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Different Chords.
Perfect Harmony.

DICKSTEIN SHAPIRO LLP understands that innovative solutions to legal challenges are born of diversity — 
diversity of attorneys, diversity of practice areas, diversity of clients, and most importantly, diversity of thought.
That is why Dickstein Shapiro has made advancing diversity a top priority and has been consistently recognized for
its commitment to this initiative. Vault ranked Dickstein Shapiro #1 for Overall Diversity in its 2008 Top 100 Law
Firms guide. The Firm also was selected by Working Mother magazine as one of the 2007 Best Law Firms for
Women, and it received a 100 percent rating in the Human Rights Campaign Foundation’s 2008 Corporate Equality
Index. As a leader in law firm diversity, Dickstein Shapiro partners with its clients, the Minority Corporate Counsel
Association, and other premier organizations to advocate diversity in the legal industry.

EXPERIENCE DIVERSITY.
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C O N T R I B U T O R S

Sharla J. Frost serves as Managing Partner of Powers & Frost, L.L.P., a certiged women owned law grm
headquartered in Houston, Texas. Ms. Frost represents Fortune 50 and 100 companies in high progle trials
throughout the United States. She writes and speaks frequently on issues aeecting women in the legal profession.
She is an active member of NAWL, as well as an appointed member of the DRI Women in the Courtroom
Committee. Admitted to practice in Texas, Oklahoma, Colorado, West Virginia and Mississippi, she defends
corporate clients in products liability, toxic tort and other types of litigation.

SueKirchner is the founder and President of www.ChocolateCakeClub.com, an online boutique that aims tomake
life easier for busy parents. Previously, Sue was Managing Partner and Chief Brand Strategist of Identity 3.0 LLC
where she helpedmany companies identify their brand and plan a strategy for launching that brand. She has worked
with executives to identify a company’s brand assets, creating a strategic brand architecture to maximize the value
of these assets. Sue has also worked at Motorola in their Latin American marketing department. She has an
MBA from Kellogg's Graduate School of Management in Marketing and International Business and a BA in
Journalism/Mass Communication and Spanish from the University of Iowa. She was a professor of International
Management at the Lake Forest Graduate School. She is also a member of the National Association of Women
Business Owners and Vistage, a CEO Peer Group.

Ellen Ostrow, Ph.D., is a psychologist, consultant and Certiged MentorCoach and the founder of Lawyers Life
Coach LLC, a grm providing executive coaching services to attorneys, with an emphasis on enabling women to
succeed in their legal careers without sacrigcing what gives their lives meaning. Her consulting grm, Ostrow Law
Leadership Consulting, works with legal employers to create inclusive work environments, free of biases that block
the retention and advancement of women and attorneys of color. You can subscribe to Ellen’s free newsletter, “
Beyond the Billable Hour,” at http://lawyerslifecoach.com.

Rebecca L.Weinberg is a tough and innovative attorney. She foundedWeinberg LawGroup in December 2006
based on the belief that all small businesses and individuals should have access to high quality legal counsel.
Ms.Weinberg concentrates on complex business litigation, employment andworkers' compensation issues. InMay
2005, she became the youngest woman to argue before the Illinois SupremeCourt. To learnmore aboutWeinberg
LawGroup or Rebecca L.Weinberg, please visit the grm's website at www.weinberglaw.net or call (773) 296-4900.

Lisa A. White is a 2007 graduate of de University of Tennessee College of Law, where she participated in the
Domestic Violence Legal Clinic. She plans to practice law in Knoxville, Tennessee and has recently been certiged
by the State of Tennessee as a "Rule 31" Family Mediator. She and her husband Dan have one daughter who is also
a 2007 graduate of UT, and a son and daughter still in college. Prior to attending law school, Lisa taught courses in
sociology and deviant behavior.
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E d i t o r ’ s N o t e

I’m really excited about this issue of the Journal. It is glled with great articles that will help you in all aspects of your practice. In
addition, NAWL published its second annual National Survey on Retention and Promotion of Women in Law Firms and it is

included in this issue for everyone to read. It’s great information that each and every one of us should be using to help make the
business case that women are still not where they should be in leadership positions given the numbers of women lawyers nationwide.
de pictures included in this issue are from some of the great events that NAWL has put on over the past few months, including its
dird Annual General Counsel Institute and its leadership summit, “From deory to Action: Advancing Women Leaders in Law
Firms” held inWashington, DC in November.

We have a winner published here as well – the winning essay in the ABA Commission on Domestic Violence’s Annual Law Student
WritingCompetition. dewinning essay, entitledUnlikely Bedfellows:de Intersection Between theDefense ofMarriage Act(s) and
Domestic Violence Prosecution,” was written by Julie White, a recent graduate of the University of Tennessee College of Law.
Congratulations, Julie.

As I write this, we are living through a unique time in American politics. We have the possibility of the grst African-American
president, the grst woman president or the oldest man to be elected president. Whatever the outcome, it will be a historic election and
it seems to have generated, thus far, the most interest in a national election that we have seen in such a long time, which can only be a
good thing. While we look to other nations and their limited access to the free elections, our nation’s history of voter turnout in the
past 20 elections from a high of 60.8% in 1968 to 36.4% in both 1998 and 1986 is frightening. In the most democratic nation in the
world, it is heartening to see that we are, to this point, seemingly engaged in this election. Hopefully, this trendwill continue and some
long-term changes will be seen in our political process as a result.

I enjoy the comments I receive about the Journal. I encourage you to continue lettingme knowwhat you think about the Journal, this
issue, its content, articles you would like to see in the future, what you like and don’t like and any other thoughts you have on how the
Journal can best serve your needs and interests.

Warm wishes,

Deborah S. Froling, Editor
Arent Fox LLP
Washington, D.C.
froling.deborah@arentfox.com
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P r e s i d e n t ’ s L e t t e r

Whatever the outcome of this year’s election, an oi-heard truism has arisen that has perplexed me a little bit, and I’d like to
explore it. de statement goes as follows: “I’m not voting for a woman just because she is a woman.”

dis statement has a certain surface appeal. We’d like to think that we are beyond the necessity for simply backing a woman merely
because of her female-ness, just for solidarity. dis is described by somewomen as “post feminism”—we don’t need feminism anymore,
so goes the argument, therefore there’s no need to worry about promoting or supporting women.

Hmmm… I guess this statement— that supporting a woman for her gender—has concernedme enough to push back a little bit. First,
we’re not “post-feminism,” if you degne “success” as a level playing geld. We certainly aren’t where we would like to be in terms of
women in politics, women in law, pretty much any of the professions and in government. While 16 women in the Senate (16%) and
74 in the House (the percentage is only a smidge higher, at 17%) is an improvement, we’re still talking a little short of the over 50%
that we represent in the population. derefore we probably can’t conclude that the problem is solved.

derefore I ask: Why not, all things being equal, include the factor that a woman is running— especially for President! now there’s a
glass ceiling that hasn’t been cracked — as a reason for support? None of us would suggest backing a woman if she was clearly
unqualiged; that would do our cause no good. But if the woman is qualiged, I would suggest that pride in our gender, and wanting to
advocate proactively for change for all women, would allow that factor to be a part of the mix in making our decision.

Notably I hear less criticism, implied or open, aboutmembers of ethnic minorities supporting candidates of their background. I think
people consider it understandable and laudable that, out of pride and ambition, citizens would want to rally behind a qualiged
member of their ethnic or minority group. But somehow, when this sentiment is attached to backing a woman, we hear that such a
motivation is somehow passé, inappropriate, borderline distasteful, and above all unnecessary.

Sorry, I disagree. Especially in the world of politics, which— although featuring more women than it did formerly — still has a long
way to go before it becomes truly inclusionary and welcoming of women, this admonition makes no sense. We women lawyers have a
special responsibility in this regard, given our deep understanding about gender issues as they aeect women’s advancement. derefore
I would suggest that kneejerk acceptance of the “I don’t need to support a woman just because she’s a woman” bromide is not just
misguided or unthinking—we actually do a disservice to women collectively not to advocate for ourselves and our female colleagues
whenever possible.

Warmest wishes,

Holly English
NAWL President, 2007-08
Post, Polak, Goodsell, MacNeill & Strauchler, P.A.
Holly.english@ppgms.com
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Third Annual General Counsel Institute

JenniferW. Pileggi, Senior Vice President, General Counsel and
Corporate Secretary of Con-way, Inc, pastNAWLPresident
LorraineKoc, general counsel ofDeb Shops, Inc. andNAWL
President-elect, LisaHorowitz, SeniorManager of Professional

Development,McDermott,Will &Emery LLP.

A group of attendees relax during the cocktail and networking
reception aLer the Krst day of the GCI.

Dorian Denburg, member of the NAWLExecutive Board,
Chair of the General Counsel Institute and Chief

Rights-of-Way Counsel, AT&T South, welcomes participants.

One of the tables working on the group discussion during
one of the general sessions.

On September 27 and 28, 2007, the National Association
of Women Lawyers® (NAWL) held its third annual

General Counsel Institute at the Sogtel hotel. Over 175 lawyers
attended to hear presentations by such speakers as Jennifer

Pileggi, Senior Vice President, General Counsel and Corporate
Secretary, Con-way, Inc.; Dr. Barbara Tannenbaum, Dynamic
Communication; and Michele Coleman Mayes, then Senior
Vice President and General Counsel, Pitney Bowes, Inc.

SEPTEMBER 27-28, 2007 – NEW YORK, NEW YORK
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NAWL's 2008 Mid-Year Program

IeNAWLChallenge Award given to BP America being
accepted by Susan Liebson.

A group of attendees and presenters at NAWL's mid-year
meeting, including event chair Lisa Gilford.

NAWLPresident Holly English, luncheon speaker
Gloria Allred andMid-YearMeeting Chair Lisa Gilford.

One of the NAWLChallenge Award winners,
Univision Communications, Inc., at its table.

OnFebruary 7, 2008, over 240 participants attended the
CLE and luncheon program held in Los Angeles,

California. TheCLE portion was held at the offices ofWeston
Benshoof Rochefort Rubalcava & MacCuish LLP and the

luncheon program, featuring Gloria Allred, longtime
NAWLmember and author of the book, "Fight Back andWin:
MyUirty-year Fight Against Injustice – and How You CanWin
Your Own Battles," was held at theMillenniumBiltmoreHotel.

FEBRUARY 7, 2008 – LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA
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From Theory to Action: Advancing Women

Hon. Sen. Amy Klobuchar, NAWLPresident Holly English
andNAWLExecutive Boardmember and Summit Chair,

Stephanie Scharf.

ABA Immediate Past President Karen J. Mathis
at the Summit.

Marianne Short and Susan Sneider enjoy a
together moment.

NAWLPresident Holly English andIomasMars, Executive
Vice President and General Counsel,Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

Participants, including managing partners and senior
partners of law firms, general counsels, and nationally

recognized experts on professional careers for women, agreed

that this year’s Summit was a great success in exchanging ideas for
concrete action steps to retain and promote women in the legal
workplace. Under the umbrella of the NAWL 2015 Challenge

NOVEMBER 5, 2007
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NAWLPresident-elect Lisa Horowitz, Dickstein Shapiro's
Michael Nannes andNAWLExecutive Boardmember

Deborah Froling.

Ie audience looks on during one of the sessions
at the Summit.

Leaders in Law Firms, NAWL Leadership Summit

IeHon. Senator Amy Klobuchar (D-MN)
gave the morning keynote address.

A table discussion at one of the breakout sessions.

and following the NAWL Survey for Retention and Promotion
ofWomen in Law Firms, prominent industry leaders engaged in
interactive small group discussions and, working with a well

developed body of literature, recommended the actions by law
firmmanagement which aremost likely to enhance advancement
and leadership roles for women lawyers in private practice.

– WASHINGTON, DC
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Davis Polk &Wardwell
Celebrate 14 Years of Working Together to

Provide Vital Legal Services to Low-IncomeWomen,
Helping Them to Secure the Justice That They Deserve:

Last year, with the help of volunteer lawyers fromDavis Polk, inMotion served
over 3,000 women. InMotion’s legal volunteers are on the front lines working to
protect abused mothers and children before it is too late. They go to court and
fight for issues that matter: protection from abuse, financial support, child custody
and divorce.

More than 20% of Davis Polk’s pro bono work annually is dedicated to working
with inMotion and other programs that serve women who are victims of
domestic violence.

For more about Davis Polk’s women’s initiatives, please visit www.dpw.com/women.
Learn more about inMotion’s pro bono legal support for women at www.inmotiononline.org.

To live without fear

To keep their children safe from harm

To receive the financial support
they need to care for their families
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2007 Survey of the Status of Women in Law Firms1

de impetus for the Survey stems from the relatively slow progress
of women lawyers into the upper reaches of private practice. For
almost three decades, women have graduated from law schools and
begun their legal careers in private law grms at about the same rate
as men. But women advance into the upper levels of law grms with
only a fraction of the success enjoyed by their male classmates.2 de
reasons why have been the subject of some research andmuch com-
mentary3 although not a good deal of objective data about how
grms advance women into senior roles.4

de NAWL Survey is the only national study that annually tracks
the professional progress of women in law grms by providing a
comparative view of the careers of men and women lawyers at all

levels of private practice, including senior roles as equity partners
and law grm leaders, and compensation. By compiling objective
data in an annual Survey sampling the nation’s largest 200 grms5,
NAWL aims to provide (a) an empirical picture of how women
forge long-term careers in grms and what progress is being made in
reaching the highest positions in grms, (b) benchmarking statistics
for grms to use inmeasuring their progress, and (c) over amulti-year
period, longitudinal data for cause and eeect analyses of the factors
that enhance or impede the progress of women in grms. NAWL
also encourages state and local bar associations to take up the
mantle of this Survey, and NAWL would be pleased to work with
such organizations to extend the Survey to local arenas.

de National Association of Women Lawyers (“NAWL”) is pleased to present the results of its second annual
National Survey on the Status of Women in Law Firms (“Survey”).

•Women do not enter the room in large numbers where law grm
partners meet. Women lawyers account for only about 16% of
equity partners – those lawyers who own shares in their grms
and occupy the most prestigious, powerful and best paid-posi-
tions. Put another way, for every 100 equity partners in the av-
erage large grm, 84 of them are men.

• dere are decided dieerences in promotion to equity partner
depending on whenwomen graduated from law school. In the
most senior partner classes, those graduating before 1980when
many fewer women were admitted to law school, fewer than
10% of equity partners are women. In classes graduating
between 10 to 25 years ago, when classes were 40% to 50%
female, the percentage of women equity partners increases to
about 20% – higher but still not close to the proportion of
female lawyers in those classes who started their careers as law
grm associates. While these gndings suggest that almost three
decades of consistently high numbers of women graduates has
been a factor for advancing women into senior positions, the
high number alone has not been enough to achieve the rates of
law grm advancement that are enjoyed by men.

• Women have yet to break into the leadership ranks of large
grms in meaningful numbers. A small minority of managing
partners are women, fewer than 10%. Women gll a minority
of the seats on the highest governing committees of large grms.
On average, only about 15% of the seats on a grm’s governing
committee are glled by women. A remarkable 15% of grms
report no women at all on their highest committee.

• dere is a continuing income disparity between men and
women lawyers at each rung up the partnership ladder. While

2007 compensation for associates is roughly parallel between
men and women lawyers, in the average grm male of-counsels
earn roughly $20,000more than females, male non-equity part-
ners earn roughly $27,000 more than females, and male equity
partners earn almost $90,000more than female equity partners.

•Women working in grms with higher hours requirements have
no better chance of progressing into senior partner positions
than women working in grms with lower hours or no hours
requirements. Hard work does, however, have a gnancial
pay-oe, especially for men. At grms that either have no hours
requirement or are below the median on required hours for
partners, male equity partners earn, respectively, $73,000 and
$51,000 more than female equity partners. At grms with high
hours requirements, menwho are equity partners earn a whop-
ping $140,000 more than women in the same position.

•Women lawyers work part-time in much greater numbers than
their male counterparts. In the average grm, one in 50 male
lawyers is working part-time, while close to 1 in 8 female lawyers
is working part-time. de timing of part-time work also dieers
by gender: for the most part, women tend to work part-time
early in their careers, while men work part-time only aier
spending many years in practice.

•de vast majority of grms – 93%– have implemented women’s
initiatives, to assist women in developing the skills and
connections needed to sustain a long-term legal career. It has
become the rare large grm that does not have some type of
program for developing careers for their women lawyers.

We now turn to specigc results and more detailed analyses.

Snapshot of the 2007 Survey Results
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We asked grms to identify the breakdown of lawyer positions by
gender for junior and senior associates, of-counsels, non-equity part-
ners6 and equity partners. In the average one-tier grm, about 55%
of the lawyers are associates, about 8% are of-counsel and about 36%
are equity partners. In two-tier grms, there is a steeper structure:
about 43% of lawyers in the average two-tier grm are associates, 7%
are of-counsel, 19% are non-equity partners and 30% are equity
partners. For the largest 100 grms, there is even a smaller ratio of eq-
uity partners – 25% of the grm’s lawyers in two-tier grms and 33%
in one-tier grms. dese smaller numbers at the top are oeset by a
greater number of associates.
Representation of women in professional positions decreases at

each level of promotion. Promotion at levels from junior to senior
associate is not especially a problem. Women constitute 49% of
grst- and second-year associates, 47% of mid-level associates, and
43% of 7th-year associates.7 Beyond the associate level, however,
there is a fall-oe of women lawyers at each level of the partnership.
Women go from 47% of associates to 30% of of-counsels to 26% of
non-equity partners to 16% of equity partners. dus, almost one
out of two law grm associates is a woman, which approximates the
law school population but at the highest level of law grm practice,
equity partner, in the average grm only one out of six equity partners
is a woman.viii
Some progress appears to have beenmade. For the relatively small

number of women lawyers graduating before 1980, only 9%have be-
come equity partners. de picture changes for those graduating in
the past 25 years, a time when women made up a generous
proportion of law school classes. Overall in the average grm, roughly
20%of equity partnerswho graduated from law school frombetween
1980 and 1995 are women. But the rates of women equity partners
from these classes are not comparable to the roughly even ratio of fe-
male to male attorneys who entered grms as associates.
We also found that the rate of women equity partners dieered in

grms with a one-tier versus a two-tier partnership structure – 17%
and 15%, respectively. While the actual dieerence is not large, the
dieerence is statistically signigcant, because the one-tier grms con-
sistently have a greater percentage of women equity partners than
the two-tier grms. Whether these gndingsmean that a two-tier grm
is less conducive to the advancement of women lawyers within law

grms is a difcult issue. One-tier grms have a greater percentage of
women equity partners but two-tier grms have a healthy cadre of
non-equity women partners (26% in the average one-tier grm), at
least some of whom are presumably on track for equity partnership.
On the other hand, anecdotally, the non-equity tier has been a tra-
ditional repository of female lawyers who advance to the equity level
much less frequently than their male peers.
We observe generally that the dieerence between the substantial

number of women at associate levels and the marked reduction in
women in the equity ranksmay have serious implications forwhether
andhowgrms can achieve gender balance. At the bottom end, newly
minted lawyers –male and female alike – see fewwomen reaching the
top of the profession within their organization. dere are fewer suc-
cessful women rolemodels; fewer opportunities formen andwomen
alike toworkwith seniorwomen lawyers; and fewerwomen tomentor
more junior lawyers, male or female. de danger is also that these
numbers create a self-reinforcing culture of negative expectations, that
womenwill not proceed in large numbers into senior positions. dose
women lawyers who do achieve the position of equity partner fre-
quently gnd themselves in gender-imbalanced groups, whichmay fur-
ther limit their opportunities to advance themselves and others.
de of-counsel position also warrants a closer look. Some seven

percent of all lawyers in the average grm are of-counsels, andwomen
lawyers are well-represented in this category. Looking at lawyers
graduating from law school in 1980 or later, the average grm counts
some 40% to 45% of its of-counsel lawyers as women, withminimal
variation by year of graduation. In contrast, the average grm counts
13% of its most senior “of counsel” lawyers – those who graduated
from law school before 1980 – as female. de low number probably
rehects the absence of many women at all in this cohort.
Historically, the of-counsel position has been reserved for a small

number of senior lawyers transitioning to retirement. With women
lawyers, however, the numbers go in the opposite direction. Many
grms market their of-counsel lawyers as similar in skills, experience
and ability as young partners – and that similarity may exist. But
these numbers raise a question about whether the of-counsel posi-
tion is a detour for women lawyers who have moved oe the tradi-
tional partnership track with no “on-ramp” back from a
lower-paying and lower-prestige law grm rank.9

What Positions Women Occupy in Law Firms

de Survey identiged the gender composition of the highest gov-
erning committees of grms as well as the gender of managing part-
ners. Firms reported an average of 11-12members on their highest
committee. Women comprise an average of 15% of themembership
of the highest governing committee, a ratio that is the same for both
one-tier and two-tier grms. We note that the overall gender ratio
formembership in governing committees is roughly the same as the
overall ratio of women who are equity partners (16%).
dere is a signigcant range to these results. About 10% of grms

report that a quarter ormore ofmembers of their highest governing
committee are female. At the other end of the spectrum, 25% of

grms report that their governing committees are composed of 10%
or fewer women members. And, a striking 15% of grms – roughly
one in seven of the nation’s 200 largest grms – report no women
members on their highest governing committees.
de position of managing partner shows a similar picture.

