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Pittsburgh to host 2014 ABA YLD Spring Conference

by Tracy Carbasho

Hundreds of young lawyers from
throughout the United States and abroad
will make Pittsburgh their destination
for a special event in May 2014.

The city has been selected as the
location for the 2014 spring conference
of the American Bar Association’s
Young Lawyers Division. Local 
attorneys are already looking forward
to participating in the educational
activities, networking, social fun, and
public service opportunities that will
be offered during the event, which is
slated for May 15-17, 2014.

“I’ve attended conferences all over
the country and in the Virgin Islands.
I’ve met incredible people, built my
book of business, had leadership
opportunities I wouldn’t otherwise
have had and always had a 
great time,” said Marla Presley, 
who is co-chairing the ABA Host 
Committee with Erin Lucas Hamilton.
“The ABA YLD has exceptional
opportunities for young lawyers from
Continuing Legal Education programs
to leadership positions and national
networking opportunities.”

Presley and Hamilton submitted a
15-page proposal to the ABA, offering
plenty of reasons why the city would
make an ideal location for the 
conference. The last time the ABA
YLD held a conference in Pittsburgh
was the fall of 2003. The 2013 spring
conference is being held this month 
in Minneapolis.

“I did a planning visit to Pittsburgh
in March to see the venues for the 
conference events and I have fallen
completely in love with the city,” said
Mario Sullivan, chair-elect of the ABA

YLD who will take over as chair in
September. “It is a beautiful city with
many things to see and do. It has much
to offer the out-of-town visitor. I 
especially like how once you come out
of the tunnel, the city is right there in
all of its glory.”

Sullivan, a partner at Johnson &
Sullivan Ltd in Chicago, stressed that
the proposal submitted by Hamilton
and Presley played an important role
in Pittsburgh being selected as the host
site. The proposal featured information
about the city’s accommodations,
restaurants, sports, and cultural venues,
as well as other unique highlights.

In the proposal, they note that
Pittsburgh is easy to access, easy to
navigate, and has a large population of
attorneys. They also pointed out that
Pittsburgh has been named “America’s
Most Livable City” not once, but 
four times.

“Marla and I are big fans of 
Pittsburgh and wanted to help bring a
national conference here,” said
Hamilton, a litigation associate at
Buchanan Ingersoll & Rooney who

chaired the ACBA’s YLD in 2011-2012.
“Not only will the conference be a nice
little economic boom, but it is also a
prestigious event for the city of 
Pittsburgh to win. Pittsburgh really is
the country’s best-kept secret and I’m
excited to show it off to lawyers from
all over the country.”

Sullivan expects between 250 and
300 young lawyers to attend. He noted
that the conference will be the YLD’s
international meeting, so he anticipates
that many affiliate members from
abroad will attend.

“The ABA YLD provides the best
opportunity to meet and network with
young lawyers and experts from
across the country and abroad,” he
said. “I have benefitted professionally
and personally from the connections I
have made through the ABA YLD. 
It is through these conferences that 
I have made lifelong friends and have
developed the knowledge and skills
that have made me the attorney I 
am today.”
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Request for applicants to serve on ACBF Board of Trustees

The Allegheny County Bar Foundation is accepting applications from members of the bar association that are 
interested in serving on the Allegheny County Bar Foundation Board of Trustees. Trustees will serve for a period of
three years beginning July 1, 2013. The foundation board meets a minimum of six times per year on the first Wednesday
of alternating months. Meetings begin at 12:00 p.m. and are held in the James I. Smith III Boardroom, 400 Koppers
Building, 436 Seventh Ave., Pittsburgh, Pa.

Currently, there are four (4) 3-year term ACBF Trustee positions available for appointment by the Board of 
Governors of the ACBA. Trustees must be members of the Allegheny County Bar Association, a Fellow of the bar 
foundation or willing to become a Fellow upon appointment to the board, and should have a proven track record of
public service and/or participation with a non-profit board or organization or other charitable activities.

Interested members should send a completed application and resume to Lorrie Albert, Director, ACBF, 400 
Koppers Building, 436 Seventh Ave., Pittsburgh, Pa. 15219 or by email to lalbert@acba.org by Thursday, May 16, 2013.
To obtain an application, go to: http://www.acbf.org/pdf/2013-ACBF-Trustee-Application.PDF.

For more information on the ACBF, please visit www.acbf.org.
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Gender Bias Duty Officers
If you have observed or experienced any

form of gender bias, you may contact one of

the following members of the Gender Bias

Subcommittee of the Women in the Law

Division. The duty officers will keep your

report confidential and will discuss with you

actions available through the subcommittee.

Kimberly Brown......................412-394-7995

Rhoda Neft ..............................412-261-2753

Bernie Puzzuole ......................412-338-1129

Ethics Hotline
The ACBA Professional Ethics Committee

“Ethics Hotline” makes available Committee

Members to answer ethical questions by

telephone on a daily basis.

May

Danielle Barozzini ..................412-928-0502

Michael Feeney ......................412-338-4733

Paul A. Supowitz......................412-624-2901

June

Robert J. Donahoe ..................412-833-0800

Russell D. Giancola ................412-553-6355

� Focus of Practice: Advice to attorneys on legal ethics matters. Services relating to disciplinary

and reinstatement proceedings, Client Security Fund matters, and Bar admission applications.

� State Bar Admissions: PA–1978; WV–1993

Richard H. Lindner, Esq.
P.O. Box 684, Bethel Park, PA 15102*

Phone: 412.283.1006
www.LindnerEthics.com    LindnerLaw@verizon.net
* Call for appointments in my Pittsburgh office (Mt. Washington)
  or at a location of your choice

LEGAL ETHICS COUNSEL

Tip of the Month
Under Rule 1.7(b) of the Pennsylvania Rules of Professional Conduct, where
representation of a client would involve a concurrent conflict of interest, the 
representation will generally be permitted if each affected client gives informed 
consent. The Rule does not require that the consent be confirmed in writing, 
but written confirmation is ordinarily recommended as a protective measure.  
See Rule 1.7 and Comment [20] to that Rule, as well as Rule 1.0(e) and 
Comments [6] and [7] to Rule 1.0 (re informed consent).

Although an agenda has not been
developed yet, Sullivan said the 
conference will provide participants
with opportunities to experience a
unique gathering of lawyers and leaders
of young lawyer organizations; connect
with U.S. and international colleagues
who are experiencing the same 
challenges; learn how to take their
practice or organization to the next
level; obtain CLE credits and network
with top national presenters; and
enjoy themselves at receptions and
the International Oratory Competition.

Registration for the event will open
in March 2014 and a link will be posted
on the ABA’s website at
http://www.americanbar.org/groups/
young_lawyers.html. The host hotel
will be the Renaissance.

Presley, an employment lawyer at
Babst Calland who chaired the
ACBA’s YLD in 2009-2010, said the
host committee will seek funds from
sponsors to ensure the event is a 

2014 ABA YLD SPRING CONFERENCE
continued from cover page

success. She encourages all local 
businesses and law firms to sponsor
the conference. Those who would like
to serve as sponsors should contact
her at mpresley@babstcalland.com.

“This really is a huge opportunity
for area lawyers. We haven’t had a

conference here in 10 years and we
aren’t certain if we’ll ever host one
again,” said Presley. “It’s something
that young lawyers don’t want to miss.”

Looking forward to attending the
conference are Julie Colton and Regina
Wilson, who serve as the chair and chair-
elect of the ACBA’s YLD, respectively.

“I am looking forward to seeing the
attorneys I have met at the various
conferences and introducing them to
Pittsburgh,” said Colton, a partner 
at Voelker, Gricks & Colton. “The 
conference will help young lawyers
build national referral and resource
networks. Attending these conferences
has allowed me to meet family law
attorneys across the country.”

Wilson, a conflicts analyst at K&L
Gates, emphasized the importance of
networking for young lawyers.

“I would encourage young lawyers
to attend because this wonderful 
networking opportunity will be right
in their backyard,” said Wilson. “They
won’t have to worry about the cost of
travel or lodging. This type of opportunity
doesn’t present itself very often.” ■

“       The ABA YLD provides the best
opportunity to meet and network with
young lawyers and experts from
across the country and abroad. I
have benefitted professionally and
personally from the connections I
have made through the ABA YLD. It
is through these conferences that I
have made lifelong friends and have
developed the knowledge and skills
that have made me the attorney I
am today.

”–Mario Sullivan, ABA YLD Chair-Elect
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Having it all and leaning in

by Jeanine L. DeBor

After Anne-Marie Slaughter 
questioned whether women can really
have it all, Sheryl Sandberg, Facebook
COO, encourages us to hang on to
careers in her best-seller, Lean In:
Women, Work, and the Will to 
Lead. For any of you still wondering,
“Lean In” means to stand up and
speak up for yourself in your 
workplace to succeed. The book has
certainly caused quite a stir and has
been criticized by some as not being
realistic for the average working Jane.
What is undeniable is Sandberg has
put a spotlight on the never-ending
debate about why women’s careers
stall while our male counterparts 
continue to run most of the world.

I haven’t read the book yet, but I
will, and I hope you do as well so we
can discuss it this summer in our
WLD book club (watch for details in
the near future).  In the meantime, I
urge you to take advantage of our own
WLD “Lean In” circles. During nine 
sessions, WLD members will lead 

discussions on work/life balance
issues that affect us all, including
sharing the chores at home, daycare,
taking care of elderly parents, and
time efficiency in the office. Visit the
Women in the Law Division pages on
the ACBA website for details.

I am very proud of the programming
our members have put together this
year, from the fall brown bag lunches
inspired by the Slaughter article (and
continue in our current support circle
lunches) to our outstanding spring
Roundtable series and, of course, our
sell-out luncheon with Nina Totenberg.
We were privileged to host in April a
webcast with the woman who started
it all for us this year—Law & Reorder
Event: Inspiring Women, with guest
Anne-Marie Slaughter. We again held
our popular Take Our Daughters and
Sons to Work Day on April 25.

