessica wiese Matters-" This fact perhaps more tiran anv signified the importarce of it to theOLCC ard the fact that it crearry was ths gravamen fro* tir. oLCC,s perspective of &e variousdisciplinary allegadons against padden.

7' The charges document, however, did contain herpfur facts for padden. This conceptwas later recognized by Brand which led to the later suategy decision to not offer the LaRue_prepared Declarations into evidence in the PDT, and the subsequent draconiaa decision ofBrand,supported by Humiston. to subom pe.jury. The oLCC was so desperate that during the testimonyof sweet in the fia]' LaRue actualty violated the sequestation order and texted wiese, in real time,on aa issue of substance. LaRue was in the courtoom. wiese was no' Same is rater deta ed-
8- The Sweet/wiese alregations in the charges document began right at page 1 0f &e 34-page docurnent as a..pROBABLE CAUSE STATEi.fENT- and runs ten pages. (Ex. 2g, p.l).

- 9' Pata- 7, page 2, correctly notes that Sweet accepted the State,s prea offer which wasconfirmed on the record on 6/13/17. The essence or tt," t*o proposars was .ho more than sixmonths in jail', and two years, probation. (1d., p_2).

10' Para- 9, page 3, contains_,Sweet's made-up rie regarding his allegations in the ca fromPadden that Padden stated he had 'Just received,,ti.,. pir, aad the recommendation was for 10years. OLPR's investigation should have _ o. p..t,aps-aia discover _ that Sweet had the pSI aIaiong given to him bv padden between g/9/1i and s)snl. essuch, both Humiston and Brandwere aware, or should have been aware- that this anegation of wiese _ n"arsay fro- i*"et in theOLPR 2/18/20 complaint - was specious rn other wirds, Sweet came up with a rie in ar attemptto fool his \Mife wiese because he did not want to ,.*.;Jior., nor did he want to pay restitution-

^ 11' These obvious probrems.were figured out by the oLCC after this time fi-ame and thehrst schedured Hd date for padden's riar - and s;;r; ',; worried about push baok aom her atthe hotel which led to the straregy noted herein.

I2. But the Charees d
r"a a", i" :ia g. il6 ::;,::;ffi:, ffifl:l ffi :.[l',i:H 3: ?H]; Hi3' l,J:ff l":ifornotgettingacopyofthatlettertoboth.,sweets.,,s*eeitadspecifica 

ytoldpaddentonot

A- The "Cha rges" Docu m ent: Octob er 28. 2022 (Exhibit 28)



tell his wife about his decision not to show up on g/22/17 . To do so wo uld be an ethics violation.
As such, the best means to get the letter to Sweet wouid be by email which option was not available
since Padden only had an email address for Wiese. Both Sweet and Wiese lived together. Only
Wiese had an email address. With mail, Wiese could have opened an envelope-

13- Padden told Sweet on Bl2l/li thar he would have to apprise the judge of the
unfortunate decision to no longer cooperate. Sweet uDderstood and consented. padden did not
need Sweet's permission to advise thejudge ofstatus anyway. This was one example of many as
to how the OLCC would manipulate facts to not only fool the decision makers in padden,s case,
but a.lso, the public.

14- But the false accusations in the Charges document - intentionally false - with the
allegation that 'following the g/22/r7 sentencing hearing Respondent (padden) failed ro
commutricate to sweet the outcome . . -" was blatantly false, and the LaRue Declarations ALONE
confirmed this- This was an incredibly important fact that corroborated the 'four corners,,
allegation and was a key factor to prove Padden's irurocence. The OLCC within the contents of
the Charges documentjust chose to ignore the truth. (1d.. p- 5).

15' The drafters then reference a nationwide u,arrant completety ignoring the 8/22/li one
executed by Judge Kelley, the capias warraat, another key factor that prored pacl--den,s i',',ocence.
(d ). This conduct was intentional, unethical, and defamatory.

16- The Capias Warrant is not mentioned anywhere in the Charges document nor is there
reference to Padden's exoneration by wisconsin authorities. In addition- no exhibit is attached
supportive ofPadden's innocence. This was part ofthe conspiratorial goal: Ignore evidence that
proved Padden had done nothing wrong- To not include this eviden.e *us ,nethical and supportive
of the causes of action in this Complaint including defamation.

.77 ' on pages 5-6, para- 1 8, it is further alleged t}at trere never was a statewide warrant.This allegation was intentional. unethicar, ana defLatory as stune pertained to padden, TheOLCC knew that tlere was a statewide warrant. This was 
^ 

Ut"tarrt lie. (ld-, pp- 5_6)-

B. The Petition Document: Decem ber. 202? (Ex.29)

I8' Based on reasonable information and berie{ this pubric document was made pubricafer December ?2,202) and Wovided to plaintiffon or about 12/30/22.

19. All the salient detairs noted in paragraphs 6 through lg of the charge and petition
documents above were repeated in this documentlwhich wa5 *1g gqu;yalent of a criminal complaintin" for example, a Minaesota criminal case_

20' The oLCC could have corrected the dlegations between t)/2g/22 and the petition
created date but did not- For exampre, the alregation in paragraph 15 that padden ..failed tocornmunicate the outcome-" (the statewide -urr-t; is proven to be faise by the Declaration their
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own paralegal prepared of wiese in between those two dates.rs AIso, padden,s attorney had
previously emailed the Capias warr-ant to Brand. (Ex. 22).

21. These problems were later addressed by the oLCC with their uial suategy which
included not offering certain evidence into trial and suboming perjury as later detailed.ra

C. Problems that Evolved for the OLCC before the Creation of the Charses Documents;
The Declarations Prenared bv LaRue: and Brand's Trial PreD for the Orisinallv Scheduled
Padden Trial: Definitive Proof that OLCC Knew About the Ca D ias Warrant Long Before
October of 2022

2?- As noted above, even when they were provided with definitive evidence that proved
Padden's innocence, the oLCC never bothered to amend the charging documents or generate
documents in the first instance with facts they knew to be true.

23. Aa example of this was the Capias Wanant of 8/22/l'7 for which rhey could not deny
knowledge of its existence which means their conduct in this regard was purposeful aad
intentional.

24- On 5125/22, LaRue spoke with the Brown County, Wisconsin District Attomey, David
Lasee, about the history ofthe Green Bay/Sweet case since Kerrigan-Mares had retired. LaRue
needed a "Declaration" because "the Director needed to suppoft her charges,., @{2A)

25. The information obtained from Lasee further proved Padden's innocence. Lasee made
cleat iaa6/74/22 email to LaRue, a little over six months before t}re fust charging documenq that
the 5/8/17 offer in the "Offer Memo" could not have become "harshef' on the "eve ofsentencing."

-
26- He confirms the dual offer of four months or six months then makes clear that there is

another warrant other than the one LaRue is fixated on dated gl3lll'7. This was an obvious
reference to lbe 8/22/17 capias warrarrg perhaps the key document to prove padd.en's innocence
whicb, even at this late date of the investigation, LaRue was clearly intentionally ignoring.

27. Lasee says:

There's simply no way she [Kerrigan-Mares] would have had aphone call with the
attorney and made a "handshake" offer on the eve of sentencing. This would be a
clear violation of the plea agreement ard is not allowed under Wisconsin law.Jr

ln other words, t}re lie Sweet came up with on 8/21117 in rhe conversation with his wife
was a really bad one-

13 Both Sweet a nd wiese made ctea r that Padden advised oi the statewide warra nt (cap iasl aftet the g/22|1i
hearing. Padden had aLways made cl.ear constantLy rhroughout the entire process that he did in fact teil

:H:::T::'H:l j;1i1iLi?J.#ure 
of tneorclwirhouteven considerinsrhemountainof other

excul.patory evidence that proves plaintiffs innocence-
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28. Lasee tren notes the Euth about the warrants for LaRue - in pointing out an error oD
the Declaration she has prepared for him:

There was one error that I noted in the Declaration. The court issued its bench
warrant on 8/22/17 - The warrant and complaint that you had attached fro rn 8/31/17
is for the new bail jumping charge that we issued based on sweet,s failure to appear.
I don't have a copy of the Court,s bench warrant in our records system [a c]ear
reference to the 8/22/ri capias warralt], but ifyou think that,s necessary I'm sure
you could get that from our clerk of courts.

There's no indication that LaRue ever acknowledged this point or that she ever requested
the capias warart, the document Lasee was crearry referring to. (padden did provide it to Brand

Hrffi, 
I/13/l-). Brand add.itionaily was copied on Lasee,s 6/14/22 emaLtto

. 29- By not referencing the statewide warrant in The charging documents, the oLCC, in
particularly deceptive fashion that Brand, Humistorq and LaRue knew existed, improperly placed
emphasis on the "four comers" reference by padden to support their a egation that padien lied
about it- The manipulation by OLCC on this topic is broken down in this fashion:

a when wiese fust advised Padden by 2/8120 email of Sweet's 217 /20 anest atdeventual
extadition to Wisconsiq Padden responded t}at he was surprised by'frris because the
judge on 8/22/17 made clear the warrant would be limited to the ,,four comers of
Wisconsin,,' clearly a quote padden did not make up. (Ex. 1g).

b- In the charging documents, the oLCC dleged that this statement by padden was
"knowingly false." This false ar)egation by the oLCC was defamatory. purposefirl. a::d
intentional - aad was in fact knowingly faJsely asserted against padden.

c- Il support of their allegation that padden lied when he noted the ,,four comers,,
reference to wiese, the oLCC made reference to a "nationwide warrart,, in paragraph
18, page 6, of the charges documen! but they do not mention tJte g/?2/17 statewide
w^rrant that Judge Keuey signed: "Moreover, the warrant that was issued and that
Respondent shourd have made Sweet aware of it [sic]. is crearly nationwide in scope,,,
This allegation was knowingiy false and defamatory. (Ex.2g, p_ 6).

d. In alleging the ,,four comers,, statement was knowingly false, the OLCC was
presumably referring to the 8/22111 t:arrscipt. But this ignored the fact that at times in
criminal case hearings, matters ofsubstance can be stated offthe record, Experienced
litigators - which the OLCC were not _ would know this. However, the OLCC lcrew
this but did not care - and was aware of the fact that the existence of the statewide
warrant clearly corroborated the "four comers" statement ofpadden attributed to Judge
Kelley. (Ex. l7)- This allegation was knowingly faise and defarnatory.

e- On8/22/17,rhat very same day, Judge Kelley, who padden quoted as making the ,,four
corners" statement, did in fact sign a statewide warrant (rd). The oLCC impretery
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ignored this fact and teated this warrant as if it did not exist. The conduct by the OLCC
to not reference this fact in paragraph I8 was knowing, intentionar, and purposefirJ.

f. AII of the allegations made in this Complaint from the Charges document were equally
applicable to the Petition- The significant difference between the two was that the first
one was sent to a panel illegally for permission to proceed forward with the Petition,
not a matter ofpublic record, but the Petition was in fact a matter ofpublic record and
the fust time that Padden would have had a claim for defamation pursuant to the
defamation concept of publication.li

30- The OLCC never amended either charging document to ser the record scaight regarding
their "four comers" allegations in violation of Minnesota ethics nrles and their own intemal rules.
The charging documents at no time were ever amended even ttrough the oLCC had ample time
to do this. Padden's tial was almost exactly one year after the 10/28/22 Charges document was
served but not published. (As noted above. publication was not until 12/21D2).

