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It was a long and torturous 
journey to the bar for American 

women, fi lled with bigotry, 
rejection, intrigue, triumphs and 

more than a little humor along the way. The Women Lawyers Club is a theatrical 
montage of many characters, including Margaret Brent, who arrived in the colony 
of Maryland in 1638 as the fi rst woman to serve as a lawyer in America, Clara 
Shortridge Foltz, who created the public defender system, Susan B. Anthony, who 
fought her entire life for the rights of women to vote, Myra Bradwell, the founder 
and publisher of The Chicago Legal News, and Lyda Conley, a Wyandot Indian, who 
fought for 40 years to save the Huron Place Cemetery. In spite of discrimination 
and hardship, the women lawyers of the United States have left their marks in 
virtually every area of the law. Others, who were not lawyers, fought for civil 
rights, the vote and “justice for all,” and nevertheless made an everlasting impact 
on the social and legal fabric of the country. 

Featuring Catherine Emberton, Joyce Jeff erson and Carol Saunders, the play 
celebrates the contributions that women have made in the law throughout 
American history and provides an engaging tool to facilitate discussion about social 

justice and equality under the law. 
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By joining NAWL, you join women throughout the United States and 
overseas to advocate for women in the legal profession and women’s 
rights. We boast a history of  more than 100 years of  action on behalf  of  
women lawyers. For more information about membership and the work 
of  NAWL, visit www.nawl.org. 
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    •  A voice on national and international issues affecting women through     
       leadership in a national and historical organization
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    •  A subscription to the quarterly Women Lawyers Journal and the ability to be       
       kept up to date on cutting edge national legislation and legal issues affecting   
       women
    •  The opportunity to demonstrate your commitment and the commitment of  your 
       firm or company to support diversity in the legal profession.
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About NAWL
Founded in 1899, NAWL is a professional association of  attorneys, judges and 
law students serving the educational, legal and practical interests of  the organized bar 
and women worldwide. Both women and men are welcome to join. Women Lawyers 
Journal®, National Association of  Women Lawyers, NAWL, and the NAWL 
seal are registered trademarks. ©2003 National Association of  Women Lawyers. 
All rights reserved.

How to contact NAWL
By mail: American Bar Center, MS 15.2, 321 North Clark Street, Chicago, IL 
60610; by telephone: (312) 988-6186; by fax: (312) 988-5491; by email: nawl@
nawl.org.

About Women Lawyers Journal
EditoriAL poLicy Women Lawyers Journal is published for NAWL members as a forum 
for the exchange of  ideas and information. Views expressed in articles are those of  the authors 
and do not necessarily reflect NAWL policies or official positions. Publication of  an opinion is 
not an endorsement by NAWL. We reserve the right to edit all submissions.

ArticLES Book reviews or articles about current legal issues of  general interest to women 
lawyers are accepted and may be edited based on the judgment of  the editor. Editorial decisions 
are based upon potential interest to readers, timelines, goals, and objectives of  the association and 
the quality of  the writing. No material can be returned unless accompanied by a self-addressed, 
stamped envelope. 

to AdvErtiSE Contact NAWL headquarters for rate information. Publication of  an 
advertisement is not an endorsement of  the product or company by NAWL.

to SubScribE Annual dues include a subscription to the Women Lawyers Journal. 
Additional subscriptions or subscriptions by nonmembers are available for $55 in the U.S. and 
$75 international. Back issues are available for $15 each.

Copyright 2007, National Association of  Women Lawyers. All Rights Reserved.
Women Lawyers Journal (ISSN 0043-7468) is published quarterly by the National Association of  
Women Lawyers (NAWL)®, 321 North Clark Street, MS 15.2, Chicago, IL 60610.



4 • WLJ – Summer 2007

WLJ
women	lawyers	journal

tA B L e o f Co n t e n t s

     
          Page

Contributors           5   

Editor’s Note          6
 by Deborah S. Froling

President’s Message          7
 by Holly English

Recent Events: Annual Awards Luncheon and      8   
 San Francisco Reception

Bragging Rights: Self-Evaluation Dos and Don’ts     11
 by Andrea S. Kramer

The Fine Art of  Asking for What You Deserve     13
 by Susan Smith

How to Win the War for Talent        15
 by Michael E. Nannes

My View of  Women Lawyers        18
 by Donald de Brier

DeSilva v. DeSilva: Equitable Distribution, Spousal Abuse,     19
 and New York’s Debate Over Fault Divorce
 by Julia Busetti

NAWL News          27

NAWL Networking Directory        35



Co n t r i Bu t o r s

Julia Busetti is entering her third year at the City University of  New York School of  Law, where she is a Haywood Burns 
Fellow.  Ms. Busetti is an Executive Articles Editor of  the New York City Law Review and has interned with the Legal 
Aid Society’s Juvenile Rights Practice and the Center for Death Penalty Litigation. Prior to law school, she worked in the 
Reproductive Rights Project of  the New York Civil Liberties Union. Ms. Busetti holds a B.A. from Grinnell College.
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Michael E. Nannes was elected Chairman of  Dickstein Shapiro LLP in 2006 after serving as firmwide Managing Partner 
since 2004, and as Deputy Managing Partner for 10 years.  Mr. Nannes provides leadership and strategic direction for the legal 
and business areas within the Firm.  He oversees every aspect of  the Firm’s operations, working closely with five department 
officers—Finance, Operations, Marketing, Human Resources, and Information Systems.  Under his leadership, the Firm has 
established its California office (in Los Angeles), has substantially grown its New York office, and has received recognition 
for its diversity and quality-of-life programs in numerous high-profile business and trade publications.  In 2006, Mr. Nannes 
was named “Star of  the Bar” by the Women’s Bar Association of  the District of  Columbia.