We are now looking forward to our
annual meeting on May 22 where we
will honor Judge Maureen Kelly with
the Carol Los Mansmann Helping
Hand Award. The Helping Hand
Award was created to celebrate the
life of the Honorable Carol Los 
Mansmann who worked diligently to
advance female lawyers in the 
profession, and is given to a member
of the bar who works to provide fellow
lawyers with ongoing support, 
friendship, and constructive example.
Throughout her successful practice,
and now as a Federal District 
Magistrate, Judge Kelly has been an
invaluable mentor to countless female
attorneys. We are also grateful for her
leadership as co-chair of the Gender
Equality Committee.

The mission of the Women in the
Law Division is to educate the members
of our bar and judiciary on the impact
of the barriers that deny women the
opportunity to achieve full integration
and equal participation in the legal
profession. We welcome your input
and ideas to help us continue to create
and sponsor the type of programming
to achieve this goal. Please feel free to
contact me at deborj@duq.edu. ■

Jeanine L. DeBor
WLD Chair

To learn more about the WLD and their accomplishments

visit www.acba.org: About > Committees >

Women in the Law Division 

May 15, 2013  • 12:00 p.m.:

WLD Roundtable Series “Healthcare Law”

ACBA Academy Room (City-County Bldg. 9th Flr.)

The fifth program features “Healthcare Law” and will be facilitated by
Lee Kim of Tucker Arensberg. This program is sponsored by Tucker
Arensberg and Michael Cassidy, Chair of Tucker Arensberg’s Health

Law Practice Group. Please rsvp to susan.seitz@highmark.com.



Results of Fulbright’s 9th Annual
Litigation Trends Survey revealed
by Dan McKenna

The results are in from Fulbright’s
9th Annual Litigation Trends Survey,
which polled corporate law departments
in the United States and the United
Kingdom on the state of litigation.
Companies in the United States and
the United Kingdom dealt with more
litigation, while regulatory investigations
reached a five-year high.

Fulbright’s survey annually tracks
a core set of trends ranging from 
litigation exposure and expectations
to litigation costs and volume. We also
ask companies to consider where they
are spending their budgets, what
types of alternative fee arrangements
they are using most frequently, and how
social media arises in the context of
litigation, among many other questions.

After a one-year decline, litigation
rose to 2010 levels as businesses on
both sides of the Atlantic initiated and
faced more lawsuits in 2012 than they
did in 2011. In the United States, labor
and employment disputes and contract
litigation led the way.

Meanwhile, Fulbright’s respondents
adapted to a stricter regulatory 
environment both at home and
abroad, following the toughest Wall
Street reform since the 1930s and the
U.K.’s 2010 anti-bribery legislation.

The Fulbright survey found that the
rate of companies retaining outside

counsel for assistance in a regulatory
investigation jumped in the United
States (from 55 percent in 2011 to 60
percent in 2012) and skyrocketed in
the U.K. (from 27 percent to 72).

“Ever since the financial crisis, our
litigation trends survey has found
respondents confronting increased
regulatory scrutiny,” said Otway B.
Denny, the head of Fulbright’s global
disputes practice. “As litigation
rebounded in 2012, more companies,
particularly in energy, health care,
and manufacturing, experienced an
increase in government and regulatory
investigations. All three of these
industries, along with technology, were
involved in investigations that concerned
at least six different U.S. regulators.”

Most companies predict that an
easing in litigation during 2013 is
unlikely. The majority of all respondents—
92 percent (compared with 89 percent
in last year’s survey)—expect the
number of legal disputes their companies
will face to rise or stay the same in the
next 12 months. One-quarter of U.S.
respondents and 32 percent of U.K.
respondents expect litigation to rise in
2013. Companies from the retail, energy,
and health care industries have the
highest expectations for a rise in the
number of disputes.

This marks the ninth year that 
Fulbright has polled corporate law
departments in the United States and

U.K. on the state of disputes. The 
survey gathered input from 392 
in-house attorneys, including 275 U.S.
respondents, on litigation issues 
and trends.

A Retrospective
Following a slight decline in 2011,

the number of lawsuits rose again in
2012. While last year’s survey found
48 percent of all companies had initiated
lawsuits, this year’s survey showed 60
percent of respondents becoming
plaintiffs in the last 12 months.

More offense meant more defense.
In the 12 months leading up to last
year’s survey, 27 percent of U.S. 
companies—and just 8 percent of U.K.
companies—had faced more than 20
suits. In the 12 months leading up to
this year’s survey, 32 percent of U.S.
companies and 35 percent of U.K.
companies had faced more than 20 suits.

Engineering and construction 
companies led in litigation, with 80
percent of them filing at least one suit
last year. The engineering sector faced
suits at an even greater rate than it
initiated them and almost half of all
Fulbright’s engineering respondents
faced at least one high-dollar suit during
the last year. Not surprisingly, 57 
percent of engineering respondents
reported an annual litigation spend of
$5 million or more—the highest for all
respondents to Fulbright’s survey.

Arbitration trends told a similar
story. On one hand, overall rates of
arbitration remained flat from 2011
levels, with a little less than half of all
companies having been involved in at
least one arbitration proceeding in the
last 12 months and far fewer having
commenced one. On the other hand,
big-dollar arbitrations grew, particularly
in the U.S., where 10 percent of the
companies responding faced at least
one arbitration with more than $20
million at stake (compared to 4 percent
in 2011).

Consistent with past surveys, labor
and employment disputes and contract
litigation continued to occupy legal
departments in the U.S. and U.K., a
trend that is true regardless of company
size. Last year’s survey showed a
quarter of U.S. companies reporting
an increase in wage and hour disputes.
This year’s survey finds that rate fell
drastically to 12 percent.

What The Future Holds
Looking ahead, 16 percent of U.K.

respondents (compared with 12 
percent of U.S. respondents) expect
the number of internal investigations
involving their company to increase in
the coming year.

Worries over whistleblower 
allegations continue, and for good 
reason: the number of allegations
made remained high during the past
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specialcounsel.com

800.737.3436

412.201.7470

Our expertise  
makes us  
Special Counsel.

Since 1987, Special Counsel has been the leader in the field of  
legal staffing and eDiscovery solutions. We recently changed our 
look, but our unrivaled expertise and track record of success hasn’t 
changed one bit. In fact, in a world of ever-changing legal staffing 
needs, we are still the premier source for the most qualified legal 
professionals—both contract and direct-hire—as well as custom-
tailored eDiscovery and document review solutions. 

To find out what makes us Special Counsel, contact us today. 



12 months—particularly among larger
companies—and only 3 percent of
respondents expect a decline in the
coming year.

Litigation concerns are shifting.
Personal injury disputes are on the
rise, particularly in the U.S., and 
especially for mid-size and larger
companies in real estate, retail, 
manufacturing, and energy. The U.K.
has new worries, too—namely, regulatory
investigations: more than one-third of
U.K. respondents ranked those types
of disputes among their top five concerns,
marking a significant increase from
the previous survey.

This year’s survey asked companies
to consider, among other things,
where they spend their budgets, how
they handle international arbitrations,
and what issues they encounter relating
to privacy and data protection during
disputes and investigations. What 
follows is a summary from Fulbright’s
9th Annual Litigation Trends Survey.
For a link to the descriptive “white
paper” go to: www.fulbright.com/
litigationtrends.

Survey Note
Fulbright’s 9th Annual Litigation

Trends Survey was conducted in 2012
by Greenwood Associates, a business
research firm in Houston that has 
produced previous editions of the
report. The survey, launched by Fulbright
in 2004, polls corporate counsel on 
litigation issues and concerns.

The Fulbright survey reflects 
information collected from 392 
in-house attorneys. Of the respondents,
82 percent identify themselves as 
general counsel and 14 percent as
head of litigation. Seventy percent of
all respondents are located in the U.S.,
26 percent in the U.K. and 4 percent in
other countries. Forty-seven percent

of respondents maintain offices in at
least three countries, while 16 percent
have offices in 21 or more countries.

The companies represented in the
survey are public and private—roughly
a 50/50 split—and span the following
industry groups: energy, engineering
and construction, financial services,
health care, insurance, manufacturing,
real estate, retail and wholesale, and
technology and communication. Sub-
industries are also well represented.
For instance, U.S. energy respondents
are split among oil and gas, drilling,
power, and alternative energy; while
U.S. health care sub-industries
include pharmaceuticals, hospitals,
and medical devices.

Companies of all sizes participated
in the survey: 49 percent of respondents
were larger companies (with gross
revenues of $1 billion or more), 31
percent were mid-size (gross revenues
of $100 million to $999 million), and
20 percent were smaller (gross 
revenues of less than $100 million).
Thirty-two percent of all energy
respondents and 31 percent of 
manufacturing respondents had gross
revenues of $10 billion or more in the
previous fiscal year. Respondents
from the financial services, real
estate, and retail sectors dominated
the smaller-company category.

Managing Litigation:
Budgets, Fees and In-House Hiring

Spending is Trending: Litigation
spending rose in 2011 with 53 percent
of U.S. companies reporting an annual
litigation spend of $1 million or more.
The 2012 U.S. spend stayed level with
53 percent of companies again reporting
an annual spend of $1 million or more.
However, there was a slight bump in
the high dollar range, with 27 percent
of U.S. companies reporting an annual

spend of $5 million or more compared
to 23 percent in 2011.

Engineering—A Special Case:
Engineering and construction respondents
reported an enormous annual spend
with 57 percent spending $5 million or
more, the highest annual litigation
spend among all industries represented
in Fulbright’s survey.