XII. The OLPR Co- Con s pira tors (OLCC) Add Two Persons to the Green Bay
Co nspiracv; Brand's Decision to Suborn Periurv; and LaRue's Conduct
with Violafing the Sequestration Order with Wiese Durins the PDT

1. As time went on, especially after creation of the charge documents, ald LaRue's
preparation of the trvo Declarations. Brand became more focused on the padden case, especially
with the trial coming up which was originally set for May of 2023.

2- As Brand reviewed t}te substantive materials, he saw that the Green Bay case was very
weak, and he also saw that the Declarations that LaRue had prepared were significantly supportive
of PiaintifPs ilaocence. As such, he brought Humiston into the loop with a strategy plan moving
forward. The sbategy detailed herein was approved by Director Hurniston.

3- The most sig!.ificant problem was that Sweet had credibility problems. And wiese,s
OLPR complaint from day one seemed ro be all hearsay.

4- Another significant problem was that it was clear that Padden had given Sweet the pSI
between 8/9/17 atd 8/19/ll, and the notion Padden would lie about a document his client alrcady
had was problematic for OLPR. Also, the fact that Sweet could receive something that impoftant
and not show it to his wife, which was t}Ie case, revealed in essence how he roued with his wife-
In otler words, in this marriage, the husband would pick and choose what he wouid share with his
wife, aad that was the case with the pSI in this matter, The OLCC members were aware of this,
but they pushed it aside. did nor consider it, because if they did, t}eir target padden wourd be
exonerated-

5- Sweet had made the conscious decision to not give fris wife the PSI which meant that
Sweet had planned all atong to utilize the PSI in support oihir f"Ir" excuse for not showing up at
the 8/22/17 sentencing hearing. It wa5 lgassns6ly concluded atso that wiese had apparently

rs This defamation extended into rhe future inctudinglhe pDT in 2023-
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accepted this lie, and the contention ofa supposed second phone carl wiese alreged witlr paddenhad all kinds ofproblems including the a"t tt ut tt 
"o 

*us no competent corroboration throughoutthe massive record - in fact, it wL otherwise - **y1h*.., to coroborate proving that thesecond call never happened- For example, wiese ani sweet had the opportunity on at reast 1goccasions to provide substantive detail regarding a srppos"a second calr with padden, but that didnot happen' Ia additioru no second call was mentionea in the charges document aad petitionpresurnably prepared by LaRue.

6' Brand was motivated Iike Humiston to des*oy padden's reputation along with pa.ralegalLaRue' The ethical decision at this point should have been to essentiary conclude that thewisconsin authorities were correct when they dismissed the mafier years ago and work out anagreement for a reiatively mild sanction with padden,s attomey.

7- Padden had a.rready conceded the tecrr.nicar viorations of the cust account, and hadexpressed, through his counsel ald otherwise, ,,oirr.,io, to come to some sort of reasonable

ffiff:I r"]::r:;i:?:;* arso crear that there was nothing or substarce that equated to

8- Unfom:nately, the 
-oLpR 

co-conspirators went down a different path that invorved

H*i::H:?suboming 
pe4uv, ana a blatant viotation ora co*t o.a.. ro, tr'" .^Jf) ,or",rog

9- The conduct that they engaged in shocks the conscious and actuary invorved bringingtwo persons outside of their agency into &e conspiracy. .iru,.,t exampre of unethical conduct bypeople who shourd have known better since their ,'o'*rn. .ioo is to be knowledgeabre of theMinnesota ethics mles applicable to Minaesota la;"i, 
*'

10. The basic stategy was this:

Pretend that the Declarations did not exisl and as such, not offler them into evidencesince Padden had missed the cutoffdate ro of.. *ia"r..,"
Convince Sweet and Wiese trdishonestryi,.;;;;;;;;';H:I'_'.',:#.;:nlilffi ;;il",.fi,,LT,Iiother trings' to defeat padden's dJ,T*, r"*rui, [riiri rrrem- ln other words, don,ttestif' consistentrv with features of their o""i"rutiIru .l"ured not long before. Inaddition" wiese sought six figures in compensation for the counte.claim she assertedin Plaintiffs defamation jawsuit;

Elicit testimony in complete contadiction to features of the Decrarations their ownparalegal prepared (in essence, a definition 
"f 

,;;;i;;.'ury) and in conradiction
l:_.:P."i :Iq:rce. on specific details supportiv. ;ip;'d;;"., defenses. rhis woutdlnvolve specificalry going over those aetarts wittr trr" *o **aar.s because they hadaiready previously provided some ruthful information such as, for example, Wiese,srecollection that when padde
nrst were i,,r," r,.i.r-,."*",'"i..,fl5i :l:::;,ifJ3 3J;.r:1;hilil:::*Tffipoints that were specific resutm of subom"o il;;;;;;d who knew that what he

a-

b

c
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was doing was unetlical and immoral. This also involved the manipulation of two lay
peop.le; aad

d- The reality of this conduct, i.e., the subomed perjury, would never be disciosed to
Padden or his counsel before the padden trial, and as such, the blatart unethical conduct
would not be apparent until right at rhe time of trial and difflcult for any lawyer to
prepare for especially with the potential that the Declarations could not be used in any
way at the tria] itself. These two witnesses never explained at tial why they were now
articulating specific statements in direct conmdiction to their Declarations secured just
10 months before_

A- Sweet and Wies e Enter the Cons D lracv 0f the OLPR Co-Consn irato rs

1 1- The massive amount of deta ard evidence to support subomed perjury alone proves
that both Sweet and wiese had become part of the conspiracy. This time frame was after the
creation of their Declarati ons on 12/5/22.

l2- Brand had to specifically explain to Sweet and wiese why they had to give answers at
tial that would conEadict points that they had made in their respective declarations. As detailed
on pages 38-42 herein, Braad had to bring them in to change their recollection on key issues as
noted in IX, C, a-d. (See also next Secrion B ofthis Complaint).

13. Brand implied with promises trrat their cooperation, i-e., testif,ing dishonestry in
coDtadiction to their Declarations would assist them wirh prevailing in the padden defamation
lawsuit and assist them with securing money on the wiese countercraim- @xhibit 46; stangely,
Sweet did not counterclaim in the padden lawsuil 11s p.6vided a separate answer from his wife).

14- In her Answer and counterclaim to padden,s lawsuit, dated 2/12/23- in +he
"counterclaim" section on p. 2, section 6. wiese (who was pro se at the time) notes:

The details ofhow Mr- padden handled Steven,s criminal matter have been
extensively investigated by the Lawyers of professional Responsibility
Board aad they concluded Mr. padden committed malpractice and have
made their findings public_ As such, they have said I can use the findings
for this case qoing forward I am asking for a counterclaim of $100,000.

-;

^- She goes on to allege how she has finaacial loss, but makes no reference ar a.ll. like
OLPR, to the Wisconsin exoneration from April of 2020.

B. The Specific Plan for the Suborned Periun, at Trial
15' There were several areas covered in the Declarations and otherwise for which Brand

waDted both Sweet and wiese to change their factual recollection, that is, lie under oath to assistwith winning the case, winning equaling disbarment of padden. They were:

a- Deny that Sweet was in their hoter room wrren padden calred at llam on gr21/r1.
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b AJiege no 100w1edge whatsoever aboutthe g/22/17 capias warr-ant (Iimited to statewide)
and that Padden never advised about it. This included both Brand and LaRue nor bven
showing it to them in meetings or in some other way like email. The plan was to literally
teat it as if it did not exist - which was the same plan for the 4/2/20 wisconsin exoneration
letter,

c contend that there was never a plea dea.l for six months or even four months. Rather,
contend that it was 60 to 90 days or 60 days consistent with the recommendation of ttre
probation €ent aom the August, 2or7 psi. This was a way to f:rther embrace the pSI
which both lied about.

Elicit testimony that there was a second phone ca.I with padden on gD.r/r1 (alother lie)
even though there was no viabre corroboration for same at any time before or during the
OLPR investigation.

d

C. The Detail as to How Brand Executed the Suborned Per with the Two Witnun' esses
Durins the Padden Trial

a- Sweet's Locau on r the Padden Call at I 1:00am on 8121/17

16' Braad perceived that this was a significart factual issue - and it was. If Sweet left theroom so his wife could not hear the call ofher husband with Padden, that was a significant factthat alone proved plaintifPs innocence.

17.
12/5/22:

There was no gray area on this issue from the LaRue-secured wiese Declaration of

' on August 2r,,20r7, we were in the Days Inn hotel room. At about I r:00 am,
Steven received a telephone call from lv1r. ladden. Steven went outside ofthe hotel
area to take tJre ca.ll. When Steven rerumed to the room . . (Ex. 9 ai p 3, para- l3).

18' These questions were asked of Sweet by Brand on ro/24/23 during the pDT regardingthe 8/21/17 call from padden:

Q. Where were you when you accepted this call from Mr. padden?
A. I was outside.of the hotel on the phone. Bmphasis Added]. 

--

Q. Were you in the presence of your wife?
A. I was not. My wife was in the_in the hotel.(Il

Sweet repeats the lie in response to questions from padden on p. 210-
19' Brand had coached the Sweet to give these answers, and Brand knew these answerswere in contadiction of the truth- Braad aso kne* the answers were a significant fact and thecomplete opposite of the detair his pararegal had secureJ aom the wife of the witness he wasquestioning which became Dart of treiDectJration. Tt e *ir" aso *as the only person who initiatedthe OLPR complaint process- Brana subomed p.4ury on tt i, i.rr..
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b. 10/2 Testimonv a Result of Subomed Periurv for the Offer ofthe State to Sv/eet before
6/13/17 arrd the PIea Sweet Entered into on That Date

20- LaRue, during the course of the investigation. developed a fixation for the probation
agent's suggested offer fiom the 8/1/17 Psl. She thought this was smoking gun evidence in
OLPR's case against Padden. This led strangeJy to suborned perjury regarding the offer Sweet
received in May 0f2017 and his uitimate plea on 6/13/11 . The contradictions with the Declarations
LaRue secured and the uia.l testimony of both consisted of one under-oath lie a.fter another by
Sweet/Wiese coached by Brand aad LaRue, primarily a result of Brand's act of suborning perlury-

21. LaRue and Braad's goal evolved into: Get Sweet and Wiese to tesdry that the State's
offer was the same as what was suggested for sanction in the PSI versus what was realiqy - the
actual offers before 6/13117 and what Sweet actually pled to. This unethical strategy was strarge
in light of the massive record in support otherwise - but they were emboldened by their smtegy
decision not to offer the Wiese and Sweet Declarations into evidence for the Padden tria.l - and
many other factors including that Padden did not offer a witness list, Padden assumed that all
evidence OLPR produced in the discovery phase would become trial evidence.

22- on 4/26117, via email to Padden, Kerrigan-Mares first made the state's offer of six
months jail with two years probation known. With all considered, this was a great start for Sweet
considering the aggavating factors for his Green Bay crimes, his making no viable attempts prior
to pay the victim back, his crimina.l conduct before and affer 2013, and the fact that he was lookino
at the real possibility of6-9 years imprisonment ifhe rolled the dice and went to trial. (Exhibit 25).