Susan Smith is a business owner with practical, ongoing business development experience. Her company is Selloquent LLC, 
a business that provides coaching, training and expertise to professional service firms seeking to build their practices. When 
speaking for professional groups, she leads interactive, thought-provoking discussions on real-world issues of  business 
development.

Andrea S. Kramer is a partner in the international law firm of  McDermott Will & Emery LLP, where she is a member of  
the Management Committee, a former member of  the Compensation Committee, chairs both the Firm’s Gender Diversity 
Committee and Financial Products Group, and co-chairs its Energy Services Group. She is the author of  the three-volume 
treatise, Financial Products: Taxation, Regulation, and Design, and is a frequent author and lecturer. Andie was named as 
one of  the 50 Most Influential Women Lawyers in America by the National Law Journal and was featured in Lawdragon 
in its “Top 500 Leading Dealmakers.”  She recently co-founded the Women’s Leadership and Mentoring Alliance (WLMA) 
to bring Chicago women professionals together to network, mentor, and support leadership opportunities in the Chicago 
business community. Andie received McDermott’s Star Mentor Award for her work with women throughout the Firm, 
initiation of  the Firm’s Women’s Leadership Series, and efforts to enhance the working environment for women.
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Donald de Brier is Executive Vice President, General Counsel, and Secretary of  Occidental Petroleum Corporation. 
Previously, he had been General Counsel of  British Petroleum Exploration Company, Associate General Counsel of  
Standard Oil Company, and Vice President and General Counsel of  Kennecott Corporation.  Donald graduated from 
Princeton in 1962, was commissioned in the US Navy, and then graduated from the University of  Pennsylvania Law 
School. He practiced with two firms, Sullivan & Cromwell and Patterson, Belknap, Webb & Tyler. Donald and his wife, 
Nancy, reside in Pacific Palisades.  She is also an attorney. They have three married daughters residing in California, and 
six grandchildren. Donald has been a Director of  the Los Angeles Philharmonic Association for 12 years, and a former 
Chairman of  the Board of  Governors of  the Riviera Tennis Club.
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As the new editor of  the Journal, it is both exciting and daunting for me to be writing this message.  Exciting, because it is a 
first for me and I’m extremely proud to be the new editor.  Daunting, because the woman who has done such a spectacular 

job over the past two years is looking at me from the facing page as the new President of  NAWL. It’s intimidating enough to 
replace someone who is a professional legal journalist without having her watching over me every issue but I take much comfort 
from her wise eyes looking at me. If  I can achieve anything close to what she has over her tenure, I will consider myself  lucky.   

The articles we are bringing you in this issue are very informative and extremely timely.  We have excerpted the remarks made by 
Donald de Brier, Executive Vice President, General Counsel and Secretary of  Occidental Petroleum Corporation, in accepting 
the NAWL’s President’s Award at the NAWL event in San Francisco in August.  We also have excerpts from another presentation, 
this time from Michael Nannes, Managing Partner of  Dickstein Shapiro, who participated in the New Jersey Women’s Bar 
Association’s Best Practice Series at Rutgers Law School.  The excerpts provide a window into what some firms are doing with 
respect to flexible work arrangements and how the culture of  an organization can only be dictated from the top down, not the 
other way around.

We have a winner published here as well—the winning essay in the second annual Selma Moidel Smith Law Student Writing 
Competition, which was established to encourage and reward original law student writing on issues concerning women and the 
law.  The winning essay, entitled “DeSilva v. DeSilva: Equitable Distribution, Spousal Abuse, and New York’s Debate over Fault 
Divorce,” was written by Julia Busetti, a third year law student and a Haywood Burns Fellow at the City University of  New York 
School of  Law.  Congratulations, Julia.

For those of  us who are entering into the season of  compensation and annual reviews, there is an article written by Andrea 
Kramer of  McDermott, Will & Emery that provides useful advice to help you write a more persuasive “I love me” memo.  And 
for those of  you who want help to build your practice, the article entitled “The Fine Art of  Asking for What You Deserve” by 
Susan Smith of  Selloquent LLC is a great resource to help you enhance your ability to ask for referrals.  

As the new kid on the block, I would like to hear from you—what you think about 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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It is with great pleasure that I begin my term as President of  the National Association of  Women Lawyers.  As some of  
you know, while on the Board of  NAWL I have served as Editor of  the Journal.  That position is now being shifted to 

the very able Deborah Froling, another Board member, and I know that she will do a wonderful job. Having said that, I 
enjoyed being Editor very much and will miss it.