Budgeting for IP: E-discovery, 
contracts, and labor and employment
litigation have been perennial cost
centers for survey participants. Year
after year, companies expect their
budgets in those areas to see double-
digit percentage increases. In 2011, IP
litigation—particularly at larger tech
and retail companies—was added to
that list. This year’s survey shows that
IP remains a top concern: 13 percent
of all companies expect budget
increases in IP and only 5 percent
forecast a decrease.

Alternative Fees Take New Direction:
For many years, alternative fee usage
had been on the rise among survey
participants, a reflection of the wish to
keep costs not only low but also 
predictable. This year’s survey
showed a shift in direction for both
U.S. and U.K. respondents. In 2010, 52
percent of U.S. respondents used
alternative fees for at least some of
their work, and that figure increased
to 61 percent in 2011. This year’s 
survey revealed a scaling back—to 51
percent. In the U.K., the story was
similar with the number of respondents
using alternative fees increasing in
2011 (66 percent up from 50 percent
in 2010), but decreasing in 2012 to 63
percent. Larger companies from
health care, manufacturing and tech
stood as the leaders in usage. And
where alternative fees remained in
use in the U.S., they accounted for a
decreasing portion of overall work: 87

percent of U.S. respondents claimed
that less than 30 percent of the money
spent on outside counsel was billed
via alternative fees.

Is the Cooling Off Temporary?
Maybe so. Only 39 percent of U.S.
respondents expect an increase in the
use of alternative fees over the next 12
months compared to 52 percent of
U.S. respondents who expected an
increase in the previous survey. In the
U.K., the picture is different with 42
percent of U.K. respondents predicting
an increase, up from 29 percent last year.

Who Uses Them? Large, public
companies have always led in alternative
fee usage, and they did again in 2012.
By sector, however, use was down
across the board, particularly in the
insurance industry: 71 percent of
insurance respondents reported using
alternative fees in 2011; in 2012, that
rate fell to 50 percent. The energy 
sector also drastically reduced its use
of alternative fees.

Pay-for-Performance: Over the years,
Fulbright’s survey has found in-house
counsel experimenting with different
types of alternative-fee arrangements.
Contingent fees, popular in 2010, gave
way to fixed-fee, blended-rate and
capped-fee arrangements in 2011 and
2012. While this year’s survey indicates
that fixed-fees continued to have
heavy use among U.S. respondents,
such arrangements have become less
common in the U.K., where performance-
based fees more than doubled in 
popularity from 2011 to 2012. Eighty
percent of this year’s U.K. respondents
and 77 percent of U.S. respondents
said performance-based fees are
“effective” or “very effective.”

Case-specific: Nearly a fifth of all
respondents used blended-rate fee
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Continued on page 10
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Having the right team 
makes all the difference

Employment Litigation Attorneys
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
(412) 338-1100
www.rothmangordon.com

Colleen Ramage Johnston, Lori R. Miller, 
Nikki Velisaris Lykos, and James W. Carroll, Jr.  

2012 Pennsylvania IOLTA program
annual report available online
by ACBA staff

The 2012 Pennsylvania IOLTA 
program annual report is now available
online at http://www.paiolta.org/
Operations/2012-IOLTA.pdf.

The Pennsylvania IOLTA Board
operates under the jurisdiction of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania. 
Primarily, it collects and manages
funds from several sources, and 
annually awards grants to non-profit
organizations, law school clinical and
internship programs, and pro bono
programs that provide civil legal
assistance to individuals who cannot
afford to engage private legal counsel.

On July 17, 1996, the Supreme Court
of Pennsylvania issued a directive that
replaced the voluntary IOLTA program,
which had been created by Act 59 of
1988, with its own mandatory IOLTA
program. The court’s Pennsylvania
Interest on Lawyers Trust Account
Board (IOLTA Board) is governed by a
nine-member Board of Directors. All
nine members are appointed by the
state Supreme Court. Each member is
appointed to a three-year term and no
member may serve more than two
consecutive terms. The Supreme
Court appoints the chairman.

Members of the IOLTA Board as of
June 30, 2012 were: Penina Kessler
Lieber (Pittsburgh, chair), Andrew F.
Susko (Philadelphia, vice-chair), Hon.

Justin M. Johnson (Pittsburgh), James
C. Schwartzman, (Philadelphia), Hon.
Kathy M. Manderino (Philadelphia),
Hon. Margherita Patti Worthington
(Stroudsburg), Bryan S. Neft (Pittsburgh),
Ourania Papademetriou (Philadelphia).
There is one vacancy on the board.

“To qualify for legal aid in 
Pennsylvania in 2012, a family of four
must have household income less than
$28,813. These families are struggling
to find money for housing, rent, clothing,
medication, and food. In addition,
countless elderly Pennsylvanians
need assistance with end-of-life 
matters, such as power-of-attorneys
and medical directives,” said Andrew
Susko, current chair of the board.
“Last year, many clients were facing
the potential loss of their homes in
foreclosure proceedings. We thank the
legal services community for its
extraordinary effort during this very
challenging time.

“In 2012, the IOLTA Board awarded
$16.6 million in grants to legal aid
organizations and law schools that
provide civil legal assistance to low-
income Pennsylvanians. While this
amount is impressive, it is 28 percent
less than 2008 because the interest
rates paid on IOLTA accounts have
fallen and remain very low. For every
person who presents to a legal services
office in need of a lawyer, another has
been turned away because the

resources do not keep up with the
need; and, it is estimated that only
roughly 20 percent of those in need
who require an attorney actually find
representation. The need is truly
acute and overwhelming.

“Our plight would have been even
worse had it not been for a series of
extraordinary efforts of the Supreme
Court of Pennsylvania and, in particular,
Chief Justice Ronald D. Castille. Our
chief justice has been a true leader in
addressing the need for the justice
system to remain accessible to everyone.
By way of example, this past year, the
court temporarily increased the
amount of funds available to be 
disbursed by the IOLTA Board
through the annual assessment paid
by attorneys. Additionally, the IOLTA
Board was the recipient of class-action
residual funds from a federal class-
action case litigated in the State of

Washington. That fund totaled $1.7
million. As steep and painful as the
reductions in the IOLTA grants program
have been, the situation would have
been far worse were it not for the
court’s actions. On behalf of the IOLTA
Board, we express our heartfelt
thanks from the entire legal services
community to the chief justice and our
Pennsylvania Supreme Court.

“The IOLTA Board remains 
committed to ensuring that the neediest
among us will have access to civil
legal services. It is through these
efforts that those who cannot afford an
attorney have meaningful access to
our justice system. We are thankful to
those financial institutions that have
taken a leadership role in advancing
the objectives of the IOLTA programs,
and to the court, the legislature and
the organized bar for their unwavering
support of IOLTA’s mission.” ■

       In 2012, the IOLTA Board awarded $16.6 million in grants to legal aid organizations
and law schools that provide civil legal assistance to low-income Pennsylvanians.
While this amount is impressive, it is 28 percent less than 2008 because the interest
rates paid on IOLTA accounts have fallen and remain very low. For every person who
presents to a legal services office in need of a lawyer, another has been turned away
because the resources do not keep up with the need; and, it is estimated that only
roughly 20 percent of those in need who require an attorney actually find representation
The need is truly acute and overwhelming.

“     

” –Andrew Susko, IOLTA Board Chair
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Reasonable accommodation may
include adjustment to work schedule
by Maria Greco Danaher

Employers are aware that the
Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) requires them to engage in an
interactive process to determine
whether a disabled individual can be
accommodated to assist him or her 
in performing the essential functions
of a job. In determining the essential
functions of a position, most employers
assume that physical presence and
arrival at work at a consistent time 
are essential functions of most
employment positions.

However, the 2nd U.S. Circuit
Court of Appeals recently reversed
summary judgment in favor of an
employer, and returned the case to the
lower court for additional factual
analysis of whether an individual
whose medication kept him from 
coming to work on time could be 
disciplined for attendance violations
based upon the lateness. (McMillan v.
City of New York, 2d Cir., No. 11-3932,
March 4, 2013)

Rodney McMillan has schizophrenia
and, with calibrated medication, has
been employed by the City of New
York — first for 10 years as a case
manager with the city’s Human
Resources Administration (HRA) and
since 1997 as a case manager for the
HRA Community Alternative Systems
Agency (the Agency). In that job,
McMillan conducts home visits,
processes social assessments, and
meets with clients on a daily basis in
the agency’s office.

The agency has a flex-time policy
which allows employees to arrive at
work between 9 and 10 a.m. (although
because of elevator wait-time, an
employee is not considered late until
10:15), and leave between 5 and 6 p.m.
as long as they work 35 hours each
week, excluding a one-hour break for
lunch. Tardiness can be “approved” or
“disapproved” by a supervisor. When
tardiness is approved, an employee
may use sick leave or other “banked”
time—additional hours worked—to
cover the time missed in order to be
paid for a full week of work. However,
an employee who has no time banked
or does not wish to use banked time,
simply is not paid for the missed time.
Tardiness that is disapproved can lead
to disciplinary action.

McMillan’s medication makes him
drowsy and sluggish in the morning,
which often makes him late for work,
meaning he comes in after 10:15 a.m.
There is no dispute that McMillan’s

inability to get to work on time is a
function of the treatment for his condition.

For a period of at least 10 years
prior to 2008, McMillan’s tardiness
was either explicitly or tacitly
approved. However, in 2008 his
supervisor (Thornton), at the direction
of her supervisor (Belthrop) refused
to approve any more of McMillan’s
late arrivals. McMillan then made a
request for a later start time to avoid
discipline for tardiness, but was told
that a later start time was not possible
because he would then have to work
after 6 p.m. when no supervisors
were present. McMillan also stated
that he would be willing to work
through his lunch hour and “bank”
that time in order to make up for 
his late start. That suggestion also
was rejected.

