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Learning to Live with Pro Se Opponents

lack of a set of ethics rules binding pro se litigants creates an unfair
playing field in favor of the pro se party.

But a few words of advice for any lawyer harboring a grudge against
pro se litigants for their perceived advantage in the system: Get over
it. Nonlawyers attempting to negotiate the maze of the judicial system
face a tremendous disadvantage. They don't speak the language of
legalese, they are often unaware of local court rules and procedures,
and they lack the legal skill and training we all take for granted. Any
advantage a self-represented litigant gains from the lack of a system
of ethics cannot compensate for these disadvantages.

The pro se litigant /s bound by the rules that govern a tribunal.
Unfamiliarity with court rules can have devastating consequences for
a pro se litigant. Rules of court can impose requirements that, if not
complied with, may result in a pro se litigant's having pleadings
rejected for filing or having a case be dismissed or never reach a
calendar.

Ethics issues raised by dealing with pro se litigants typically involve
Rules 4.3, 1.7, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 of the ABA Model Rules of
Professional Conduct, as well as generally accepted (though
nonbinding in a disciplinary sense) rules of professionalism. Before
you undertake your next case against a pro se litigant, be sure to
review the rules of professional conduct that apply in your jurisdiction.
You may recognize familiar situations in the following discussion of
the relevant rules:

» Rule 4.3 prohibits a lawyer from giving legal advice to the
unrepresented person on the other side of a case, except
for the advice to obtain counsel. The rule also requires a
lawyer to correct any misunderstanding an unrepresented
person may have about the lawyer’s role in the matter or
the lawyer’s impartiality.

* Rule 1.7 prohibits a lawyer from undertaking representation
that involves a concurrent conflict of interest.

+ Rule 3.3 provides in part that a lawyer must disclose to a
tribunal legal authority in the jurisdiction known to be
adverse to the position of the client.

« Rule 3.4 requires a lawyer to comply with obligations
imposed by the rules of a tribunal.

+ Rule 3.5 prohibits ex parte communication with a judge,
jurar, or other official during a proceeding. It also prohibits a
lawyer from engaging in conduct “intended to disrupt a
tribunal.”

« Many tribunals and bar organizations have adopted
voluntary codes of professionalism to govern lawyer
conduct. These rules, while not enforceable through the
disciplinary process, seek to elevate the leve! of
professionalism of the bar by setting aspirational goals for
attorney conduct.

But Everybody Yells on “Judge Judy”. . .

Ever watch any of those “reality” court shows on TV? The judge acts
as the referee in a shouting match between the plaintiff and the
defendant. The camera seems o encourage rudeness, snide
commentary, constant interruption, and baiting the various parties—
and that's from the judge.

If you encounter the pro se litigant whose sole purpose in self-
representation is to vent his frustration with your client, you'll find your
presence is only a further frustration to that end. Qutside the
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Learning to Live with Pro Se Opponents
courtroom, the adverse party continues to call, write, and threaten
your client despite your entry of appearance. in the courtroom, the pro
se litigant is eager to subject your client to a cross-examination that is
more like a family argument.

You have several options for working with the pro se opponent who
has confused courtrooms on television with real life. First, have a
frank conversation with your client, stressing the importance of your
client’s refusing to react to inappropriate baiting or remarks by the pro
se litigant. Encourage the client to allow you to do the talking. Ina
domestic case or any personal situation where the adverse party’s
conduct is harassing, seek a protective order. In court, repeatediy
insist on sticking to the issues at hand. Address comments to the
judge rather than to the opponent directly.

Whatever you do, don’t deal with a bully by becoming a bully yourself.
It's unprofessional, and the court won't be happy with a lawyer who
engages in hardball tactics with a pro se.

But the Lawyer Said . . .

It's impossible to settle a case without talking to the other side, and
it's hard to negotiate with a self-represented person without at least
explaining your proposal. But how can you go about resolving a
dispute with a self-represented person without running afoul of Rule
4.37 Can you take steps to minimize the pro se party's confusion
about his or her role?

Some relief is available in the distinction between legal information
and legal advice. Legal information is a factual statement that requires
no interpretation—what a particular statute says, or what a court's
procedural rules require. Legal advice, on the other hand, is an opinion
—an interpretation based upon the lawyer's knowledge, experience,
and training.