Ninety-seven percent of grms report the position ofmanaging part-
ner. But, women make up only 8% of all managing partners – a
much lower ratio than their numbers as equity partners would pre-
dict. dere appears to be an eeect associated with law grm struc-
ture. At one-tier grms, women hold 6% of the managing partner
positions and at two-tier grms, the statistic is 9%.10

Are Women in Law Firm Leadership?
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In short, womenmembers of law grm governing committees are
rarer than women equity partners. de percentage of women
managing partners shows an even greater gender disparity. Alone or
together, these statistics show that women are not advancing to the

highest levels of grmmanagement in numbers equal to their repre-
sentation at the equity partnership level, much less their represen-
tation at other levels of the grm.

As in its 2006 Survey, NAWL asked a number of questions about
partner compensation.11 With respect to gender of their highest
paid lawyer, men continue to be overwhelmingly at the top of law
grm compensation: amale partner is the highest compensated part-
ner in 90% of the responding grms.12

NAWL also asked grms to report themedian compensation level
for men and women lawyers at al levels. Associate compensation is
roughly equal betweenmen andwomen, a relatively expected result
given the lock-step approach used bymost large grms to compensate
associates. Further up the partnership ranks, and as expected in
this population of the nation’s largest grms, lawyers earn a good in-
come. Beyond the associate level, however, women faredworse than
men. de average median compensation for male of counsels in all
grms is $208,000 in contrast to $188,000 for females of counsels.
de average median compensation for male non-equity partners is
$263,000 compared to $236,000 for females at that level. de av-
erage median compensation for male equity partners is $625,000
in contrast to $537,000 for female equity partners.
In combination with earlier data from the 2006 Survey, these re-

sults show a continuing trend of income disparity betweenmen and
women lawyers.While 2007 compensation for associates is roughly
parallel between men and women lawyers, male of counsels earn

roughly $20,000more than females, male non-equity partners earn
roughly $27,000more than females, andmale equity partners earn
almost $90,000 more than female equity partners.13
dese dieerences are troubling. At least at the equity partner

level, the explanation for income disparity may be partially attrib-
uted to the substantially greater number of seniormale equity part-
ners compared to senior women equity partners.14 However, the
gaps at the non-equity and of-counsel levels suggest that women
may be generally under-compensated for their contributions to
their grms. de data certainly raise questions (although they do
not answer them) about whether women lawyers are given asmany
choice assignments, introductions to key grm clients and other
opportunities to grow their own practices in ways valued by their
grms, to the same extent asmen. Further, with the lack of apprecia-
ble growth overmany years time in the percentage of women equity
partners, we would anticipate that women partners in law grmswill
continue to struggle to gain income parity with men. dat is one
reason why we would look increasingly to law grms policies and
practices to provide the proper context and support for women
lawyers. We also encourage grms to evaluate their criteria for equity
partnership, and how changes in law grmpolicies and practicesmay
enhance the prospects for promoting women.

The Continuing Compensation Gap between Female and Male Attorneys

de problem of women advancing in private practice has been the
subject of much commentary15, and prominent among the criti-
cisms have been excessive hours requirements, lack of meaningful
part-time work policies, and poor attention to helping women
develop the business skills and business opportunities that impact
career success. While individual women lawyers have been aware of
these problems for a number of years, it has only been recently that
law grms have begun to focus on their role in possible solutions.
NAWL’s position is that individual lawyers on their own cannot

overcome these structural barriers. It is essential for law grms to
provide the policies and programs needed to draw women into

long-term careers in grms. Otherwise, grms will continue to be
overwhelminglymale enclaves withoutmeaningful gender diversity,
with all that such a culture lacks for retaining talented lawyers gen-
erally and developing corporate business.
Against that background, it is appropriate to ask, what are the

nation’s leading law grms doing to address the situation? For the
grst time in the 2007 Survey, we asked questions aimed at deter-
mining the extent to which grms are implementing policies to
enhance the retention and promotion of women lawyers. Over
time, we expect to determine the extent to which such policies
demonstrably aeect women’s success in law grm practice.16

The Impact of Firm Policies Aimed at Retaining Women Lawyers

Minimum Hours Requirements

Law firms, and especially the larger firms, are viewed as requiring
their lawyers to work an inordinately large number of hours.
Many believe that ever-increasing hours have a disproportionate
impact on women attorneys because of the tensions between the
time required for work and family responsibilities. In searching
for useful background information, we determined that there is
very little hard data about what firms actually require with respect

to minimum hours and thus a paucity of objective facts about law
firm expectations and the impact of billable hours on the
retention of women lawyers. As a result, we added questions on
this topic to the 2007 Survey. We asked firms whether they
impose minimum hours requirements on associates, counsel,
non-equity partners and equity partners and, if so, what those
requirements are.17
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With respect to imposing a minimum hours requirement, 79%
of grms reported that they prescribe a gxed number of minimum
hours at least for associates.18 Firm structuremade a signigcant dif-
ference, with two-tier grms being much more likely to have mini-
mumhours than one-tier grms.19 Twenty-one percent of grmswith
a one-tier partnership structure impose minimum hours require-
ments at all levels, compared to 51% of two-tiered grms. de Sur-
vey suggests that two-tier grms are more demanding of their
lawyers’ time at every level of the partnership, and that movement
into upper levels of grms does not provide much relief.
We also note that the absence of formal hours requirements may

not mean that lawyers in such grms work fewer hours than others.
Our data suggest that grms with no formal level of required hours
enjoy higher levels of progts per partner than those grms below the
median on required hours. dis result may be a function of a “hoor
meets ceiling” eeect in grms with lower hours requirements, that
once an individual lawyer reaches the required level of hours, there
is little incentive to exceed it. In grmswithout hours requirements,
internal competition and the lack of knowing ‘what is enough?’ may
push lawyers to take on more work, at a level comparable to grms
with required hours, thus increasing the average revenue per lawyer
and progts per partner.
With respect to the number of hours required of lawyers, grms

varied substantially. de range of reported minimum hours
required of associates varied from a low of 1750 to a high of 2100.
Among grms that reported hours requirements, the median hours
requirement for associates is 1925, while a substantial minority of
grms, 22%, require their associates to work 2000 or more hours.

de requirements for of-counsels and partners (whether equity or
non-equity) are somewhat less onerous. de overall median hours
requirement for of-counsels was roughly 1900, the median
requirement for non-equity partners was 1825 hours, and the
requirement for equity partners generally was 1800 hours.20
With these data in mind, we examined whether hours require-

ments had an observable relation to the percentages of women
associates, counsels, and partners. We found that women working
under various hours requirements have no greater or lesser chance
of progressing into senior positions.
We also looked at whether higher required hours, even if they

reduce the time available for family and non-work activities, at least
provide a greater career benegt. Firms with higher hours require-
ments have the same percentage of women equity partners – overall
16%– as grms with lower or no hours requirements. Satisfying the
hours requirements of your grmmay be a prerequisite to promotion
but choosing a grm that requires more hours has no
apparent eeect on the odds of promotion to equity partner. With
respect to compensation, higher hours requirements do translate
into substantially higher compensation for equity partners, but that
is especially so formen. Whilemale equity partners earn on average
almost $90,000 more than female equity partners, in grms with
higher hours requirements, men equity partners earn a whopping
$140,000 more than women in the same position. Equity male
partners in grms with no hours requirements earn $73,000 more
than women at that level; and equity male partners in grms with
lower hours requirements earn an average $51,000more than their
female counterparts.21

Firms were asked whether any of their attorneys were working on a
less than full-time basis, degned as less than 80% of full-time prac-
tice, with breakdowns by gender and seniority.
One hundred percent of responding grms reported that they had

at least one attorney working on a part-time basis. Women are
about six times more likely than men to work part-time. Among
all grms, a median of under 2% of male attorneys work part-time
while a median of 13% female attorneys work part time. In other
words, in the average grm, one in 50 male lawyers is working part-
time, while one in eight women is working part-time.
When we examined the relative seniority of male and female

attorneys who work a part-time schedule, a distinct pattern
emerged. Women work part-time early in their careers, while men
work part-time aier spending many years in practice. Although
there are some dieerences between one- and two-tier grms, the
pattern holds true across the board: women who graduated aier
1995 andmenwho graduated before 1976 form the largest share of
attorneys who work part-time.22
Most women practicing fewer than twenty years are still in their

childbearing/child-rearing years and it is these women, by and large,
who are opting for a part-time schedule. But the marked decrease
in the number of women lawyers generally beyond 10 years in
practice also suggests there are substantial obstacles to women re-

turning either to full-time or part-time practice in their potentially
most experienced years. Whatever factors inhuence the frequency
of part-time work for women in earlier years appears to have no
meaningful eeect on men. For men, part-time work is most
strongly associated with approaching retirement.
If women are so much more likely than men to work on a

part-time basis, there is a question about whether grms are
devising part-timework policies that allow a lawyer to progress into
higher levels of the grm, even if progress is not necessarily at the
same rate as full-time lawyers. Questions about level of
commitment may lead grms to limit their investment in women
who are working part-time: for example, by denying them choice
assignments, or excluding them from client development activities.
If part-time work is not to become a dead-end rut that dispropor-
tionately aeects junior women attorneys, grms must devise
coherent policies that degne part-timework as one temporary stage
in the context of a full legal career. Such policies would recognize
the value of investing in attorneys working part-time including
participation in mentoring and professional development
activities, which will help them transition back to full-time practice
at the appropriate time.

Part-Time Schedules
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de 2007 Survey also asked, for the grst time, questions about the
presence and functioning of women’s initiatives.23 We degned a
women’s initiative as a program directed specigcally to the grm’s
women lawyers which includes professional development activities,
social networking events or a formal mentoring program. dere is
growing interest throughout the business sector in using these kinds
of activities to prepare high-potential women for leadership roles
and improve rates of retention and advancement.
Ninety-five percent of firms reported sponsoring a women’s ini-

tiative.23 Thus, one may reasonably infer that almost all firms per-
ceive an advantage in such programs, for recruiting, retention or
otherwise. We also asked about the types of activities that are en-
compassed within women’s initiatives, and there the responses be-
came more diverse. The data show that 94% of firms include
social networking as part of their women’s initiatives; 90% report
professional development as part of their women’s initiatives; and

59% report a formal mentoring program as part of their women’s
initiative.24
dese statistics beg a more fundamental question: whether such

activities have any demonstrable eeect on women’s success within
the grm environment. From a business perspective, we found the
presence of social networking events to be positively correlatedwith
progts per equity partner. dis may simply suggest that the most
progtable grms are disproportionately including social networking
activities within their women’s initiatives; however, an intriguing
possibility is that grms which groom their women (and probably
alsomen) attorneys to be rainmakers and relationshipmanagers are
on to somethingwhich translates into higher per-partner progtabil-
ity. While it is too early to expect measurable cause and eeect rela-
tionships, there appears to be no downside, for grms or women
lawyers, to sponsoring or participating in a women’s initiative. In
fact, a grm without such an initiative is in the distinct minority.

Women’s Initiatives

Conclusion

Appendix on Survey Methodology

Response Rates

NAWL conducts its annual Survey to provide reliable benchmarks
about the status of women in private grms and the factors that im-
pede or advance the retention and promotion of women lawyers in
private practice.We know from our experiences in collaborating on
diversity programs with private law grms around the country that
there is a desire to implementmeaningful, concrete steps that proac-

tively increase the number of women lawyers at the more senior
levels. We thank all of the grms who participated in the Survey,
and we also thank our Law Firm Members and Sponsors for their
interest in initiatives like the NAWL Survey and their cooperative
eeorts to enhance the role of women in the profession.

deNAWL Survey was sent in lateWinter 2007 to the 200 largest
grms in theU.S. as reported byAmerican Lawyer.25 Althoughmost
private practitioners work in smaller settings, we chose to focus on
these larger grms because they compose an easily degned sample on
a national basis and their results would be viewed as benchmarks
for the larger profession.
de Survey solicited information about each grm, as a whole, as

ofMarch 1, 2007, regarding the grm’sU.S.-based lawyers.de ques-
tionnaire asked about total law grm size; number of male and
female associates, of-counsel, non-equity and equity partners;
whether the grm was a one-tier or two-tier partnership; median
compensation and highest compensation by gender; representation
on the grm’s highest governing committee; and gender of theman-
aging partner.dere were additional breakdowns by level of senior-

ity as degned by year of graduation from law school. In 2007, the
Survey also asked about various types of professional development
programs, women’s initiatives, required billable hours and part-time
status.
As part of the Survey, NAWL committed not to publish indi-

vidual law grm data, which was secondary to our goals of gnding
out how women were doing in the aggregate and setting overall
benchmarks. de Survey was developed and administered by
NAWL. de analysis was assisted by Navigant Consulting, Inc.26,
which generously contributed its time and resources to this project
in validating the statistical calculations. It should be noted that the
analyses, conclusions and opinions expressed in this report are solely
the views of NAWL.

A total of 112 grms responded to the Survey. In the 2007 Survey,
responding grms were signigcantly larger than non-responding
grms in terms of gross revenue, net operating income, and number
of lawyers. Responding and non-responding grms had similar rev-
enue per lawyer, progts per equity partner, gross revenue growth
rates, and regional distribution.
de Survey’s compensation questions obtained a lower response

rate than any other portion of the Survey, with 55 grms responding.

Responding and non-responding grms did not dieer with respect
to number of lawyers, percent female lawyers at all levels, and
growth rate of gross revenue. Responding grms did show signig-
cantly lower gross revenues, lower revenue per lawyer, lower net
operating income, and lower progts per equity partner. As a result,
we are comfortable that the compensation data are valid for all sizes
of grms within the 200 largest grms and regardless of the ration of
female lawyers within the grm It is unclear the extent to which the
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compensation analyses apply equally to themost progtable grms in
the population of large grms although we have no basis to believe
the analysis would dieer.

1 Copyright 2007, all rights reserved. NeNAWLNational Survey of the Sta-
tus of Women in Law Firms is copyrighted by the National Association of
WomenLawyers andmay not be used or duplicatedwithout written permis-
sion. Nis report was authored bymembers of theNAWLSurveyCommit-
tee, including Stephanie A. Scharf, Chair, Schoeman, Updike, Kaufman &
Scharf; Sharon L. CaOrey, Duane Morris LLP; Alexander Cavallo, Univer-
sity of Chicago; Barbara Flom, Jenner & Block LLP; Lorraine Koc, Deb-
Shops, Inc.; and Cheryl Tama Oblander, Winston & Strawn LLP. Other
members of the Survey Committee who provided substantial assistance and
advice in the course of implementing and analyzing the Survey include Alicia
Harrison, Starnes &Atchison LLP and Kathleen Russo, Hughes, Hubbard
& Reed.

2 See data provided byNALP, theNational Association for Law Placement, at
www.nalp.org.

3 See, e.g., L. Blohm and A. Riveria, Presumed Equal: What America’s Top
Women Lawyers Really Nink About Neir Firms, (Authorhouse 2006);
American BarAssociationCommission onWomen in the Profession, Visible
Invisibility:Women of Color in Law Firms (September 2006); L.S. Rikleen,
Ending the Gauntlet: Removing Barriers to Women’s Success in the Law
(Glasser Legalworks 2006); T.O’Brien,WhyDo So FewWomenReach the
Top of Big Law Firms? New York Times, March 10 2006;Women’s Bar As-
sociation of the District of Columbia, Creating Pathways to Success, May
16, 2006; H. English, Gender on Trial (ALM Media, Inc. 2003); M. Har-
rington and H. His, Women Lawyers and Obstacles to Leadership (MIT
Workplace Center 2007); J. Pigott and S. Jones,Walking the Talk: Creative
a Law FirmCultureWhereWomen Succeed (ABACommission onWomen
2004).
4 Existing surveys focus disproportionately on the retention of women associ-
ates, too frequently homogenize the important distinction between non-eq-
uity and equity levels of partnership, largely ignore the role of women in the
upper reaches of law Qrm governance and compensation and do not take
consistent measures of law Qrms as a whole.

5 As compiled by American Lawyer. ALM Research makes available the
AMLAW 100 and AMLAW 200 databases in electronic format.

6 Non-equity partner in a position largely associated with two-tier partner-
ships. Ne one-tier Qrms we surveyed had fewer than 5 % non-equity part-
ners in its partnership. In this report, statistics about non-equity partners
refer to two-tier Qrms.

7 Nere are some diOerences between one- and two-tier Qrms, with one-tier
Qrms counting about 55% of their lawyers in the associate ranks and two-
tier Qrms counting about 43% of their lawyers in the associate ranks. Of
course, two-tier Qrms have a far greater percentage of non-equity partners,
some 19% compared to fewer than 5% for one-tier Qrms.