In May of 2009, McMillan was fined
eight days’ pay for late arrivals. In
December 2009, Belthrop recommended
additional discipline based on McMillan’s
“long history of tardiness,” and the
city subsequently recommended that
McMillan’s employment be terminated.
Ultimately, the city reduced the 
recommended sanction from termination
to a 30-day suspension without pay.

McMillan sued the city, alleging violation
of the ADA. In support of his claim, 
he argued that his requested 
accommodations were reasonable, as
he often worked past 7 p.m. (the office
actually is open until 10 p.m.), so he
could arrive late and still work the
required 35 hours a week.

The district court granted summary
judgment for the city and dismissed
all of McMillan’s claims, holding that
the court was “required to give 
considerable deference to the employer’s
judgment” as to whether timely
arrival at work was an essential function
of McMillan’s job. On appeal, however,
the 2nd Circuit reversed, finding that
while a “timely arrival is normally an
essential function,” the lower court
did not conduct a fact-specific inquiry
into McMillan’s situation. Instead, the
lower court “appears to have simply
assumed that McMillan’s job required
at least seven hours of work each day
and that the work could not be 
successfully performed by banking
time on some days to cover tardiness
on others.”

However, the 2nd Circuit pointed
out a number of circumstances that
called the conclusion into question,

including the fact that McMillan’s
lateness had been allowed for years
without discipline, and that the city
allows flex time hours and regularly
permits employees to “bank” time to
cover certain late arrivals, all of
which undermine the city’s assertion
that it would have been an undue
hardship to grant McMillan’s request
for modified work hours.

The take-away for employers in
this case is that the 2nd Circuit’s
reversal of the favorable decision for
the employer was based on the fact
that the lower court simply accepted
the city’s assertion that McMillan’s
requested accommodation of further
variation to his work hours would
have been an undue hardship for the
city. An employer who is analyzing a
disabled employee’s request for
accommodation must be able to 
compile and present factual, 
statistical or narrative evidence of 
the manner in which a proposed
accommodation would create an
undue hardship in order to both 
effectively accommodate the employee
in a fair and reasonable manner and to
defeat any potential failure-to-
accommodate claim under the ADA. ■

ACB A
Elections

REMEMBER TO VOTE!

   THE ELECTIONS CLOSE AT 5 P.M. EST ON TUESDAY, MAY 7, 2013.

2013-2014
President-Elect. Secretary.

Board of Governors.
Judiciary Committee.

Young Lawyers Division.
Women in the Law Division.

YOUR VOTE COUNTS!
Eligible voters received an email and letter with voting instructions.
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Diversity Collaborative Committee’s Spring Fling

PHOTOS BY MARK HIGGS

Above, from left, Samuel Yamron, Sunny Yang,
and Vryce Hough pause for a photo during

Spring Fling festivities.

Others in attendance at the Diversity Collaborative 
Committee’s Spring Fling included, below, from left, Shanicka

Kennedy, Hannah Akintoye, Tony Thompson, Diversity 
Collaborative Committee chair; and Turahn L. Jenkins.

FOR A LISTING OF NEW ALLEGHENY COUNTY COURT

OF COMMON PLEAS CASES WHICH APPEAR IN THE

ONLINE PLJ OPINIONS, PLEASE SEE PAGE 2.
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DIVERSITY AND INCLUSION SPOTLIGHT
Metz Lewis Brodman Must O’Keefe
promotes professional development

by Tracy Carbasho

Metz Lewis Brodman Must O’Keefe
is proving that small and mid-size
firms can make a significant difference
in the professional development of
women attorneys.

“The reality is that a women’s 
initiative or affinity group can be an
effective tool for advancing women as
business developers and firm leaders
regardless of the size of the firm–
provided they focus clearly on strategies
and techniques that have advancement
as their goal,” said Alysia Keating,
director of diversity and gender
equality for the ACBA. “These 
initiatives also must have the financial
support and commitment of the firm’s
management who understands the
positive business impact that will
come from the advancement.”

As part of its diversity initiative for
women, the firm provides mentoring,
networking events, a marketing and
business development group, and
human resources perks, such as 
flexible work schedules, generous
benefits and telecommuting options.
The efforts are paying off with a 
high retention rate and enhanced
business development.

“We are an office of inclusion and
we support each other regardless of
gender,” said Rachel Gawlas, business
development manager. “Our attorneys
at all levels have the opportunity to
work directly with clients to solve
problems. We see each attorney as
part of our brand and identity, so we
need to equip our men and women
with the tools to succeed.”

The diversity initiative is spearheaded
by the firm’s executive committee.
Gawlas noted that John Lewis II, a
founding member, encourages female

attorneys to attend the women-focused
networking events, includes women in
client pitching opportunities, and urges
them to entertain clients to bolster
their portfolio.

Of the firm’s 36 attorneys, seven
are women with four of them being
partners. There are also 16 other
women, including Gawlas and the
director of tax compliance, working in
various capacities.

“For our director of tax compliance
and me, we are given ample freedom
when growing our firm’s business,”
said Gawlas. “While many of my 
contemporaries at other law firms are
support staff with limited external
interaction, our firm management
empowers me to work directly with
clients so that we can best serve them.
They also support me financially to sit
on boards and attend career development
courses among other efforts.”

Gawlas said the firm has always
valued women attorneys, but it
increased its strategic efforts to work
toward inclusion after holding its
attorney retreat last fall. A major 
outcome of the retreat was the intent
to offer more attorney mentoring for
both men and women. Both male and
female attorneys serve as mentors to
women at the firm.

Julie Kline, Gerri Sperling, and 
Jillian Zacks can attest to the 
effectiveness of the firm’s initiatives
and management’s willingness to
offer whatever support is necessary to
help them succeed.

Kline said the firm’s executive
committee is open to supporting all of
the attorneys whether they are male
or female, young, or mature.

“They understand that growth by
all attorneys helps the firm as a
whole,” she said. “Having a supportive

approach to serving clients was one of
the key reasons I sought out this firm
four years ago. It is best for both the
firm’s attorneys and their clients.”

Kline, a member in the corporate,
real estate, and personal services
group, said the firm’s women-focused
networking and referral events are
relatively unique in Pittsburgh and
have been well received.

“They allow the women attorneys
to further bond and help each other
out along the way,” she said. “Our firm
has female attorneys across all of our
practice areas so it lends itself to 
creating a team atmosphere as we
strive to help our clients with their
legal issues which span across our
practice areas.”

Sperling, a member who focuses on
health care, employment and adoption,
said the firm is very proactive in
offering professional development
programs for all of its attorneys.

“With regard to women attorneys,
the creation of the women’s marketing
group demonstrates a recognition that
women market differently than men,”
she said. “The firm has exhibited a
strong commitment to assisting its
women attorneys to gain knowledge
and experience in diverse areas 
of law and to assist them in their 
marketing endeavors.”

Sperling’s commitment to the firm
has been strengthened because of its
willingness to support her marketing
and professional development efforts.
For example, the firm sent her to two
out-of-area health law seminars in the
past few months.

“The firm’s professional development
programs in both marketing and 
substantive practice areas make me a
better lawyer,” she added. “Our activities
make me think about how I can better

serve the firm’s clients and develop a
skill set that our clients need.”

Zacks, an associate, pointed out
that the firm provides resources
through practice group meetings, firm
retreats and ready access to the 
partners and the marketing director.

“The female attorneys at our firm
span all of our practice groups and
actively contribute to the success of
our firm,” she said. “Having recognized
the breadth of our influence in all
practice areas, the executive committee
has encouraged us to reach out to
other women who are clients and
strategic alliances. In the past year,
we have held women-focused events,
including a lecture at Larrimor’s down-
town and a happy hour at Spa Jema.”

Knowing that its people are its
most powerful resource, the firm is
anxious to help them succeed.

“If we do not supply them with the
tools to succeed, then our clients and
our bottom line suffer,” said Gawlas.
“The investment is worth it.” ■

      They [Metz Lewis Brodman Must
O’Keefe] allow the women attorneys
to further bond and help each other
out along the way. Our firm has
female attorneys across all of our
practice areas so it lends itself to
creating a team atmosphere as we
strive to help our clients with their
legal issues which span across our
practice areas.

“          

”–Julie Kline, Metz Lewis Brodman
  Must O’Keefe

ACBA members pack produce for homebound clients
In February, Attorneys Against

Hunger volunteered at the Squirrel
Hill Community Food Pantry and
packed more than 1,000 pounds of
produce (potatoes, onions and apples)
for the Pantry’s clients. The Attorneys
Against Hunger campaign has been
raising funds for local hunger service
agencies in Allegheny County for 20
years. To date, the campaign has
raised more than $1.1 million, and
currently provides grants to 16 local
hunger service agencies. Attorneys
Against Hunger also hosts at least four
volunteer events during the campaign,
allowing attorneys and their families
to see first-hand how local food
pantries serve clients throughout the
city and surrounding areas.

We’d like to thank Attorneys
Against Hunger for supporting SHCFP
and our clients through their 
volunteerism—and for supporting the
work of the many food-providing
agencies and organizations throughout
Allegheny County. Reprinted with 
permission from the Squirrel Hill
Community Food Pantry Volunteer
Newsletter — March 2013. ■

PHOTO BY MATTHEW BOLTON

Attorneys Against Hunger packed more than 1,000 pounds of produce at the Squirrel Hill Community Food
Pantry in February.
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arrangements in class actions, contract
cases, and insurance and intellectual
property litigation. Around a quarter
of respondents used fixed-fees for
contracts and insurance litigation,
while about a quarter of respondents
used performance-based fees for 
business torts, insurance litigation,
and intellectual property cases.