So, although you will not violate Rule 4.3 by telling a pro se opposing
party what the court's child support guidelines are, you will viclate it
when you opine on how the judge might vary from those guidelines in
light of the particular facts of the case.

Lawyers dealing with pro se litigants walk a fine line in negotiating. If
the pro se is completely distrustful of the lawyer, the chances of
settlement are nil. On the other hand, you will make a mistake by
“buddying up” to a pro se opponent. The pro se party may become
confused about your role, and it is not uncommon for pro se litigants
to file a disciplinary grievance against opposing counsel, claiming they
received bad legal advice or were misled into signing a settlement
agreement.

If you end up in this situation, explain to the pro se litigant that you
represent only the adverse party. It's best to require the pro se party to
sign a simple form verifying that he or she clearly understands who
the lawyer represents, did not obtain any legal advice from the lawyer,
and was told by the lawyer to hire personal counsel. Document all
disclaimers and warnings in writing as insurance in the event of a bar
grievance.

I Can’t Figure Out Why We Haven’'t Gotten a Trial Date . . .

Often, opposing pro se parties have trouble figuring out the system.
What are your obligations here? Do you really have to tell your
opponent that his case will be dismissed if he doesn't file a response
to your motion for summary judgment? Do you have to point out the
provision in the local rules that tells him how to get the case
scheduled for hearing, or can you just let the lawsuit against your
client languish until you can get it dismissed for lack of prosecution?

http://iwww.americanbar.org/content/news! etter/publications/gp_sclo_magazine_home/gp_sclo_magazine_index/prosecpponents.html
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Learning to Live with Pro Se Opponents
Aside from Rule 3.3, which does require a lawyer to disclose
controlling adverse legal authority, the ethics rules do not impeose any
requirement on a lawyer to help the other side present its case. Some
jurisdictions do impose special requirements upon counsel opposing a
pro se litigant, typically those involving local rules of court.

It's Not Fair!

Judges and court personnel have grown increasingly accustomed to
dealing with pro se litigants. Many courts now have assistance plans
ranging from self-help kiosks to clinics staffed by lawyers offering
“unbundled services.” Courts offer simple and standardized forms—
checklists that include all legal defenses to an eviction warrant, for
example. The court’s more helpful approach to dealing with pro se
parties may also include igneoring technical mistakes in pleadings and
relaxing rules regarding admission of evidence in a trial.

Some lawyers mistakenly react to this softer stance by becoming
more informal themselves. Wrong—you're a lawyer, The court will still
expect you to lay the proper foundation for admission of evidence and
to conduct yourself according to professional standards,

If you think the court has gone too far in forgiving the pro se litigant's
errors, point it out. The court is required only to give a fair hearing to a
litigant, not to take on the role of counsel to the unrepresented.

As to the pro se phenomenon itself—you may as well get used to it.
The bar can no longer keep the courthouse "members only.” There's
litle to be gained from complaining about pro se litigants’ burdening
the system and opposing counsel. Focus, instead, on making it as
easy as possible for litigants to represents themselves—it doesn't
have to cost your client a thing.

Paula J. Fredertick is deputy general counsel for the State Bar of
Georgia. She can be reached at paula@gabar.org.
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How To Handle Pro-Se Adversaries

By Barry Seidel (htip://solopracticeuniversity.com/authar/barry/) on Sep 24, 2013

In the per-diem world | regularly encounter pro-se adversaries (people representing themseives).

In New York City Civil Court {jurisdiction up to $25,000), people often appear pro-se. Many of these are debt collection cases, but | have been invoived in all
kinds of civil litigation where one side ({the other side from my side) was pro-se. One might assume that those representing themselves have fools for
clients. Indeed, sometimes they are fools, but if you assume it, you will prove ancther axiom, where assume makes an ass of u and me.