8 Nere is a range among Qrms in the percentage of women who are equity
partners, the highest reported percentage is 28%, and the lowest reported
percentage is 6%.

9 Joan C. Williams, Jessica Manvell & Stephanie Bornstein, “Opt Out” or
Pushed Out?: How the Press Covers Work/Family ConRict, Center for
WorkLife Law, U.C. Hastings College of the Law (2006), pp. 2, 6, 8, 23-25,
40, 48-49 available at http://www.worklifelaw.org/pubs/OptOutPushed-
Out.pdf.

10 Several two-tier Qrms responded that aman and awomen together hold the
managing partner position.

11 Not surprisingly, the questions on compensation generated a lower response
rate than any other question. However, there was a suPciently robust re-
sponse rate – and almost double the response rate in the previous survey –
for us to draw conclusions from the data. Of those Qrms responding,
roughly 80% were two-tiered Qrms.

12 Eighty percent of the responding one-tier Qrms report that their highest
compensated partner is male; and 92% of the two-tier Qrms report amale is

their highest compensated partner.
13 In the 2006 Survey, male of counsel earned $202,000 while female of coun-
sel earned $184,000, representing an $18,000 diOerence; male non-equity
partners earned $239,000 to $207,400 for female non-equity partners, or a
diOerence of $31,600; and male equity partners earned $510,000 to
$429,000 for female equity partners, or a diOerence of $81,000.

14We did not have enough data to review statistical comparisons by seniority
– whether women and male equity partners who are relatively recent grad-
uates are closer in income than those partners who are among themost sen-
ior members of Qrms.

15 See, e.g., supra note 3.
16 As we move forward with successive years of the Survey, we plan to rotate
in and out of the Survey these and other questionsmeasuring aspects of law
Qrm policies that have a potentially meaningful impact on retention and
promotion of women lawyers.

17 A number of Qrms reported that theminimumhours required for attorneys
varied. Since these Qrms responded aPrmatively thatminimumhours were
required, we consider them to have minimum hours requirements.

18 Nequestions aboutminimumhours did not distinguish betweenwork per-
formed for paying clients or pro bono clients. Ne focus was on whether a
Qrm required its attorneys towork a certain number of hours, not the nature
of the work that was required. In addition, some Qrms reported minimum
hours requirements but stated that the requirements varied by individual.
We classiQed these Qrms as having minimum hours requirements.

19 Among two-tier Qrms, the large majority (92%) require associates to meet
an hours standard while about half of the one-tier Qrms (52%) impose an
hours standard.

20 Minimum hours required of of-counsels ranged from 1400 to 2000, mini-
mumhours required of non-equity partners ranged from 1600 to 2100; and
minimum hours for equity partners ranged from 1550 to 2100. An annual
standard of at least 2000 hours was not common above the level of associate.
Interestingly, there were substantially fewer responses from Qrms regarding
how many hours are required of those in of counsel positions, and several
Qrms responded simply that the requirements varied. We expect that is be-
cause counsel positions are generally occupied by lawyers who have a variety
of work arrangements evenwithin a single Qrm. Nat standardwas required
of of-counsels by only 12% of Qrms, of non-equity partners by only 9% of
Qrms, and of equity partners by only 10% of Qrms.

21While these statistics are based on data from about half the Survey sample,
they are consistent with data from the 2006 Survey.

22 On average, menwho graduated in 1975 or earlier represented 43% of part-
timemale attorneys. Males graduating in 1976 or later consistently account
for a little more than 10% of part time lawyers. Ne opposite trend occurs
for women lawyers. Ne largemajority of part-timewomen, over 80%, grad-
uated less than 20 years ago, with about one-half of all part-time women
graduating in 1996 or later. A very small percent of part-time women
lawyers are frommore senior law school classes, less than 5%.

23Ne percentages were nearly identical for one-tier Qrms (95%) and two-tier
Qrms (97%).

24We also invited respondents to describe “Other” activities. Although the re-
sponses were too few and diverse to permit analysis, they suggest that Qrms
are approaching retention issues creatively. A dozen Qrms reported that they
provide mentoring programs for men as well as women. Two Qrms indi-
cated that they are currently developing a structured mentoring program.
Six Qrms reported that they have client development events speciQcally for
their women lawyers, while three Qrms sponsor community service, chari-
table or public interest activities for women lawyers. Nree Qrms described
holding retreats speciQcally for women lawyers.

25Ne list of the largest 200 Qrms was published by American Lawyer in 2006
andwas the basis for the population of Qrms surveyed in earlyWinter 2007.
Other data about these Qrms was obtained from lists published in “Ne
AmLaw 100”, American Lawyer May 2007, and “Ne AmLaw 200”, Amer-
ican Lawyer June 2007.

26 Navigant Consulting, Inc., an international Qrm that provides dispute, Q-
nancial, regulatory and operational advisory services to public and private
sector clients, may be found at www.navigantconsulting.com.
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Pamela Roberts, Esq., a partner at a 400-attorney firm in Columbia, SC, has cracked the 
code to becoming a rainmaker: get active in a big national organization, focus on public 
service and let the referrals come in.  She will describe how any lawyer can do the same and 
create your own success story.

She is no ordinary lawyer. Roberts is the Chair 
of the ABA Commission on Women in the 
Profession, a prominent national position that 
gives her frequent exposure on the wide range of 
issues facing women lawyers.  And she does it 
while being a mother of four, wife of another 
partner in her firm and full-time business litigator. 

Only 17% of women lawyers are equity partners – 
a statistic that Roberts finds distressing. The
solution is to become a rainmaker like her.

As she puts it, “Business development is now an 
essential professional skill, one that all attorneys 
must embrace.” 

TTooppiiccss iinn tthhee WWeebbiinnaarr::
Thirteen Questions to Help Yourself Succeed in 
Growing a Practice.
Getting Business from Speaking engagements.
Finding Riches in Niches.
Getting Referrals from civic boards of directors. 

WWhhoo sshhoouulldd aatttteenndd::
Partners and Associates looking to build on your current success and grow your practice and revenue 
to new heights.  
Women attorneys who want to include greater prosperity as part of a balanced life. 
Marketing Directors looking for new ways to generate income for their firms 
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A rainmaker par 
excellence, she is a 
delegate to the ABA 
House of Delegates, 

Chair for the 
Commission on 

Women in the 
Profession, and 
member of the 
American Law 

Institute. She is a 
litigator and certified 

mediator, educator 
and in-demand 

speaker. 
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Stop Worrying About How It Looks
Ellen Ostrow, PhD • Lawyers Life Coach, LLC.

In coaching women to develop business, there’s a particular ob-stacle that I frequently encounter: It’s the concern that relation-
ship-building eeorts will look “smarmy,” sleazy and insincere.
During a recent coaching session, my client, a woman attorney, ex-
pressed concern about the potential fallout from some reorganiza-
tions going on at a company for which she serves as outside counsel.
Changes in corporate structure were beginning to result in person-
nel changes throughout the company, including the legal depart-
ment. She’d worked hard to develop relationships which were
beginning to provide a how of work. What if her work sources
chose to leave the company or were replaced?

As I listened to her, it was clear that she genuinely liked the lawyers
at the company. She was troubled about losing the work – but she
was also concerned about how these individuals would ride out the
change.

However, she recoiled from my suggestion to act on her feelings.
She acknowledged that if the corporate attorney were a personal
friend, she would not hesitate to call. She also agreed that if she
were in the other attorney’s place, she would appreciate the expres-
sion of interest. But this was a “business relationship,” so wouldn’t
reaching out look smarmy and sleazy?

In my experience, her objections are anything but unique. It’s as if
manywomen attorneys have been taught that the unspoken rules of
business development success are:

• Business relationships are not “real” relationships.
• Clients are “larger than life” and do not like being treated
as human beings.

• Never show your own sensitivity or vulnerability and
NEVER suggest that a client might have such feelings.

My client could not imagine herself making that call. It seemed to
be such a brazen and obvious expression of an eeort to get business
– the coarseness of it was intolerable to consider.

But was it simply an expression of wanting business? I’d raised the
issue with her because I’d heard what sounded like genuine concern
in her voice. It seemed like checking in with her client would be a
sincere expression of concern. She didn’t even know if her client
would be in a position to give her any more business.

In fact, likemost business development activities, it would not be an
attempt to “get business.” Instead, it would be a step toward
strengthening their relationship. It’s possible that the client might
infer that a lawyer who bothered to remember what he was going
through in a corporate reorganization might also demonstrate
signigcant understanding of the nuances of his business situation
and provide valuable counsel in the future. Perhaps he’d stay on and
continue to ask her to do work for his company. Hemight relocate
and remember her. Maybe he’d suggest to his replacement that she’d
be worth considering as outside counsel.

But none of these possibilities should be her reason for calling. de
only reason to call was her genuine concern. Something about the
environment in which she practiced seemed to have taught her that
even sincere gestures were likely to be perceived as opportunistic
and blatantly disingenuous.

One of my core principles in coaching women lawyers in business
development is: never pretend or be insincere. de quickest route
tomisery is to do work you don’t believe in and therefore can’t gen-
uinely oeer to provide as a solution. Enthusiasm about the service
you oeer is crucial for business development comfort – at least for
many women lawyers.

Furthermore, whywould youwant towork for a client you disliked?
Life is too short and you have toomuch to balance towaste precious
moments on a “client from hell.”

Instead, stop worrying about “how it looks” and let your genuine
instincts guide you. Certainly, if your “antennae” tell you that this
is a person who would reject any expression of caring for fear of ap-
pearing vulnerable, let this intuition guide you.

More oien than not, even powerful corporate attorneys are human
beings just like you. Of course they want you to be the smartest and
most expert lawyer. But you’ll never be the only oneof those. Consid-
ering the implicit rules of marketing that many women lawyers seem
to have learned, whatmay well distinguish you is your humanity.
Clients want their lawyers to be knowledgeable, responsive, reliable
and trustworthy. Even if they want you to be the toughest litigator,
they are unlikely to want you to treat them that way. If a client does-
n’t seem very friendly, consider the possibility that you haven’t

COACHING

“Something about the environment in
which she practiced seemed to have taught
her that even sincere gestures were likely to
be perceived as opportunistic and blatantly

disingenuous.”

“Considering the implicit rules of marketing
that many women lawyers seem to have
learned, what may well distinguish you is

your humanity.”

continued on page 22
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The Myth of Work-Life Balance: The Professional and
Personal Challenge

Sharla Frost • Powers & Frost, L.L.P

Once upon a time in a classroom far, far away, some speaker
came tomy law school to explain the balance that female trial

lawyers could expect in their work lives. At that time, work-life bal-
ance meant that your clean clothes were delivered to the ofce so
that you could change into a new set in the bathroom aier pulling
an all-night stint of briegng or document review. Women were re-
ported to be proofreading legal briefs as they were wheeled into the
delivery room. dere was no expectation that a lawyer’s life could
include both family time and work time: it really was a choice of
one or the other.

Fast forward to 2007. Consultants now take the position that the
only work-life balancemeans that there is only family life, withwork
taking a distant back seat for the “successful” woman lawyer. de
most laudable situation is onewhere personal interests, whether car-
ing for the family or supporting one’s musical career, comes grst,
with work responsibilities sandwiched in as conveniently as possi-
ble. dere is a new expectation that a lawyer’s life should include a
minimum amount of work time and a maximum of activities that
provide personal fulgllment.

Which is right? And, which has been accurately reported? de real
truth is that neither is right and that neither is possible. At the end
of the discussion, we have to recognize that all lawyers, but women
in particular, face tremendous time demands to handle their family
responsibilities. No one person is so indispensible that she should
be proofreading a brief while being wheeled anywhere, much less
to the delivery room. No one person is so dispensable that she can
be missing from signigcant work opportunities without repercus-
sions to her career and her advancement. At the same time, no law
grm can survive without lawyers, including some percentage of
whom are willing to provide services to the clients when the clients
need them no matter how inconvenient to her personal life. And,
no matter how “progressive” a grm may be, the legal system itself
operates as a mechanistic automaton, where judges are judged on
how many cases they move and no one individual’s needs result in
variance of the rules of the court.

What then is the answer to the problem? Newton’s Second Law of
Physics tells us that each and every action provides an equal and
opposite reaction. In other words, we and the grms for which we
work have to gnd amethod of accommodating both theWork and
the Life aspects of the profession. Lawyers and their grms need an

honest and realistic evaluation of the time commitments required
to adequately serve clients, while providing a rational life style. de
grst step is to recognize what time demands exist for the individual
lawyer and the clients for whom that lawyer has responsibility.
Balance requires a global view. dere are times that are busy and
all-consuming; there are times that are not. To get the best assign-
ments and the best experience requires complete commitment at
certain stages of one’s career and of one’s particular assignment.
Trials do not happen between 9 o’clock and 5 o’clock, although once
the trial is over the trial team might be able to take some time oe.
Work hard, play hard was the way it used to be described. de
current grumble in management is that people want to work little
and play a lot. de pendulum, in other words, has swung far back
to the other side of the spectrum.

de profession recognizes the value of lawyers who provide specigc
services to the grm: part-time work, of counsel assignments,
reduced hour commitments. de question is how to allocate the
available talent and hours to support a particular matter. de next
question is how to support the infrastructure and salary structure in
an environment where the billable hour is the only currency a grm
has. What is a lawyer to do? How do we learn to balance the
legitimate, competing demands of family and leisure with the
exhausting regimen of a legal career?

Both the lawyer and the law grm need an understanding of the
time a particular lawyer is willing to commit to the practice.
Compensation models and partnership possibilities should
accommodate the variances in work loads and commitments. A
part-time lawyer may provide more value for a particular project
than a full-time one. A female lawyer with childcare responsibili-
ties may need to arrive at the ofce at a dieerent time than someone
who does not have those time demands. Computers make it pos-
sible to work remotely or at non-standard hours. So long as the
client’s needs are being met, grms should allow the hexibility to
provide those services in amutually benegcial way. de lawyer who
is provided the hexibility to take care of family needs during “work
hours” should repay the client and the grm bymaking sure that her
work assignments are done, even if they are done in non-standard
work hours.

de battle between those who want to work round the clock and
those who do not needs to end. Just as dieerent lawyers have dieer-
ent styles of writing and advocacy, dieerent lawyers have dieerent
work styles. de gnancial rewards have to recognize the dieering

“So long as the client’s needs are being met,
Xrms should allow the Yexibility to provide
those services in a mutually beneXcial way.”

“If you can’t Xnd the answer you want,
change the dialogue.”

WORK/LIFE BALANCE
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monetary returns provided by the various lawyers. While much
ink has been spent in the past few years analyzing the
dieering work styles of the successive generations in the work place,
insufcient focus has been given to mediating the philosophical
chasm between lawyers who have dieerent life requirements.
Stafng a particular project may require an evaluation of availabil-
ity as well as expertise.

If you want a different schedule, ask for it. If you don’t get it, be
prepared to find a firm that can provide it for you. Not every firm
is in a position to accommodate each lawyer’s needs, but many
can. Not every form of legal practice can accommodate an indi-
vidual lawyer’s needs or desires for flexibility. If your specialty
does not lend itself to flexibility, transition into a field of law that
has less onerous scheduling requirements, which is very different
than saying choose a path that lacks advancement potential. One
of the benefits of the legal profession is its almost endless variety
of specialties. If you can’t find the answer you want, change the di-
alogue.

On the lawyer’s side, attainment of the objectivemay require a tran-
sition to a dieerent type of practice or to a dieerent grm. From the

grm’s perspective, attainmentmay require a fundamental rethinking
of the structure of the grm. Ultimately, what each lawyer wants is
meaningful work, appropriate recognition and a life that includes
time to enjoy the fruits of that work and accomplishment. dat
may require the lawyer to have a dieerent expectation about com-
pensation and assignments; it may also require the profession to
gnd a dieerent paradigm for judging success and progress. What
has become painfully obvious over the past thirty years is that the
perfect work-life balance is as elusive as all other forms of perfection.
Like all mythical creatures, however, the prospect of attainment
propels the search. We simply have to continue to regne the process
and negotiate the arrangements that gt each lawyer’s needs.

de economic reality that there exists an available pool of
experienced, talented women lawyers who merely need a job that
requires more hexibility means that grms have no choice but
consider alternatives to traditional structures and schedules. de
practice of law in is the midst of a transition, although no one is
sure what the outcome will be. Regardless of the outcome, we can
all be sure that it will never be perfect—popular myths notwith-
standing. •

earned her trust rather than that’s simply the kind of relationship a
client would prefer to have.

Harry Beckwith, a heavyweight amongwriters and advisors on serv-
ice business development wrote:

Uemore we like a person, the more capable that person seems.
Uink of the Xrst person you truly loved. Remember how
smart, witty, talented and attractive that person seemed at the
moment you fell? Ue truth is, that person possessed all those
traits – in your eyes. Your warm feelings fogged up your glasses.

Ue successful business evokes those feelings – and the deeper
the feelings, the better the business.1

What didmy client do? She acceptedmy challenge tomake the call
and was delighted to gnd her client not only receptive but touched
and appreciative. In that simple and genuine expression of interest
and oeer of help, she distinguished herself from most of the other
attorneys with whom he’s likely to do business. I hope that in the
future she’ll trust herself more and care less about how acting on
her intuition might look. •

1Beckwith, Harry (2003) What Clients Love: A Field Guide to
Growing Your Business. New York: Warner Books, p. 196.

continued Zom page 20

StopWorrying About How It Looks
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Matchmaker or Small Law Firm? – Ways to Make Connections
and Increase Your Client Base

Rebecca L. Weinberg • Weinberg Law Group

I have 133 emails in my inbox right now. It’s 6:42 p.m. and both
my cell phone and ofce phone are ringing oe the hook. I’m on

my bank’s website trying to ggure out when the big check I got last
week is going to go through. I have a response brief due tomorrow
and a trial nextdursday.

Once again, I am confronted with one of the toughest problems
faced by small law grms, and really by all types of small businesses.
How do I simultaneously run a successful business, provide out-
standing legal services, keep in touch with my current clients, and
expand my client base?

I don’t pretend to know the magic answer to this question. How-
ever, I gnd that the more of these vital areas of my law grm I can
combine, the better I can ensure that my small law grm continues
to hourish. Obviously, multi-tasking is unavoidable for any small
business owner. So I’ve come up with a concept that helps my grm
get face time with our current clients while at the same time
reaching out to new clients.

On the third Tuesday of every month, the grm hosts a
networking/social event for our current and prospective clients, and
potential new leads. dis is not just any event but is carefully
planned to be enjoyable and worthwhile to everyone that attends.
Every event has a topic and a speaker that our clients might gnd in-
teresting. Some of our previous topics have included new network-
ing ideas, 1031 property exchanges, and legal risks inherent in small
businesses. A topic is presented for tenminutes and then discussed.
Both current and prospective clients walk away happy and enthused
about new business prospects. Our law grm walks away not only
with increased congdence from our current clients, but new clients
who cannot wait to continue a relationship with our law grm.