In-House Hiring Slows: During the
lean years of 2008 and 2009, in-house
legal departments bulked up to cut
costs, hiring more attorneys to conduct
or manage litigation. In-house hiring
stayed flat in 2010, but then came
back strong again in 2011 before 
flattening once more in 2012.

Going In-House: Fifty-eight percent
of U.S. companies employed three or
more in-house lawyers in 2012, 
compared to 53 percent in 2011 (and
40 percent in 2010); while 72 percent
of U.K. companies employed three or
more in-house lawyers in 2012, matching
2011 (and following 62 percent in
2010). Industry-wide, energy and
insurance companies led, as 73 percent
of respondents from each of these
industries employed three or more 
in-house lawyers.

More to come: Thirteen percent of
all respondents expect the number of
in-house lawyers who manage or 
conduct litigation to increase in the
coming year, while only 3 percent
expect a decrease. Among industry
sectors, prospects for increases in 
in-house litigation management teams
stood highest among tech, health care,
energy, retail/wholesale, insurance,
and manufacturing companies. 
Correspondingly, when it comes to
hiring outside counsel, respondents
from insurance, real estate, retail, and
tech experienced a greater decrease than
increase during the last 12 months.

Firm Hiring Up in U.S.: Twenty
percent of U.S. respondents have
increased the number of law firms on
their outside counsel litigation roster
over the past 12 months, and only 14
percent have decreased the number.
In contrast, the numbers for U.K.
companies were reversed: 22 percent
decreased outside firm hiring while
only 9 percent reported an increase.

Secondment—U.K. v. U.S.: Sixty-
nine percent of U.K. respondents—
versus only 31 percent of U.S. 
respondents—participated in a 
secondment in the last two years.
Companies that are larger and/or 
public, including those from engineering
and financial services, were the 
most involved.

Regulatory Investigations
Investigations Reach 5-Year High:

In 2011, the percentage of companies
retaining outside counsel for assistance
in a regulatory investigation jumped
considerably in the U.S. (from 43 
percent to 55 percent). In 2012, the
number rose again, hitting 60 percent
in the U.S. About one-third of all
respondents in last year’s survey
reported having spent more time

FULBRIGHT RESULTS
continued from page 5

addressing regulatory investigative
requests in the past three years. This
year’s survey found that overall rate
continuing to increase to 42 percent
with nearly 30 percent of all respondents
predicting an increase in the coming
year and only 10 percent expecting 
a decrease.

The Targets: Nearly three-quarters
of respondents from the energy, health
care, and manufacturing sectors 
have been the target of a regulatory
investigation. The energy, health care,
manufacturing, and tech sectors were
each involved in investigations 
concerning six or more U.S. regulators
over the past year.

Who’s Investigating Whom? As in
2011, the DOJ and the state attorneys
general have been active in investigations.
While the DOJ’s focus has been on
tech, health care, engineering, and
energy companies, the state attorneys
general tended to focus more on insurance
companies. In addition, the SEC has
stepped up its efforts with investigations
targeted at financial services and
insurance companies.

Regulatory Investigation in U.K.:
Seventy-two percent of Fulbright’s
U.K. respondents retained counsel for
a regulatory investigation in the last
year, up from 27 percent in 2011 and
26 percent in 2010. U.K. respondents
are mostly concerned with investigations
by the Financial Services Authority
(38 percent).

Internal Investigations
Internal Scrutiny Steadies: Since

2008, the percentage of companies
reporting internal investigations 
that required outside counsel has 
fluctuated between approximately 
30 and 50 percent. The high in 2008
was followed by a dip in 2009. 
Last year’s survey found that rates of
internal investigations had risen. This
year’s survey revealed 42 percent of
U.S. and 46 percent of U.K. companies
retained counsel for one or more
internal investigations in the past 
12 months.

Prevalence at Smaller Companies:
Whereas outside regulatory scrutiny
tends to focus on companies that are
larger and/or public, rates of internal
scrutiny are highest at companies that
are smaller and/or private. Ninety-six
percent of smaller companies and 93
percent of private companies expect
the number of internal investigations
involving their company to increase 
or stay the same in the coming 
year (compared to 85 percent of 
larger companies and 83 percent of
public companies).

A Sector Shift: In last year’s survey,
health care, energy, and engineering
sectors led the industry pack in internal
investigations. This year’s survey showed
the financial services, manufacturing
and retail sectors experiencing higher
rates, with at least 50 percent of each
industry reporting one or more internal
investigations in the last 12 months.
Retail led the pack as 55 percent of
companies in that sector underwent at
least one internal investigation, and 19
percent underwent six or more.

Whistleblowers
Whistleblower Allegations Remain

High: And could climb higher. More
than one-fifth of all respondents (26
percent in the U.S.—up from 22 
percent in the previous survey; and 37
percent in the U.K.—up from just 21
percent in the previous survey)
reported being subject to allegations
by a whistleblower. As always, larger
companies—as well as those 
from engineering, health care, and
manufacturing—were more likely to
see whistleblowers emerge. Expect
the trend to continue in 2013: Only 3
percent of all respondents predict a
decline in whistleblowers over the
next 12 months.

What Becomes of Allegations?
Consistent with past surveys, the most
common  outcome of a whistleblower
allegation was an internal investigation
(78 percent of respondents subject to
whistleblower allegations), particularly
for financial services and insurance
companies (with both sectors reporting
that 100 percent of allegations led to
internal investigations). The second-
most common outcome was a regulatory
investigation (44 percent of respondents
against whom allegations were made).
Least common was a proceeding
brought by a whistleblower or a third
party (40 percent of respondents
against whom allegations were made).

Bribery Investigations As Expected
Enter the U.K. Bribery Act: Last

year’s survey respondents showed signs
of gearing up for the implementation
of the U.K. Bribery Act of 2010. Twenty-
five percent of all respondents under-
took reviews of existing procedures,
compared to 38 percent in the U.K.
Their concerns, it turns out, were 
justified. In this year’s survey, 25 percent
of all respondents and 37 percent of
U.K. respondents said they’ve changed
the way they operate due to anti-bribery
legislation. While the rate of U.S.
companies engaging outside counsel
for a corruption or bribery investigation
remained steady at 9 percent, the rate
of U.K. companies that dealt with such
an investigation in the past 12 months
tripled—from 6 percent in 2011 to 18
in 2012.

Foreign Transactions: Companies
in both the U.S. and U.K. are conducting
heightened levels of due diligence for
corruption in the context of mergers,
acquisitions, and other transactions
with a foreign country, perhaps in an
effort to stem a surge in bribery 
investigations. Sector-wise, engineering
and manufacturing companies reported
the highest rate of investigations, 
conducting due diligence for bribery
and corruption at around twice the
rate of other industries.

Labor & Employment Litigation:
Two Countries, Two Stories

Slowing in the U.S.: As the U.S.
unemployment rate declines, labor
and employment litigation eases. Across
all areas—from race discrimination to
retaliation suits—U.S. companies
reported falloffs in litigation, with the
most pronounced drop in wage and

hour disputes. While last year’s survey
showed 25 percent of U.S. companies
reporting an increase in this type of
litigation over the prior 12 months,
this year’s survey showed that rate 
cut to 12 percent. Sector-wise, only
engineering (20 percent) and health
care (22 percent) reported rates of
increase in wage and hour disputes
that match the previous year’s overall
average. Notably, the vast majority of
wage and hour disputes filed against U.S.
companies are brought in state court.

Accelerating in the U.K.: Meanwhile,
labor and employment litigation rose
in the U.K., where companies reported
increases in all areas. Sex discrimination
cases saw the highest rates with 15
percent of companies reporting an
increase in these cases during the last
12 months, up from percent in 2011.

Discrimination Suits Gaining: Last
year’s survey noted that the labor 
litigation landscape appeared to be
shifting toward discrimination suits.
Indeed, even though labor litigation was
down in 2012 in the U.S., discrimination
suits continued for companies on both
sides of the Atlantic. About a quarter
of companies in the U.S. and U.K., and
across the industry sectors surveyed,
listed discrimination as the area with
the greatest increase in the past 12
months. When asked which area will
see the greatest increase in the next
12 months, over one-third of all 
companies again list discrimination.

A Spike in Costs: Across the board,
costs of labor litigation are up. In the
U.S., 41 percent of companies reported
an average cost to defend a single
employment arbitration suit—excluding
settlement—of $100,000 or more (up
from 34 percent in 2011). In the U.K.,
75 percent of companies reported an
average cost of $30,000 or more, with
25 percent reporting $100,000 or more
(up from 32 percent and 3 percent
respectively in 2011). The average
cost to defend a single plaintiff
employment suit was also up: 61 percent
of U.S. companies (up from 59 percent
in 2011) and 44 percent of U.K. 
companies (up from 15 percent in
2011) reporting a cost of $100,000 or
more. The average cost to arbitrate a
class action employment suit was
more than $200,000 for 54 percent of
U.S. companies (up from 45 percent in
2011) and $100,000 or more for 61 
percent of U.K. companies (up from
12 percent in 2011). The average cost
to litigate a single plaintiff employment
action was $100,000 or more for 67
percent of U.S. companies (up from 51
percent) and $100,000 or more for 67
percent of the U.K. companies (up
from 12 percent).

Intellectual Property & Trade Secrets
Patently Litigious: Last year’s survey

found 13 percent of all respondents
bracing for budget increases in IP.
Indeed, 24 percent of all companies
filed an IP suit in the past 12 months.
Larger companies were nearly three
times as likely as smaller companies
to file an IP suit, and six times as likely
to defend against one. While the vast
majority of IP litigation was brought
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(and defended against) for less than
$250,000, 15 percent of the companies
who responded to the cost-related
questions pegged their average cost to
litigate an IP case at between $1 million
and $10 million.