A few observations:

1. When you conference a case with a pro-se and a Judge, or a pro-se and a Judge's clerk, you will often find the pro-se suddenly has a lawyer.....the
Judgell This is not supposed to happen, but it happens. Your job is to not let it happen that way. Here’s a tip...conference the case with the pro-se before
you caonference with the Court. | always tell them that we don't have to do it but we are allowed to, that they don't have to talk to me if they don't want to,
and that in any event, after we talk we will have a conference with the court. If they agree to talk (and 90% of the time they do) | try to find out what the
issues are, and | keep it non-confrontational. When we conference with the Court, | will often say, right in front of the pro-se, “We have been discussing the
issues, and if it wilt be helpful, I'd tike to summarize what we talked about” then 1 look right at the pro-se and say “If | don't say it right, or if [ leave anything
out, please stop me, [ want the Court to have a clear understanding of what this is about”. |think most people are so nervous to talk to a Judge or a Court
attorney, they are relieved that | am explaining it, | then tell it as straight as | can, and if they want to jump in, 1 let them. | find this approach limits “court
advocacy” and encourages the pro-se litigant to explore settlement,

2. Sometimes pro-se adversarles study up and want to follow every rule, call you on every technicality, and ptay lawyer with you. They have a right to do
this, and they assume this is what lawyers do. Of course, most lawyers, especially in Civil Court, don't do this. We usually try to figure out what the case is
really about, and find a fair way to resolve it. | laugh to myself sometimes when the pro-se defendant makes some brilliantly technicat legal argument to the
Judge, and the Judge says “Yeah, but do you owe the money or not?”

3. Sometimes you have to go to triat against a pro-se. This Is usually after you have made exhaustive efforts to settle the case. When this happens you need
to carry this case around with you: Roundiree v Singh 143 AD2d 995. (or whatever case In your jurlsdiction says the same thing). Essentially, this case says
that a pro-se doesn’t gain any greater rights by being pro-se and unfamiliar with law and legal procedure. If they don’t know how to make out a prima facie
case, or if they don't know how to get their evidence In, too bad, The Court can’t help them, and If this happens you must object based on Roundtree v
Singh. Sometimes when you really make them follow procedure and they realize they could lose...they settle,

4, Along these same lines, sometimes if | know from the pricr conferences that the pro-se is really wacky, 1 don't object on technicalities. | let them go on,
and on, until | am sure the Judge realizes we are dealing with a nut. Then [ reel the situation in. What often saves everyone in these nut-ball situations is that
at the conclusion of the trial the Judge says “"Decision reserved”. No firewarks, most Judges will do their job properly, and the decision wili come later,

Quick story: | once tried a credit card debt case where the debtor owed about $10,000 and at every conference he insisted that “you cannot prove it was
me", He was especially emboldened when he saw that | did not have a witness for trial. All of the charges on the credit card seemed to relate to restaurant
supplies for a shish kebab restaurant. However, in all our conferences t did not let on about this, nor did | ever show him the bills and ask hkim about it. When
we got sent upstairs for trisl, the Judge told me to call my first witness, and of course | said "l call the defendant.” He yelled out “He can't do that!”, to which
the Judge replied "Yes, he can. Take the stand.” | then asked him questions about where he lived, what he did for a living, and the like, Most of it was not
useful, but | did get him to confirm his address (at the time of the bills | had). He also confirmed that in all the time he lived there he never had a problem
receiving mail. | really nalled these two items home — correct address and mail being received. | then asked him if he had ever received a bill from my client,
and he denied it.  then asked him if he had ever owned a shish kebab restaurant, and he denied it. | asked him If he had ever helped open a shish kebab
restaurant, and to my surprise he said "Yes, | have worked in these restaurants all my adult life, and | once helped my friend apen one.” | asked "Where was
it?” Turns out it was about two blocks from his address. | then tock out my $10,000 worth of shish kebah supply charges, and questioned him aboutit. A
lawyer might have objected to this, but he didn't. He just denied having anything to do with it, but the big red “L" was it up on his forehead.

When | summed up | had a grand old time. I'll spare you the details.
The pro-se defendant's summation was "He didn't prove nuthin”,

The Judge said “Decision reserved™

X
When | got the decision in the mail | already knew: A well earned winner. Share Th iS
- N . . ShFre! is&oﬁ with #qur friends!,,
All opinions, advice, and experiences of guest bloggers/columnists are those of the author and do not necessarily reflect the opihions, practices or
experiences of Solo Practice University®,
38 shares
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Five tips on dealing with pro se litigants

The number of pro se litigants is on the rise, and lawyers
facing these litigants in court should re-think their usual trial
strategies and methods of communication, says Evan
Loeffler of The Law Office of Evan L. Loeffler, in his GPSolo
Law Trends & News article, “Dealing with Pro Se Litigants.”
“Those who believe they may simply run over a helpless pro
se litigant will be unpleasantly surprised by the results of the
strategy.”