How dowe do this? First, never forget about your current devoted
clients. dese are people who already pay you! It’s inevitable that
everyone is currently looking for something or someone. Your
clients need new business prospects, a great real estate agent, ideas
for promotional items, a dependable babysitter or even just some
sociable adult conversation. It is your task, as your clients’ best
advocate, to gnd out about the needs of those clients and help them
meet those needs in the most efcient manner possible.

de best way to ggure out your current clients’ needs is to ask! Go
through your client list and brainstorm a bit. Isn’t one of your

clients having a baby soon? Did another client mention problems
with his accountant? Do you have a client who is looking for a new
property to purchase? Call that client and ask if you can help her
out with something that is not billable. Tell her you know an
accountant to whom you’d like to introduce her. Coincidentally,
you’re having an event at your ofce a week fromTuesday. It would
be a great way to get both of them together in a friendly, social at-
mosphere.

If you can’t think of what needs your clients are looking to meet,
ask them to speak at future events regarding a topic of expertise.
Tell your client you really admire her time-management skills, or
whatever other skill you’ve noticed, andwould love to hear about it
at your next event. A ten minute presentation is really all that’s
necessary. You’re really looking for any way to hatter your clients
and let them know that you are thinking about their needs, even if
you can’t bill them for the time you are spending on them.

Next, scan your networking contacts. Investigate your friends,
your friends’ friends, and your significant other’s friends. Is there
someone who can meet the needs of those current clients you just
spoke to? Even better, could that contact be a prospective client
for you?

Oneword of caution: don’t connect your best client with someone
who you barely know. It could turn out to be a very ugly situation
for you and your client. Use contacts that you know and trust or
who are referrals from people you know and trust. If you can’t gnd
a contact to meet the particular need of your current client, let the
client know that unfortunately the person you were thinking of
introducing her to could not attend next Tuesday’s event but there
will be several other quality businesspeople at the event. Your client
still might gnd it worthwhile to attend, or to make plans to attend
the next event (which you have already scheduled).

When planning your events, don’t stop at current clients and
networking contacts. Post your event where your target attendee is
sure to notice. My current favorites include meetup.com,
linkedin.com, and even the local grocery store. Figure out what
works best for your law grm and go with it. Within the grst few
months, you’ll build a monthly event that is highly anticipated by
everyone involved. •

“Never forget about your current
devoted clients.”

“Find out about the needs of those clients
and help them meet those needs in the most

eWcient manner possible.”

SOLO PRACTIONER/SMALL FIRM



What is your brand?

Sue Kirchner • Chocolate Cake Club, Inc.

AWORDABOUT SERVICES

Legal services are intangible. Your grm’s legal expertise isn’t like
a product you can pick up, poke or test before buying. A service

is experienced at the time it is delivered and there is no returning it.
A client buys a service based on a promise that it will be delivered
as described. Faced with this uncertainty, clients have a hard time
evaluating the best choice available and may even fear the decision
to eliminate this uncertainty. Your clients rely on recommendations
from trusted sources and, if that isn’t available, they look for other
trust-inducing cues, like your brand.

de brand is extremely important for relationships. Why? Emo-
tions. Let’s be honest.We all know that the decision-making process
for clients choosing a trusted adviser is, in part, oien an emotional
one. dat’s why branding is so important — brands create the
emotion behind your service. If your brand promise is clear, you
will attract the right clients who will benegt most from your legal
services. But the basis of the brand is clearly understanding and ar-
ticulating how you and/or your grm is dieerent from every other
law grm or solo practitioner clamoring for their attention. Before
they enter into a relationship with you, prospective clients need to
feel that you and your law grm are going to solve their problem bet-
ter than anyone else.

Whether your brand is just you and your reputation or the
combined expertise and characteristics of a law grm, it is imperative
to tell people who you are, what you do, and why you are the right
lawyer for their needs. If you don’t take the time to degne yourself,
someone else will and you may not like what they say.

DIFFERENTIATINGTHEBRAND
dere are several ways to dieerentiate yourself or your law grm.
Many law grms dieerentiate themselves on the practice areas where
they feel they have themost expertise, i.e., “We are the law grm that
knows labor law.” Some dieerentiate on geography — “A global
practice in 13 cities worldwide.”Others on size: for example, “We’re
a small grm, oeering our clients more attention.” Others, on their
target market: “For middle-market legal needs.”

A small number do a good job of dieerentiating themselves on the
benegts they deliver to their clients, i.e., “When it’s a matter of
importance.” Finally, some dieerentiate on the features and benegts
of their services: “We bill in 10-minute increments. No roundups to
respect your budget.” However, none of these positions are impor-
tant unless they are relevant to your target market. de key is to
ggure out what your clients want from a lawyer or law grm andwhy
they keep doing business with you.

So, how do you ggure out whatmakes your grmunique? Ask. Every
grm is unique. If you can’t gnd the dieerence, you need to dig
harder. Service grms are made up of people and the exact mix of
service, expertise, and culture is hard for a competitor to duplicate.

A tip for solo practitioners— your brand is most degnitely tied to
your personality, your expertise, and your work style. It is very hard
to look at yourself objectively so ask your clients, your advisors, or
your peers how they would describe you.

A Special Challenge
In service grms, your brand walks out the door every day. In other
words, your grm’s brand is delivered daily by every employee and
every partner. If your grm has amarketing team, their job is to com-
municate the brand, but your attorneys need to deliver on it. de
nature of legal services is to develop a strong relationship between
the client and their lawyer, and youwant to encourage this relation-
ship. Most lawyers are compensated based on the individual rela-
tionships they build with clients.

Unless you are a solo practitioner, building a brand around a person
is short-sighted. What if that person leaves the grm? Oien, the
client-lawyer relationship is so tight that if a grm loses a lawyer
they’ve usually lost much of that lawyer’s business, as well. To
remedy this and to sustain your grm’s business over the long-term,
it’s important to establish a relationship between your client and
your grm, not just the individual lawyer. Law grms need to structure
their compensation to encourage individual lawyers to build deeper
relationships between the grm and their clients.

How? Individual lawyers should be encouraged to spend time
introducing their clients to other partners in the grm. Paralegals
and administrative assistants can and should develop a relationship
with clients. It also doesn’t hurt tomarket yourself to existing clients
by sending them a unique direct mail piece reafrming their
relationship with you. Sending newsletters about important legal

24 • WLJ – Fall/Winter 2008

MARKETING

“If your brand promise is clear, you will
attract the right clients who will beneXt most

Zom your legal services.”

Since services are sold on faith — and brands create that faith — it is imperative to know
what people are thinking and saying about you or your firm.
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topics or inviting clients to appreciation events where they can
interact with more people at the grm are other ways you can create
a sense of a larger entity and build the brand of the grm.

IDENTIFYINGYOURBRAND
Here's how you can start the process of identifying your or your
grm’s brand promise:

Create a brand team.Two heads are better than onewhen it comes
to identifying your brand promise. Create a branding team with
employees from all levels – partners, lawyers, paralegals, and
administrative workers. demanaging partner of the grmmay need
to step back and let the employees run with this project - it is very
hard to look objectively at your own grm. If you are a solo
practitioner, ask a peer or an advisor to undertake this task with
you. If you still feel you won’t be able to look at yourself objectively
or your clients or employee won’t open up, hire a brand consulting
grm to serve as an objective set of eyes.

Identify your interview targets. To gnd out how your employees
and clients see your grm, select a sample, including the founders of
the grm. Pick your best clients to interview. You want to gndmore
of them in the future so their thoughts matter most. Your goal
should be to conduct 15-20 interviews.

Create a brand survey. Put together a list of questions. Design the
questions from general to specigc: “What business is grmX in?” to
“Tell me about a time when law grm X helped you out of a jam.”
Get to the emotional appeal. Ask: “What were the circumstances?
Who helped you? How did it make you feel?” Create a guideline
of questions so that everyone conducting interviews collects the
same information. You’ll want to compare answers.

Conduct interviews.Conduct the interviews in a short period of
time — one or two weeks. de faster you can conduct the
interviews, the fresher the information will be in your minds. dis
survey is best done with telephone or personal interviews since you
are trying to get to emotional responses.

Analyze information.Here’s the fun part. Get together in a room
and talk about what you have learned. Each person involved should
oeer what he or she feels are the unique attributes of the grm.Write
themon a board - no idea is too silly. You should start to see patterns
developing or ideas being repeated. de more an idea is repeated,
the stronger the attribute. Look for disconnects. Do you think you
excel at client service but your clients never mention it?

Write the insights. Your team should produce about 10 key
insights or characteristics that make you or your grm special. Indi-

cate why these insights are important and to whom. Some insights
may only be important to you or your employees. For example, a
fun place to work might not appeal to a client but it’s a great
characteristic when you are recruiting.

When completed, the information you collect will provide the
foundation on which you can construct a meaningful, eeective
brand story. Remember, a strong brand can help a law grm by
opening doors to new client contacts, making the “short list” of
potential legal choices, eliminating some of the fear in buying an
intangible service, and identify the clients who will value your
expertise most. •

“Ue key is to Xgure out what your clients
want Zom a lawyer or law Xrm and why
they keep doing business with you.”

Directory of
Women-Owned Law 
Firms and Women 

Lawyers

The voice of women in the law™ 

If you don't get noticed, 
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Unlikely Bedfellows:
The Intersection Between

The Defense of Marriage Act(s)
and

Domestic Violence Prosecution

Lisa A. White

When President Bill Clinton signed the federal Defense of
Marriage Act (“DOMA”)1 into law on September 20, 1996,

he released a statement to the media making clear that he opposed
discrimination against gay and lesbian citizens, and he further at-
tempted to delineate “what this legislation does and does not do.”2
Specigcally, he noted that DOMAonly congrmed the states’ rights
to regulate same-sex marriage and degned the terms “marriage”
and “spouse” for the purposes of federal law.3 However, he also
expressed an underlying fear of how this legislation might be
abused:

I also want to make clear to all that the enactment of this
legislation should not. . . be understood to provide an excuse
for discrimination, violence or intimidation against any
person on the basis of sexual orientation.4

As President Clinton’s comment foreshadows, this legislation has
been used as “an excuse for. . . violence,” although probably not in
ways he imagined.

Soon aier the passage of the federal DOMA, states quickly began
passing “mini-DOMAs,” state-enacted statutes mirroring the
federal legislation, as well as state constitutional amendments
prohibiting same-sex marriages.5 Ironically, the federal and state
DOMA legislation, along with state constitutional “marriage
amendments,” have been used as a defense by abusers in domestic
violence cases. dese domestic violence cases, which ironically are
not limited to domestic violence between same-sex partners, show
how a seemingly “protective” body of legislation can have
unintended, adverse consequences.

dis paper analyzes how the language of domestic violence statutes,
interpreted through various heterosexual marriage protectionist
laws (e.g., DOMA, state mini-DOMAs, and state constitution
“marriage amendments”6), creates legal loopholes through which
abusers attempt to avoid prosecution. dis unintentional by-prod-
uct of the “Defense of Marriage” legislation may end up being a
blessing in an ugly disguise, by leading to the revision of ineeective

domestic violence statutes. Rather than creating a greater gulf
between same-sex marriage proponents and opponents, this
particular misapplication of protectionist laws may be a bridge be-
tween the two otherwise adversarial factions for the benegt of do-
mestic abuse prevention statutes.7

Part I of this paper traces the origins of heterosexual marriage pro-
tectionist laws, like theDefense ofMarriageAct andmini-DOMAs,
in the social and political context of the past ten years. Part II de-
scribes variations in domestic violence statutes and highlights prob-
lematic language, which creates loopholes for domestic violence
prosecution. Part III discusses conhicting opinions in Ohio as re-
lated to the constitutionality of that state’s domestic violence statute
aier Ohio passed a restrictive marriage amendment. dese opin-
ions demonstrate the exploitation of legal loopholes found at the
intersection between that state’s domestic violence statute and its
“Marriage Amendment.” Part IV argues that the misuse of
DOMA-like statutes and amendments by abusers forces legislatures
to strengthen and improve domestic violence statutes—or risk free-
ing abusers. Ironically, although these invidious legal loopholes
grew out of the same-sexmarriage controversy, the revised domestic
violence statutes tend to protect all victims, regardless of their sex-
uality. Finally, Part V concludes by discussing pending and potential
legislation regarding domestic violence.

I. THE DEFENSE OF MARRIAGE ACT AND ITS OFFSPRING,
1996-2006
Ue very foundations of our society are in danger of being
burned. Ue Yames of hedonism, the Yames of narcissism,
the Yames of self-centered morality are licking at the very
foundations of our society: the family unit. Ue courts in
Hawaii have rendered a decision loud and clear. Uey have
told the lower court: You shall recognize same-sexmarriages.
What more does it take, America? What more does it take,
my colleagues, to wake up and see that this is an issue being
shouted at us by extremists intent, bent on forcing a tortured
view of morality on the rest of the country?8

Editor’s Note: Ue ABA Commission on Domestic Violence holds a writing competition each year for
law students to submit essay on issues relating to domestic violence. Ue essay contest winner for 2007 is

Lisa A. White, a recent graduate of the University of Tennessee College of Law.
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In 1993, the Justices of theHawaii SupremeCourt shook the nation
when they held in Baehr v. Lewin9 thatHawaii’s marriage statute,10
which at the time obliquely limited marriage to one man and one
woman, was presumed unconstitutional on equal protection
grounds.11 According to a plurality of the Justices, three homosex-
ual couples who were denied marriage licenses were free to press
their equal protection claim,12 but this court went to great lengths
to distance itself from the appearance of endorsing same-sex mar-
riage:

[W]e do not believe that a right to same-sexmarriage is so
rooted in the traditions and collective conscience of our
people that failure to recognize it would violate the
fundamental principles of liberty and justice that lie at the
base of all our civil and political institutions. Neither do
we believe that a right to same-sex marriage is implicit in
the concept of ordered liberty, such that neither liberty
nor justice would exist if it were sacrificed. Accordingly,
we hold that the applicant couples do not have a
fundamental constitutional right to same-sex marriage
arising out of the right to privacy or otherwise.13

de Hawaii high court remanded the case to the trial court on the
equal protection claim; yet, this ruling created a grestorm of reac-
tion. Headlines across the country sounded alarms of imminent le-
galization of gay and lesbianmarriages, oien inaccurately describing
the impact of the court’s decision.14 Same-sex marriage quickly be-
came one of the hottest political controversies of the decade, with
aU.S. Congressman on the conservative side crying that “[t]he very
foundations of our society are in danger of being burned,”15 and a
gay rights activist recognizing that “we’re at a real tug of war stage
[over gay rights]. . . .dis same-sexmarriage thing is throwing gaso-
line into the gre and it’s likely to explode.”16

On a national level, the same-sex marriage debate aier the Hawaii
ruling centered on whether one state must recognize another’s
same-sex marriages under the U.S. Constitution’s Full Faith and
Credit Clause.17 In the country’s increasingly conservative political
climate came the Defense of Marriage Act, the explicit purpose of
which reads:

H.R. 3396, theDefense ofMarriage Act, has two primary
purposes. de grst is to defend the institution of tradi-
tional heterosexual marriage. de second is to protect the
right of the States to formulate their own public policy re-
garding the legal recognition of same-sex unions, free from
any federal constitutional implications that might attend
the recognition by one State of the right for homosexual
couples to acquire marriage licenses.18

de House of Representatives Report on the Defense of Marriage
Act provides a surprisingly candid look at the context and fears that
led to the introduction and passage of this federal legislation.19 As
the authors of this Report lamented, “the gay rights organizations
and lawyers driving theHawaiian lawsuit havemade plain that they

consider Hawaii to be only the grst step in a national eeort to win
by judicial gat the right to same sex ‘marriage.’ And the primary
mechanism for nationalizing [same-sex marriage] will be the Full
Faith and Credit Clause . . ..”20 Representative Henry Hyde, in a
“Markup Session” for DOMA, commented: [Same-sex marriage]
trivializes the legitimate status of marriage and demeans it by put-
ting a stamp of approval . . . on a union that many people . . . think
is immoral.”21 To combat this seemingly imminent threat of same-
sexmarriage coming from the state courts, Congress passed theDe-
fense ofMarriage Act, which was signed into law on September 21,
1996.22

On the heels of the federal DOMA, almost every state passed either
a mini-DOMA or a similar statute, and many modiged their state
constitutions to eeectively prohibit the legal recognition of same-
sex unions.23 de grst wave of this heterosexual marriage protec-
tionist legislation, themini-DOMAs, immediately followed on the
heels of the Baehr decision in Hawaii and was concurrent with the
federal DOMA. A signigcant number of the grst wave mini-
DOMAswere passed by state legislatures in the late 1990s.24 Some
state statutes followed the federal DOMA pattern, while other
states, likeOhio, Georgia, andAlabama, attempted to create excep-
tionally strong and far-reaching DOMA-like statutes.25

In 2003, when the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts de-
cided a controversial same-sex marriage case,Goodridge v. Depart-
ment of Public Health,26 a second wave of more virulent
heterosexual marriage protectionist legislation was launched.27 In
Goodridge, the Supreme Judicial Court held, “. . . that barring an in-
dividual from the protections, benegts, and obligations of civil
marriage solely because that person would marry a person of the
same sex violates the Massachusetts Constitution.”28 de fear of
impending doom at the hands of the “liberal” judiciary29 led to a
rash of state “marriage amendments” which were introduced and,
with one exception, passed in the 2004, 2005, and 2006 elections
across the country.30

For the purposes of the loopholes created by the federal DOMA
and themini-DOMAs, the relatively innocuous degnitions of “mar-
riage” and “spouse”31 are considerably more problematic than
whether one state must recognize another state’s issues of same-sex
unions.32 deHouse Report onDOMAnotes that “the word ‘mar-
riage’ appears in more than 800 sections of federal statues and reg-
ulations, and the word ‘spouse’ appears more than 3,100 times.”33
Generally, neither of these commonwords is degned in federal law,
which was troubling to the House Committee that prepared this
Report.34 de Committee focused on the lack of these degnitions
“if Hawaii does ultimately permit homosexuals to ‘marry,’”35 but
failed to be wary of unintended consequences on other statutes
when it created these overly-narrow degnitions.