?3- There was no gray area: The offer on 6/8/17 was: "5 monthsjail or stipulate to 4 months
jail with restitution." Gxhibits a a.nd 5).

24- Then, five days later- the deal was consummated before Judge Kelley as confirmed
with the Plea Questioruraire (Exhibit 7) and the 6/ I i/I7 transcript of rhe plea hearing - which then
set sentencing for 8/22/17. (Exhibit 6). Sweet pled to four months with restitution. (Lasee
confirmed this when he testified during the padden trial. Also, sweet signed the plea

Questionnaire - Ex- 9).

25. when sweet carne back aom Green Bay, he correctly told his wife what happened
which is documented in three places in her Declaration. (Exhibit 3). The essence of his comments
was that he would be going away for six months jail but with the potential for work release and
incarceration in Mi tesota cioser to his family. Wiese dutifully noted this. In reaiity, however, if
Sweet paid restitution, he could serve as little as fou months"

- uaethically coached by Brand:

o . . . we were Eying to arrange an offer. But it was 30_90 days or possibly no jail
time. (Source #4 - p. 17 6- question from Brand).

Braad then asks why Sweet decided not to attend. The answer does not mention
Padden. "I guess I was afraid for the loss ofmy - not being able to see my son . - -
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I wouJd be sitting for a whire. Longer thar my 30-90 days.,, (Exribit 49). The factSweet did not blame padden here iievidence of the smoiing_g;;;",y.
. I would have sat the 30-90 days. G). l7g).

' At page lgi ofthe tial transcript, the cross by padden begins. There was followup on the above answer: Sweet confirms he would not haveierved six months, thenblurts out: ..1 was never offered even six monrhs. h was 30 t. tO ;;r, - @xhibit50).

' on page 193, Sweet notes that Padden never told him wisconsin sought six monthsofjaii- In light ofthe documentary record and the Declararions, Sweer lied, (Exhibit5r).

' Sweet denies teriing padden he wourd not go to ja for six months whichconradicts what he said at page t9t.Il

' He then again bluns out at page 2r r: "r was actuarly informed ofthe 30 to g0 daysat most- There was never no six months.,,

' Then atp'212, Sweet now says: "I said I wourd do 1g0 days.,, sweet obviouslywas Dow aware of the probrem his earlier arswer was creating in terms of helpin!Padden. He then says, ..But I was only promised 30 to 90 days. So I don,t evenknow where six months would have .r.n "*" into this.,' rn."rpoor"io a padden
question at line I g:

l. #$si ijiSifl$at 
I fPadden] didn,t tell you that?

29. The answers Sweet gave on tjrese issues were lies- Brand knew thgy were lies, and thatthey were in direct conradiction to the Declaratio " oi't-zistzzfor this witness secured by Brand,s0.m paralegal, LaRue, and Brand therefore suUo_eo p"fury 
vvv*.vs e.

30. It was the same f*Ir::", Before lO/24/23, Wiese was clear thar her husbaad wouldserve six montls stardng on 8/22/11, ana sire noteJthis in three separate places in her 12/5/22Declaration- Her testimony ar the padden tiar. rit" rre, iusuand, was a different story. Her pointsin her Declaration about the six months .',... r',.*ruv r.oi-., ti,. *outt of her husba,,d-

31' With her suborned perjury. tbe desire of wiese, with Brar:d's assistance, was to changethe salient detairs of her Deciaration, that is, rie, ,o 
"**h ,r.,. offer for her husband in ?0r7 _ andthen the final pJea wittr the recommendation of the probation agent - wirh rhe g/7i r 7 psi. The goalhere was to do the same rhing her husband aia, ala uttimatery destoy padden,s reputatioq to

ffi,*#l:ltrd 
with defeating the padden d"i;;;;;*" and potentia,y mare six figures in
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32. Her testimony proceeded as follows:

The p]9q rqggment was 60 days in jail with rwo years probation. (Source: #4 - p.
242)l-

The original agreement was that he would only have the felony on his record for
two years after he served 60 days in jail. and then it would be dropped to a gross
misdemeanor.E

33. The notion sweet's three felony pleas would revert to a gross misdemearor was
somethiDg she just made up. That was never offered or even possible and never documented
anyrvhere. (Exhibit 5).

34- As a reminder, to show how clear the testimony on pages 242 and,258 was suborned,
wiese said this just ten months before in her Declaration - prepared by Brand and Humiston's
paralegal:

In May, 2017, I received an email from Mr. Padden which confirmed the offer of
sixmonths. CxI9I)
When Steven retumed from the June,2017 plea hearing, he said he was offered ..no

more than six months in jail and rwo-years of probation.', (Exhibit 9)_

Our baby was just months old, ard we figured the baby would not know the
difference without Steven gone for six months- (Exhibit 9)-

After being extradited to Wisconsin, Steven was sentenced to three years in prison,
which was significantly longer than the six monrhs . . " he faced in2017. (Exhibit
t) ).

35. The clear truthfi.d statements about these matters in the Wiese Declaration additionaJly
prove Sweet's dishonesty at trial, the two assisted by the unethical conduct ofBrand, approved
by Humiston, with the probable hands-on assistance of their paralegal, LaRue,

c. Suborned Periurv for the 8/22/17 CaDias Warant

36- Both Sweet and Wiese testified that neither Brand nor LaRue ever showed them the
8/22/17 Capias warrant. Both claimed no knowledge of it whatsoever during the padden trial.
This fact alone reveals the cr:lpabiliry of the OLCC.

37. Wiese's LaRue-secured Declaration of 12/5122 contained this language:

' Mr- Padden told us that he appeared at the August 22,201i hearing aad that the
judge had issued a bench warrant for Steven's arest, but that the warrant was only
statewide and limited to Wisconsin. (Exhibit 9).
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38' The saiient derairs of wiese's restimony oo 10/24/23, testimony a result of subomedpe4'ury by Brand who knew the alswers were faJse, are as follows:

Q' [By Brand] Did Mr. padden ever discuss with you a warant issued for Mr.

A- No' In facg I notified Mr. padden the day steven - or the next day, I berieve,

Q' [By Padden] okay now, it soundi rike one of the reasons you are upset isbecause-you think I scammed your husband when I told him that the warrantwas limited to Wisconsin, correct?
A. yes-

Q. Have you ever seen a document entitled arrest bench warrant capias?A. No, (Exhibit 58).

39. The wihess was tlen.shown the Capias warrant by padden during cross. Sheaclsrowledges the statewide restriction that is xed. (b*niuit l5). She then admits that neither Brandnor LaRue had ever shown her. the cupius ao.,r*.rt, perrraps the most important documeDt toprove Padden's iraocence - and the dotument that co'rioborated padden,s contention that Judge
$3tler said on B/22/r7 (off the record) trr"t rr. ** ri*iting the warrart to the .four comers ofwisconsin-" LaRue and Brand sq,angjy E:ated the c"pi* *u.*r, as if it did not e,,st ro terlWiese it existed would have U..n tn.-eqriri.ri .i*ri"!:a Wiese: ..Sweet 

lied to you aJl along.,,
40. On this issue, Braad had again subomed perjury_

41' Padden did te, sweet what wourd happen ifhe fa,ed to appear for court on g/22/r7 -there would be a bench warrant, another sarient detail that proved padden,s innocence. (Source:

f;;1, i X*so' 
this add'itiona a"' ** *tr,iil, iJtea in trre s*"et Decrararion o r t2:s/22,

Later' Ir4r' paddeu tordme that he had appeared for the hearing on Augu st22,)0r7,by telephone- tr'Ir- padden tord me that the judge had issued a bench warant butthat the bench warrant was only statewide ard limited to wisconsin_ (Exhibit I0, p_4, para. I0)-

It was arm651 as if Laf,us pu1 this in the Decraration implying that it was not true. It was*t: l:, as part of the conspiracy. neith., g.-a ,o;i;ie showed the capias warant to sweet- which was rue also for Wiese. (Source: *,p1, d)-*'-
42' Although subomation ofperjury was occuring witi tie cooperation of sweet and wiese,it was clear Brand and LaRue were additionary manip,iating them recognizing their low I_Q. - at

]::'-*1"::*:*e ro regar matters. But it go, 
"u"n 

irr" *nen it came to the plea sweet enteredlJtto oD, 6/13/li - and the offers before that-

43' The oLCC did not care about trre truth or justice. and Brand had coached witness wieseto give these answers- He arso lcrew^th., *.."- i'*po-"r", and vital to padden,s defeme, thatPadden was inaocent of the Green Bay Sweet ethicr;ri;;;rr, and these aaswers and others were
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m contadiction to the truth, the truth secured by his own paralega.r l Brand,s conduct fit squarery
into a classic definition of suboming perjury. He did it bu; not wen in terms of hiding it-

d eO Create Sec n Phone a n 8/21/ 7 in a:r ttem t etrate
Consoiracv

zK. Perhaps of all of the unethical acts, the most egregio
Wiese to create a second phone call o ut-of_whole-cloth on 3
addressed with the bogus "speakerphone,, testimony that Wiese

us was the plan with Sweet and
/21/17 . This has a.lready been
gave regarding the initiation of

this alleged second call

45' Exhibit I 6 is a tist of opporh:nities that wiese and Sweet would have had to detail the
second call if it really occrured- This is a time frame from 2i8l20 to 2/14/23 overthree years - aad
nothing' Certainly, a second call with Padden including Sweet and/or Wiese a.fter padden,s first
call with Sweet would be incredibly important and a deiail that would not be missed- It was not
noted by the oLCC repeatedly because it never happened. It was made up before the u-ial to help
achieve the conspiracy goaJs-

46- But LaRue who created t}le Declaration supposedly a document that listed a.ll of the
important facts, did not note it with either ttre S*eei or wiese Decraration. why? It never
happened.

47- when Brand elicited testimony about t}re second calr, he knew it was not true, and as such,
he subomed perjury.

X[I. LAR VI LATED SE UES ON OR-DER BY ILLE ALLY
CONfl\,IUNI ATIN WITH WIESE DURING TIIE TE TIMONY OF HER HUSBAND
SWEET

1' The oLCC were emboldened for numerous reasons as detailed throughout this pleadingwhich perhaps explains why LaRue had no fear with engaging in the blataatly ,nethical illegalconduct of violating the sequesuation ord.er applicab.le to the padden trial. This occurred during
the testimony of Sweet when LaRue illegdly communicated with Wiese who would be the nextwihess right a-fter her husband oD ro/24iT. This occurred on 10/24/23. LaRue simpry thoughtthat she could get away with it, but she did not.

2' It is unlikeiy that Bmnd as lead rial counser was even aware of this because it happened
so quickly' Had Brand been aware, he would have elicited the relevaat testimony from wiese ondirect which would have revealed his involvement. He did not.

^ 
3: ft-" P{den trial began on to/24/23 after reratively short testimony from padden calred byBra-nd as his first witness- Brand then ca]led sweet us his first comprainant/non-party wihess

which was not suryrising since sweet/wiese was the most important part of olpR,s disciprinary
case against Padden.