Engineering—A Special Case:
Whereas manufacturing, retail and
tech companies tend to bring IP suits
at approximately the same rate as
they defend against them, this year’s
survey revealed an anomaly in 
engineering: Even though 40 percent
brought an IP suit in the last 12
months, only 13 percent defended
against one.

Patents, Patents, Patents: With IP
litigation up, Fulbright asked
respondents to break down their IP
litigation by five practice areas:
patent, trade secret, trademark,
counterfeiting, and copyright. In the
U.S. and U.K.—and particularly for
manufacturing and tech companies—
patent infringement accounted for
much of the typical company’s over-
all IP litigation portfolio, and patent
suits accounted for the majority of
big-dollar cases, which were defined
as proceedings involving an amount
in controversy of more than $5 million.
Nine percent of all respondents and
24 percent of retail respondents
expect the number of patent cases in
which their company becomes
involved during the next 12 months
to increase from last year.

Litigation versus Arbitration—
The International Scene

How Should We Resolve This? Last
year’s survey found that litigation was
still the preferred mode of resolution
for disputes that are not international
in nature. In this year’s survey, 
Fulbright asked about disputes that
are international in nature. For these
cases, arbitration was favored, at least
among U.S. companies: 25 percent
chose arbitration; 15 percent chose 
litigation; and 60 percent said, “It
depends.” U.K. companies are split
with 23 percent choosing litigation
and 20 percent choosing arbitration
with 57 percent saying “It depends.”

Avoidance of a jury, cost-effectiveness,
and confidentiality ranked as the top
reasons to choose arbitration for 
international disputes.

Energy, Engineering & Smaller
Companies—A Special Case: While
mid-size and larger companies 
preferred arbitration in international
disputes, smaller companies skewed
toward litigation and were the least
likely to have been party to an international
arbitration in the past 12 months. On
the other end of the spectrum stood
energy and engineering companies.
Nearly half of respondents from each of
these industries—about twice the
average—chose arbitration in interna-
tional disputes; and nearly half from
each had been party to an international
arbitration in the past 12 months.

Law Beats Seat: Across geography,
company size, and sector, respondents
generally preferred the following
seats for international arbitration:
Singapore in Asia (versus Hong Kong
or Kuala Lumpur), Dubai in the 
Middle East (versus Bahrain or
Qatar), and London in Europe (versus
Geneva, Paris, Stockholm, or Zurich).
“Logistical convenience” and “Location
of the company” were the primary
influences on respondents’ choice of
seat. Even at home, U.S. respondents
show a strong bias toward their own
regions: Texas companies preferred
Houston; East Coast companies 
preferred New York; California 
companies preferred Los Angeles; and
so forth. But even while companies
would prefer to arbitrate at home, the
vast majority of U.S. respondents
would rather concede choice of seat
than choice of law.

Lessons of Experience: Among 10
arbitration institutions, including the
Stockholm Chamber of Commerce and
the Singapore International Arbitration
Centre, survey participants reported
that a bulk of their arbitration experience
in the past five years has been with
the American Arbitration Association,
JAMS, the London Court of International
Arbitration and the International
Chamber of Commerce Court of 
Arbitration. The energy, engineering,

financial services, and retail sectors
encounter UNCITRAL at higher rates
than other industries.

Right to Appoint: Nearly two-thirds
of the companies with the most 
experience in international arbitrations—
companies that are larger and/or 
public in the energy and engineering
industries—regarded the right to appoint
at least one member of the tribunal as
a key right they wish to retain.

Class Actions
Still Flat: For the fifth year in a row,

class actions remained flat, with only
a quarter of all respondents—and
about 40 percent of larger companies—
having faced one or more class or
group action in the past 12 months in
U.S. courts. Sector-wise, retail, financial
services, and engineering face slightly
higher levels of class actions than peer
industries. Labor and employment
actions and consumer cases still lead.

Successful Reform?: As for the
class actions brought against them,
both U.S. and U.K. companies reported
major decreases in the number that
were settled or dismissed through 
litigation—indication, perhaps, that
class action reform is working in the U.S.

Corralling Data:
Protecting Privacy in an Age of

Social Media and Mobile Devices
Privacy & Data Protection: Nearly

one-third of all respondents—with
particularly high rates among larger
companies, as well as among the 
engineering, financial services, health
care, insurance, and tech sectors—
encountered issues involving privacy
and/or data protection in disputes or
investigations in the past 12 months.
Issues arose most frequently in the
context of collecting data from company
equipment and from employees’ 
personal equipment. Companies were
also concerned about the use of 
third-party vendors to collect and
process data.

Clouds Overhead: It’s no secret
that cloud computing is “the big
thing” in data storage technology. In
2011, more than a quarter of all 

companies reported using cloud 
computing. In 2012, the rate jumped
to a third. Of those companies that use
it, a third have had to preserve or 
collect data from the cloud in connection
with actual or threatened disputes 
or investigations.

Social Media and Mobile Devices:
With Facebook exceeding 1 billion
members and Twitter having more
than 500 million registered users,
social media is no longer a niche area
of life online. Given its ubiquity, 
companies must adapt policies to
address how information on social
media impacts litigation.

Employees & Social Media: About
one-fifth of all companies—slightly up
from last year’s survey—have had to
preserve or collect data from an
employee’s personal social media
account in connection with a dispute
or investigation. Notably, respondents
from the tech and communication 
sector report a rate below the survey’s
average. But only 9 percent of U.S.
companies reported having to actually
produce, as part of discovery, information
stored on social media.

When Data Goes Mobile: Last
year’s survey found that while 91 
percent of U.S. companies permitted
employees to conduct business on
mobile devices, only 30 percent had to
preserve or collect data from those
devices for a litigation or investigation.
This year’s survey revealed that gap
has narrowed: 41 percent of U.S. 
companies have had to preserve or
collect data from an employee’s
mobile device for a dispute.

To Self-Preserve or Not? While 69
percent of all companies rely on self-
preservation to fulfill their document
preservation obligations in disputes or
investigations, that rate increased
beyond 75 percent for companies in
engineering, manufacturing, and
retail. What’s the alternative? Instead
of self-preservation, the most popular
ways to preserve potentially relevant
documents were to ask IT to collect all data
sources from the pertinent custodians
and to maintain data sources that prevent
deletion or modification. ■

As an added member benefit, the ACBA has partnered with JobTarget, the leading provider of world-class 
career centers, to provide our members with a state-of-the-art career center. 
The career center, which can be found on our website under “Career Services,” provides a comprehensive 
job search and posting resource.
 
The career center includes:
 a highly targeted focus on employment opportunities for attorneys and support staff
 anonymous resume posting and job application—letting you stay connected to the employment market while 

  maintaining full control over your confidential information
 an advanced Job Alert system that notifies you of new opportunities matching your own pre-selected criteria
 access to industry-specific jobs—not often seen on mass job boards

Allegheny County Bar Association
Raising the Bar on Legal and Community Service

www.acba.org

CAREER SERVICES CENTER
ACBA



Actual bias: The applicable standard
for lack of disclosure by arbitrators
by Michael D. McDowell

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the
3rd Circuit has adopted the “actual
bias” standard for determining when
to vacate an arbitration award due to
“evident partiality” on the part of
arbitrators who fail to disclose 
relationships or circumstances that
suggest partiality.

Section 10(a)(2) of the Federal
Arbitration Act (FAA) provides one of
the four statutory grounds for vacatur
of an arbitration award under the
FAA, which states: “in any of the 
following cases the United States
court in and for the district wherein
the award was made may make an order
vacating the award upon the application
of any party to the arbitration...where
there was evident partiality or corruption
in the arbitrators…”

In Freeman v. Pittsburgh Glass
Works, LLC, (3rd Cir., March 6, 2012),
the court addressed the issue of what

legal standard should be applied when
courts are asked to vacate an arbitration
award for evident partiality violations
of the FAA based on allegations of 
an arbitrator’s failure to disclose 
circumstances or relationships that
suggest that the arbitrator may be 
partial to one party or its representatives.
In Freeman, the court adopted the
more stringent actual bias standard
(i.e. that an arbitrator is evidently 
partial only if a reasonable person
would necessarily conclude that the
arbitrator was partial to one side). In
doing so, it expressly rejected the less
stringent “appearance of bias” standard
which would require the arbitrator to
disclose to the parties any dealings
that might create an impression of
possible bias.

Freeman and his former employer,
Pittsburgh Glass Works (PGW) 
arbitrated Freeman’s claim of age 
discrimination. The arbitrator issued
an award in favor of PGW. The district

court denied Freeman’s motion to
vacate the arbitrator’s award.

After disposing of two preliminary
challenges by PGW dealing with 
jurisdiction and waiver, the court 
recognized on appeal in Freeman that
the first order of business was to
decide what evident partiality means.

The court noted that confusion on
this issue stemmed from Justice
Black’s 40-year-old plurality opinion
in Commonwealth Coatings Corp. v.
Continental Casualty Co. (1968),
which stated the court should vacate
an arbitration award whenever an
arbitrator fails to “disclose to the 
parties any dealings that might create
an impression of possible bias.” The
courts have labeled this the appearance
of bias standard. The court noted that
only three other justices joined the
opinion. Two justices concurred in an
opinion by Justice Byron White and
three justices dissented.

The court then observed that the
3rd Circuit had essentially embraced
the actual bias standard in a footnote
in its 1994 opinion in Kaplan v. First
Options of Chicago, Inc., which
appeared to agree with a stringent 
evident partiality standard that would
make it more difficult to vacate an
arbitration award. The court in
Kaplan stated that “in order to show
evident partiality, the challenging
party must show a reasonable person
would have to conclude that the 
arbitrator was partial to the other
party to the arbitration.” The court
went on to state in Kaplan that evident
partiality is strong language and
requires proof of circumstances 
powerfully suggestive of bias.