II. DOMESTIC VIOLENCE STATUTES: VARIATIONS IN LANGUAGE
de implications of state marriage amendments and mini-DOMA
degnitions on domestic violence statutes vary between jurisdictions.
Broadly degned, domestic violence is “a pattern of interaction that
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includes the use of physical violence, coercion, intimidation, isola-
tion, and/or emotional, economic, or sexual abuse by one intimate
partner tomaintain power and control over the other intimate part-
ner.”36 However, the degnition of exactly who qualiges as a “victim”
dieers by state. Similarly, the wording of the heterosexual marriage
protectionist laws varies. dus, the legal loopholes created by the in-
tersection of these bodies of legislation are like moving targets
against which legislatures are fumbling to protect their intentions.37

Domestic violence statutes typically cover speciged victims, rang-
ing from people residing in the same home to spouses or ex-
spouses. For example, victims under Tennessee’s domestic violence
statute, Tenn. Code Ann. § 36-3-601 et seq., include current or for-
mer spouses, people who live together or have lived together, who
date or have dated, who have or had a sexual relationship, who are
related by blood or adoption, who are related by marriage or for-
merly related bymarriage, or who are the children of someone who
gts any of the above descriptions.38 It explicitly includes all persons
who reside in the same house. Unlike some states, Tennessee does
not limit domestic violence by the emotional or gnancial relation-
ship between the parties, and specigcally encompasses sexual or
dating relationships as well as residence cohabitants.39 Tennessee
also includes people related by marriage or, notably, people who
are formerly related bymarriage, an unusual but potentially impor-
tant distinction.40 Compared to the victims listed in other states,41
Tennessee’s victim degnitions are broadly encompassing.

Compared to Tennessee, some states narrowly degne victims for
domestic violence statutes. For example, South Carolina unam-
biguously limited their designation of a “household member” to
preclude protection of same-sex partners when that state revised
its domestic violence statute in 1994.42 Furthermore, South Car-
olina’s statute requires an intimate relationship, and eeectively ex-
cludes parties with dating rather than cohabiting relationships.43
Similarly, Colorado’s statute explicitly degnes domestic violence
to require an action “against a person with whom the actor is or
has been involved in an intimate relationship.”44 A third variation
amongmany is Virginia’s wordy, but ultimately somewhat narrow,
degnition.45 Here, “family or household member” includes every
variation of in-laws or step-families, but excludes dating relation-
ships.46 Subsection (vi) of Virginia’s statute includes “an individual
who cohabits or who, within the previous 12 months, cohabited
with the person, and any children of either of them then residing
in the same home with the person,” yet the statute fails to specify
whether the term “cohabit” includes non-intimate parties like
housemates.47

For the purposes of the current discussion, a noteworthy variation
among the degnitions for the victims of domestic violence can be
found in the Ohio Revised Code.48 Like Virginia, dating relation-
ships without cohabitation are excluded as victims. Ohio appar-
ently intended to limit its domestic violence coverage to intimates
and to parents and children of intimates, but on its face, the statute
is quite broadly inclusive. Specigcally, Ohio degnes a “family or
household member” as:

(a) Any of the following who is residing or has resided
with the oeender:
(i) A spouse, a person living as a spouse, or a former spouse
of the oeender;
(ii) A parent or child of the oeender, or another person
related by consanguinity or afnity to the oeender;
(iii) A parent or a child of a spouse, person living as a
spouse, or former spouse of the oeender, or another per-
son related by consanguinity or afnity to a spouse, person
living as a spouse, or former spouse of the oeender.
(b)de natural parent of any child of whom the oeender
is the other natural or is the putative other natural par-
ent.49

In subsection (2), a “person living as a spouse” is further degned as
meaning “a person who is living or has lived with the oeender in a
common law marital relationship, who otherwise is cohabiting
with the oeender, or who otherwise has cohabited with the of-
fender within gve years prior to the date of the alleged commission
of the act in question.”50 dis “person living as a spouse” provision
of Ohio’s domestic violence statute, aier the passage of that state’s
Defense of Marriage Amendment,51 created a loophole through
which a number of abusers have avoided prosecution, a controversy
which ultimately will be decided in that state’s Supreme Court.52

III. CONFLICTINGOPINIONS IN THE COURTS OF OHIO
Only a union between one man and one woman may be a
marriage valid in or recognized by [Ohio] and its political
subdivisions.Uis state and its political subdivisions shall not
create or recognize a legal status for relationships of unmar-
ried individuals that intends to approximate the design,
qualities, signiXcance or eVect of marriage.53

In 2004, aier the Supreme Judicial Court ofMassachusetts rattled
the country with its decision inGoodridge,54 Ohio voters circulated
initiative petitions to ward oe this ostensible “attack” on heterosex-
ual marriage.55 One passionate supporter argued thatOhio needed
to “stop the judicial activism that is going to force homosexual mar-
riage on the unsuspecting public” and later noted that he even sup-
ported and endorsed the “criminalization of homosexuality.”56
Despite warnings of the potential problems with Ohio’s constitu-
tional amendment “including loss of domestic-partner benegts en-
acted by [Ohio universities] . . . and problems with existing
domestic-violence laws and probate procedures,”57 Ohio’s Defense
ofMarriage Amendment was passed with sixty-two percent (62%)
of the voters in favor of the amendment.

In February 2005, a month aier the passage of Ohio’s Defense of
Marriage Amendment, a tumultuous legal battle over the amend-
ment’s impact on existing laws began in the Cuyahoga County
Common Pleas Court.58 In this case, an unmarried man faced
charges of felony domestic violence against his live-in girlfriend,
stemming from an incident that occurred before the amendment’s
December 2, 2004 eeective date.59 Attorneys from the Cuyahoga
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County Public Defenders Ofce moved the trial court to dismiss
the charges on the basis thatOhio’s domestic violence statute, Ohio
Rev. Code § 2919.25, was unconstitutional in light of the state’s
new Marriage Amendment. Although Common Pleas Court
Judge Stuart Friedman ultimately denied the motion to dismiss,
he did so only on a procedural haw of retroactive application.60
Judge Friedman “admitted disappointment in having to duck the
larger questions. ‘At some point, either this judge or some other
judge . . . is going to have to make a decision [about the issue]. . . .
[I]n one sense, I’m a little upset that I’m not the one doing it,
now.’”61

A little over a month later, Judge Friedman was given a second
chance to rule on whether Ohio’s new Marriage Amendment ren-
dered the domestic violence statute unconstitutional.62 In that case,
Frederick Burk was indicted on a single count of domestic violence
against his live-in girlfriend, Barbara Sanders.63 His attorney from
theCuyahogaCounty PublicDefenders’ Ofce successfully (in rel-
evant part) moved the trial court to dismiss the charges on the basis
thatOhio’s domestic violence statute64 was unconstitutional in light
of the newly enacted Marriage Amendment.65 Specigcally, his
counsel argued that the “living together as a spouse” provision of
the statute became unconstitutional aier the passage of theDefense
ofMarriage Amendment.66 de trial court judge dismissed the do-
mestic violence charge, amending the indictment to a lesser in-
cluded charge of assault.67 Aier the trial forOhio v. Burk, Common
Pleas Court Judge Stuart Friedman expressed his concern about ad-
verse consequences resulting from his decision, but he “emphasized
that anyone who assumed the ruling was based on any kind of per-
sonal, legal, or social agenda would be wrong. And following the
law . . . can sometimes mean taking a path to some unfamiliar or
even frightening places.”68

In response to the controversial trial court decision inBurk, the ex-
ecutive director of the Domestic Violence Center in Cleveland
pointed out that the problemswithOhio’s domestic violence statute
needed to be resolved, but “the troubling part, until the state ggures
out how to address these unintended consequences [of the amend-
ment], is that a victim can’t avail themselves [sic] of the full protec-
tion of the domestic violence law.”69 Lewis Katz, a law professor at
Case Western Reserve University, predicted that more defense
lawyers would raise this constitutional question in domestic vio-
lence cases, and remarked that he expected to see “judges bending
over backwards to save the domestic violence statute from such at-
tacks.”70 Katz’s predictions and expectations were quickly proven
true.71

de grst sentence of Ohio’s Defense of Marriage Amendment
clearly states a prohibition of same-sexmarriages in the State.72 de
second sentence, however, is broader and less directly focused on
same-sex relationships.73 Governor Bob Tai, as well as other Ohio
lawmakers, warned voters against this overly broad constitutional
amendment which could lead to legal loopholes in existing
statutes.74 In an ofcial statement, theGovernor cautioned that the
second sentence “is an ambiguous invitation to litigation that will

result in unintended consequences . . ..dere will be as many inter-
pretations of the words, ‘[i]ntends to approximate the design, qual-
ities, signigcance or eeect of marriage,’ as there are judges in the
state of Ohio.”75 de interpretations of the domestic violence
statute’s “person living as a spouse” provision, andwhether this pro-
vision “intends to approximate the design, qualities, signigcance or
eeect ofmarriage” resulted in nearly asmany interpretations as there
are judges in the state of Ohio, to intentionally exaggerate and par-
aphrase the Governor’s warning.76

Aier two years of conhicting opinions—and expensive litigation—
over whetherOhio’s Defense ofMarriage Amendment rendered its
domestic violence statute unconstitutional or not, the Ohio
SupremeCourt consolidated two conhicting cases for review, State
v.Ward77 and State v. Carswell.78 InCarswell, theCourt of Appeals
of Ohio (12th District) held that the “person living as a spouse”
provision of the domestic violence statute does not “create or
recognize a legal status for relationships of unmarried individuals
that intends to approximate the design, qualities, significance, or
effect ofmarriage.”79 InWard, however, theCourt of Appeals (2nd
District) held that the relevant phrase in the domestic violence
statute does violate the constitutional amendment, and explains that
in their view, “a ‘person living as a spouse’ for the purposes of the do-
mestic-violence statute is the sort of quasi-marital relationship that
theDefense ofMarriage Amendment was concernedwith.”80 Inter-
estingly, the facts of these two cases dieer in some potentially per-
suasive and important ways.

State v. Carswell is the prototypical domestic violence case with a re-
peat oeending male abuser and a female victim.81 Not atypically,
the abuser and victim were cohabitating rather than married.82 In
February 2005, Michael Carswell was accused of pushing his live-
in girlfriend ShannonHitchcock to the hoor by her neck and injur-
ing her head, neck, and leg.83 In March, on the heels of the Burk
decision, Carswell moved to dismiss the charges against him by ar-
guing that “the domestic violence statute was unconstitutional
because it applied to unmarried, cohabiting individuals as if they
weremarried individuals, thereby granting unmarried individuals a
marriage-like status.”84 The trial court granted his motion in part,
amended the indictment for a lesser included offense, assault.85 The
State appealed the case.86

TheCourt of Appeals inCarswell overruled the trial court, holding
that the statute does not violate the Marriage Amendment.
Specifically, the Court of Appeals explained:

The statute’s scope is very narrow; it defines the conduct
that constitutes the crime of domestic violence, and sets
forth categories of individuals considered potential victims
under the statute. The statute classifies a cohabitant as
one of many potential victims. We do not find that such
classification creates a “legal status” for relationships
between unmarried, cohabiting individuals. . . .
Even if we construed [the statute] to create or recognize a
“legal status for relationships of unmarried individuals,”
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the statute would still be constitutional because it does not
“intend[] to approximate the design, qualities,
significance, or effect of marriage.” . . . It does not give an
unmarried individual the right to inherit from an intestate
cohabitant, the right to make medical decisions on a
cohabitant’s behalf, the right to file a joint tax return with
a cohabitant, or any other of the host of rights associated
with marriage. . . . The intent of the domestic violence
statute is clear on its face: to protect all members of a
household from domestic violence by punishing those
who commit domestic violence.87

Therefore, the appellate court reversed the amended indictment
and remanded the case to the Court of Common Pleas for further
proceedings.88

In contrast to Carswell, the perpetrator, victim, and decisions in
State v.Ward are quite different.89 In this case, the alleged abuser is
a woman who was arrested and charged with one count of felony
domestic violence.90 The victim wasWard’s live-in boyfriend, Fred
Almonds, Jr.91 Like the alleged male abuser in Carswell, Ward
moved to dismiss the charges against her claiming that the “person
living as a spouse” language in Ohio’s domestic violence statute
violated the state’s new Defense of Marriage Amendment.92
However, unlike Carswell, the charges against Karen Ward were
dropped.93 The State appealed the case.94

Upholding the trial court’s dismissal of State v. Ward, the Court of
Appeals focuses on the weight given to an amendment of Ohio’s
constitution as compared to the weight given to a statute.95 Here,
the Court advises in dicta that “an amendment to the Ohio
Constitution, once adopted, supersedes any preexisting provisions
of the Constitution. In stating this obvious fact, we made no
observations concerning the wisdom of the electorate in having
adopted the amendment.”96 The court goes on to interpret whether
a statute must “give all of the effects of marriage to a quasi-marital
relationship before running afoul of the [Defense of Marriage]
amendment,” the underlying argument in Carswell.97 In Ward,
however, the Court of Appeals concludes the “person living as a
spouse” language of Ohio’s domestic violence statute “is the sort of
quasi-marital relationship that the Defense of Marriage
Amendment was concerned with.”98

Finally, in State v. Ward, the Court of Appeals suggests about how
Ohio’s domestic violence statute might be amended to “avoid
running afoul of the Defense of Marriage Amendment.”99
Specifically, the court suggests:

If the protections aeorded by the statute were extended to
all persons sharing residential quarters, that would
present no constitutional problem, because an alleged
victim who happens to be a quasi-spouse would be
accorded the protection of theDomestic Violence statute,
not by reason of being a quasi-spouse, but by reason of
sharing the residence.100

Interestingly, Judge Donovan’s dissenting opinion inWard returns
to the original purpose of the Defense of Marriage Amendment:
“to prevent persons of the same sex from entering into a lawfulmar-
riage. It is the duty of the court, and its only proper purpose in the
construction of constitutional provisions, to ascertain and give ef-
fect to the intent of the people.”101 Donovanwould reinstate the in-
dictment against Karen Ward. He suggests, like Carswell, that the
domestic violence statute “is constitutional andmay coexist in har-
mony with [Marriage Amendment].”102

OnDecember 12, 2006, the SupremeCourt ofOhio heard oral ar-
guments in the consolidated cases ofWard andCarswell, to resolve
the debate over the legal loopholes inadvertently created at the in-
tersection between Ohio’s Defense of Marriage Amendment and
its domestic violence statute.103 To do so, the Justices will wade
through no less than sixty-two (62) amicus curiae briefs gled in sup-
port of the parties.104 Ohio’s Defense of Marriage Amendment
quagmire and its “ambiguous invitation to litigation”105 might have
served as a warning to other states considering constitutional
amendments, but instead, the 2006 election saw seven more states
pass constitutional amendments against same-sex marriages.106

IV. LEGAL LOOPHOLES: BLESSINGS IN ANUGLYDISGUISE
de misuse of DOMA-like statutes and state constitutional “mar-
riage” amendments by abusers for their own legal defensesmay force
legislatures to strengthen and improve domestic violence statutes—
or risk freeing abusers. dis unintentional by-product of the hetero-
sexualmarriage protectionist legislationmay end up being a blessing
in an ugly disguise. Rather than creating a greater gulf between the
opposing sides in the same-sex marriage controversy, the misappli-
cation of these overly broad laws and amendments may create a
much-needed bridge between two generally adversarial factions in
the form of updated and expanded domestic violence legislation.107
Despite the explicit purpose of narrowing the realm of “legitimate”
intimate relationships,108 the marriage protection initiatives may
cast a bright light on other areas of law which are in desperate need
of revision in these changing times.109

During the 2006 election with voters in eight states facing consti-
tutional amendments to limit marriage to “one man and one
woman,” some opposition groups pointed to the litigation chaos in
Ohio in an attempt to dissuade voters from supporting the amend-
ments.110 Despite somewhat stronger than expected opposition to
the amendments, only the voters in Arizona rejected the proposed
constitutional modigcations.111

Reminiscent of the early warnings expressed by Ohio’s Governor
Tai against that state’s marriage amendment, other states now face
problems with their own recently adopted heterosexual marriage
protectionist amendments, which have created “ambiguous invita-
tion[s] to litigation that will result in unintended consequences.”112
In some states, these amendments might aeect the state’s current
domestic violence statutes; however, the Ohio domestic violence
statute is unique in its “living as a spouse” language. A more com-
pelling question is: “What unintended consequences will arise out
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of this body of ‘defense of marriage’ legislation?”113 Guessing the
unintended consequences of DOMA-like legislation is a matter of
“predicting the unpredictable.”

New heterosexual protectionist legislation may adversely aeect a
wide range of statutes and legal agreements. For example, will Vir-
ginia’s newmarriage amendment aeect its statutory end to alimony
in a case where a recipient is “cohabiting in a relationship analogous
tomarriage for one year ormore”?114 If Florida passes its “Marriage
ProtectionAmendment” in 2008, will its prohibition of any “other
union that is treated as marriage or the substantial equivalent
thereof ” aeect the current employee and health benegts provided
for domestic partners regardless of gender or sexual preference?115
From the perspective of people who oppose heterosexual marriage
protectionist legislation, the unintended consequences of this body
of legislation could be far-reaching and destructive.

In the short-term, Ohio’s legal loophole, created by the state’s De-
fense ofMarriage Amendment and which now hampers its domes-
tic violence statutes, adversely aeects the State’s ability to prosecute
abusers. However, the end result of this glitch is likely to be bene-
gcial for domestic violence laws across the nation for a number of
reasons. First, the contentiousness of the controversy over same-
sex marriage puts the national spotlight on the problematic lan-
guage of this particular domestic violence statute.116 dis
controversy over the loopholes created by themarriage amendment
has inadvertently brought long-overdue attention to the domestic
violence statutes of other states which are contemplating or have
passed similar amendments.117 Greater awareness of the eeective-
ness (or ineeectiveness) of domestic violence statutes is the grst step
toward the constructive revision of those statutes.

Second, an increased awareness of the serious implications of exces-
sively limiting language when degning “victims” under various do-
mestic violence statutes may lead to a more inclusive redegnition
of victims. Problematic degnitions which need to be reconsidered
include: the exclusion of same-sex partners from protection under
domestic violence statutes,118 the exclusion of couples who are dat-
ing or in a sexual relationship but not residing together,119 the ex-
clusion of unmarried cohabitants,120 and the exclusion of
household members in non-intimate relationships (e.g., house-
mates).121 As suggested by the court in State v.Ward, “[i]f the pro-
tections aeorded by the statute were extended to all persons
sharing residential quarters, that would present no constitutional
problem” in the state of Ohio—and likewise, would not be a con-
stitutional problem in any other state which has a marriage amend-
ment.122

dird, providing domestic violence protection to all people sharing
a household would expand the reach of domestic violence statutes
in some states, yet would more appropriately address the changing
family structures of this generation. Many of the domestic violence
statutes were originally passed in a timewhen the traditional family
unit was the norm, and the primary goal was to keep these tradi-
tional families intact.123 More recently, “the domestic violence

movement has attempted to refocus the goal from family cohesion
to violence termination.”124 With that shii, states must begin to
recognize the prevalence of new victims, as well as new relationships
between perpetrators, to reduce the lethality of the home and fam-
ily, whoever that familymay include and however theymay conduct
their personal aeairs.