- .O: I. EH transcript specifically notes LaRue,s presence on page 2: ..ALSO pRESENT:
Paticia LaRue- Para]egar-" (Source: #, p.2)- Sweet's iestimony began on p- 173, volume I, ofthe fial traascript.
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5' During sweet's testimony, the importa-nt issue of where sweet was positioned physicaJryin tlre hotel when padden cared him on g)ztttl was addressed- paaaen asted s*eet *ty he.reftthe hotel room when the calr came in, i-e.. why didn't he use the speakerphone feature ofhis phoneso that his wife Wiese could hear both sides of the call fight in their hotel room.r6

Q whv didn't you have the conversation with me and her [wiese] presence andput it on speakerphone so she could hear what l was saying?

A. I guess that could have happened.

Q. Arrd you had that featue on your phone, correct?

A- yes. (Source: #a, p.213).

5.' Sw-e3t's weak response was picked up by LaRue. padden had not even planned to ask thatquestion- He just brurted it out- In the .n,ii" rn*rr"" .ecord of the case, this was the first time"speakerphone" had been uttered by anyone, aad it was not present anywherc in the over 5,100documents generated by oLpR i, tL. *assire ,e.o.a r* *. pDC. certainJy, neither sweet norwiese had ever used the word, and neither did s;;;; ui,i,"r,i*" when he testified on their firstday of tiai through 66 pages in the r-anscript of U.'puJi., ma.
7' Pursuant to a sequestation order for the uial, issued by Referee perkins, a wrtness likewiese courd not be presentin the courroom -i.J..:rrru-d Sweet testified- And she was nolHowever' it would equa'v be i-p.op", ro. n..;;';;;;; to his testimonv bv some orrer meanseven if she was not in the courtoom- The tanscript correc,y rcflects that as soon as sweet wasdone testifuing, wiese came right to the stand fr;; Ir"ii. rrr" 

"or*oom and was swom. (Source:lla, pp- 239-2aQ. This was in fact accurate. fi"." **-.f 
"_fy 

no cha:rce for Wiese to meet anyonewho was present in the courtoom when her husband testified before she took the stand. whether
H:,*'J':lJ:lhl3l3I1 IT."J;;;;'k'"; but considering u trre otrre' sreaav,

8' with today's technology, it is easy to get aromd a sequestation order. No attempt wasmade to ensure that anyone-on the oLpR 
""* aro ,.i rr*e a celr phone on their person whenSweet testified- certainlv, Padden did,0,',rri* ti"r'oLlR p".ro*"t were that devious at thattime' Based on tre testimonv that evorved il ;;;, ;;erv, the ..speakerphone,, 

references in
liJr'j'Hil;: 

it was crea: that LaRue h"d ti;p.;;;;; ir,;,,,* 
"^til"".*,pr:'rrr"o *,r,

9' wiese's testimonv ory* o: p. 240 of the ranscript. (Source: fa, p 2a0). Her direct wasrelatively short - only ,, ,i::: of n^a:escript f1.," iorrf 
"on,"sted 

issue of the a.lteged secondpnone cari, which padden claims never happened, was ad&essed by Brand on direct. wiese neveruttered the word ..speakerphone,, 
on direct.

'6 Wese made cl.ear in her Dectarzo",o"nt 
""u "",i;,;l;;;:i".:::S;;:li;:;,lf,ll1:i::TiJi;:,:::::::,"J::i"d:j."m whenthe





i0- Wiese's first description regarding her claim ofa second cail with Padden was that she
initiated it- No reference is made to a speakerphone feature as relevant to that car:

Q- lBrand] So you called Mr. Padden back after Steven gave you the inforrnation?

A, Uh-huh. (Source: #a,p.2al.
11- Wiese provided the important admission that Sweet was inside the hotel room at I I am

when Sweet got the first call from padden and then left - a.lso confirmed in her unsigned
Declaration- (Source: #a, p.260; ard Exhibit 4). She then gives a second description of how the
alleged second call was initiated completeiy contradicting her first contention noted on p. 243.

12- Then for the first time she laughably mentions on cross the word .,speakerphone,, which
was just planted in her head by a LaRue text while Sweet testified. On the cross examination,
Padden asks:

Q. Okay. So that's how it played out was when Steven left the room, talked to me,
and then came back and told you something, correct?

A. And then there is more though.

Q- we will get to that- wew r getto that- But is that something you have arieged
as a defense in my lawsuit agairut yoq that you had a phone call with me?

A- After he came back in and told me, I didn't understand that advice. I didn't - I
didr't quite believe it either. So he calred you on speakerphone, and I talked to you
through speakerphone, and you exp.rained everyt}ing to me that you had exprained
to him.

Q. Ma'am, that phone call never happened, did it?

A- yes, it did. Absolutely it did- (Source: +fa, pp. 260_261).

This "speakerphone" reference on p. 261 was the first time in the history of the case that
Wiese or Sweet had used that word even faiJing to use it in response to guestions from Brand ondiree LaRue had tipped wiese offclearly via text while wiese was outside of the courtroom.

13- wiese then uses the word six more additionar times at pages 263,270,279,2g0,and 304
ofher testimony, (Source: #a). Brand picked up on this ard covered it in re-direct-

14- Perhaps flustered by the fact that she was constanrly committing perjury and had just
blown LaRue's cover, a person with whom she was on a first-name basis and had become a friend,
wiese proceeded to give more contradictory descriptions on how the second call was initiated.

p. 263: Wiese then gives a description which contradicts the first two on p€es ?4j
and260. She now says she initiated tle cal.l but now on speakerphone contradicting
her answer just three pages earlier when she testified her husband initiated the call
- on speakerphone:

A. And then I called you. I talked to you on speakerphone- (Source: +*a, p.263).

43



p' 279: She then goes back to her husbard Sweet initiating the ca., - I6 pages rater,This testimony, all over the map. makes one think of a yi_yo.

A- So I began to argue with Steven- and that's when he [Sweet] called Mr. padden
with his phone on speakerphone and tord him, my wife ii here. caa you please telr
my wife exactly what you told me . . . (Source: +la, pp.279_2g0).

. - 
15' wiese's four separate descriptions ofthe supposed initiation ofthis second alleged call -which never happened - is supportive of the o,d aoale: wlen y.; ;; ;;; i.ri*g ,rr.-ilu," t r,difEcult to keep yow facts straighr- Like her trusulna, wiese was a consistent liar. But thisproblem was exacerbated by the manipulation by avo lawyers and a para.lega.l who was as corruptas her supervising lawyers.

16' Considering the oLCC's abuse ofpadden's rights. it is no surprise that LaRue wouldengage in conduct like this' lt is unclear if Humiston. 'ihose stock in trade also was to destroyPadden's career, even knew about this, urt runr.:r .orauct ro, *trictr wiese is arso curpabre, wascommitted within the scone ard co urse of LaRue's employment wrth oLpR. Amongst otherrhings, it confirmed wiesels f:lr-brown membership *,0 ,i" olcc conspiracy- And Brand, whenhe asked these questions, loew that the -r*.ra of wiare were not true.
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\\ . ( \l st,s ot; \( t to\
l. l)r:lnnration antl I)elhnraliorr l)er Sr

l. PlaintifT realleges and incorporates by ref-erence all olthe lhcts and allegations contained in
the above paragraphs of this complaint.

2. Plaintifl'c lairns darnages lbr pain and sul'tering. emotional distress. mental anguish. and loss
of enioynent ol lif'e. Loss ol'earnings not clairned.

3. Compensatory damages are claimed in excess of$50.000.00.

2. lntenlional lnlliction ol'l.lnrotionrl I)islre \s

l. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by ref'erence all ot-the fac(s and allegations contained in
the above paragraphs of this cornplaint.

2. Same as l(2) above. PIus damages lirr mediation and thcrapy bills.

J. Same as l(3) above.

3. Violation of Due Process

l. Plaintilf realleges and incorporates hy ref'erence all ofthe f'acts and allegations contained in
the above paragraphs of this cornplaint.

2. Plaintiff claims emotional distress and punitive damages.

3. Same as I(3) above.

WHEREFORE. PlaintitTpray tbr judgment againsr Deftndants as fbllows:

l. For an a*ard ol'damages in I'avor ol Plaintilf against Detbndants in an

amount greater than $50.000.00 lbr the damages noted herein;

2. For attorncy's t'ecs. thc costs ot'litigating this mauer. and interesrl and

-1. Fol such othcr and lLrlthcl relicl'a llrc ( otrrl nrit ccllr Lrs I d cq u itable

Dated: Decenrber ?9-2!:J
)ile I)lr crr. l'rir S

llO. Uox 106
H udson. WI 54016
PH: (612) 669-4542
nr ikc. padtlcrr ir,patklenlaw.cont
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AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION       
STANDING COMMITTEE ON ETHICS AND PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY              

 

Formal Opinion 519                         December 3, 2025 

 

Disclosure of Information Relating to the Representation in a Motion to Withdraw From a 

Representation  

When moving to withdraw from a representation, a lawyer’s disclosure to the tribunal is limited 

by the duty of confidentiality established by Rule 1.6(a) of the ABA Model Rules of Professional 

Conduct. Unless an explicit exception to the duty of confidentiality applies or the client provides 

informed consent, the lawyer may not reveal “information relating to the representation” in 

support of a withdrawal motion. Disclosure of information relating to the representation is not 

“impliedly authorized in order to carry out the representation” under Rule 1.6(a) or otherwise 

impliedly authorized even when Rule 1.16(a) requires the lawyer to seek to withdraw. If disclosure 

is permitted by an exception to the duty of confidentiality, such as when disclosure is required by 

a court order, it must be strictly limited to the extent reasonably necessary and, whenever possible, 

made through measures that protect confidentiality such as by making submissions in camera or 

under seal.  

The Model Rules require that any disclosure in support of withdrawal be narrowly tailored, 

protective of the client’s interests, and undertaken only within the scope of an applicable 

exception. When the client does not give informed consent to disclosing information relating to the 

representation in support of a motion to withdraw, and there is no applicable exception to the duty 

of confidentiality, lawyers should proceed in stages: begin with a motion citing only “professional 

considerations” or employing similar language to justify the motion; if the court seeks further 

information, assert all non-frivolous claims for maintaining confidentiality consistent with Rule 

1.6(a); and, if ordered to disclose additional information relating to the representation, do so in 

the narrowest possible manner. Ultimately, the lawyer’s paramount duty is to preserve client 

confidentiality, even at the risk that the tribunal may deny the motion to withdraw.  

Introduction 

  

ABA Model Rule of Professional Conduct 1.16 addresses a lawyer’s termination of a 

representation, which may be either mandatory or permissive.  Rule 1.16(a), which requires a 

lawyer to end the representation in prescribed circumstances, provides as follows: 

 

 (a) A lawyer shall inquire into and assess the facts and circumstances of each representation 

to determine whether the lawyer may accept or continue the representation. Except as stated in 

paragraph (c), a lawyer shall not represent a client or, where representation has commenced, shall 

withdraw from the representation of a client if: 

 

(1) the representation will result in violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct or other 

law; 
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(2) the lawyer's physical or mental condition materially impairs the lawyer's ability to   

represent the client; 

 

          (3) the lawyer is discharged; or 

 

(4) the client or prospective client seeks to use or persists in using the lawyer’s services to 

commit or further a crime or fraud, despite the lawyer’s discussion pursuant to Rules 

1.2(d) and 1.4(a)(5) regarding the limitations on the lawyer assisting with the proposed 

conduct. 