But I will have plenty to do to fill my time!  My term began in a resplendent way, at our Annual Luncheon, held before 
1,100 enthusiastic audience members at the majestic Waldorf=Astoria Hotel in New York. Now that the lunch is over, of  
course, it’s time to roll up our sleeves. Although there are many great events to look forward to this year, I would draw 
your attention to three.  

By the time you read this, we will be about to have, or will just have concluded, our Third Annual General Counsel 
Institute, one of  the shining jewels in our crown of  programs. I hope that this program will have as much impact, or more, 
as it has in the past.  

We also will release our second Annual NAWL Survey, tracking crucial data like the differences between male and female 
partnership levels, differences in compensation between men and women, and other key indicators; watch for it and 
compare how things have changed since last year. Finally, we are looking forward with great anticipation to our Summit, 
a high-level conference to be held in Washington, D.C., in which managing partners, general counsels, heads of  women’s 
initiatives and other leaders in the profession will formulate best practices for the advancement and retention of  women.  

I am very conscious that my year as President will end as quickly as it began, so we are getting a running start.  Please feel 
free to contact me directly about ideas, suggestions, and any other thoughts you have about NAWL; I love hearing from 
you and look forward to meeting as many of  our members as possible.

Warmest wishes,

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



Annual  Awards  Luncheon
ne W Yo r k,  ne W Yo r k •  Au g u s t 2,  2007

On August 2, 2007, the National Association of  Women 
Lawyers® (NAWL) held its Annual Awards Luncheon at the 

Waldorf-Astoria Hotel in New York.  At the luncheon, attended 
by 1,100 guests, Cathy Fleming, NAWL’s 2006-07 President 
presented this year’s awards.  NAWL’s 2007 President’s Award was 
presented to the Bank of  America, N.A., which was accepted by 
Alice A. Herald, Deputy General Counsel. The President’s Award 

is given to a company which has demonstrated leadership in 
promoting women and diversity. Cathy Fleming, saluted Bank of  
America, noting that: “through its leadership, Bank of  America has 
demonstrated that the Bank means, and diversity means, business.” 
Karen J. Mathis, President of  the American Bar Association, was 
awarded the Arabella Babb Mansfield Award for her contributions 
to women in the law and in society. The Public Service Award was
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Rickie Jacobs, NAWL Executive Director, along with some of  NAWL’s 
Award winners: from left, Heather Giordanella, Bobbie Meloro, Laurie 

Robinson, Karen Mathis and Carol Robles-Román.

Alice A. Herald and Timothy J. Mayopoulos 
of  Bank of  America, N.A. proudly display 

the 2007 President’s Award.

Former New Jersey Governor Brendan Byrne administers the oath of  office to NAWL’s 2007-08 Board.  From left, Hon. Brendan 
Byrne, Cathy Fleming, Holly English, Lisa Horowitz, Deborah Froling, Dorian Denburg, Margaret Foster, Lisa Gilford, Lorraine Koc, 

Stephanie Scharf, Wendy Schmidt, Beth Kaufman, Heather Giordanella, Zoe Sanders Nettles and Carol Robles-Román.



Annual  Awards  Luncheon
ne W Yo r k,  ne W Yo r k •  Au g u s t 2,  2007

given to Carol Robles-Román, Deputy Mayor of  New York.  
Outstanding Member of  the Year Awards were given to Heather 
Giordanella and Bobbi Meloro. In addition, the inaugural M. 
Ashley Dickerson Award was given to Laurie R. Robinson, 
Assistant General Counsel and Director of  CBS Training 
and Diversity. The award, which is named after NAWL’s first 
African American President, recognizes a lawyer who promotes 
diversity. Cathy  Fleming, NAWL’s President, said, “We are 

pleased to honor our awardees—each of  whom has made a real 
difference in the workplace and in the profession as a whole.”  
Former New Jersey Governor Brendan Byrne administered 
the oath to the new board. Holly English, incoming President, 
outlined plans for the 2007-08 year, including a focus on “best 
practices” for the retention and advancement of  women as well 
as an expansion of  the website and other internet capabilities 
of  NAWL. . •
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Incoming NAWL President, Holly English. The inaugural M. Ashley Dickerson Award was presented to 
Laurie Robinson.

cockta i l  recept ion

NAWL President 2006-07, Cathy Fleming, 
with Donald de Brier of  Occidental Petroleum 

accepting the President’s Award in San Francisco.  

Attendees at the San Francisco reception included 
Lisa Gilford, Sally Lee Foley (past NAWL President), 

Holly English, Gloria Allred and Cathy Fleming.

In San Francisco, many gathered at the NAWL reception, catered by legendary restaurant Yank Sing, at the Rincon Center, where 
Cathy Fleming presented a President’s Award to Occidental Petroleum Corporation, accepted by  Donald P. de Brier, Executive 

Vice President, General Counsel and Secretary. Spirits were high as many supporters and friends celebrated this and other NAWL 
achievements this year. Earlier in the day,  the seminar the “Seven Habits of  Successful Rainmakers” was presented by Sara Holtz, 
Founder and Principal of  ClientFocus, at the offices of  Nixon Peabody LLP. •

sA n fr A n C i s C o,  CA L i f o r n i A • Au g u s t 10,  2007 
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LL.M./ J.S.D. Program in Intercultural Human Rights
Miami, Florida

“The LL.M. program allowed me to make real three of 
my most cherished dreams: to work for the UN; to work in 
Africa; and to work in the field within the area of human rights.”