V. PENDING CHANGES AND SUGGESTIONS FOR DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE LEGISLATION

On March 31, 2005, just three months aier Ohio’s Defense of
Marriage Amendment won the approval of voters, gve representa-
tives to the 126th General Assembly in Ohio proposed an amend-
ment revising the domestic violence statute degnitions of family
and householdmembers.125 Namely, these legislators proposed re-
placing the “living as a spouse” language with “any person who is re-
siding with the oeender” in Ohio statutes which used the
controversial language.126 Will the suggested “residing with the
oeender” language open the hoodgates to litigation and overbur-
den the courts? Compared to the actual hood of litigation that
has hourished in the wake of theWard and Carswell cases,127 this
slight modigcation is more likely to return that state’s litigation
level to its pre-DOMA status.

In the wake of the Ohio DOMA/domestic violence debacle, sug-
gestions to improve domestic violence statutes and protect against
constitutionality problems with DOMA-like legislation include:
1) degne victims and perpetrators based on their mutual living
arrangements, erring on the side of over-inclusiveness rather than
strict delimitation of victim types128 or degne by a measure of inti-
macy,129 2) include dating and sexual relationships without any co-
habitation requirement, and 3) reconsider family relationships in
light of current (and future) living patterns rather than themyth of
the “traditional family” (e.g., consider relationships like grandpar-
ents raising grandchildren). Although the intentions of state legis-
latures vary, politicians identiged as “against same-sexmarriage” are
more palatable in today’s cultural climate than legislators identiged
as “soi on domestic violence.” Domestic violence statutes must be
modiged to become more inclusive to rehect the current diversity
in living arrangements and to protect victims, at least until the “de-
fense of marriage” trend subsides. •
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Order Coverage: A Call for Reform, 23 YALE L. POL’Y REV. 93, 94
(discussing Orellana v. Escalante, 653 N.Y.S.2d 992 (App. Div.
1997) (holding that court did not have jurisdiction to grant an
order of protection to former step-daughter)).
41 Discussed inZa.
42 S.C. Code Ann. § 20-4-20(b) states: “ (b) ‘Household member’
means: (i) a spouse; (ii) a former spouse; (iii) persons who have a
child in common; (iv) amale and female who are cohabiting or for-
merly cohabited.”
43 Id.
44 Colo. Rev. Stat. § 18-6-800.3(2).
45 Va. Code Ann. §16-1-228:

“Family or household member” means (i) the person’s spouse,
whether or not he or she resides in the same homewith the person,
(ii) the person’s former spouse, whether or not he or she resides in
the same homewith the person, (iii) the person’s parents, steppar-
ents, children, stepchildren, brothers, sisters, half-brothers, half-
sisters, grandparents and grandchildren, regardless of whether
such persons reside in the same home with the person, (iv) the
person’s mother-in-law, father-in-law, sons-in-law, daughters-in-
law, brothers-in-law and sisters-in-law who reside in the same
home with the person, (v) any individual who has a child in com-
monwith the person, whether or not the person and that individ-
ual have beenmarried or have resided together at any time, or (vi)
any individual who cohabits or who, within the previous 12
months, cohabited with the person, and any children of either of
them then residing in the same home with the person.

46 Id.
47 Id.
48 Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 2919.25.
49 Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 2919.25(F)(1).
50 Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 2919.25(F)(2).
51 Ohio Const. art. XV, § 11.
52 See inZa Part III.
53 Ohio Const. art. XV, § 11.
54 See supra note 26.
55 See generally State v. Ward, 849 N.E.2d 1076, 1080 (Ohio App.
2006).
56 Alan Johnson, Homosexuality Should Be a Crime, Proponent of
State Issue 1 Says, COLUMBUS DISPATCH, Oct. 9, 2004, at 5B.
57 Id.
58 See Jim Nichols, Judge Pushes Changes to Domestic Violence Law
Concern Follows Ruling Tied to Issue 1, CLEVELAND PLAINDEALER,
Feb. 12, 2005, at B1.
59 Id. de names of the parties and/or caption of this earliest case
do not appear in the Nichols article.
60 Id.
61 Id.
62 Ohio v. Burk, Court of Common Pleas, Greene County, T.C.

Case No. 05-CR-0269. SeeOhio v. Burk, 843 N.E.2d 1254, 1255
(Ohio App. 2005) (hereinaier Burk) (overruling the trial court’s
holding that the domestic violence statute was unconstitutional).
See generally Brian Albretch, Issue 1 ConYicts with Domestic Abuse
Law, Judge Says Marriage Amendment Makes Portion of Law Un-
constitutional, He Rules, CLEVELAND PLAIN DEALER, at A1.
63 Burk, 843 N.E.2d 1254, 1255.
64 Ohio Rev. Code § 2919.25.
65 Burk, 843 N.E.2d 1254, 1255.
66 Id.
67 Id.
68 Albretch, supra note 62, at A1.
69 Id.
70 Id.
71 See, e.g., State v.Ward, 849N.E.2d 1076 (OhioApp. 2006) (hold-
ing the domestic violence statute was rendered unconstitutional by
the Marriage Amendment) accepted for review, 852 N.E.2d 187
(Ohio 2006); State v. Carswell, 2005-Ohio-6547 (Ohio App.
2005) (holding that the appellee did not overcome the presumption
of domestic violence statute’s constitutionality) accepted for review,
846N.E.2d 533 (Ohio 2006); State v. Goshorn, 2006WL1495256
(Ohio App. 4 Dist. May 23, 2006) (holding the domestic violence
statute is constitutional as written); City ofCleveland v. Voies, 2005
WL1940135 (OhioMun.March 23, 2005) (holding the unconsti-
tutional provision in the statute is severable from the rest of the
statute).
72 Ohio Const. art. XV, § 11 (“Only a union between one man and
one woman may be a marriage valid in or recognized by this state
and its political subdivisions.”).
73 Id. (“dis state and its political subdivisions shall not create or
recognize a legal status for relationships of unmarried individuals
that intends to approximate the design, qualities, signigcance or ef-
fect of marriage.”).
74 See generally Voies, 2005WL 1940135, at *5.
75 Id. (citing Governor Bob Tai News Release of October 13,
2004).
76 See supra note 71. As of Dec. 1, 2006, more than 20 domestic vi-
olence cases have been decided on the constitutionality or uncon-
stitutionality of the statute aier the Defense of Marriage
Amendment. Somewere dismissed against the abuser as a result of
the decision in State v.Ward, 849N.E.2d 1076 (Ohio App. 2006),
discussed inZa. Others followed State v. Carswell, 2005-Ohio-
6547 (Ohio App. 2005), which held that the domestic violence
statute’s language does not “approximate” a marriage. OnDec. 12,
2006, the Ohio Supreme Court heard oral arguments in a consoli-
dated appeal of Carswell andWard.
77 849 N.E.2d 1076.
78 2005-Ohio-6547.
79 Id. at *3, ¶ 21.
80Ward, 849 N.E.2d at 1082.
81 2005-Ohio-6547 at *1, ¶ 2.
82 Id.
83 Lawrence Budd,Debate Continues on Domestic Violence, Defense
of Marriage, DAYTON DAILY NEWS, Apr. 15, 2005, at B4.
84 Carswell, 2005-Ohio-6547 at *1, ¶ 3.
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85 Id. at *1, ¶ 4.
86 Id. at *1, ¶ 5.
87 Id. at *3, ¶¶ 18-20.
88 Id. at *3, ¶ 21.
89Ward, 849 N.E.2d 1076.
90 Id. at 1077, ¶ 2.
91 Id. de rates of female onmale domestic violence are beyond the
scope of this paper. See generally Linda Kelly,Disabusing the DeX-
nition of Domestic Abuse: How Women Batter Men and the Role of
the Feminist State, 30 FL. ST. U. L. REV. 791.
92 849 N.E.2d at 1077, ¶ 3.
93 Id.
94 Id.
95 Id. at 1080, ¶ 18.
96 Id. dis subtle reminder may be a warning of the power which
was wielded with the hasty constitutional amendment.
97 Id. at 1080-81, ¶¶ 24-26.Compare to Carswell, 2005-Ohio-6547,
at *P18-*P19.
98 Id. at 1082, ¶ 33.
99 Id. at 1082, ¶ 35.
100 Id.

101 Id. at 1083-84, ¶ 40 (Donovan, J., dissenting).
102 Id. at 1084-85, ¶¶ 45-46 (Donovan, J., dissenting).
103 See Supreme Court of Ohio Case Information, State of Ohio v.
Michael Carswell,
http://www.sconet.state.oh.us/clerk_of_court/ecms/resultsby-
casenumber.asp?type=3&year=2006&number=0151&myPage=se
archbypartyname.asp (last visited March. 26, 2007.)
104 Id.
105 SeeTai, supra note 75.
106 Colorado, Idaho, SouthCarolina, SouthDakota, Tennessee, Vir-
ginia, and Wisconsin each passed its own version of a marriage
amendment in the 2006 election. Only Arizona defeated a pro-
posed marriage amendment in this election.
107 SeeColker, supra note 7.
108 See, e.g., Ward, 849 N.E.2d at 1083-84, ¶¶ 39-40 (Donovan, J.
dissenting) (discussing intentions behind Ohio’s amendment).
109 Discussed inZa. See also Judith A. Smith, Battered Non-Wives
andUnequal Protection-Order Coverage: ACall for Reform, 23 YALE
L. & POL’Y REV. 93 (2005) (discussing the need for nationwide re-
form of domestic violence statutes).
110 See, e.g.,AmyWorden, Same-sex Partners Fear Losing Rights Rip-
ples Zom PA Vote on Gay Marriage, PHILA. INQ UIRER, June 13,
2006, at A01 (warning Pennsylvania voters of the risks of amarriage

amendment); PatrickMcIlheran, Experts and other States Say Ben-
eXts Aren’t at Risk, MILWAUKEE J. SENTINEL, Oct. 1, 2006, at J4 (ar-
guing for a marriage amendment in Minnesota by holding up the
Ohio example and saying essentially, “that will not happen here”).
111 See, e.g., Monica Davey, Liberals Find Rays of Hope on Ballot
Measures, N.Y. TIMES, Nov. 9, 2006, at P16.
112 See supra note 75.
113 For unintended consequences of same-sex marriage bans, espe-
cially in Ohio, see C. Susie Lorden, UeLaw of Unintended Conse-
quences: Ue Far-Reaching EVects of Same-Sex Marriage Ban
Amendments, 25 QUINNIPIAC L. REV. 211 (2006).
114 See Va. Code Ann. § 20-109.
115 See generally, Florida Coalition to Protect Marriage,
http://www.horida4marriage.org/ (last visitedDec. 3, 2006) (spon-
soring organization of the Florida amendment).
116 Ohio Rev. CodeAnn. § 2919.25, and notably, the use of the term
“a person living as a spouse.”
117 See generally Smith, supra note 109; andMcIlheran, supra note
110.
118 S.C. Code Ann. § 20-4-20(b) states: “(b) ‘Household member’
means: (i) a spouse; (ii) a former spouse; (iii) persons who have a
child in common; (iv) amale and female who are cohabiting or for-
merly cohabited.” South Carolina’s statutory limitation on house-
hold members, discussed supra note 117, is unusual in its explicit
limitation to “a male and female who are cohabiting.”
119 Id.
120 Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 2919.25, as interpreted byWard, 849
N.E.2d 1076.
121 Colo. Rev. Stat. § 18-6-800.3(2).
122 849 N.E.2d at 1082, ¶ 35.
123 See, e.g., Smith, supra note 109, at 97.
124 Id.
125 H.B. 161, 126th Gen. Assem., Reg. Sess. (Ohio 2005).dat bill
is still under review in the General Assembly.
126 Id. Notably, the amended versionwould still exclude dating part-
ners from protection under domestic violence laws.
127 Discussed inZa at Part III.
128 Compare to Va. Code Ann. § 16.1-228, supra note 45.
129 S.C. Code Ann. § 20-4-20(b), supra note 43.
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NAWL News

Upcoming Programs
Backpack to Briefcase
Save the date! Make the transition from school to law firm much,
much easier with advice from the best!

April 3—Los Angeles at the law grm of Weston, Benshoof,
Rochefort, Rubalcava & MacCuish, LLP, 333 North Hope
Street, Los Angeles.

April 3—Fayetteville, Arkansas in the courtroom at theUni-
versity of Arkansas School of Law from 4:15 p.m. to 6:15 p.m.
dere will be a networking reception at the ofce of Kutak
Rock from6:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. dis program is a joint eeort
with the Arkansas Association ofWomen Lawyers.

April 10—Miami/Ft. Lauderdale area at the Nove Southern
University Shepard Broad LawCenter at noon. dis is a "lunch
and learn" program— lunch will be provided.

Ready to On-Ramp
May 6—Chicago
Jenner & Block 330 N. Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Illinois
8:30 a.m. registration and breakfast—2:00 p.m., with optional
workshop from 2:00 - 3:00 p.m. for those “tough questions.”
NAWL's program is designed specigcally to help lawyers develop
their own personal strategy for re-entering the legal workplace, with
panels led by:

• Carol Cohen, author of Back on the Career Track: A Guide for
Stay-at-Home Moms Who Want to Return to Work presents “Ue
Seven Steps to Relaunch Success.”

• Deborah Epstein Henry, Founder and President of Flex-Time
Lawyers LLC, a national consulting grm advising law grms,
corporations and lawyers on work/life balance and the retention
and promotion of women attorneys presents “Comeback Lawyers:
Ue Path for Lawyers to Return to Practice.”

de Program will also feature panel discussions about “lessons
learned” from individuals who have re-entered the legal professions,
the employer’s perspective on the re-entry process, and the needs of
the marketplace.

Upcoming Co-Sponsored Programs
Women of Color in the Legal Profession: Why It Means Success for
Everyone
ABA Section of Litigation—Co-Sponsored by NAWL
April 16, 2008 -- 3:30 – 5:00 p.m. – Program
5:00 – 6:00 p.m. – Diversity Reception Hosted by the ABA
Capitol & Congressional A Rooms
Hyatt RegencyWashington on Capitol Hill
400 New Jersey Ave., NW,Washington, D.C.

Hiring and retaining women of color is not simply an issue for
women of color.With increasing globalization, it makes good busi-
ness sense to craft strategies to ensure that women of color thrive.
Our panelists will discuss concrete steps that can be taken to ensure
that women of color succeed.

This program builds on the Commission's report, "Visible Invisi-
bility: Women of Color in Law Firms." The report can be accessed
at: http://www.abanet.org/women/woc/wocinitiative.html.

Recent NAWLPrograms
Networking Skills for Women Lawyers, Accountants, and Business
Executives—

Featuring Susan Sneider, author ofALawyer’s Guide toNetworking
and Gary Pines, noted business development trainer and coach.

dis highly interactive training programwill move participants past
the theory of networking to developing actionable individual game
plans to enhance the value of their networks. de goal of this pro-
gram is to teach participants to shii from an ad hoc, reactive process
to a disciplined practice of creating focused partnerships.dey will
learn how to crai a personalized “elevator pitch,” to analyze their
current contacts, to build relationships and tomaintain and nurture
their networks.deywill understand the relationship between busi-
ness development and networking as well as understand the critical
dieerences between them. Participants will gnd the session’s net-
working principles immediately applicable and actionable. Everyone
will walk away with important “lessons learned” about not only
what to do but how to do it.dis seminar, which is appropriate for
both new and experienced professionals, includes presentations, in-
dividual exercises and small and large group discussions. dere are
no prerequisites and no advance preparation is required for this pro-
gram—except for an upbeat attitude. de program will provide
both New Jersey and Delaware CLE credit.

March 5, 2008—Washington, D.C.
Ue program was held atMcDermott Will & Emery,
600Uirteenth Street, NW.

Connect, Listen & Learn
March 19, 2008
“Her Turn: Why It’s Time for Women to Lead in America” with
author Vicki Donlan

It is time for women to step in to leadership in all venues of soci-
ety. Vicki Donlan, author of “HER Turn” presents a call to action
to all of us. She discusses the challenges and opportunities for
women across all industry and professional groups and shares
information from top and celebrity women leaders. drough
stories, statistics, and next steps, Vicki will share reasons why it is
our time and howwe are the ones who will make a dieerence. dis
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discussion will psych you up to take a risk and believe in yourself—
it is your time.

FacilitatedbyKarenKahnEd.D.PCC.NAWLoeers this program
in collaboration with Karen Kahn, leadership and business develop-
ment coach and principal of KM Advisors. Each month Karen
introduces us to a book that she believes will spark our interest and
facilitates a dynamic teleconference in which she interviews the
author of the assigned book for a short time and then opens the lines
for members to engage in a thoroughQ&A session with the author.

Recent Co-Sponsored Programs
March 6, 2008
HowDidUey DoUat? Negotiating a Life Without SacriXcing
Your Career
CBA Building, 321 S. Plymouth Court, Chicago
Presented by YLS Executive Council

Special Uanks to the CBA/YLS Career Assistance Committee,
CBA Alliance for Women, Women’s Bar Association of Illinois and
the National Association of Women Lawyers

Learn success secrets from one-on-one conversations with young
lawyer role models. dis event will kick oe with a brief welcome
and introduction, continue with an hour of speed networking, and
wrap up with a traditional reception. Don’t forget your 30-second
elevator pitch and bring your business cards. Do you have amentor
you think would be great to invite? Email your suggestions to
Jill McCall at yls@chicagobar.org. dis program was part of
the YLS Life in the Balance series. Learn more at
www.chicagobar.org/lifeinthebalance.

March 11, 2008
Baby Got Back: Returning to theWorkforce a[er a Life Change
CBA Building, 321 S. Plymouth Court, Chicago

Presented by YLS Executive Council (2 IL ethics/professionalism
credits- subject to approval) -- Experience Level: Development Spe-
cial Uanks to the CBA/YLS Career Assistance Committee, CBA
Alliance for Women, Women’s Bar Association of Illinois and the
National Association of Women Lawyers Other Learning Options:
DVD Rental •Written Materials West LegalEdcenter Webcast

As a caregiver, whatmust you consider tomake an informed choice
about how and when to return to the workforce? Hear the stories
and insights of people who left their jobs to manage a life change
and came back in three very different capacities. The panel will ad-
dress leave preparations, tips on easing back into work, and over-
coming related anxieties, including coworker tension over the
expectation that they will inherit part of your workload. This pro-
gram is being held as part of the YLS Life in the Balance series.
Learn more atwww.chicagobar.org/lifeinthebalance.

March 12, 2008
A Conversation onWomen’s Initiatives
O’Melveny &Myers LLP,

400 South Hope Street, 18th Floor, Los Angeles, California

Hosted by O’Melveny&Myers LLP, theWomenLawyers Association
of Los Angeles and the National Association of Women Lawyers

Karen B. Kahn and JohnMitchell of KMAdvisors, valued coaches
and consultants tomany grms, have agreed to facilitate this impor-
tant program. We hope that this meeting will be a grst step in a
broader grm-to-grm dialogue on how to identify, retain and pro-
mote talented women attorneys and create grm cultures that sup-
port the success of both men and women. For more information,
please visit www.nawl.org.