 

Rule 1.16(b), which sets forth grounds on which a lawyer is permitted to withdraw, provides as 

follows: 

 

 (b) Except as stated in paragraph (c), a lawyer may withdraw from representing a client if: 

 

(1) withdrawal can be accomplished without material adverse effect on the interests of the 

client; 

 

(2) the client persists in a course of action involving the lawyer's services that the lawyer 

reasonably believes is criminal or fraudulent; 

 

(3) the client has used the lawyer's services to perpetrate a crime or fraud; 

 

(4) the client insists upon taking action that the lawyer considers repugnant or with which 

the lawyer has a fundamental disagreement; 

 

(5) the client fails substantially to fulfill an obligation to the lawyer regarding the lawyer's 

services and has been given reasonable warning that the lawyer will withdraw unless 

the obligation is fulfilled; 

 

(6) the representation will result in an unreasonable financial burden on the lawyer or has 

been rendered unreasonably difficult by the client; or  

 

(7) other good cause for withdrawal exists. 

Under Rule 1.16(c), a lawyer representing a client before a tribunal must follow applicable law 

requiring notice to and permission of the tribunal before terminating a representation. Rule 1.16(c) 

provides: “A lawyer must comply with applicable law requiring notice to or permission of a 

tribunal when terminating a representation. When ordered to do so by a tribunal, a lawyer shall 

continue representation notwithstanding good cause for terminating the representation.” If the 

court denies permission to withdraw and requires the lawyer to continue the representation, the 

lawyer must do so.1 

 
1 See MODEL RULES OF PROF’L CONDUCT R. 1.16(c); see also Hawkins v. Comm’n for Lawyer Discipline, 988 

S.W.2d 927 (Tex. App. 1999) (affirming judgment that lawyer violated professional conduct rules where, though 

ordered to continue appointed representation, lawyer told client that representation had ceased and refused to advise 
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This Opinion addresses whether and what a lawyer may disclose in a motion seeking to withdraw 

from representation, either as permitted or required by Rule 1.16. The Committee concludes that 

a lawyer may disclose information relating to the representation only if the client gives informed 

consent, or the court orders the lawyer to do so, or the lawyer is required to do so by court rules or 

other applicable law, or there is an applicable exception to the duty of confidentiality. 

 

Courts Differ in How They Address Withdrawal Motions  

 

In some situations, a court may grant a lawyer’s motion to withdraw from a representation when 

only the barest facts are presented, particularly when the client consents to the motion or when 

another lawyer is available to substitute as counsel in a timely fashion. In other situations, however, 

the court will not grant the motion unless it is satisfied that there is a justification, or perhaps even 

a compelling basis, for the lawyer to withdraw. In that event, the court may expect the lawyer to 

explain the basis for the withdrawal motion and perhaps to do so in significant detail.  

 

Given the breadth of the information protected by Rule 1.6(a), it is difficult, and often impossible, 

for a lawyer to explain the basis for seeking to withdraw without disclosing some “information 

relating to the representation.” As ABA Formal Ethics Opinion 511R (2024) observed, “Rule 1.6 

protects ‘all information relating to the representation, whatever its source’ and is not limited to 

communications protected by attorney-client privilege.”2  

 

Rule 1.6 applies to the disclosure of confidential information to the court no less than to others 

outside the client-lawyer relationship. Consequently, for some matters, merely citing a relevant 

provision of Rule 1.16(a) may constitute an implicit disclosure of “information relating to the 

representation.” Providing a fuller explanation will result in an explicit and more extensive 

disclosure and may be harmful to the client. 

 

A client’s consent to the lawyer’s withdrawal motion may obviate the need to explain the basis for 

the motion. Further, a client may give “informed consent” to disclosures that the lawyer deems 

necessary to make in support of a withdrawal motion.3  

 

A review of judicial decisions indicates that courts take differing positions with respect to how 

much information a lawyer must provide in a motion to withdraw. In some cases, courts appear to 

expect lawyers to explain the grounds for moving to withdraw. Some courts have authorized 

lawyers to submit information relating to the representation in camera or under seal to the extent 

necessary to support a withdrawal motion.4  

 
or act for client); Harris v. State, 224 So. 3d 76 (Miss. 2017) (finding appointed counsel guilty of direct criminal 

contempt by refusing to continue representation after court denied motion to withdraw). 
2 ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l Responsibility, Formal Op. 511R, at 2 (2024). 
3 The Model Rules define “informed consent” as “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.” MODEL RULES OF PROF’L CONDUCT R. 1.0(e).  
4 See, e.g., Weinberger v. Provident Life & Cas. Ins. Co., 1998 WL 898309 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 23, 1998) (“[I]t is 

appropriate for a Court considering a counsel’s motion to withdraw to consider in camera submissions in order to 

prevent a party from being prejudiced by the application of counsel to withdraw.”); State v. Kent, 2014 Del. Super. 

558, at *10 (Del. Super. Dec. 3, 2014) (“[S]ome evidence of confidential information must be provided in support of 

a motion to withdraw on the basis of a conflict of interest.”). 
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In some cases, courts have accepted lawyers’ extensive disclosures without reference to the 

lawyer’s duty of confidentiality.  For example, in Whiting v. Lacara, 187 F.3d 317 (2d Cir. 1999), 

the plaintiff’s lawyer supported a withdrawal motion, on discretionary grounds, with an affidavit 

asserting that his client failed to follow legal advice, was not focused on his legal rights, demanded 

publicity contrary to the lawyer’s advice, failed to keep adequate contact with the lawyer’s office, 

was not thinking sufficiently clearly to assist at trial, insisted that the lawyer argue collateral issues 

and a claim that the court had dismissed, demanded that the lawyer serve a Rule 68 Offer of 

Judgement on the defendants, and had entered the lawyer’s office and, without permission, riffled 

through his inbox, and refused to leave. The lawyer offered to provide further information to the 

court in camera. Id. at 319. The court of appeals found the lawyer’s withdrawal was justified 

without considering whether the lawyer’s disclosure was impermissible or excessive.  

 

In other cases, courts have disciplined lawyers for volunteering information protected by Rule 1.6 

in a withdrawal motion.5 Many courts agree that, to the extent a lawyer may disclose confidential 

information in support of a motion to withdraw, the lawyer may not make unnecessary, or 

unnecessarily broad, disclosures. Disclosures violate Rule 1.6 when there is no need for them or 

when they are broader than needed for them. See, e.g., People v. Waters, 483 P.3d 753, 761 (Colo. 

2019). Additionally, courts have found that, while a lawyer may submit information relating to the 

representation in camera for the court’s consideration, the lawyer may not publicly file the 

information.6  

 

State ethics opinions that have addressed the issue have advised lawyers not to voluntarily provide 

information protected by Rule 1.6 for the purpose of establishing a justification for terminating a 

representation. Some opinions take the view that lawyers may provide only the barest facts, unless 

a court orders greater disclosure. Even then, lawyers must assert the lawyer’s duty of 

confidentiality and all applicable privileges, including the attorney-client privilege, insofar as 

applicable. An ethics opinion of the New York State Bar Association concluded that a lawyer 

moving to withdraw may not disclose information protected by New York’s version of Rule 1.6 

unless the client consents or the court directs the lawyer to do so. NYSBA Ethics Op. 1057 (June 

5, 2015). Likewise, an ethics opinion of the State Bar of California concluded that, although a 

lawyer may begin by reciting general language in support of a withdrawal motion and, if pressed, 

“provide additional background information,” a lawyer “may not disclose confidential 

communications or other confidential information – either in open court or even in camera.” CA 

Formal Op. 2015-192. 7    

 
5 See, e.g., In re Gonzalez, 773 A.2d at 1030 (D.C. App. 2001) (lawyer disciplined for alleging in publicly filed 

motion to withdraw that the client lied to the lawyer, missed appointments, and failed to provide requested 

information); Law. Disciplinary Bd. v. Farber, 488 S.E.2d 460, 463 (W. Va. 1997) (lawyer disciplined for stating in 

the motion to withdraw that the client had told “a flat-out-lie” and that the client had stated that a jury would have 

found him guilty if he went to trial).  
6 See, e.g., In re Gonzalez, 773 A.2d at 1026. While in camera submission is a mechanism a lawyer may pursue after 

a court has ordered disclosure of confidential information as a means of limiting the scope of the disclosure, see 

pages 10-11, in camera submission of confidential information in an initial motion to withdraw may not be 

appropriate. See, e.g., Johnson v. Board of Prof’l Resp., No. M2024-00452-SC-R3-BP (Tenn. Sup. Ct., Sept. 19, 

2025) slip op. at 10 (“disclosure of confidential information to a judge is still disclosure of confidential 

information”). 
7 It is important to note, however, that New York’s rule, based on Disciplinary Rule 4-101 of the ABA Code of 

Professional Responsibility, does not protect non-privileged information relating to the representation unless its 

disclosure is likely to be embarrassing or detrimental to the client or the client has requested it be kept confidential. 
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Neither Rule 1.6 nor Rule 1.16 Implicitly Authorizes the Disclosure of Information Relating 

to the Representation in Support of a Motion to Withdraw 

 

Rule 1.6 governs the extent to which a lawyer may provide information in support of a motion to 

withdraw from a representation. Rule 1.6(a) provides that, absent an applicable exception, “[a] 

lawyer shall not reveal information relating to the representation of a client unless the client gives 

informed consent [or] the disclosure is impliedly authorized in order to carry out the 

representation.” Neither Rule 1.6 nor Rule 1.16 specifically authorizes a lawyer to provide 

information relating to the representation in support of the lawyer’s motion to withdraw, even 

when withdrawal may be mandatory under Rule 1.16(a). Nor does either Rule establish an implicit 

exception to the duty of confidentiality.   

 

The Committee recognizes that on some occasions when the duty of confidentiality limits the 

lawyer’s ability to fully justify a withdrawal motion, the tribunal will not be satisfied that the 

motion is adequately justified and will deny the motion even when seeking to withdraw is 

mandatory under Rule 1.16(a). However, the drafters of the Model Rules recognized and accepted 

this possibility in light of the paramount importance of the duty of confidentiality. Comment [3] 

to Rule 1.16 alludes to this possibility: 

 

Difficulty may be encountered if withdrawal is based on the client’s demand 

that the lawyer engage in unprofessional conduct. The court may request an 

explanation for the withdrawal, while the lawyer may be bound to keep 

confidential the facts that would constitute such an explanation. The lawyer’s 

statement that professional considerations require termination of the 

representation ordinarily should be accepted as sufficient.  