- Mireya Pena Guzman, LL.M. IHR 2003

A Columbian lawyer and Doctor of Law from the University of Paris 
(Sarbonne), who has served as Human Rights Officer with the United 
Nations Mission in  Ethiopia and Eritrea (UNMEE) in Addis Ababa.

“The LL.M. Program in Intercultural Human Rights has 
been a great addition to my career. I now understand how 
international law and the different mechanisms to protect 
human rights can be used domestically. I also know better 
how to exercise political pressure to change policy. It has 
helped me refine my arguments in asylum cases, especially 
those focusing on gender persecution. Its intercultural 
dimension  was a great segue  into my current practice of 
providing culturally sensitive advocacy for victims of domestic 
violence, sexual assault, and modern-day human slavery,”
            - Ana Vallejo, LL.M. IHR 2002 & J.S.D. Candidate

• Globally unique LL.M. program offering     
  in-depth instruction on the protection of   
  human dignity across political, social, 
  economic, and cultural lines
• Diversity and intercultural dialogue, 
  with students from over all over the   
  globe
• Miami, Gateway to the Americas:    
  stunning natural beauty, wealth of   
  cultural attractions, sporting events, 
  and exciting multicultural environment
• J.S.D. in Intercultural Human Rights   
  now available for original thesis in the 
  field
• Degrees acquiesced in by the American 
  Bar Association

Graduate Program in Intercultural 
Human Rights
St. Thomas University School of Law
16201 NW 37th Avenue
Miami, Florida 33054

E-Mail:    humanrights@stu.edu
Phone:    (1) 305.474.2447
Fax:        (1) 305 474 2413
Website: www.stu.edu/humanrights
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bragging rights: Self-Evaluation dos and don’ts
Andrea S. Kramer • Mcdermott, Will & Emery LLp

Most lawyers are expected to submit self-evaluations as part 
of  annual compensation review processes.  Although the 

process varies from firm to firm and from legal department 
to legal department, one thing is constant:  women lawyers 
should approach their self-evaluations with the same planning, 
determination, and effort they put into their client projects. In this 
article, I offer some observations and  provide some suggestions 
gleaned from my experience as  Chair of  my law firm’s Gender 
Diversity Committee,  Member of  our Management and 
Compensation Committees.

At my firm, our Compensation Committee recommends to our 
Management Committee compensation for all of  our lawyers.  
Self-evaluations are part of  this compensation process.    To 
fulfill my responsibilities during my three-year term on our 
Compensation Committee, I carefully reviewed more than 1,000 
self-evaluation memos submitted by my partners.  In reviewing 
them, I was struck by the differences between those self-
evaluations submitted by men and those submitted by women. 
Indeed, it got to the point where I would know, without looking 
at the name, whether the memo was submitted by a man or a 
woman. The self-evaluation memos submitted by men were self-
laudatory and carefully recounted their strengths and successes.  
This was not the case for my women colleagues.  Men (as a 
group) were much more comfortable than women singing their 
own praises; sharing their achievements; and clearly making their 
career and compensation expectations known to their supervisors.  
Men easily wrote sentences that started with phrases such as “I 
accomplished X” or “I successfully completed Y.”  On the other 
hand, women (as a group) not only were generally unwilling to 
state and explain their successes but actually downplayed their 
overall contributions.

How could there be such a huge disparity between the self-
evaluations of  my male and female colleagues at the same stages 
of  their careers and professional development?  They all had the 
same superior educational backgrounds.  They all worked on the 
same types of  projects.  They were all offered the same sorts of  
professional development opportunities.  So, what could explain 
these striking differences?

Gender Differences
As I reflected upon this, I read about biological, psychological, 
and environmental gender differences.  What I learned was that 
some gender differences are rooted in brain development, while 
others are culturally ingrained from an early age, and still others 
might be tied to personality differences.  From early childhood, 

boys are observed to be much more comfortable than girls in 
tooting their own horns and “talking up” their successes.  They are 
observed to be much more comfortable than girls with bragging 
about their strengths and totally ignoring or downplaying their 
weaknesses.

 These gender differences—whatever their source—carry over 
into our professional lives.  While men and women have the same 
intellectual capacity, potential for success, and brain capacity, 
gender differences do exist in behaviors and instincts.  Numerous 
scientific studies have shown that men are drawn to seeking 
status and rank, while women are drawn to belonging, building 
consensus, seeking harmony, and being part of  a “team.” It is  
these gender differences and instincts that were being  played out 
in the self-evaluation process.