March 25, 2008
Lessons Zom the Lost and Found lawyers: How to Achieve a Successful
Career Transition that Really Works for You – presenter, Sheila
Nielsen, M.S.W., J.D., Nielson Career Consulting
12:00 – 2:00 p.m. – CBA Building,
321 S. Plymouth Court, Chicago
Presented by YLS Executive Council
SpecialUanks to the YLS/CBA Career Assistance Committee, CBA
Alliance for Women, Women's Bar Association of Illinois and the
National Association of Women Lawyers

At any time in your career you may feel a sense of ambivalence or
doubt about whether you are in the right career, headed in the right
direction with your career, or wonder how to plan for your career
future. This presentation is designed to address these issues and to
help lawyers to plan for a successful and realistic career transition
that really works for them. It will include practical information
about how to do-it-yourself as well as when to realize that you need
outside help to achieve a successful career transition. This program
is being held as part of the YLS Life in the Balance series. Learn
more at www.chicagobar.org/lifeinthebalance.

March 27, 2008
Leap Before You Look: Taking Time OV to Reinvigorate Your Career
12:00 – 2:00 p.m. — CBA Building, 321 S. Plymouth Court,
Chicago
(2 IL professionalism/ethics credits- subject to approval) —
Experience Level: Basic
Presented by YLS Executive Council
Special Uanks to the YLS/CBA Career Assistance Committee,
CBA Alliance for Women, Women's Bar
Association of Illinois and the National Association of Women
Lawyers
Other Learning Options: DVD Rental •Written Materials West
LegalEdcenter Webcast
Hear from lawyers who made the difficult choice to quit their jobs
when they realized their career paths weren’t taking them where
they wanted to go. These extreme stories about overcoming
adversity to go down a less-traveled path will not only be insightful
but provide hope and inspiration to those contemplating a career
switch. This program is being held as part of the YLS Life in
the Balance series. Learn more at www.chicagobar.org/
lifeinthebalance.
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Moderator:
Pamela J. Roberts - Partner, Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough
LLP andChair of the ABACommission onWomen in the Profes-
sion
Panelists:
• Sherry F. Bellamy - Vice President & Deputy General Counsel,
Litigation & Regulatory, Verizon Business

•Michele A. Roberts – Partner, Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld
LLP

• Christina Guerola Sarchio - Partner, Howrey LLP
• Christina M. Tchen - Partner, Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher &
Flom LLP

A special thanks to the ABA Section of Litigation for allowing the
ABACommission onWomen to hold this program in conjunction
with its Section Annual Conference, April 16-18, 2008. For more
information on the Section Annual Conference go to:
http://www.abanet.org/litigation/sectionannual/.
A special thanks also goes to the Minority Corporate Counsel
Association for its support of this event.

Member News
Lisa R. Ackley, Esq., partner at the Orange, CA-based law firm,
Walsworth, Franklin, Bevins & McCall, has been selected from a
nationwide pool of defense attorneys to Co-Chair a national
conference on asbestos litigation this summer in Chicago, IL. Ms.
Ackleywill be organizing andmoderating the conference, sponsored
by HarrisMartin Publishing, along with a well-known plaintiffs’
attorney in the field. The conference, entitled “Trial of an Asbestos
Case from Jury Selection to Verdict,” will be held at the Peninsula
Hotel on June 23-24, 2008, andwill take the format of amock trial.
The mock trial will feature prominent plaintiff and defense
attorneys and experts from throughout the country who have
extensive experience in asbestos litigation. It will follow each step of
an asbestos jury trial, from voir dire to the jury’s deliberation to
verdict.

Bobbi L. Meloro presented “Protecting Your Business Through
Non-Compete Agreements” to the Independent Insurance Agents
of BrowardCounty, Inc. at theirmembership luncheon on February
21, 2008. Ms. Meloro practices in Florida state and federal courts
primarily in the areas of business and commercial litigation, contract
disputes and all areas of employment law. Ms. Meloro can be
reached at (954) 577-1010 or bobbi@melorolaw.com.

Meredith Martin Addy, a partner with Brinks Hofer Gilson &
Lione, one of the largest intellectual property law firms in the
United States, has been named one of the Top 10 Illinois Super
Lawyers across all practice areas byLaw&Politicsmagazine. In her
fourteen years of practice, Ms. Addy is among the most recognized
patent attorneys in Illinois. In the firm’s 90 years, she is the youngest
female attorney to achieve partner, the youngest female to sit on the
firm’s Board of Directors and the youngest female to chair a firm
practice group, the Appellate Group. Ms. Addy is President of the
Richard Linn American Inn of Court, one of only five IP-focused
Inns in the U.S., and she serves on the 16-member Federal Circuit

AdvisoryCouncil. Ms. Addy is chair of the AmicusCommittee of
the American Intellectual Property Law Association and is a
former member of the Board of Managers of the Intellectual
Property Law Association of Chicago. She has been named
repeatedly as a leading Illinois IP lawyer byChambers USA, byThe
Best Lawyers in America and was named one of “Forty Illinois
Attorneys Under 40 toWatch” by theChicago Daily Law Bulletin.
She also was named one of the Top 50 Female Illinois Super
Lawyers for the fourth consecutive year and one of the Top 100 of
Illinois lawyers across all practice groups according to Law &
Politicsmagazine.

Law FirmNews
Brinks Hofer Gilson & Lione, one of the largest intellectual
property law firms in the United States, has become a Gold level
charter member of the recently-established Chicago Bar
Foundation (CBF) Law Firm Leadership Circle, building on its
existing pro bono leadership. Recognizing the importance of
ensuring access to justice in the Chicago area, the new Leadership
Circle embodies best practices for law firms on pro bono, firm
giving and related issues involving access to justice.

NAWLIanks 2008 Program Sponsors
Premier Sponsors

Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP
Davis Polk &Wardwell

Dickstein Shapiro Morin &Oshinsky LLP
Fenwick &West
Jackson Lewis LLP

K&LGates
Kirkland & Ellis LLP

Gold Sponsors
Baker &McKenzie LLP

Edwards Angell Palmer &Dodge LLP
McDermottWill & Emery LLP

Weston Benshoof Rochefort Rubalcava &MacCuish, LLP

Sponsors
Carlton Fields

DuaneMorris LLP
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.
Holland & Knight LLP

Jones Day
Kilpatrick Stockton LLP
Latham&Watkins LLP
Powers & Frost, LLP

Starnes & Atchison LLP
Steptoe & Johnson, LLP

Townsend and Townsend and Crew LLP
Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen LLP
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NAWLRecognizes Law FirmMembers
A. Kershaw PC, Attorneys & Consultants
Arent Fox LLP
Bailey Law Group
Baker &McKenzie LLP
Baker, Donelson, Bearman, Caldwell & Berkowitz, PC
Beery, Elsner &Hammond, LLP
Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP
Bodyfelt Mount Stroup &Chamberlain LLP
Brinks Hofer Gilson & Lione
Brune & Richard LLP
Bryan Cave LLP
Butler, Snow, Omara, Stevens & Cannada, PLLC
Carlton Fields
Chapman and Cutler
Cooper &Walinski, L.P.A.
Cox &Osowiecki, LLC
Davis Polk &Wardwell
Dickstein Shapiro Morin &Oshinsky LLP
Drew Eckl & Farnham, LLP
DuaneMorris LLP
Edwards Angell Palmer &Dodge LLP
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.
Farnsworth & Vonberg LLP
Fenwick &West LLP
Fried, Frank, Harris, Scriver & Jacobson LLP
Goodwin Procter LLP
Gordon Hargrove & James, P.A.
Grifth, Sadler & Sharp, P.A.
Hall Estill
Hartline, Dacus, Barger, Dreyer & Kern, L.L.P.
Hirschler Fleischer
Holland & Knight LLP
Hollins & Associates, PLLC
Jackson Lewis LLP
Jones Day
K&LGates
Kilpatrick Stockton LLP
Kirkland & Ellis LLP
Kutak Rock LLP
Latham&Watkins LLP
Lash &Goldberg LLP
Linda A. Stark
Mayer, Brown, Rowe &Maw, LLP
MCCarter & English, LLP
McDermottWill & Emery LLP
Milbank Tweed Hadley &McCloy LLP
Mintz Levin Cohn Ferris Glovsky and Popeo PC
NelsonMullins Riley & Scarborough LLP
Nixon Peabody
Ogletree Deakins
Peckar & Abramson, P.C.
Pierce Stronczer LLC
Powers & Frost, LLP
Riker, Danzig, Scherer, Hyland & Perretti LLP
Schoeman Updike & Kaufman, LLP

Spriggs &Hollingsworth
Starnes & Atchison, LLP
Steptoe & Johnson LLP
Stites &Harbison
Strickler, Sachitano &Hatgeld, P.A.
Tatum Levin & Powell, LLP
Townsend and Townsend and Crew LLP
Vedder Price
Vinson & Elkins LLP
Watt Tieder Hoear & Fitzgerand, L.L.P.
Weston Benshoof Rochefort Rubalcava &MacCuish, LLP
Williams Mullen
Willkie Farr & Gallacher LLP
WilmerHale
Winston & Strawn, LLP
Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen LLP

NAWLRecognizes Law SchoolMembers
Atlanta’s JohnMarshall Law School
KU School of Law
Lewis & Clark Law School
Northeastern University School of Law
Oklahoma City University School of Law
Seattle University School of Law
Stetson University College of Law
Sueolk University Law School
University of Denver College of Law
University if Idaho College of Law
University of Louisville School of Law
University of Minnesota law School
University of Missouri –Columbia School of Law
University ofWashington law School
Valparaiso University School of Law
Villanova University School of Law
Wake Forest School of Law
Washburn University School of Law
Western New England School of Law

NAWLRecognizes Bar AssociationMembers
Arizona LawWomen's Association
CaliforniaWomen Lawyers
Georgia Association of BlackWomen Attorneys
NewHampshireWomen's Bar Association
WashingtonWomen Lawyers
Women Lawyers Association of Michigan
Women's Bar Association of the State of New York

NAWLRecognizes Corporate Legal
DepartmentMembers

AT&T Southeast Legal Department
Bank of America
Monsanto Company
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NAWL Networking Roster
PRACTICEAREAKEY
ACC Accounting
ADO Adoption
ADR Alt. Dispute Resolution
ADV Advertising
ANT Antitrust
APP Appeals
ARB Arbitration
BDR Broker Dealer
BIO Biotechnology
BKR Bankruptcy
BNK Banking
BSL Commercial/ Bus. Lit.
CAS Class Action Suits
CCL Compliance Counseling
CIV Civil Rights
CLT Consultant
CNS Construction
COM Complex Civil Litigation
CON Consumer
COR Corporate
CRM Criminal
CUS Customs
DOM Domestic Violence
EDU Education
EEO Employment & Labor
ELD Elder Law
ELE Election Law
ENG Energy
ENT Entertainment
EPA Environmental
ERISA ERISA
EST Estate Planning
ETH Ethics & Prof. Resp.
EXC Executive Compensation
FAM Family
FIN Finance
FRN Franchising
GAM Gaming
GEN Gender & Sex
GOV Government Contracts
GRD Guardianship
HCA Health Care
HOT Hotel & Resort
ILP Intellectual Property
IMM Immigration
INS Insurance
INT International
INV Investment Services
IST Information Tech/Systems
JUV Juvenile Law
LIT Litigation
LND LandUse
LOB Lobby/Gov. A8airs
MAR Maritime Law
MEA Media
MED Medical Malpractice
M&A Mergers & Acquisitions
MUN Municipal
NET Internet
NPF Nonpro9t
OSH Occup. Safety &Health
PIL Personal Injury
PRB Probate & Administration
PRL Product Liability
RES Real Estate
RSM RiskManagement
SEC Securities
SHI Sexual Harassment
SPT Sports Law
SSN Social Security
STC Security Clearances
TAX Tax
TEL Telecommunications
TOL Tort Litigation
TOX Toxic Tort
TRD Trade
TRN Transportation
T&E Wills, Trusts & Estates
WCC White Collar Crime
WOM Women’s Rights
WOR Worker’s Compensation

deNAWLNetworking Roster is a service forNAWLmembers to provide career and business net-
working opportunities within the Association. Inclusion in the roster is an option available to all
members, and is neither a solicitation for clients nor a representation of specialized practice or
skills. Areas of practice concentration are shown for networking purposes only. Individuals
seeking legal representation should contact a local bar association lawyer referral service.

MaryMargaret Bailey
Frazer Greene Upshurch & Baker
107 St. Francis Street
Ste 2206
Mobile, AL 36602
251/431-6020
mmb@frazergreene.com

Kelli Robinson
Sirote & Permutt
P.O. Box 55727
Birmingham, AL 35255
205/930-5158
205/212-2810
krobinson@sirote.com
HCA, EEO

Julie A. Pace
Ballard Spahr Andrews & Ingersoll, LLP
3300 Tower
3300 North Central Avenue, Suite 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85012
602/798-5475
pacej@ballardspahr.com
EEO OSH AZ

Sandra K. Sanders
Steptoe & Johnson LLP
201 EastWashington Street, Suite 1600
Phoenix, AZ 85004
602/257-5247
ssanders@steptoe.com
EEO MEA AMERICAN INDIAN
LAW

LynnWitcher Alvarez
McGuireWoods LLP
1800 Century Park East
8TH Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90067
310-315-8279
lwitcheralvarez@mcguirewoods.com
REDEV&FIN

Rochelle Browne
RichardWatson &Gershon
355 South Grand Avenue, 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213/626-8484
rbrowne@rwglaw.com
LND LIT CST

Shannon Cogan
Berliner Cohen
10 Almaden Blvd., 11th Floor
San Jose, CA 95113
408/286-5800
shannoncogan@berliner.com
LIT PUB

Lisa Gilford
Weston Benshoof
333 South Hope Street, 16th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213/576-1000
lgilford@wbcounsel.com

Phyllis N. Harris
1215 Sunny Oaks Circle
Altadena, CA 91001
626/791-4745
pnhharris@earthlink.com
EEO

Sara Holtz
Client Focus
5320 Olive Tree Ct.
Granite Bay, CA 95746
916/797-1525
hiktz@clientfocus.net

Edith R.Matthai
Robie &Matthai
500 S. Grand Ave., 15th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213/624-3062
ematthai@romalaw.com
ETH Legal malpractice

Virginia S. Mueller
LawOfces of Virginia S. Mueller
106 L Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
916/446-3063
vsmueller@webtv.net
PRB FAM

DarshannM. Padilla
Weston Benshoof
333 South Hope Street, 16Tth Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90039
213/576-1066
dpadilla@wbcounsel.com
LND CCL

Ellen A. Pansky
Pansky &Markle
1010 Sycamore Avenue, #101
South Pasadena, CA 91030
213/626-7300
epansky@panskymarkle.com
ETH LIT

PamelaM. Parker
Coughlin Stoia Geller Rudman &
Robbins LLP
655W. Broadway, Ste. 1900
San Diego, CA 92101
619/231-1058

Margaret Parnell Hogan
Littler Mendelson P.C.
1200 17th Street, Ste. 1000
Denver, CO 80202
303/362-2886
mphogan@littler.com

Jennifer Osowiecki
Cox &Osowiecki, LLC
10 Columbus Blvd., 9th Floor
Hartford, CT 06106
860/727-8600
josowiecki@coxlawofces.com

Elizabeth T. Dold
Groom Law Group
1701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006
202/857-0620
etd@groom.com

DISTRICTOFCOLUMBIA

CONNECTICUT

COLORADO

CALIFORNIA

ARIZONA

ALABAMA
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Julia Louise Ernst
Womens Law & Public Policy Fellow-
ship Program
Executive Director
600 New Jersey Ave., NW, Suite 334
Washington, DC 20001
202/662-9644
jle24@law.georgetown.edu
WOM

Deborah Schwager Froling
Arent Fox LLP
1050 Connecticut Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20036
202.857.6075
froling.deborah@arentfox.com
COR MAC SEC

BonnieMiluso
Simeone &Miller LLP
2258 12th Place, NW
Washington, DC 20009
202/628-3050
bmiluso@simeonemiller.com
LIT PIL

Betty SouthardMurphy
Baker Hostetler
1050 Connecticut Ave. NW, Ste.1100
Washington, DC 20036
202/861-1586
bsmurphy@bakerlaw.com
EEO INT

Ashley Riveira
Crowell &Moring LLP
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 11147
Washington, DC 20004
202-624-2983
ariveira@crowell.com
LAB& EMP INT DISPUTE
RESOLUTION

Holly A. Roth
McDermottWill & Emery LLP
600 13th Street NW
Washington, DC 20005
202-756-8396
hroth@mwe.com
GOVCON

Kathy Russo
Hughes Hubbard & Reed LLP
1775 I Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006
202/721-4720
russo@hugheshubbard.com
CORP

Marcia A.Wiss
Hogan and Hartson
555dirteenth St. NW
Columbia Square
Washington, DC 20004-1109
202/637-5429
mawiss@hhlaw.com
INT FIN SEC

Elain DuJus
Nationwide
300 Continental Drive, D2E
Newark, DE 19713
302/453-3884
edueus@nationwide.com
SEC INS

Kimberly L. Gattuso
Saul Ewing, LLP
222 Delaware Avenue, LLP
Wilmington, DE 19801
302/421-6868
kgattuso@saul.com
COR BSL

Denise Seastone KraL
Edwards Angell Palmer &Dodge LLP
919 N. Market St., Suite 1500
Wilmington, DE 19801
302/425-7117
dkrai@eapdlaw.com

Patricia A.Widdoss
Young Conaway Stargatt&Taylor, LLP
1000W Street, 17th Floor
Box 391
Wilmington, DE 19899-0391
302/571-5006
pwiddoss@ycst.com
RECRUITINGATTYDEV

Peggy Smith Bush
Cabaniss Smith Toole &Wiggins P.L.
485 N. Keller Rd., Ste. 401
Maitland, FL 32751
407/246-1800
pbush@cabaniss.net
LIT COMM

E. Ginnette Childs
Zimmerman, Kiser & Sutcliee,
315 E. Robinson Street, Suite 600
Orlando, FL 32801
407/425-7010
gchilds@zkslawgrm.com

Jenniger Coberly
Zuckerman Spaeder, LLP
201 S BiscayngeBlvd., Ste. 900
Miami, FL 33131
305/579-0110
jcoberly@zuckerman.com
TEL BSL INT

KarenH. Curtis
Clarke Silverglate & Campbell, P.A.
799 Brickett Plaza, Suite 900
Miami, FL 33131
305/377-0700
kcurtis@cswm.com
LIT APP

Barbara J Compiani
Kreusler-Walsh, Compiani & Vargas,
P.A.
501 S Flagler Dr, Suite 503
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561/659-5455
bcompiani@jkwpa.com
APL

Barbara D'Amico
Esquire Crossroads
PMB 1296
779 E. Merritt Island Causeway
Estero, FL 32952
914/563-6652
barbara@barbaradamico.com
BNK CON

Ava Doppelt
Allen Dyer Doppelt Milbrath &
Gilchrist, P.A.
225 S. Orange Avenue, #1401
Orlando, FL 32801
407/841-2330
adoppelt@addmg.com
ILP