 

Disclosure of confidential information in support of the lawyer’s motion to terminate the 

representation is not “impliedly authorized [by the client] in order to carry out the representation” 

under Rule 1.6(a), since the purpose is not to carry out the representation but to end it. Nor does 

Model Rule 1.16 implicitly authorize lawyers to disclose confidential information to justify or 

explain a withdrawal motion. Implicit exceptions to the duty of confidentiality are rare. In ABA 

Formal Ethics Opinion 515, the Committee recently recognized one such implicit exception 

permitting the disclosure of some information relating to the representation when the lawyer is the 

victim of a crime by a client. We explained that the Model Rules are rules of reason and “[w]hat 

makes applying Rule 1.6(a) unreasonable here is that doing so serves no good purpose and would 

cause affirmative harm that seemingly was not contemplated by the Rule drafters, who, as far as 

we are aware, did not specifically consider the problem of clients’ crimes against their lawyers.”8 

In contrast, the drafters specifically considered the tension between the confidentiality obligation 

and Rule 1.16(c) and opted not to carve out an exception to the duty of confidentiality whenever 

lawyers seek the court’s permission to withdraw.  

 

 
Therefore, in many cases, a lawyer can provide some information relating to the representation that is not regarded 

as confidential to justify a motion to withdraw, unlike in jurisdictions subject to Model Rule 1.6, which defines 

protected information more broadly. California’s Rule 1.6 (and former CA Rule 3-100, in effect at the time of the 

opinion) is also different from the Model Rule and has no explicit exception for court- ordered disclosure. 
8 ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l Responsibility, Formal Op. 515, at 7 (2025). 
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Therefore, we conclude that the lawyer’s duty to maintain the confidentiality of information 

relating to the representation remains paramount absent the client’s informed consent or an 

applicable provision of the Model Rules that permits or requires disclosure of confidential 

information. The duty of confidentiality under Rule 1.6 limits the lawyer’s ability to disclose facts 

about a client to the court,9 even ex parte. 

 

Practically speaking, a lawyer will rarely be in a situation where the lawyer is irreparably caught 

between violating Rule 1.6’s confidentiality requirements and Rule 1.16’s mandatory withdrawal 

requirement. As discussed below, there are a sufficient number of intervening steps and remedies 

which can be taken to avoid the worst-case scenario of being required to remain in a representation 

that violates Rule 1.16(a). The existence of these options justifies the drafters’ decision not to dilute 

our fundamental confidentiality requirement with an exception in this situation.  

 

We now turn to what information the lawyer may provide and how to approach the motion to 

withdraw in a way designed to accomplish its goal without running afoul of Rule 1.6. 

 

A Lawyer May Support the Motion with Personal Information that is Not Related to the 

Representation 

 

In some situations, a lawyer may adequately justify a motion to withdraw from the representation 

by providing information that is not protected by Rule 1.6 because it is not related to the 

representation. For example, when a lawyer seeks to withdraw because “the lawyer’s physical or 

mental condition materially impairs the lawyer’s ability to represent the client,”10 the lawyer can 

ordinarily provide a fulsome explanation without revealing information protected by Rule 1.6. For 

example, a lawyer could move to withdraw, citing Rule 1.16(a)(2) and noting that the lawyer just 

suffered a heart attack or that the lawyer is otherwise unable to effectively represent the client. 

Motions to withdraw premised on the lawyer’s own material impairment can reveal whatever 

information the lawyer wishes so long as it pertains to the lawyer and not to the representation of 

the client. 

 

A Lawyer May Secure the Client’s Informed Consent to Disclosures 

 

In other situations, a client will give “informed consent” to the lawyer’s disclosure of information 

needed to adequately explain the lawyer’s motion. For example, when a lawyer is required to 

withdraw under Rule 1.16(a)(3), the client will ordinarily authorize the lawyer to disclose the basis 

of the motion – that the client discharged the lawyer. In other situations, it will also be in the 

client’s interest for the lawyer to disclose limited information in a careful manner to avoid the risk 

the court will order fuller and more prejudicial disclosure.  

 

 

 

 

 
9 See, e.g., ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l Responsibility, Formal Op. 511R (2024) (addressing the confidentiality 

obligations of lawyers posting to Listservs®); ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l Responsibility, Formal Op. 480 

(2018) (addressing the confidentiality obligations of lawyers blogging and providing other public commentary). 
10 MODEL RULES OF PROF’L CONDUCT R. 1.16(a)(2).  
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In Some Circumstances, an Exception to the Duty of Confidentiality Will Apply 

 

In some situations where the lawyer moves to withdraw, an exception to the duty of confidentiality 

will apply. Rule 1.6(b) is among the provisions of the Model Rules that set forth exceptions.  It 

allows a lawyer to reveal information relating to the representation of client “to the extent the 

lawyer reasonably believes necessary”:  

 

(1) to prevent reasonably certain death or substantial bodily harm; 

(2) to prevent the client from committing a crime or fraud that is reasonably 

certain to result in substantial injury to the financial interests or property of 

another and in furtherance of which the client has used or is using the 

lawyer’s services; 

(3) to prevent, mitigate or rectify substantial injury to the financial interests 

or property of another that is reasonably certain to result or has resulted from 

the client's commission of a crime or fraud in furtherance of which the client 

has used the lawyer’s services; 

(4) to secure legal advice about the lawyer’s compliance with these Rules; 

(5) to establish a claim or defense on behalf of the lawyer in a controversy 

between the lawyer and the client, to establish a defense to a criminal charge 

or civil claim against the lawyer based upon conduct in which the client was 

involved, or to respond to allegations in any proceeding concerning the 

lawyer’s representation of the client;  

(6) to comply with other law or a court order; or 

(7) to detect and resolve conflicts of interest arising from the lawyer’s change 

of employment or from changes in the composition or ownership of a firm, 

but only if the revealed information would not compromise the attorney-

client privilege or otherwise prejudice the client.  

An exception that applies in recurring situations is set forth in Rule 1.6(b)(6), which provides that 

“[a] lawyer may reveal information relating to the representation of a client to the extent the lawyer 

reasonably believes necessary . . . to comply with other law or a court order.” A lawyer may reveal 

information relating to the representation in support of a withdrawal motion if the judge, seeking 

more information to decide the motion, orders the lawyer to make further disclosure. If the court 

so orders, Rule 1.6(b)(6) expressly permits the lawyer to disclose the information, but only to the 

extent reasonably necessary.11 In some situations, disclosure may also be required by court rules 

or other applicable law.12  

 

 
11 Cf. Cal. Formal Op. 2015-192 (“an attorney indeed must exhaust all reasonable efforts before concluding that the 

only options remaining are disclosing confidential information or disobeying a court order”). 
12 See note 17 and accompanying text. 
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ABA Formal Ethics Opinion 476 recognized another exception that applies in a discrete situation. 

When a lawyer moves to withdraw for nonpayment of the lawyer’s fees as permitted by Rule 

1.6(b)(5), the lawyer may disclose information relating to the representation to the extent 

reasonably necessary to obtain the tribunal’s permission to terminate the representation based on 

nonpayment.13 Opinion 476 explained that when judges rule on motions to withdraw for 

nonpayment of legal fees, they sometimes expect lawyers to explain the basis for the motion. 

Judicial decisions recite detailed information provided by moving lawyers about the money owed, 

the legal services performed, and other related facts. The decisions cited by Opinion 476 

demonstrate “that these courts found such details pertinent to their assessment of the motions.”14 

The Opinion, however, was limited to the specific circumstance in which “a judge has sought 

additional information in support of a motion to withdraw for failure to pay fees.” The Opinion 

explained that “Rule 1.6(b)(5) authorizes the lawyer to disclose information regarding the 

representation of the client that is limited to the extent reasonably necessary to respond to the 

court's inquiry and in support of that motion to withdraw.” 

 

Three other Rules, Rules 3.3, 1.13 and 1.14, expressly permit or require disclosure of information 

relating to the representation and may conceivably permit disclosures in support of a withdrawal 

motion in specific circumstances. Rule 3.3(a) provides: “If a lawyer, the lawyer’s client, or a 

witness called by the lawyer, has offered material evidence and the lawyer comes to know of its 

falsity, the lawyer shall take reasonable remedial measures, including, if necessary, disclosure to 

the tribunal.” Rule 1.13(c)(2) permits a lawyer representing an organization to reveal information 

relating to the representation if the organization’s highest authority fails to address an act, or refusal 

to act, that is clearly a violation of law that the lawyer reasonably believes is reasonably certain to 

cause substantial injury to the organization “whether or not Rule 1.6 permits such disclosure, but 

only if and to the extent” the lawyer reasonably believes the disclosure is necessary to prevent 

substantial injury to the organization. Rule 1.14(c) allows lawyers to take protective action to aid 

a client with decision-making limitations who is at risk of financial or other harm.15 If the 

requirements of these rules are otherwise satisfied, they may authorize disclosure in the context of 

withdrawal.  

 

We recognize that in rare situations in which Rule 1.16(a) requires a lawyer to seek to withdraw, 

no applicable exception to the duty of confidentiality will enable the lawyer to explain the basis 

for the withdrawal motion to the court’s satisfaction, and a lawyer whose barebones withdrawal 

 
13 ABA Model Rule 1.6(b)(5) permits disclosures “to establish a claim or defense on behalf of the lawyer in a 

controversy between the lawyer and a client.” Comment [11] states: “A lawyer entitled to a fee for services rendered 

is permitted by paragraph (b)(5) to prove the services rendered in an action to collect it. This aspect of the rule 

expresses the principle that the beneficiary of a fiduciary relationship may not exploit it to the detriment of the 

fiduciary.”   
14 ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l Responsibility, Formal Op. 476, at 4 (2016). 
15 To be clear, this Opinion is not suggesting that Rules 3.3, 1.13, and 1.14 expand what a lawyer may disclose in a 

withdrawal motion to include circumstances when those rules would not otherwise permit disclosure. For example, 

if a lawyer representing a public company in products liability litigation learns from reviewing client documents that 

the client is committing securities fraud by misstating its revenues in a financial statement filed with the SEC, the 

lawyer might be permitted by Rule 1.13 to report that information to financial regulators, provided that all the 

requirements of Rule 1.13 are satisfied, but that does not mean the lawyer would be authorized to disclose that 

information in a withdrawal motion filed with the court handling the products liability litigation. On the other hand, 

a lawyer who is required by Rule 3.3(a) to make disclosure to remediate the effect of false evidence would also be 

permitted to cite that disclosure in a withdrawal motion filed with the same tribunal. 
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motion is denied will be compelled to violate a Rule by continuing the representation. In particular, 

there may be occasions when the lawyer must seek to withdraw under Rule 1.16(a)(1) because 

“the representation will result in violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct or other law,” but 

the lawyer cannot justify the motion to the tribunal’s satisfaction.16 The most likely situation will 

be when the lawyer has a conflict of interest but the duty of confidentiality precludes identifying 

and explaining the basis for the conflict. In some situations, the lawyer may have a legal obligation 

to disclose the conflict of interest to the court,17 or there may be some other applicable exception 

to the duty of confidentiality. But if not, the duty of confidentiality is paramount.18 Continuing the 

representation in accordance with the court’s ruling should not subject a lawyer to discipline or 

sanction for having a conflict of interest.  