Dealing with pro se parties on a regular basis, Loeffler says
that many pro se litigants do not understand the rules of
procedure and adversary nature of the system, and often
take everything personally.

“Frequently, a pro se party who has been served with legal
documents will call the lawyer who signed them and demand
an explanation. The answer, 'get a lawyer,’ is unlikely to
resolve the problem or result in anything other than ill will,"
says Loeffler, referencing Model Rule 4.3, which states that a
lawyer should not give advice to the pro se other than the
advice to seek counsel.

Loeffler follows five guidelines when his opposition is a pro
se litigant.

Always be polite and respectful. Loeffler emphasizes
civility in all communications, even when a pro se is rude or
nasty. "The enraged pro se will be incented to file motions for
sanctions, bar grievances and appeals,” he warns, noting that
responding to these motions takes up valuable time and
resources.

Make your role clear. The pro
Many lawyers assume  se may ask questions—What
that pro se litigants are should | say if | want to fight
incompetent. “This is a this? How do | respond to the
dangerous and summoens and complaint?—that

. cross the line into asking for

frequent[y incorrect help. While lawyers can
assumption,” warns discuss the merits of a case,
t.oeffler. they should steer clear of

discussions of civil procedure.
Loeffler offers a suggestion for response:

“My ethical duty as a lawyer requires that | make very clear
my role in this matter. | represent the other side, not you. |
cannot and will not give you legal advice. You should get a
lawyer. | will not refer a lawyer to you.”

Don’t rely on using courtroom procedure fo win the case.
While pro se litigants should be held to the same standards
as lawyers, judges often do not rigorously enforce the rule,
“Judges are aware of the high likelihood of pro se litigants
appealing,” explains Loeffler. “They want the record to show
that the case was resclved on the merits despite the

to:/fwww.americanbar.orglcontent/newsletter/publications/youraba/204106article03.htm!
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procedural iregularities caused by the pro se party's acts
and omissions.”

Get everything in writing. Lawyers generally keep records
of all their communications relating to litigation, but it is
especially important when dealing with a pro se. “The lack of
trust, coupled with the fact that the pro se usually does not
understand all the legal concepts behind waiver, makes it
difficult enough to settle,” says Loeffler. "Proving that there
was, in fact, a meeting of the minds by following up with a
letter or signed agreement makes a record the lawyer was
not ‘playing lawyer tricks.™

Don't take the pro se lightly. Many lawyers assume that
pro se litigants are incompetent. “This is a dangerous and
frequently incorrect assumption,” warns Loeffler, indicating

that pro se litigants can be of varying degrees of
competency. "Many pro se litiganis are a hell of a lot smarter
and mare experieniced than you would think."

“Dealing with Pro Se Litigants” appeared in the fall 2010 issue
of GPSolo Law Trends & News, a newsletter of the General
Practice, Solo and Small Firm Divisjon.
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Formal Advisory Opinion No, 88-3
Ethics & Discipline / Advisory Opinions / Formal Advisory Opinions / Formal Advisory Opinion No. 88-3

State Bar of Georgia

Issued by the Supreme Court of Georgia
On November 29, 1988

Formal Advisory Opinion No. 88-3

For references to Standard of Conduct 48, please see Rule 4.3{a) and (b).
For references to Standard of Conduct 47, please see Rulg 4.2(a).
For an explanation regarding the addition of headnotes to the opinion, glick here.

Ethical Propriety of Sending Notice Pursuant to 0.C.G.A. § 51-12-14 to an Unrepresented Party.

Itis ethically permissible to send the notice required by O.C.G.A. § 51-12-14 to an unrepresented party. An attorney sending the required notice,
however, must do so in such a manner as to inform the unrepresented opposing party that the notice is sent merely to establish a claim for interest, that it
is not to be construed as legal advice, and that the attorney sending the notice represents the opposing interests in the dispute.

Correspondent asks if it is a violation of Standard 48 of the Rules and Regulations of the State Bar of Georgia for correspondent to comply with the notice
requirement of 0.C.G.A. § 51-12-14 by sending a demand notice to an unrepresented party. That statute requires that written notice of the demand for
unliquidated damages be sent to the person “against whom the claim is made" in order to entitle the claimant to receive twelve (12) percent interest on judgments
in excess of unliquidated damages.1

Standard 48 provides:

During the course of his representation of a client a lawyer shall not give advice to a person who is not represented by a lawyer, other than the advice to
secure counsel, if the interests of such person are or have a reasonable possibility of being in conflict with the interests of his client.