In Freeman, the court stated: “In
response to the parties’ confusion, we
take this opportunity to reaffirm what
we said in Kaplan. An arbitrator is
evidently partial only if a reasonable
person would have to conclude that
she was partial to one side. The 
conclusion of bias must be
ineluctable, the favorable treatment
unilateral.” The court also stated the
word “evident” suggests that the
statute requires more than a vague
appearance of bias. Rather, the 
arbitrator’s bias must be sufficiently
obvious that a reasonable person
would easily recognize it.

The court also noted in Freeman
that parties often select arbitrators
precisely because they are industry
insiders. Parties want someone who
understands their business—even 
if that person already has some 
familiarity with the parties and issues.
An overly strict appearance standard
would exclude some of the most 
qualified arbitrators. Unlike litigants
in court, the parties are free to select
their arbitrator and the court noted
that “if the parties are willing to 
proceed in the face of apparent bias,
they should be free to do so.”

Finally, the court observed that the
appearance of bias standard was to
protect the public’s confidence in the
judiciary and “although the public’s
confidence in private arbitration is
worth protecting, it is comparatively
less important than confidence in 
the judiciary.”

The court rejected the proposition
that Kaplan applies only to cases
where the relevant facts were known
and objected to beforehand, and not to
cases where the relevant facts were
not disclosed. In particular, the court
stated “we see no reason to adopt a
different standard for each type of
case. The Federal Arbitration Act does
not distinguish between actual bias
and nondisclosure cases. Instead, it
condemns evident partiality in all

cases. And Kaplan is sufficiently 
flexible to accommodate the vagaries
of each case.”

In addition, the court rejected the
argument that the rules of the 
American Arbitration Association
require a different result. AAA
Employment Arbitration Rule 12b(ii)
states that “neutral arbitrators serving
under these rules...shall have no 
relation...to the parties or their counsel
that may create an appearance of
bias.” The court determined the rule
did not trump the FAA as the court
stated “we are not at liberty to jettison
the words of Congress in favor of a
third-party standard.”

Turning to the merits, the plaintiff
contended that the arbitrator
received $4,500 in campaign funds for
her campaign for election to the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court from
PPG Industries  (the minority owner
of defendant PGW) and its top-level
employees, and that the arbitrator
taught a seminar on labor law with
PPG Industries’ senior employment
attorney. The plaintiff asserted these
grounds as justification for vacating
the arbitration award under the FAA
due to evident partiality. However,
applying the actual bias standard, the
court rejected these claims.

As to the contributions made to the
arbitrator’s campaign for the
Supreme Court showing evident 
partiality, the court first noted that a
variety of state courts have addressed
these issues and with few exceptions
have concluded that undisclosed 
election support does not establish
evident partiality nor does it create
the appearance of bias. The court then
observed that the contributions at
issue amounted to less than 1 percent
of the money the arbitrator raised
during her campaign; that state law
prohibited the arbitrator from directly
soliciting funds and that the arbitrator
must do so through a committee; 
and that the contributions at issue
came from a minority owner of the
defendant company.

Since the contributions to the 
arbitrator’s campaign were publicly
available on the Internet, the court
was “unable to fault the arbitrator for
not disclosing information that was
readily available to the public.”

The court noted that “it also bears
repeating that the arbitrator received
a five-fold contribution from the law
firm representing Freeman. This
undercuts Freeman’s evident partiality
claim because our standard requires
evidence that the arbitrator was 
partial to PGW in particular.

“To conclude that an arbitrator
demonstrates evident partiality simply
based on non-disclosure of publicly
recorded and relatively small political
campaign contributions would impose
too great a burden on the state judicial
system,” the court added.

The court also noted that it might
have been preferable for the arbitrator
to disclose more about these matters.
The arbitrator’s failure to say more
does not establish evident partiality
under the FAA.

Regarding the claim that the 
arbitrator’s teaching relationship with
in-house counsel of the minority
owner of the defendant showed 
evident bias, the court rejected the
claim, stating “the Federal Arbitration
Act requires more than suppositions
based on mutual familiarity.”

The court then quickly dismissed
the plaintiff ’s argument that 
the arbitrator’s fraud led to her 
selection and affirmed the district
court’s denial of vacation of the 
arbitration award. ■
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       We see no reason to adopt a different standard for each type of case. The Federal
Arbitration Act does not distinguish between actual bias and nondisclosure cases.
Instead, it condemns evident partiality in all cases. And Kaplan is sufficiently flexible to
accommodate the vagaries of each case.
“     

”–The court rejected the proposition that Kaplan applies only to cases where the
relevant facts were known and objected to beforehand, and not to cases where the
relevant facts were not disclosed.
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Each box contains about 40 items to
help make the soldiers more comfortable
and to provide them with a touch of
home. Included are food items, such
as beef jerky, nuts, trail mix, pretzels,
hard candy, granola bars and instant
drink mixes; toiletries, such as lip
balm, baby wipes, deodorant, floss,
and toothbrushes; and white socks,
which seem to be a favorite among the
service men and women.

The boxes will be packed on May
18 and shipped soon afterward.

“Typically, we have between 15 and
25 volunteers packing the boxes,” said
Goldstrom. “While we do not advertise
the event outside of the ACBA, anyone
can volunteer. Every year, we have
family members, significant others
and friends participating alongside
the YLD members.”

Each person packing a box is asked to
include a handwritten note with an email
address to make it easy for the soldiers
to respond. The notes add an important
personal touch and the soldiers have
responded with their own sentiment.

“Every year, we have received
numerous thank you notes, letters, and
pictures from the troops in response
to the care packages,” said Goldstrom.
“Actually, some of the letters were
quite lengthy and informative of the
soldier’s background, current position,
and appreciation for the care packages.”

Julie Brennan, a member of the
YLD, volunteered to organize this
year’s fundraisers for Operation
M.V.P. She said approximately $484
was raised through a happy hour
fundraiser at the Sharp Edge Bistro in
March. The final amount generated by
a second fundraiser has not been
totaled. Nearly $900 was collected
through fundraisers last year.

“Our military personnel leave their
families and friends to support our
country,” said Brennan. “The least we
can do is let them know the community
and the Allegheny County Bar Association
support them.” ■

Donations sought to
support Operation M.V.P.
by Tracy Carbasho

Financial contributions will be
accepted for one more week to support
Operation M.V.P., which reminds
active-duty soldiers that their service
is appreciated.

“It is through the dedication, honor,
and service of our active-duty personnel
and veterans that we as lawyers are
able to practice law in the greatest
nation in the world,” said Les 
Goldstrom, who is chairing this year’s
pack-a-box component of the Military
& Veterans Project.

The M.V.P. effort was launched in
2010 by the Public Service Committee
of the ACBA’s Young Lawyers Division.
The project’s implementation was
spearheaded by Marla Presley, who
was serving as YLD chair at the time.
Goldstrom co-chaired the project in
its inaugural year and has been
involved since then.

The project, intended to recognize
and support current military personnel
and veterans, consists of sending care
packages to troops serving overseas
and maintaining a website to provide
resources for service members, 
veterans, and their families.

Goldstrom said the cost to fill and
mail each box is $40 with $14.85 for
shipping and $25.15 for the contents.
Contributions to help fund the worthwhile
project can be sent to the Allegheny
County Bar Foundation, 400 Koppers
Building, 436 Seventh Ave., Pittsburgh,
Pa. 15219. The deadline for contributions
is May 10.

Last year, slightly more than $400
was collected through contributions.

“The care packages remind the 
soldiers that those back home appreciate
their dedication, honor, and service,”
said Goldstrom, who serves as legal
adviser at Bombardier Transportation.
“While they certainly are not extravagant,
the packages serve as a token of our
gratefulness for the sacrifices they
make every day.”

Superior Court of Pennsylvania

Hon. John T. McVay, Jr. - Highly Recommended

Allegheny County Court of Common Pleas

Eleanor L. Bush - Highly Recommended

Marcia L. Cooper - Highly Recommended

Rosemary C. Crawford - Highly Recommended

Mark V. Tranquilli - Highly Recommended

Hon. William F. Ward - Highly Recommended

Patrick M. Connelly - Recommended

Hon. Paul E. Cozza - Recommended

Barbara J. Ernsberger - Recommended

Philip J. Murray, III - Recommended

Marc Daffner - Not Recommended At This Time

Marvin Leibowitz - Not Recommended At This Time

Jennifer Satler - Not Recommended At This Time

Joseph V. Luvara - Unqualified

Allegheny

Voting for Judges
Can be Confusing

OUR RATINGS
SHOULD HELP!

We at the Allegheny County Bar Association know how confusing it can be when
you enter the voting booth and are faced with a long list of judicial candidates
from which to choose.  So our membership of 6,300 elects 24 lawyers to serve
as non-partisan, independent decision makers on the Judiciary Committee.  They
interview the candidates, conduct research, and then evaluate the candidates as
to whether they would make good judges.  

For more information on the ratings, visit our website at www.judicialvote13.org.

These ratings are only for candidates who live in Allegheny County, have their
principal place of business in Allegheny County, or are judges of a court in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and whose judicial offices are located in 
Allegheny County. For ratings of candidates outside of Allegheny County, visit
the Pennsylvania Bar Association's site at www.pavotesmart.org.

YOUR VOTE COUNTS!
Paid for by the Judicial Excellence Committee of the

Allegheny County Bar Association, C. Kurt Mulzet, Treasurer.

Clip and Take to the Voting Booth

Experience. Responsiveness. Attention.

305 Mt. Lebanon Boulevard, Suite 205
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15234
412.571.9552 office
acornelius@ajciplaw.com

RESULTS
Andrew J. Cornelius, P.C.  |  Intellectual Property Law

“         Our military personnel leave their families and friends
to support our country. The least we can do is let them know
the community and the Allegheny County Bar Association
support them.