 

A Multi-Step Approach to Seeking to Withdraw 

 

Even when a lawyer is permitted to reveal otherwise protected information, Opinion 476 cautioned 

that, in the Rule 1.16(b)(5) nonpayment scenario, a lawyer must limit disclosures to mitigate harm 

to the client, including, where practicable, by “first seek[ing] to persuade the client to take suitable 

action to remove the need for the lawyer’s disclosure.”19 If it is necessary to explain the basis of 

the withdrawal motion to a court, the Opinion advises that the lawyer should begin by making “a 

 
16 We assume that when Rule 1.16(a)(4) requires a motion, because “the client or prospective client seeks to use or 

persists in using the lawyer’s services to commit or further a crime or fraud,” a lawyer whose motion is denied can 

ordinarily continue the representation without assisting in the client’s intended crime or fraud. The Model Rules do 

not require lawyers to obey clients’ direction to engage in legally or professionally risky behavior. For example, 

Rule 3.3(a)(3) permits a lawyer to “refuse to offer evidence, other than the testimony of a defendant in a criminal 

matter, that the lawyer reasonably believes is false.” A lawyer’s latitude to determine the “means by which” the 

client’s objectives “are to be pursued” allows lawyers to refrain from other measures that the lawyer knows, or 

reasonably believes, would be forbidden by the applicable rules or law. See, e.g., ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l 

Responsibility, Formal Op. 11-460, at 3 (2011) (“When the law governing potential disclosure is unclear, the lawyer 

need not risk violating a legal or ethical obligation.”); see also Model Rule 1.4(a)(5) (“A lawyer shall . . . consult 

with the client about any relevant limitation on the lawyer’s conduct when the lawyer knows that the client expects 

assistance not permitted by the Rules of Professional Conduct or other law.”). Likewise, a lawyer would be 

permitted to refuse to submit, and may withdraw, a frivolous filing, see, e.g., Model Rule 3.1; FED. R. CIV. P. 11. A 

lawyer must take remedial measures when the lawyer learns that the lawyer’s evidentiary submission was false. See 

MODEL RULES OF PROF’L CONDUCT R. 3.3(a)(3).   
17 For example, judicial decisions indicate that in criminal cases, defense counsel must bring a conflict of interest to 

the court’s attention so that the court can determine whether to disqualify the lawyer or require the defendant to 

waive the conflict of interest on the record. See, e.g., Holloway v. Arkansas, 435 U.S. 475, 485-86 (1977) 

(“[D]efense attorneys have the obligation, upon discovering a conflict of interests, to advise the court at once of the 

problem.”). Likewise, in class actions, counsel for the class or the putative class must disclose when they have 

conflicts of interest. Pettway v. American Cast Iron Pipe Co., 576 F.2d 1157, 1176 (5th Cir. 1978) (“[T]he attorney's 

duty to the class requires him to point out conflicts to the court so that the court may take appropriate steps to protect 

the interests of absentee class members.”). Lawyers seeking court appointments in bankruptcy proceedings must 

similarly disclose conflicts of interest. See, e.g., In re Roberts, 46 B.R. 815, 839 (Bankr. D. Utah 1985). 
18 Some courts have denied motions to withdraw filed by lawyers who find that continued representation would 

constitute a conflict of interest and therefore violate the Rules of Professional Conduct. See, e.g., Billings, 

Cunningham, Morgan & Boatwright, P.A. v. Isom, 701 So. 2d 1271, 1272 (Fla. 1997) (in denying the petitioner law 

firm’s writ of certiorari to challenge the trial court’s denial of petitioner’s motion to withdraw in which the petitioner 

argued that withdraw was mandatory under Florida Rule 4-1.16(a) as the continued representation would constitute 

a conflict, the Florida Supreme Court recognized that “Rule 4-1.16(c) contemplates the situation like this which a 

trial court has authority to order continued representation, even when potential ethics conflicts are presented”).  
19 ABA Comm. on Ethics & Prof’l Responsibility, Formal Op. 476, at 8 (2016). 
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formulaic reference to ‘professional considerations’ or a similar term.”20 If the court requires more 

information and orders the lawyer to provide it, the lawyer may then provide additional 

information to the extent reasonably necessary to respond to the court’s inquiry, but should seek 

the court’s permission to provide the necessary information in camera and ex parte.   

 

The basic approach set out in Opinion 476 is equally relevant when a lawyer seeks the court’s 

permission to withdraw on grounds other than nonpayment of legal fees.  Absent informed consent 

from the client, an applicable Rule 1.6(b) exception, or both, a lawyer seeking the court’s 

permission to withdraw should endeavor to avoid the disclosure of confidential information and, 

if ordered by the court to disclose confidential information, should minimize the extent of 

disclosure and avoid harm to the client. We advise that a lawyer seeking to withdraw, whether 

under Rule 1.16(a) or Rule 1.16(b), should proceed as follows: 

 

(1) initially submit a motion providing no confidential client information apart from a 

reference to “professional considerations” or “irreconcilable differences”;  

 

(2) upon being informed by the court that further information is necessary, respond, 

when practicable, by seeking to persuade the court to rule on the motion without 

requiring the disclosure of confidential client information, asserting all non-

frivolous claims for maintaining confidentiality consistent with Rule 1.6(a) and for 

protecting the attorney-client privilege; 21 

 

(3) if that fails and the lawyer is nonetheless ordered to submit information by the court—

thereby invoking Rule 1.6(b)(6)’s exception22—do so only to the extent “reasonably 

necessary” to satisfy the needs of the court and preferably by whatever restricted 

means of submission are available, such as in camera review, under seal, or such 

other procedures designated to minimize disclosure as the court determines is 

appropriate; 23 and 

 

(4) if the court does not order the lawyer to disclose but states that the motion to withdraw 

will be denied unless the lawyer provides more information, the lawyer remains 

bound by the duty of confidentiality and should remind the judge that, absent an order 

from the court, the lawyer is obligated under Rule 1.6 to maintain the confidentiality 

of the information. In doing so, the lawyer should also request that, if the court does 

order the lawyer to disclose, the court require the lawyer to disclose only so much 

information protected by Rule 1.6 as is necessary and allow the lawyer to make those 

 
20 Id. at 9. 
21 See Model Rules on Prof’l Conduct R. 1.6 cmt. 15 (“A lawyer may be ordered to reveal information relating to the 

representation of a client by a court or by another tribunal or governmental entity claiming authority pursuant to 

other law to compel the disclosure. Absent informed consent of the client to do otherwise, the lawyer should assert 

on behalf of the client all nonfrivolous claims that the order is not authorized by other law or that the information 

sought is protected against disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable law. . . .”). 
22 If the court expressly orders the lawyer to make further disclosure, the exception in Rule 1.6(b)(6) for disclosures 

required to comply with a court order will apply, subject to the guidance in Comment [15]. 
23 Comment [16] to Rule 1.6 underscores that a lawyer may disclose information under 1.6(b) only “to the extent the 

lawyer reasonably believes the disclosure is necessary to accomplish one of the purposes specified.” 



Formal Opinion 519                                                                                                                    11 

 

 

 

disclosures in camera or submitted under seal so as to minimize harm to client’s 

interests.  

 

Outside the context of judicial proceedings, lawyers may withdraw from a representation as 

required by Rule 1.16(a), or as permitted by Rule 1.16(b), without disclosing confidential 

information to third parties. In the context of judicial proceedings, lawyers must comply with court 

rules requiring them to obtain the court’s permission to terminate the representation. In this 

situation, there may be a tension between Rule 1.16, which sometimes requires a lawyer to seek to 

withdraw from a representation, and Rule 1.6, which limits the lawyer’s ability to explain why the 

court should grant permission to withdraw. Neither Rule 1.6 nor Rule 1.16 impliedly authorizes 

lawyers to disclose information relating to the representation to meet the court’s expectations for 

disclosures to support a withdrawal motion.  

 

Commentators have noted that when the court will not grant the lawyer’s motion without a 

justification that necessitates disclosing information protected by Rule 1.6, no completely 

“satisfactory solution” exists.24 The court may address the problem by ordering the lawyer to make 

further disclosure, even over the lawyer’s objection, thereby implicating the confidentiality 

exception of Rule 1.6(b)(6). Courts may also adopt rules requiring disclosures that would 

otherwise be forbidden by Rule 1.6. The duty of confidentiality is the foundation upon which the 

client-lawyer relationship exists. Absent an explicit exception to the broad confidentiality 

obligation, the Rules do not permit a lawyer to reveal Rule 1.6 material in a motion to withdraw, 

despite the occasional negative consequences. 

 

Conclusion 

When moving to withdraw from a representation under Rule 1.16, a lawyer’s disclosure to the 

tribunal is limited by the broad duty of confidentiality in Rule 1.6(a). Unless an explicit exception 

applies or the client provides informed consent, the lawyer may not reveal “information relating 

to the representation” in support of a withdrawal motion. This restriction applies even when 

withdrawal is mandatory under Rule 1.16(a). However, to the extent a lawyer seeks to withdraw 

pursuant to Rule 1.16(a)(2) because “the lawyer’s physical or mental condition materially impairs 

the lawyer’s ability to represent the client,” the lawyer will not ordinarily need to reveal 

information protected by Rule 1.6 to provide a fulsome explanation for the basis for the motion. 

When a client withholds consent, disclosure of information relating to the representation will not 

be “impliedly authorized in order to carry out the representation” under Rule 1.6(a). Even when 

disclosure is permitted under Rule 1.6(b) or another Rule, disclosure must be strictly limited to the 

extent reasonably necessary and, whenever possible, made through measures that protect 

confidentiality such as in camera or under seal submissions.  

Consistent with ABA Formal Opinion 476, the Committee advises a multi-step approach: begin 

with a motion citing only “professional considerations” or similar language; if further information 

is sought, assert all non-frivolous claims of confidentiality; and, if ordered to disclose, do so in the 

 
24 GEOFFREY C. HAZARD JR., ET AL., THE LAW OF LAWYERING § 21.16 (4th ed. 2015). See also Byrd v. Mahaffey, 78 

P.3d 671, 676 (Wyo. 2003) (“[A]n artful balance between confidentiality and providing an adequate basis for 

withdrawal must be maintained by counsel requesting to withdraw.”).   
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narrowest possible manner. Ultimately, the lawyer’s paramount duty is to preserve client 

confidentiality, even at the risk that the tribunal may deny the motion to withdraw. The Rules 

require that any disclosure in support of withdrawal be narrowly tailored, protective of the client’s 

interests, and undertaken only within the scope of an applicable exception. 
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Few people enjoy analyzing conflicts of 
interest in legal representations. And 
many lawyers have erroneous notions 
about them. Conflicts of interest are one 

of the most frequently inquired-about topics on 
our advisory opinion service. Lately, too, it has 
been an area where we are seeing more discipline. 
Because of this, it seems like a primer is in order. 

Applicable rules
 Several rules cover conflicts of interest, 

including Rules 1.7 (current clients), 1.8 
(specific rules), 1.9 (former clients), 1.10 
(imputation), 1.11 (former judges/neutrals), and 
1.18 (prospective clients), Minnesota Rules of 
Professional Conduct (MRPC). For this column,  
I would like to mainly focus on Rules 1.7 and 1.9.

But before we jump in, I would like to remind 
counsel that before one can apply the ethics 
rules on conflicts, counsel needs to be clear on 
who they represent (or formerly represented) 
and the scope of that representation, including 
whether representation is completed or ongoing. 
Understanding who is and who is not your 
client and the scope of the representation (both 
in breadth and temporally) is often critical to 
effectively identifying and addressing conflicts 
(since the rules differ). And while it might sound 
straightforward, unless you are intentional about 
these matters, you and your client(s) may not be 
on the same page regarding these basic principles. 