Debra Potter Klauber
Haliczer Pettis & Schwamm
100 S.E. 3rd Avenue, Seventh Floor
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33394
954/523-9922
dklauber@haliczerpettis.com
APP MED

Jane Kreusler-Walsh
Jane Kreusler-Walsh, P.A.
501 S Flagler Dr., Ste 503
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561/659-5455
janewalsh@jkwpa.com
APP

Rebecca J. Mercier-Vargas
Kreusler-Walsh, Compiani &
Vargas, P.A.
501 S. Flagler Dr., Suite 503
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561/659-5455
rmercier@jkwpa.com
APP

Mary Ann Stiles
Stiles, Taylor & Grace, P.A.
315 Plant Avenue
Tampa, FL 33606
813/251-2880
COR EEO LOB

Taylor Tapley Daly
NelsonMullins Riley &
Scarborough LLP
999 Peachtree St, Suite 1400
Atlanta, GA 30309
404/817-6000
taylor.daly@nelsonmullis.com
BSL ADR

Charlotte K.McClusky
Littler Mendelson, P.C.
3348 Peachtree Road, N.E., Suite 110
Atlanta, GA 30326
404/760-3917

Lorelei Heisinger
Eide &Heisinger, L.L.C.
411 Four Seasons Dr.
Waterloo, IA 50701
319/833-0649
loreleilaw@mchsi.com
LOB Legislative; government relations

Jane Allen
Counsel on Call
30 SouthWacker Drive, Suite 2200
Chicago, IL 60606
312/466-5741
jane.allen@counseloncall.com
EEO

DeborahH. Bornstein
Williams Montgomery & John LLP
20 NorthWacker Drive, Suite 2100
Chicago, IL 60606
312/443-3289
dhb@willmont.com
BSL ANT

ILLINOIS

IOWA

GEORGIA

FLORIDA

DELAWARE
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Judy L. Cates
Cates, Krouwski, Bailey, & Schultz
216West Pointe Drive, Suite A
Swansea, IL 62226
618/277-3644
jcates@cateslaw.com
LIT

Patricia A. Collins
Asher Gittler et al
200W. Jackson Blvd., Ste. 1900
Chicago, IL 60606
312/263-1500
pac@ulaw.com
EEO

Ieresa Duckett
Lord Bissell Brook
111 S.Wacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60606
312/443-0483
tduckett@lordbissell.com
LIT EPA

Margaret M. Foster
McKenna Storer
33 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 1400
Chicago, IL 60602
312/558-3900
mfoster@mckenna-law.com

E. LynnGrayson
Jenner & Block LLP
330 N.Wabash Ave.
Chicago, IL 60611
312/923-2756
lgrayson@jenner.com
EPA

Mary Jones
John Deere
One John Deere Place
Moline, IL 61265
309/765-4837
jonesmary@johndeere.com
PRL SCC

Sheila Nielsen
Nielson Career Consulting Services
1075 Pelham Rd.
Winnetka, IL 60093
312/616-4416
snielsenjd@comcast.net
CAREER COUNSELOR
FOR ATTORNEYS

Cheryl TamaOblander
Winston & Strawn LLP
35WestWacker Drive
Chicago, IL 60601
312/558-5797
ctama@winston.com
EEO LIT

Diane Romza-Kutz
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.
150 N. Michigan Ave., Suite 420
Chicago, IL 60601
312/499-1400
dromzakutz@ebglaw.com
HCA LIT

Janet A. Stiven
Dykema
10 SWacker Drive, Suite 2300
Chicago, IL 60606
312/627-2153
jstiven@dykema.com

SusanW. Furr
Phelps & Dunbar LLP
P.O. Box
4412 445 North Blvd., Suite 701
Baton Rouge, LA 70821
furrs@phelps.com
EEO

Lynn Luker
Lynn Luker & Aaaociates, LLC
3433Magazine St.
NewOrleans, LA 70115
504/525-5500
lynn.luker@llalaw.com
PRL EEO ASBESTOS

Faith F Driscoll
14 Carlisle Rd.
Dedham, MA 02026
781/326-6645
faithd@rcn.com
ILP

Dinah L. Choi
Strickler, Sachitano &Hatgeld, P.A.
4550Montgomery Avenue, #900N
Bethesda, MD 20814
301/657-8805
dchoi@modernfamilylaw.com
FAM

Jo Benson Fogel
Jo Benson Fogel, P.A.
5900 Hubbard Dr.
Rockville, MD 20852
301/468-2288
jfogelPA@aol.com
FAM EST

Alyson Dodi Meiselman
Scurti Meiselman and Bledsoe
210 East Lexington Street, Suite 300
Baltimore, MD 21202-3541
410/244-0772
amaiselman@scurtiandgulling.com
FAM GEN

Felicia Duncan
I.A.B. Attorneys at Law, PLLC
3319 Greengeld Road #458
Dearborn, MI 48120
313/318-3180
duncan@iabattorneys.com
EEO

Sue Ellen Eisenberg
Sue Ellen Eisenberg
33 Bloomgeld Hills Parkway, Suite 145
Bloomgeld Hills, MI 48304
248/258-6080
see@ebpclaw.com

Angela Beranek Brandt
Larson King, LLP
2800Wells Fargo Place
30 East Seventh Street
Sr. Paul, MN 55101
651/312-6544
abrandt@larsonking.com
CONSTRUCTION PRODUCTS&
BUSINESS LITIGATION
EMPLOYMENT LAW

Norah J. Ryan
Narah J. Ryan Attorney at Law
230 S. Bemiston Avenue, Suite 510
St. Louis, MO 63105
314/727-3386
norah.ryan@att.net
LIT GENERAL PRACTICE

Karen E. Livingston-Wilson
Butler Snow
P.O. Box 22567
Jackson, MS 39225-2567
601/985-4593
karen.livingston-wilson@butlersnow.com
INS EPA

Susan J. Giamportone
Womble Carlye Sandridge & Rice
OneWest Fourth Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27101
919/484-2300
sgiamportone@wcsr.com
TOL HCA
PHARMACEUTICALS;
MEDICAL DEVICES

Linda A.Monica
Monica & Associates, PC
One NewHampshire Ave.
Portsmouth, NH 03801
603-430-7900
lmonica@monicalaw.com
LIT CON

Nicole Bearce Albano
Lowenstein Sandler P.C.
65 Livingston Avenue
Roseland, NJ 07068
973/597-2570
nalbano@lowenstein.com
LIT

Kirsten Ssheurer Branigan
Kirsten Scheurer Branigan, P.C.
45 Academy Street, Suite 302
Newark, NJ 07102
973/565-9885
kirsten@ksbraniganlaw.com
EEO

Catherine J. Flynn Tafaro
Lindabury McCormick Estabrooks &
Cooper, P.C.
53 Cardinal Drive
Westgeld, NJ 07091
908/233-6800
chynn@lindabury.com
LIT HCA EQUINE

Julie A. LaVan
LawOfces of Julie A. LaVan
309 Fellowship Road, Suite 200
Mt. Laurel, NJ 08054
609/870-9832
julie@jlavan.com
COR BSL

Lynn F. Miller
Miller, Miller & Tucker
96 Paterson St.
New Brunswick, NJ 08901
732/828-2234
lmiller@millerandmiller.com
FAM BKR LIT FAMILY,
MUNICIPAL COURT,
GENERAL PRACTICE

Laurie C. Poppe
Norris McLaughlin &Marcus, P.A.
721 Route 202-206
Bridewater, NJ 08807
908/252-4312
lcpoppe@nmmlaw.com
FAM

NEWHAMPSHIRE

NEW JERSEY

NORTHCAROLINA

MISSISSIPPI

MISSOURI

MINNESOTA

MICHIGAN

MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS

LOUISIANNA
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®

Workplace law. Now in its 50th year, Jackson Lewis LLP is proud of its leading 

role in the education of employers on preventive strategies and positive solutions 

in the workplace. Our women partners are just forty-eight of the reasons we have 

achieved a national reputation in workplace law. We set the national standard, 

counseling employers in all aspects of employment, labor, benefits, and immigra-

tion law and related litigation. To learn more about our services and management 

education programs, please visit us online at www.jacksonlewis.com.
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Judith Sulllivan
White &Williams LLP
East 80 Route 4
Paramus, NJ 07652
201/368-7214
sullivanj@whiteandwilliams.com
LIT BSL

Linda Pissott Reig
Porzio, Bromberg &Newman P.C.
100 Southgate Parkway
Morristown, NJ 07962
973/889-4305
lpreig@pbnlaw.com

Gwenellen P. Janov
Janov LawOeoces, P.C.
901 Rio Grande Blvd. NW,
Suite F-144
Albuquerque, NM 87104
505/842-8302
gjanov@janovcooney.com
LIT PRB INDIAN LAW

Cathy Fleming
Nixon Peabody
437Madison Avenue
New York, NY 10022
212/940-3783
caheming@nixonpeabody.com
COM WCC CORPORATE
INTEGRITY

Beth L. Kaufman
Schoeman Updike & Kaufman LLP
60 East 42nd Street
New York, NY 10165
212/661-5030
bkaufman@schoeman.com
LIT PRL

HelenM.Maher
Boies, Schiller & Flexner, LLP
333Main Street
Armonk, NY 10504
914/749-8200
hmaher@bshlp.com
LIT SPORTS LAW

Carole NimaroJ
Kaye Scholer LLP
425 Park Avenue
New York, NY 10022
212/836-7303
LIT PRL

RisaM. Rosenberg
Milbank Tweed Hadley &McCloy
1 Chase Manhattan Plaza
New York, NY 10005
212/530-5148
rrosenberg@milbank.com
BKR

Linda A. Stark
Linda A. Stark, Esq.
245 East 54th Street # 24G
New York, NY 10022
212/813-9148
LindaStarkLaw@aol.com

Maria T. Vullo
PaulWeiss
1285 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10019
212/373-3346
mvullo@paulweiss.com
LIT ILP SEC

Laurie J. Avery
Reminger
405Madison Ave. 23rd Floor
Toledo, OH 43604
419/254-1311
lavery@reminger.com
LIT EEO

Randal S. Bloch
Wagner & Bloch
2345 Ashland Avenue
Cincinnati, OH 45206
513/751-4420
wagbloch@yahoo.com
FAM

Margaret J. Lockhart
Cooper &Walinski, L.P.A.
900 Adams Street
Toledo, OH 43604
419/241-1200
lockhart@cooperwalinski.com
EDU LIT

Beatrice K. Sowald
Sowald, Sowald, Anderson &Hawley
400 S. Fiih St., Suite 101
Columbus, OH 43215
614/464-1877
bsowald@sowaldclouse.com
FAM PRB

ElizabethM. Stanton
ChesterWilcox & Saxbe LLP
65 E. State Street, Suite 1000
Columbus, OH 43215-4213
614/334-6189
estanton@cwslaw.com
EEO EDU MUN ANNEXATION

Michelle (Shelley) Pierce Stronczer
Pierce Stronczer Law, LLC
10235 Brecksville Rd., Suite 101
Cleveland, OH 44141-1106
440/526-2211
sps@discoverpslaw.com

Beth A.Wilson
Cooper &Walinski, L.P.A.
900 Adams Street
Toledo, OH 43604
419/241-1200
wilson@cooperwalinski.com
ADR CIV ETH LIT, PIL

Doris S. Casper
Doris S. Casper
200 Locust St.
Society Hill Tower, N17AH
Philadelphia, PA 19106
215/627-4271

Nancy Omara Ezold
Nancy O'Mara Ezold, P.C.
One Belmont Avenue, Suite 501
Bala Cynwyd, PA 19004
610/660-5585
nezold@ezoldlaw.com
EEO BSL

Wanda E. Flowers
Sunoco, Inc.
1735Market Street, Suite LL
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215/977-6148
wehowers@sunocoinc.com
EEO

Heather C. Giordanella
Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP
One Logan Square
18th and Cherry Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215/972-6400
heather.giordanella@dbr.com
ERISA EEO SPECIAL
MASTER SERVICES

JodeenM.Hobbs
Miller Alfano & Raspanti
1818Market Street, Suite 3402,
Suite 3402
3307West Queen Lane
Philadelphia, PA 19129
215/972-6400
jhobbs@mar-law.com
WHITE COLLAR CRIMINAL
DEFENSE

MaryHuwaldt
ArmstrongWorld Industries, Inc.
2500 Columbia Ave.
Lancaster, PA 17604
717/396-2886
mjhuwalst@armstrong.com
BUS BSL

Courtney SedaMcDonnell
McDonnell & Associates
Metropolitan Business Center
860 First Avenue, Unit 5B
King of Prussia, PA 19406
610/337-2087
cseda@mcda-law.com
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TiJani L. McDonough
Littler Mendelson P.C.
1601 Cherry Street, Suite 1400
Philadelphia, PA 19102
267/402-3046
tieani.mcdonough@gmail.com
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JackieMeredith-Batchelor
Aramark
Aramark Tower
1101Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107
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meredith-batchelor-jackie@aramark.com

Melody A. Alger
Baluch, Giafrancesco,Mathieu, &Alger
155 SouthMain Street
Providence, RI 02903
401/331-1434
melody.alger@bgmalaw.com
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Ashley P. Cuttino
Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak &
Stewart, PC
300 N. Main Street, 5th Floor
Greenville, SC 29601
864/271-1300
ashley.cuttino@odnss.com
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Jane NussbaumDouglas
Bluestein &Douglas LLP
One Carriage Lane Building D
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Katherine Dudley Helms
Ogletree Deakins
1320Main Street, Suite 600
Columbia, SC 29201
803/252-1300
kathy.helms@ogletreedeakins.com
EEO

Nancy Doherty Sadler
Grifth, Sadler & Sharp, P.A.
PODrawer 570
Beaufort, SC 29901
843/521-4242
nds@gandspa.com
LIT

Kirsten E. Small
Nexsen Pruet, LLC
P.O. Box 10648
Greenville, SC 29603
864/282-1112
ksmall@nexsenpruet.com
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AnnaMarieIatcher
Periaktos Productions LLC
3213West Main Street # 272
Rapid City, SD 57702
605/787-7099
productions@periaktos.com

Dawn S. Richter
Valeris Services
11335 Clay Road, Suite 190
Houston, TX 77041
832/282-3070
dborn@valerus-co.com
ENG COR FIN

Gwendolyn Frost
Powers & Frost LLP
1221McKinney, Suite 2400
Houston, TX 77010
713/767-1555
gwenfrost@powersfrost.com
LIT

Leslie Goldman
dermo Fisher Scientigc
9999 Veterans Memorial Drive
Houston, TX 77038
281/878-2351
leslie.goldman@thermogsher.com

Andrea Johnson
Powers & Frost LLP
1221McKinney, Suite 2400
Houston, TX 77010
713/767-1555
ajohnson@Ppowersfrost.com
PRL BRL

Janet H.Moore
International Lawyer Coach
P.O. Box 131252
Houston, TX 77219
281/247-4080
janet@internationallawyercoach.com
EXCEUTIVE COACHING FOR
LAWYERS

Cynthia Eva Hujar Orr
Goldstein, Goldstein and Hilley
310 S. St. Mary's Street, 29th Floor
San Antonio, TX 78205
210/226-1463
hujarorr@gmail.com
CRM APP STATEAND FEDERAL

Mary Frances VonBerg
Farnsworth & VonBerg LLP
333 North SamHouston Parkway,
Suite 300
Houston, TX 77060
281/931-8902
mfvonberg@farnsworthvonberg.com

Rogena D. Kyles
2121 Eisenhower Ave., Suite 219
Alexandria, VA 22314
703/535-8851
duke@prw.net
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Rachel L. Semanchik
Williams Mullen
8270 Greensboro Drive, Suite 700
McLean, VA 22102
703/760-5200
rsemanchik@williamsmullen.com
GOV LIT

Bambi FaivreWalters
Bambi FaivreWalters, P.C.
PO Box 5743
Williamsburg, VA 23188
757/253-5729
bambi@wzpatents.com
ILP

StephanieM. Erickson
Meissner Tierney Fisher &
Nicholas, S.A.
111 East Kilbourn Avenue, 19th Floor
deMilwaukee Center
Milwaukee, WI 53202

Jennifer A. Forquer
233 St. Helens Ave., #318
Tacoma,WA 98402
jforquer@gmail.com
FAM

MaryH. Spillane
Williams, Kastner & Gibbs PLLC
601 Union Street, Suite 4100
Seattle, WA 98101
206/628-6600
mspillane@wkg.com
APP LIT

Versha Sharma
7/115, Ashrey Aptt., Flat No. 403
4 th Floor, Swaroop Nager
Kanput-208002, India
91/512/290532
pramils@rediemail.com
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Karin A. Bentz
LawOfces of Karin A. Bentz
18 Dronningens Gade, Suite 8
St.domas, VI 00802
340/744-2669
kbentz@virginlaw.com
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Stikeman Elliott
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Chicago

Diverse by design
Baker & McKenzie has been one of the most diverse places
to work in the legal profession since its founding in 1949,
well before “workplace diversity” even entered our lexicons.

With a network of more than 3,600 internationally experienced
lawyers in 38 countries, we have the knowledge and resources
to deliver the broad scope of quality legal services required
to respond effectively to international and local needs —
consistently, with confidence and with awareness for cultural,
social and legal practice differences.

We are citizens of more than 60 countries. Our lawyers are
licensed to practice in nearly 250 jurisdictions. We speak more
than 70 languages. We are diverse by design.

Baker & McKenzie
www.bakernet.com
Baker & McKenzie International is Swiss Verein with member law firms around the world.
In accordance with the common terminology used in professional service organizations, reference
to a “partner” means a person who is a partner, or equivalent, in such a law firm. Similarly,
reference to an “office” means an office of any such law firm.

Baker & McKenzie’s scholarship
program has awarded
more than $1.4 million in
scholarships to minority law
students in schools throughout
the United States.
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The National Association of Women  
Lawyers® Career Center is a premier
electronic recruitment resource for the  

industry. Here, employers and recruiters 
can access the most

qualified talent pool with relevant work  
experience to fulfill staffing needs.

Visit http://www.abanet.org/nawl/resources.html for more informa-
tion, or call the NAWL office at 312-988-6729. 

 The National Association  
 of Women Lawyers®

the voice of women in the law™  

Are you 

A) Seeking a job? 

B) Seeking a job candidate? 

She won’t be opening just a gift… 

She’ll be
opening a
world of
possibilities. . .

By giving a gift membership to the National Association of 
Women Lawyers, you’ll be providing your favorite lawyer with 
the opportunity to build business networks, help advance the po-
sition of women lawyers, and meet like-minded contemporaries.  
Prices start at $45 depending on seniority and status. You can 
sign her up today at www.nawl.org. If you have any questions, 
please feel free to call the NAWL office at 312-988-6186. 

For the woman who WILL have everything… 

 The National Association  
 of Women Lawyers®

the voice of women in the law™  
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