In interpreting Standard 48, Formal Opinion No. 86-4 (86-R7), concluded that it was ethically improper for a plaintiff's attorney to send a letter directly to an
insured defendant which would notify the defendant about the potential liability of his or her insurer for failure to settle within policy limits. The letter would be
considered "legal advice" in that plaintiff's attorney impliedly would be advising settlement within policy limits. Accord, ABA Infarmal Opinion 734 (June 16, 1964).
The OGpinion correctly focused upon the policy behind Standard 48 which is to avoid creating in an unrepresented party a false impression that the attorney is
advising inaccardance with the unrepresented party's interests or is neutral in the dispute. The present situation is distinguishable. Where an attorney sends a
formal notice which is required by law, there is much less concern that a false impression will be ¢created.

It is ethically permissible to send the notice required by O.C.G.A. § 51-12-14, stating specifically that it is a notice rather than advice. An attorney sending the
required notice, however, must do so in such a manner as o inform the unrepresented opposing party that the notice is sent merely to establish a claim for
interest, that it is not to be canstrued as legal advice, that the recipient may seek his independent legal advice and that the attorney sending the notice represents
the opposing interests in the dispute.2

1 The full text of O.C.G.A.§ 51-12-14 is as follows:

"Procedure for demand of unliquidated damages in tort actions; when interest may be recovered.

(2) Where a claimant has given written notice by registered or certified mail to a person against whom claim is made for unliguidated damages in
a tort action and the person against whom such claim is made fails to pay such amount within 30 days from the mailing of the notice, the claimant shalf be
entitled to receive interest on the claimed sum If, upon trial of the case in which the claim is made, the judgment is for an amount not less than the sum
claimed.

(b} The written notice referred to in subsection {(a) of this Code section may be given on only one occasion and shall specify that it is being given
pursuant to this Code section.

{c) The interest provided for by this Code section shall be at the rate of 12 percent per annum and shall begin to run from the thirtieth day
following the date of the mailing of the written notice until the date of judgment.

(d) Evidence or discussion of interest on liquidated damages, as well as evidence of the offer, shall not be submitted to the jury. Interest shall be
made a part of the judgment upon presentation of evidence to the satisfaction of the court that this Code section has been complied with and that the
verdict of the jury or the award by the judge trying the case without a jury is equal to or exceeds the amount claimed in the notice.

{(e) This Code section shall be known and may be cited as the "Unliguidated Damages Interest Act." (Ga. L. 1968, p. 1156, § 1, Ga. L. 1975, p.
395, § 1; Ga. L. 1981, p. 681, § 1.)"

2 If the adverse party isrepresented, the statutory notice need not contain the disclaimers here described, but must be sent to the adverse party's attorney rather
than the party. Standard 47.

GO TO Formal Advisory Opinion No. 88-2
GO TO Formal Advisory Opinion Nao, 89-2
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RULE 3.7 LAWYER AS WITNESS
Ethics & Discipline / Current Rules / Part IV (After January 1 /2001) - Georgia Rules of Professional Conduct (also includes Disciplinary
Proceedings and Advisory Opinion rules) / CHAPTER 1 GEORGIA RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT AND ENFORCEMENT
THEREQOF

a. A lawyer shall not act as advocate at a trial in which the lawyer is likely to be a necessary witness except where:
1. the testimony relates to an uncontested issue;
2. the testimony relates to the nature and value of legal services rendered in the case; or
3, disqualification of the lawyer would work substantial hardship on the client.

b. A lawyer may act as advocate in a trial in which ancther lawyer in the lawyer's firm is likely to be called as a witness unless precluded from doing so by Rule
1.7 or Rule 1.8.

The maximum penalty for a violation of this Rule is a public reprimand.
Comment
[1] Combining the reles of advocate and witness can prejudice the opposing party and can involve a conflict of interest batween the lawyer and client.

[2] The opposing party has proper objection where the combination of roles may prejudice that party's rights in the litigation. A witness is required to testify on the
basis of personal knowledge, while an advocate is expected to explain and comment on evidence given by others. It may not be clear whether a statement by an
advocate-witness should be taken as proof or as an analysis of the proof.