What is a conflict? Conflict is not a defined 
term under Rule 1.0 (terminology) but rather 
is defined through several rules. Let’s start with 
current clients. Rule 1.7(a), MRPC, prohibits 
a lawyer from representing a client if the 
representation involves a “concurrent conflict.” 
The rule then defines a “concurrent conflict” as 
one in which (1) “the representation of one client 
will be directly adverse to another client,” or (2) 
“there is a substantial risk that the representation 
of one or more clients will be materially limited 
by the lawyer’s responsibilities to another client, 
a former client or a third person, or by a personal 
interest of the lawyer.” 

Let’s take each type of concurrent conflict in 
turn. A direct adversity conflict is often easy to 
spot. The key here is that the subject matter of 
the representations need not and often are not 
the same. Say you represent Company A in a 
lease dispute with its landlord. It is a concurrent 

conflict of interest if a different client wishes to 
sue Company A in a products liability matter. This 
is an example of a direct adversity conflict. Or you 
represent Company A in a merger with Company 
B, and a new prospective client wishes to hire you 
to negotiate a supply agreement with Company A. 
When I say “you,” I mean you and every lawyer in 
your firm due to the imputation of conflicts under 
Rule 1.10, MRPC. This is also a direct adversity 
conflict.

Many lawyers will end the analysis there—they 
see a conflict and choose to decline, even though 
many conflicts can be addressed by client consent 
(aka waiver).  

Rule 1.7(b), MRPC, addresses when a lawyer 
may nonetheless represent clients notwithstanding 
the presence of a concurrent conflict that 
meets the definitions in Rule 1.7(a), MRPC. 
Four conditions must be met: (1) “the lawyer 
reasonably believes that the lawyer will be able to 
provide competent and diligent representation to 
each affected client;” (2) “the representation is not 
prohibited by law;” (3) “the representation does 
not involve the assertion of a claim by one client 
against another client represented by the lawyer 
in the same litigation or other proceeding before 
a tribunal;” and (4) “each affected client gives 
informed consent, confirmed in writing.” 

Returning to the direct adversity conflicts 
above, the first scenario is an unlikely candidate 
for consent because the lawyer (or firm) would 
be adverse (on opposite sides of the “v.”) in the 
products liability litigation, thus unable to satisfy 
Rule 1.7(b)(3), MRPC. The second scenario is 
arguably consentable if the lawyer can satisfy Rule 
1.7(b)(1) (that is, reasonably believes they can 
provide competent and diligent representation to 
both affected clients) and the clients give informed 
consent confirmed in writing. 

“Substantial risk” conflicts are likely more 
prevalent than direct adversity conflicts. 
Identifying them can also be more challenging 
than spotting direct adversity conflicts. The 
language of Rule 1.7(a)(2) is key—“there is a 
substantial risk that the representation of one 
or more clients will be materially limited by the 
lawyer’s responsibilities” to other clients, former 
clients, third parties, or the lawyer’s own interest. 
Let’s explore this a little more deeply.  

All joint representations in a single matter 
should be evaluated for a substantial risk conflict. 

*Note correction to this article at the end of the January 2026 
Bench and Bar Article
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Ask yourself if there is a risk the client’s interests 
could diverge. Is divergence possible on issues that 
will materially interfere with the lawyer’s loyalty 
or provision of independent legal advice? How 
likely is this to occur? Then review the definition 
again—is there a substantial risk of material 
limitation? Often, the answer will be yes, there is 
a substantial risk of material limitation because 
common clients may disagree about important 
aspects of the matter and may provide directions 
to the lawyer that cannot be reconciled, or the 
lawyer’s independence can be compromised by 
competing obligations. The comments to Rule 
1.7, particularly comments [29] through [33], 
also identify special considerations in common 
representation. They are worth your consideration 
and should be discussed with common clients.

“Substantial risk” conflicts can also arise due 
to your duty to a former client. The most common 
is the obligation to keep information relating to 
the former representation confidential. Perhaps a 
former client is a witness in your matter. Your cur-
rent client is not adverse to your former client but 
you may have a current limitation due to your duty 
of confidentiality to a former client that another 
lawyer who does not have a former client relation-
ship might not have.  This is a “substantial risk” 
conflict that arises due to a responsibility to a for-
mer client if the confidentiality obligation places a 
material limitation on the representation. 

This does not end the analysis, however, unless 
you wish to avoid joint representations or other 
“substantial risk” situations. “Substantial risk” 
conflicts, like “direct adversity” conflicts, can 
be consented to by affected clients if the four 
prongs of Rule 1.7(b), MRPC (listed above) can 
be satisfied. Provided you can satisfy prongs (1) 
through (3) of Rule 1.7(b), each affected client 
must give “informed consent,” confirmed in 
writing as part of satisfying prong (4). 

Informed consent is a defined term under 
the ethics rules. Rule 1.0(f), MRPC, defines 
“informed consent” as “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.” It is important to give this 
thought, as each situation will be different. What 
is the nature of the conflict? What are the risks 
presented by that conflict? Be specific. What are 
the alternatives (which should always include, 
“you can hire someone else”)? It is unlikely that a 
form waiver (we discussed and you consented) will 
be sufficient to establish that the client’s consent 

to the conflicted representation was “informed.”  
Best practice is for your written confirmation 
of the client’s agreement—which is required—to 
cover what was discussed: how you described the 
conflict, the risks presented by that conflict, and 
the available alternatives to consent.  

Former client conflicts are covered by  
Rule 1.9. Rule 1.9(a), MRPC, which provides that  
“[a] lawyer who has formerly represented a client 
in a matter shall not thereafter represent another 
person in the same or substantially related mat-
ter in which that person’s interest are materially 
adverse to the interests of the former client unless 
the former client gives informed consent, con-
firmed in writing.” Rule 1.9(c), MRPC, reminds 
counsel that they may not (1) “use information 
relating to the representation to the disadvantage 
of the former client… or (2) reveal information 
relating to the representation except as these rules 
would permit or require with respect to a client.” 

Former clients (and their lawyers) are 
sometimes surprised to learn that lawyers can 
represent someone else adverse to a former client if 
the matter is not the same or substantially related 
to the prior representation and the lawyer does 
not “use” or “reveal” information relating to the 
former representation. Whether matters are the 
“same” is easy.  Whether matters are “substantially 
related” can be a bit more challenging.  Comment 
[3] to Rule 1.9 discusses this term. And, as 
noted in last month’s column on confidentiality, 
confidentiality obligations survive the conclusion 
of representation, and both use and disclosure are 
prohibited. As is true under Rule 1.7(b), former 
clients can give “informed consent” to the adverse 
representation under Rule 1.9.  

Conclusion
 This primer is offered to familiarize you with 

how conflicts are defined so that when there is 
a potential issue, you stop and turn to the rules 
(or ethics counsel) to carefully walk yourself 
and, if necessary, your client through the issues 
presented. Many conflicts can be consented to, 
but obtaining that consent requires a good handle 
on the nature of the conflict and what is being 
asked of the client. As noted in comment [1] to 
Rule 1.7, “Loyalty and independent judgment are 
essential elements in the lawyer’s relationship to 
a client.” Conflicts run counter to the fiduciary 
obligations, so all conflicts should be handled 
with care. And do not forget we are here to answer 
your ethics questions, including identification of, 
and whether it is possible to consent to, particular 
conflicts. We can be reached at 651-296-3952. s
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RULE 16. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION PENDING DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS 
 

(a) Petition for Temporary Suspension. In any case where the Director files or has 

filed a petition under Rule 12, if it appears that a continuation of the lawyer's authority to practice 

law pending final determination of the disciplinary proceeding poses a substantial threat of serious 

harm to the public, the Director may file with this Court a petition for suspension of the lawyer to 

suspend, or otherwise restrict in accordance with Rule 16(d), the lawyer’s authority to practice law 

pending final determination of the disciplinary proceeding, with proof of service. The petition 

shall set forth facts as may constitute grounds for the suspension and may be supported by a 

transcript of evidence taken by a Panel, court records, documents or affidavits. 
 

(b) Service. The Director shall cause the petition to be served upon the lawyer in the 

same manner as a petition for disciplinary action. 
 

(c) Answer. Within 2021 days after service of the petition or such shorter time as this 

Court may order, the lawyer shall file in this Court an answer to the petition for temporary 

suspension, with proof of service. If the lawyer fails to do so within that time or any extension of 

time this Court may grant, the petition’s allegations shall be deemed admitted and this Court may 

enter an order suspending the lawyer pending final determination of disciplinary proceedings.in 

accordance with Rule 16(d). The answer may be supported by a transcript of any evidence taken 

by the Panel, court records, documents, or affidavits. 
 

(d) Hearing; Disposition. If this Court after hearing finds a continuation of the 

lawyer’s authority to practice law poses a substantial threat of serious harm to the public, it may 

enter an order suspending the lawyer pending final determination of disciplinary proceedings, or 

imposing such other terms and conditions on the lawyer’s license to practice as may be warranted.  

The Court may make a reference to a Referee to resolve material fact disputes. 
 

(e) Interim Suspension. Upon a referee disbarment recommendation, the lawyer’s 

authority to practice law shall be suspended pending final determination of the disciplinary 

proceeding, unless the referee directs otherwise or the Court orders otherwise. 

 

(f) Application for Pre-Petition Temporary Suspension.  Where a judicial officer has 

found probable cause that a lawyer has committed a crime of such severity that the lawyer’s 

authority to practice law prior to the filing of a petition under Rule 12 poses a substantial threat of 

serious harm to the public, the Director may make an ex parte application to this Court for a 

Temporary Suspension prior to the filing of a Rule 12 Petition.  Upon finding that the Director’s 

application meets this standard, this Court shall issue an Order to Show Cause to the lawyer why 

the lawyer’s authority to practice law should not be suspended or otherwise restricted in 

accordance with Rule 16(d). 

 

(g) Proceedings on Order to Show Cause and Pre-Petition Temporary Suspension.  

After affording the lawyer an opportunity to be heard, the Court shall decide whether the lawyer’s 

authority to practice law should be temporarily suspended or otherwise restricted in accordance 

with Rule 16(d) during the pendency of the Director’s Investigation, Panel Proceedings, and until 

this Court rules on a Petition under Rule 16(a).  The Court may make a reference to a Referee to 

resolve material fact disputes. 
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(h) Application to Vacate Pre-Petition Temporary Suspension.  A lawyer whose 

authority to practice law has been suspended or otherwise restricted pursuant to Rule 16(g) may 

move the Court to vacate the Pre-Petition Temporary Suspension on the following grounds: 

 

1. The Director has determined that discipline is not warranted or has issued a private 

admonition with respect to the conduct that was the subject of the Rule 16(f) Application; 

 

2. The Director fails to file a Petition under Rule 16(a) within seven days after the filing of a 

Petition under Rule 12; or 

 

(e)3. The circumstances giving rise to the Pre-Petition Temporary Suspension have 

changed such that good cause exists to vacate. 
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