I shared my observations and concerns with a female managing 
director friend at a major investment bank, and she raised them 
with her male boss. He immediately saw the truth in what I had 
identified. He said that year after year (during their firm’s annual 
promotion cycle), only male promotion candidates would seek 
him out—some candidates on a daily basis—to tell him why they 
should be promoted and why “this” was their year for promotion.  
In most promotion cycles, not one woman candidate would 
make such a promotion “pitch.” I am certain that the women 
candidates wanted to be promoted just as much as the men.  Yet, 
unlike their male colleagues, they were not discussing their career 
goals with their supervisors.  For whatever reason—biological, 
psychological or environmental—these women were simply not 
comfortable telling their supervisors about their professional 
objectives. I truly did not see any other way at the time. The firm 
was all that I knew; I had been there for my entire legal career. 

Getting to a Level Playing Field
To compete on a level playing field—for plum assignments, fair 
compensation, and equal promotions—women lawyers must 
change.  We must confidently explain our achievements and 
advertise our interests in—and qualifications for—promotion. 
We must recognize that our supervisors and colleagues 
cannot—and do not—automatically know our thoughts, 
feelings, desires, and accomplishments. We must force ourselves 
to step out of  our comfort zones and proactively develop and 
use self-promotion skills—that are second nature to many 
of  our male colleagues—to enumerate our accomplishments 
and to clearly articulate our career and compensation 
expectations.  Our male colleagues have always been doing 
this. After observing these shocking gender differences in the

Women lawyers should approach their self-
evaluations with the same planning, determination 

and effort they put into their client projects.

I was struck by the differences between those self-
evaluations submitted by men and those submitted 

by women.
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self-evaluations of  my partners, I prepared a list of  “Dos and 
Don’ts” for my women colleagues.  It is a “how to” guide to 
prepare self-evaluations.  These “Dos and Don’ts” have now 
been incorporated into our firm-wide professional development 
program, but my original purpose can be met by sharing them in this 
article.  I very much hope that these “Dos and Don’ts” will provide 
food for thought before your next round of  self-evaluation memos.  
I also hope that this article will help empower you to cultivate the 
necessary self-promotion skills critically needed by all of  us to 
survive and thrive in today’s highly competitive legal environment.

The Suggested “Dos”
• Carefully read and follow the instructions before beginning your 
memo.
• Lead with your strengths:  identify them before starting to write 
your memo.
• Dig out “golden nuggets” about yourself.  Keep an organized  
file of  your accomplishments.
• Pull together the information about your client and administrative 
projects before you start your memo.
• Examine firm and department marketing materials to refresh 
your understanding of  firm and department goals.
• Reconcile your instinct for humility with the need to promote 
yourself.
• Showcase your accomplishments in a straightforward way, with 
authenticity, pride and enthusiasm.
• Mention issues (such as health-related, leaves of  absence, or 
family problems) in the back of  your memo or as an appendix, 
unless they account for a significant amount of  your time, in 
which case address them at the beginning of  your memo.
• Lead with a discussion of  larger clients or more important 
assignments.
• Provide a context for the projects you discuss in your memo.
• State the dollar value of  your transactions/trials or the benefits 
received by your clients.
• Save e-mails and letters praising your work, turnaround time, 
or other areas.  Quote that praise directly in your memo when 
you discuss the work you did for that client or project.  Consider 
attaching a copy of  the originals at the end of  your memo.
• Include any cross-selling you have participated in and mention 
the type, quantity, and value of  the projects you were able to 
secure from clients and other attorneys at your firm.
• Let other lawyers in the firm know who you are and what you 
have accomplished throughout the year, not just at compensation 
time.
• Reference clients you work with.
• Discuss who you work with:  partners, peers, junior lawyers, 
and staff. Your interactions can help showcase your professional 
development.
• Step into the spotlight. There is nothing worse than credit theft 
on the job!
• Discuss your management skills, including strengths and areas 
for improvement.
• Ask a more senior colleague or friend to comment and make 
suggestions on your memo after you’ve carefully thought out, 
written, and edited it.
• Ask yourself:  If  I didn’t know myself  and I read this memo, 
would I know me?

The “Don’ts”
• Don’t turn your memo in late!
• Don’t assume anything! Be explicit! Don’t assume the readers 
already know your successes and their significance to your practice 
and clients.
• Don’t use emotional words (such as “disappointed” or 
“hope”).
• Don’t use vague terms or sweeping generalities that leave no 
impact on the readers.
• Don’t be afraid to take full credit for your accomplishments.
• Don’t attribute your accomplishments to others.
• Don’t allow your memo to exceed four pages.  If  it does, edit 
and tighten it up.
• Don’t exaggerate—but be sure to cover the key points without 
modesty. 
• Don’t spend a lot of  time focusing on activities you’re involved 
in outside of  the firm.
• Don’t let your numbers do the talking. Highlight your 
responsibilities and accomplishments, while tying them to 
your numbers and explaining where your numbers don’t show 
important contributions.
• Don’t spend time discussing peripheral activities. Stay on 
track, discussing your core responsibilities or “mission critical” 
accomplishments.
• Don’t wait until the last minute to start writing your memo! If  
you do, you will not be able to put your best foot forward. •

Words and phrases to consider using 
in preparing your self-evaluation:

“This has been a year of  phenomenal growth for my 
practice because of  X.”
“The projects I’ve taken on have greatly increased my 
ability to do the following: ______.”
“I have expanded my practice in the following ways:  X, Y, 
and Z.”
“I have supplemented my experience by doing the 
following: _______.”
“I took on a lead role in this trial/transaction by handling 
the following: _____.”
“I have worked with a large number of  associates, partners, 
and staff  to ______.”
“My assignments are completed in a timely and efficient 
manner.”
“I work independently.”
“I seek out assignments from other offices and 
departments.”
“I have immersed myself  in ______.”
“On this transaction/case, I have effectively handled ___
___.”
“I took on a key role when I did ______.”
“I have successfully completed a _______.”
“I have been very active in ______.”
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the Fine Art of Asking for What you deserve
Susan Smith •  Selloquent LLc

Marketing

American essayist, poet, and popular philosopher, Ralph 
Waldo Emerson said, “Whatever you put out into the 

universe will come back to you ten-fold.”  As mothers, friends, 
partners and providers, we are accustomed to giving. We have 
become accustomed to getting something in return, however, 
only when the time is right, when it’s our turn, or when the stars 
align. And we expect these results without asking for them. That 
is why it is important to remember that Emerson also said that 
“those who cannot tell what they desire or expect, still sigh and 
struggle with indefinite thoughts and vast wishes.” Our task then, 
is to get comfortable asking for what we want in return for our 
efforts. 

Historically, the job of  an attorney was to practice law. There 
was not an expectation that each individual practitioner would 
grow business. Today, however, whether starting your own firm, 
working your way toward partner or filling a leadership role, 
business development is a prized and expected skill. Enhancing 
your ability to ask for referrals is one easy way to meet these 
expectations while distinguishing yourself  as a prized attorney.

So why aren’t all of  us asking for referrals? There are a handful 
of  common beliefs that prevent attorneys from making such 
a request.  Identifying the reasons why you are uncomfortable 
asking for a referral will help you rid yourself  of  some common 
misconceptions that may be preventing you from growing your 
practice.  

1.  If  I do a good job, people will refer me.  In the back of  our 
minds, most of  us think, “If  I work hard and I do a good job, 
people will eventually refer me to others.” Now think about the 
pace of  your day. How much time do you spend thinking about 
who you can refer to whom? If  you are like most people, you 
are far too busy to devote much time to such exercises unless 
specifically asked.  Therefore, if  you want people to refer you, 
you must take the time to ask them to do so, and then you must 
schedule time to gracefully stay top of  mind. 

2.  If  I ask for business, people will think I’m desperate.  
Most people, attorneys included, think of  asking for business as 
a sales-y activity that makes them seem desperate or pushy. Some 
may think it is incompatible with the practice of  law. That belief  
is limiting. Think about how you get things done in other areas 
of  life: you ask others around you for input and they are happy to 
assist. Requests make the world go round. The same holds true in 
your career: you’ve done a good job and there are many people 
who will help you, but only if  you tell them how. 

3.  I can’t talk to my clients about other business.  Some 
attorneys believe their clients don’t want to know they have other 
clients to tend to. Think of  the businesses your clients are in. No 
one will be in business long if  they only have one client. People 
understand that; do not let it stop you from asking, “Do you 
know anyone else who could benefit from my services?”  

4.  Getting means I have to give.  Exchange of  favors and 
referrals is rarely a one-for-one occurrence, i.e., “You give me a 
green marble and I’ll give you a red marble.” We give in one place 
in life and we get back in another. You will be surprised how little 
people expect when they genuinely want to help. 

Remember that change does not happen over night. The beliefs 
we’ve discussed may have been with you for twenty, thirty years or 
more. Don’t expect to wake up tomorrow with your old patterns 
of  thinking magically transformed. Take the time to set realistic 
goals that show progress over a specific period of  time, and 
schedule checkpoints to review your results. For example, “Each 
month I will ask for four referrals.” “Next Tuesday, at 3 PM, I will 
write down what a good referral is for me.” Find a likeminded 
person who knows your goal and will hold you accountable for 
its completion. Like developing referral relationships, changing 
behaviors and learning new skills take time and planning. Start 
today. Go out and ask for what you deserve. •

There are many people who will help you, 
but only if  you tell them how. 

You will be surprised how little people expect 
when they genuinely want to help. 



Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Nicholson

Graham and Preston Gates & Ellis

announce: A new firm combining

the knowledge, reach and 

industry experience of two market

leaders. A new energy created by 

blending different people, ideas

and influences. Limitless possibilities.

Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Preston Gates Ell is LLP 

1 4 0 0  L aw y E r s  o n  t h r E E  c o n t i n E n t s

www.klgates.com
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How to Win the War for talent 
implementing a Flexible Work program that Works

Michael E. Nannes •  dickstein Shapiro, LLp

Our firm has a reputation in Washington for being family-
friendly and valuing family matters, and headhunters know 

it.  One of  the reasons for this is because we have allowed the 
firm to consider alternative strategies that support the retention 
of  our attorneys.  One of  our more esteemed and very important 
lateral partner candidates came to us because her firm was not 
tolerant of  such a policy.  She felt she could work less than full-
time, perhaps, but she was going to have to be an apologist for 
working less than full-time.    The headhunter said if  you want 
to go to a place that’s accommodating, you ought to go talk to 
Dickstein.  She came in part-time, was admitted to partner, and 
has been with us for a number of  years.