{3] Paragraph (a)(1) recognizes that if the testimony will be uncontested, the ambiguities in the dual role are purely theoretical. Paragraph (a)(2) recognizes that
where the testimony concerns the extent and value of legal services rendered in the action in which the testimony is offered, permitting the lawyers to testify avoids
the need for a second ftrial with new counsel to resolve that issue. Moreover, in such a situation the judge has firsthand knowledge of the matter in issue; hence,
there is less dependence on the adversary process to test the credibility of the testimony.

[4] Apart from these two exceptions, paragraph (a)(3} recognizes that a balancing is required between the interests of the client and those of the opposing party.
Whether the opposing party is likely to suffer prejudice depends on the nature of the case, the importance and probable tenor of the lawyer's testimony, and the
probability that the lawyer’s testimony will conflict with that of other witnesses, Even if there is risk of such prejudice, in determining whether the lawyer should be
disqualified, due regard must be given to the effect of disqualification on the lawyer's client. It is relevant that one or both parties could reasonably foresee that the
lawyer would probably be a witness. The principle of imputed disqualification stated in Rule 1.10: Imputed Disqualification has no application to this aspact of the
problem,

[5] Whether the combination of roles involves an impraper conflict of interest with respect to the client is determined by Rule 1.7: Conflict of Interest; General Rule
or Rule 1.9: Conflict of Interest: Former Client. For example, if there is likely to be substantial conflict between the testimony of the client and that of the lawyer or
a member of the lawyer's firm, the representation is improper. The problem can arise whether the lawyer is called as a witness on behalf of the dlient or is called
by the opposing party. Determining whether or not such a conflict exists is primarily the responsibility of the lawyer involved. See Comment to Rule 1.7: Confiict of
Interest. If & lawyer who is a member of a firm may not act as both advocate and witness by reason of conflict of interest, Rule 1.10: Imputed Disqualification
disqualifies the firm also.

GO TO RULE 3.6 TRIAL PUBLICITY
GO TO RULE 3.8 SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF A PROSECUTOR
Return to_handbook browser.
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GEORGIA MANDATORY CLE FACT SHEET

Every “active” attorney in Georgia must attend 12 “approved” CLE hours of instruction annually,
with one of the CLE hours being in the area of legal ethics and one of the CLE hours being in the
area of professionalism. Furthermore, any attorney who appears as sole or lead counsel in the
Superior or State Courts of Georgia in any contested civil case or in the trial of a criminal case in
1990 or in any subsequent calendar year, must complete for such year a minimum of three hours
of continuing legal education activity in the area of trial practice. These trial practice hours are
included in, and not in addition to, the 12 hour requirement. ICLE is an “accredited” provider of
“approved” CLE instruction.

Excess creditable CLE hours (i.e., over 12) earned in one CY may be carried over into the next
succeeding CY.Excess ethics and professionalism credits may be carried over for two years. Excess
trial practice hours may be carried over for one year.

A portion of your ICLE name tag is your ATTENDANCE CONFIRMATION which indicates the
program name, date, amount paid, CLE hours (including ethics, professionalism and trial
practice, if any) and should be retained for your personal CLE and tax records. DO NOT SEND
THIS CARD TO THE COMMISSION!

ICLE will electronically transmit computerized CLE attendance records directly into the Official
State Bar Membership computer records for recording on the attendee’s Bar record. Attendees
at ICLE programs need do nothing more as their attendance will be recorded in their Bar
record.

Should you need CLE credit in a state other than Georgia, please inquire as to the procedure at
the registration desk. ICLE does not guarantee credit in any state other than Georgia.

If you have any questions concerning attendance credit at ICLE seminars, please call:

Toll Free:
1-800-422-0893

Athens Area:
706-369-5664

Atlanta Area:
770-466-0886 x 306
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Dear ICLE Seminar Attendee,

Many thanks to you for attending this seminar. We hope that these program materials will
provide a great initial resource and reference for you in the particular subject matter area.

In an effort to make our seminar materials as correct as possible, should you discover any
significantly substantial errors within this volume, please do not hesitate to inform us.

Should you have a different legal interpretation/opinion from the author’s, the appropriate
way to address this is by contacting them directly, which, by the very nature of our seminars, is
always welcome.

Thank you for your assistance. Itis truly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Your ICLE Staff

Jeffrey R. Davis
Executive Director, State Bar of Georgia

Tangela S. King
Interim Director, ICLE

Sherrie L. Hines
Assistant Director, ICLE