”–Julie Brennan, YLD member & Operation M.V.P. volunteer
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◆    ◆    ◆

Pepper Hamilton announced that
Ann B. Graff has been elected to the
partnership. She is a member of the
firm’s Construction Practice Group.
She concentrates her practice in 
commercial litigation, with a focus on
construction-related claims.  

◆    ◆    ◆

Eckert Seamans and Sterns &
Weinroth are pleased to announce that
they are combining their practices.
The merged firm will be known as
Eckert Seamans, and this will
strengthen its existing capabilities in
the areas of litigation, real estate, land
use, administrative, environmental,
and governmental affairs.

◆    ◆    ◆

Clark Hill PLC and Thorp Reed &
Armstrong, LLP have announced an
agreement to merge the two firms.
The combined firm will use the brand
name Clark Hill Thorp Reed in chosen
markets, but its legal name will
remain Clark Hill. The combined firm
will offer legal knowledge, experience,
and resources in practice areas such
as banking and finance law, energy,
environment and natural resources
law, technology and intellectual 
property law, corporate law, litigation,
employment law, insurance and 
reinsurance, employee benefits and
executive compensation, construction
and real estate law, manufacturing
and distribution, and bankruptcy and
financial reorganization. James K.
Goldberg, partner at Thorp Reed &
Armstrong, will also join the combined
firm’s Executive Committee when the
merger is completed.

◆    ◆    ◆

William P. Bresnahan II has joined
Dickie, McCamey & Chilcote, P.C., as
a principal. He will concentrate his
practice in the areas of appellate 
practice, civil litigation, construction
law, and municipal law, with an
emphasis in real estate litigation.

Change in Status
Jason Christopher Roper has 

been suspended.

News and Notes
Georgetown University is proud to

honor Arthur J. Murphy Jr. as a 
member of the exceptional fellowship,
Georgetown’s 1789 Society. Georgetown’s
1789 Society celebrates benefactors
who embody the founding ideals of
Bishop John Carroll—faith, integrity,
compassion, and an abiding commitment
to freedom of inquiry in the Jesuit 
tradition. Murphy established the
Arthur J. Murphy Jr. Scholarship at
Georgetown, created the Arthur J.
Murphy Jr. Endowed Fund for Public
Speaking, and teaches public speaking,
pro bono, as an affiliate adjunct 
professor at Georgetown. He is founding
partner of Murphy Taylor, LLC.

◆    ◆    ◆

Paul J. Gitnik of
Keevican Weiss
Bauerle & Hirsch
LLC has been
appointed to serve
as a member of the
Parish Pastoral
Council for the
renewed Saint
Mary of the 
Mount on Mount 
Washington. Saint
Justin recently
merged with Saint

Mary of the Mount. Both parishes are
merging to adapt and to better fit into
the declining demographics of the city
neighborhoods of Duquesne Heights
and Mount Washington, as well as to
make better use of available present
and future temporal and spiritual
resources. Gitnik’s practice encompasses
the areas of business, estates and trusts,
healthcare, municipal, nonprofit, 
oil-gas, real estate, and tax laws.

People on the Move
The following individuals were

welcomed into ACBA membership at
the ACBA Board of Governors meeting
on April 2, 2013: Active Members:
Zachary W. Berg, Esq.; Margaret S.
Coleman, Esq.; Elizabeth S. Goldberg,
Esq.; Robert H. Hartley Jr., Esq.; 
Jennifer R. Mosesso, Esq.; Veronica
N. Ramallo, Esq.; Sanket K. Shah,
Esq.; Andrew C. Wnuk, Esq.

Bar Briefs

Lawyers’ Mart
APPRAISALS

ANTIQUE AUTO APPRAISALS for all vehicles 1900 to
1990. Expert Witness. Certified Appraiser - K. Merusi.
412-731-2878.

DOCUMENT EXAMINER/

HANDWRITING

J. WRIGHT LEONARD, BCFE, CDE. Certified. Experienced
in Federal, State & Local Courts. Testimony in Civil &
Criminal Matters. 215-735-4000.

ECONOMIST/VOC. EXPERT

WM. HOUSTON REED, Ph.D.–25+yrs. of forensic
economics & vocational eval. expertise in one report.
1-888-620-8933.

ESTATE PLANNING

IF YOUR CLIENTS ARE CONSIDERING CHARITABLE
GIVING as part of their estate planning The Pittsburgh

Presbytery Foundation can provide a means to support
charitable work helping those in need throughout SW
Pennsylvania. For more information contact the Foundation
at www.pghpresbytery.org/pghpresbyterianfdn.htm or
Rev. Dr. Douglas Portz at 412-323-1400 Ext 318.

EVIDENCE PHOTOGRAPHY

DAVID BARKER PHOTOGRAPHY – expert personal 
injury and trial evidence photography. 412-232-2395,
davidbarkerphotography@gmail.com

MOBILE NOTARY SERVICE

NOTARY IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD provides full time 
mobile notaries who will meet clients at their location 
anywhere in Allegheny County. Bonded and insured. Call
412-860-8711 or visit, notaryneighbor.com.

PROCESS SERVICE INVESTIGATING

THE IMPOSSIBLE WE DO RIGHT AWAY! MIRACLES
TAKE A LITTLE TIME. EMPIRE INVESTIGATION 412- 
921-4046. Visit us on our website, www.empireinv.com.

Paul J.
Gitnik

Continuing Legal Education
sponsored by the ACBA

INSTITUTE FOR GENDER
EQUALITY COMMITTEE

Client Service and Marketing for Women Attorneys
Within Ethical Boundaries

In today’s competitive environment, law firms must do more than practice law well.
They must know how to properly define client service, and deliver it consistently in such a
way as to surpass the expectations of clients. Everyone at the firm, including staff, must be
educated in this process. In addition, firms must invest time and effort in assisting young
lawyers in developing the proper skills with the same zeal that they invest in developing

the lawyer’s technical skills. However, not all strategies work equally well for men and
women attorneys. This course will emphasize techniques which are particularly effective 

for women lawyers.

This course will cover: Defining client service – the essential elements from the client’s
perspective; Delivering superior client service – ensuring your procedures support your

goals; Developing sensitivity to client needs – raising the firm antenna to tune into client
discontent; Avoiding irritants which lead to malpractice claims and/or lost clients; 
Techniques particularly effective for women attorneys; and The ethical restrictions 

that apply to marketing efforts – Rules 1.4, 7.1, and 7.3 in particular.

Some of the program costs are being generously underwritten by
PNC Wealth Management

*Continental Breakfast will be served.

Credits: 1.5 hours of Ethical CLE credit • When: Thursday, May 16, 2013; Registration: 8:00 a.m.;
8:30 a.m.-10:00 a.m. • Where: ACBA Conference Center Auditorium, 920 City-County Building •
Cost: $55 for ACBA members, $70 for Non-ACBA members
Last date to pre-register: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 10:00 a.m.

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION
SECTION

Recent Developments
A 1 hour update of recent developments in Workers’ Compensation.

The program will focus on recent Appellate Court decisions.

Credits: 1 hour of substantive credit • When: Tuesday, June 4, 2013; Registration: 3:30 p.m.; 
4:00 p.m.-5:00 p.m. • Where: The Engineers’ Club, 337 Fourth Avenue • Cost: $30 for Workers’ 
Compensation Section members, $40 for Non-Section members, $50 for Non-ACBA members
Last date to pre-register: Friday, May 31, 2013 10:00 a.m.

Registration information for all programs unless otherwise noted: Mail in registration form with 
payment to the ACBA CLE Department at 400 Koppers Building, 436 Seventh Avenue, Pittsburgh,
Pa. 15219. Credit card registration is also available at www.acba.org/lrxweb/clereg1.lrx.

www.loganlawfirm.net

EMPLOYMENT 
LAW LITIGATORS 
REPRESENTING EXECUTIVES, 
MANAGERS, PROFESSIONALS 
AND SMALL BUSINESSES 

 SEVERANCE AGREEMENTS 
 AGE AND GENDER DISCRIMINATION 
 BREACH OF CONTRACT 
 SEXUAL HARASSMENT 

THE GRANT BUILDING 
330 GRANT ST, STE 3201 
PITTSBURGH, PA 15219        (412) 765-0983 

EMPLOYMENT 
LAW LITIGATORS 
REPRESENTING EXECUTIVES, 
MANAGERS, PROFESSIONALS 
AND SMALL BUSINESSES 

 SEVERANCE AGREEMENTS 
 AGE AND GENDER DISCRIMINATION 
 BREACH OF CONTRACT 
 SEXUAL HARASSMENT 

THE GRANT BUILDING 
330 GRANT ST, STE 3201 
PITTSBURGH, PA 15219        (412) 765-0983 

James H. Logan &
Kathleen M. Logan

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

 
 

 
  
 

  
    
   
  

   

  
  

If you have an idea for an article,
please contact Jennifer Pulice at
jpulice@acba.org or 412-402-6623.

ARTICLES
WANTED

Publicize Your Section and Committee News!
The ACBA Communications Department is eager to promote any special activity or newsworthy event emanating from your

Committee or Section of interest to ACBA members, the media, or the general public. E-mail us at news@acba.org with the
following information:

◆ Name and description of the event
◆ Date, time, and place of the event

◆ Name(s) of the sponsoring Section/Committee(s)
◆ Name(s) of speakers and titles of presentations

◆ How many people do you expect to attend? 
◆ Name and phone number of a contact person

◆ Will there be an admission fee or ticket sales? If so, how much?
◆ Are reservations needed to attend the event? 

◆ Is there any other information you would like to share with us?
Thank you for your cooperation! ■
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