You have to have a flexible work schedule policy.  You might 
want two days off  or a day off  when your children are young, 
given your childcare arrangements.  You might want a very 
different situation when your kids are teenagers.  My wife and I 
are firmly of  the belief  that you want to be home between three 
and five o’clock in the afternoon, when your middle school and 
high school kids get home, because they’ll open up to you if  they 
were slighted on the school bus or something went wrong on the 
playground.  They shut down by six o’clock.  You have to have a 
flexible policy that understands those kinds of  things.

If  you have flexibility in a law firm, it helps.  I once received a 
message from one of  our associates by e-mail.  She had a child 
who was very premature, and was on bed rest for a while; the 
child weighed less than three pounds.  Everything turned out 
well.  She sent me a message about how her practice leader had 
been supportive, how others had taken her cases and said, “Get 
out of  here; we will take care of  it for you.”  Human Resources 
people helped her on her medical requirements and conditions.  
I was very pleased with the thank-you note, but as I told her, 
I could not take the credit because I had no involvement in 
her particular case; what I found most gratifying was, that our 
organization knew the right thing to do.  

I try to go once or twice a year into law school campuses to 
conduct interviews myself, to get the pulse of  the law schools.  
When I mention our policies to men in a conversation, a lot of  
men are not necessarily thinking that they want to take advantage 
of  the policies, but it tells them a lot about where the firm’s head 
is at and what kind of  a place it is, and they want to be in a place 
that has a sense of  its values.  Typically, when we bring people 
back to the office, folks have reviewed our website and know our 
policies, and I believe a lot of  people are there in the first place 
because they’ve learned about our policies.

Part-time Advisor
As to our alternative work schedule policy, one of  the key features 
is to establish a part-time advisor in the organization.  Someone 
contemplating a part-time arrangement, managed care, alternative 
schedule, however you want to name it, doesn’t want to come to 
the Managing Partner first thing and say, “I am thinking about 
doing this,” because there is the stigma that people are worried 
about.  We can try to disabuse them of  that notion all we want, 
but it’s going to be in their consciousness.  So let them talk to 
somebody experienced to understand the implications and the 
complications of  such a policy.  That advisor will talk to them at 
the beginning.  

Additionally, that advisor is responsible for managing schedule 
creep.  Interestingly, we have found in our firm that a lot of  
people like to declare a schedule that is less than the amount of  
time that they actually want to work, because they want to feel 
good when they’re exceeding.  If  they pick a 60 percent schedule 
and want to work a 70 percent schedule, we do two things.  First, 
we bonus them, so we true up their salary at the end of  the 
year.  They feel good about it.  Second, our advisor also talks 
to that person during the course of  the year.  They track time, 
not because you’re too low, but because you’re too high.  The 
advisor asks, “Is this okay for you?” and the vast majority of  time 
they say, “This is fine, that’s what I wanted,” but at least they can 
have that discussion, not with the management person breathing 
down their neck, but with a person who is their advisor.  That 
advisor sometimes interfaces with me, but the associates know 
that their dialogue with this advisor is entirely confidential.

Editor’s Note: On November 3, 2006, the New Jersey Women Lawyers Association held a program in its “Best Practice Series” at Rutgers Law School in 
Newark. At that conference, Michael E. Nannes, chairman of  Dickstein Shapiro, LLP, delivered remarks on the topic of  dealing with obstacles that occur 

in the administration of  balanced hours programs.  Excerpts follow.

Another fallacy is the notion that part-time people 
are not committed.  That’s hogwash.  You may be 
paying 80 percent of  their time for 80 percent of  
their schedule, but you’re getting a hundred percent 

of  their mental commitment.

There will be resentment in some places. 
Be prepared to deal with it.
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Our part-time advisor also interfaces with partners.  Sometimes 
the associates think they’re getting assignments layered on them 
too heavily, and it’s hard for that first- or second-year to go to the 
partner and say, “I don’t want to work so much.”  We send our 
advisor into the lion’s den to negotiate that and get it sorted out, 
and to find out whether it’s a temporary or long-term situation 
that requires another adjustment.  Often, we find out that the 
case will be over shortly, and when the advisor goes back to the 
person, they’re okay with this arrangement as long as it’s not 
intended to be a fundamental change in how they’re working.

Stay Connected
We really encourage people to participate in a law firm, not to 
just come in and do their billable hours.  I think there is the guilt 
factor associated with a part-time schedule, that causes folks 
to want to work very hard all the time on client matters and 
then get out.  We tell people, please back off  a little bit, be part 
of  the fabric of  the law firm, be on hiring committees, be on 
other committees.  I think the key factor for a law firm retaining 
people, and it’s not just from the associate’s perspective, but 
from management’s perspective, is for people to stay connected 
to the law firm.  If  they just see it as a place to punch a clock 
and get paid, then when a little more money comes along, they’ll 
go elsewhere.  I want them to like our place, to be heard, and to 
help, frankly, introduce other people to the firm.  

Combating the Fallacies
Two other points about some of  the fallacies, and some of  
the difficulties, candidly, about the alternative work schedule 
process.  Among the fallacies is the “floodgates” argument that 
was thrown about as we started our alternative work schedule 
arrangements in the late nineties—that everybody was going to 
go do this.  

But the floodgates don’t open.  You will have a few people 
who opt for alternative schedules, and it’s good, and then some 
people will come back full-time.  It’s an incredible opportunity 
to attract talented attorneys.  

Another fallacy is the notion that part-time people are not 
committed. That’s hogwash.  You may be paying 80 percent of  
their time for 80 percent of  their schedule, but you’re getting 
one hundred percent of  their mental commitment.  My view 
is that people who are on a full-time schedule pivot off  of  a 
five-day workweek.  Someone who is on an 80-percent schedule 
pivots off  of  a four-day workweek, but as an economic matter 
for our law firm, on that fifth day of  the week, the lawyer—in 
my experience more often than not a mother—is getting all the 
dental appointments taken care of, getting all of  the other social 
overhead taken care of, and we get an incredibly efficient worker 
the other four days.

The Business Case
As to how to make some of  this work, we just had a presentation 
the other day from two of  our partners.  We have offices in Los 
Angeles and New York, and we have women who are managing 
partners in both of  these branch offices.  One of  their important 

theories is that it is the bottom line that matters in business; 
make the business case for why the policies makes sense.  The 
absenteeism of  people on part-time schedules is far less than 
people who are on full-time schedules, because they can adjust 
their schedules.  Maybe Thursday is supposed to be their day off, 
and sometimes they have to shift days, but they’re there.  You 
do need flexibility if  you’re in one of  those arrangements.  You 
have to recognize that.

But to make the economic case, I think a lot of  points can be 
made.  Clients do not mind.  A lot of  people on the inside, more 
and more of  the buying power of  the legal services, are women.  
They would much rather have you with your child, where they 
can likely Blackberry you, than in a deposition for another client.  
You are more accessible part-time, not less.  Where is the attorney 
who spends 100 percent of  his or her time on one client, where 
that client does not have other people working on that matter?  
If  you are doing 40 percent of  your time for the client, they 
don’t care where you are otherwise.  I think that fallacy deserves 
some debunking as well.

 

It Takes a Village
Difficulties:  First, I think any part-time arrangement requires 
a village.  It requires collaboration, and if  you are looking for 
such an arrangement, make sure that your support systems are 
in place, that you can be flexible, and that you are realistic about 
what you can accomplish.  There are very good ways to do it all 
or most of  it all.  

Don’t always look for the negative side of  things.  Case in point:  
we had a situation where someone thought the arrangement 
wasn’t working well, whereas I thought we were doing everything 
possible to make it work--uninformed, I believed -- others 
thought the firm was not sufficiently supportive.  When we 
drilled down, we learned it was a woman who was involved in a 
transaction, and she was going through a busy time in her work 
cycle.  The year was going to come out okay.  It turned out her 
husband was very unsupportive of  the situation.  He was from 
a culture, she said, that did not quite appreciate that perhaps the 
woman could make more money than the husband, or could 
work harder than the husband, and he was putting incredible 
stresses on her.  I wanted to go out and blast that out for people 
who were saying, “Why isn’t it working for so-and-so.”  But I did 
not.  We took the shrapnel.  We respected her dignity.  My advice 
to the part-timer:  Make sure you have your systems and your 
structures in place so you can do a very good job.  You’ll make 
some choices.  You have to be flexible.

There will be resentment in some places.  Be prepared to deal 
with it.  Our policies are gender neutral in terms of  alternative  

(continued on page 25)

One of  the problems in breaking 
through the barriers was a generation 
of  people older than 55 where the men 

worked and the women did not.
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 small firm environment.

Fenwick & West—large enough for the biggest cases and deals—

small enough to foster a robust diverse work environment.

Fenwick & West is ranked as one of the most diverse large law firms in 

the United States. In 2006, Fenwick & West was honored with the award 

for “Excellence in Firm Diversity Efforts” by the Santa Clara County Bar 

Association. In 2005, Fenwick & West was granted the second-highest 

diversity rating by American Lawyer Media. Fenwick & West was also one 

of the original signatories to the San Francisco Bar Association’s “No 

Glass Ceiling” initiative. 

Big firm experience

www.fenwick.com

Silicon Valley

801 California St.

Mountain View, CA 94041

650.988.8500

San Francisco

555 California St. 12th floor

San Francisco, CA 94104

415.875.2300



This is a wonderful award, from an awesome organization.  
I cannot thank you enough for the great honor.  I will 

continue to endeavor to live up to your high expectations.

Let me say a few words about my view of  women lawyers.  By 
their very nature, women have many talents which make them 
terrific lawyers.  They are smart, quick, articulate, tough minded, 
creative, good listeners, courageous, witty, very independent, 
with high ethical standards.  They have all the “right stuff.”  
And, they are coming on like gangbusters.

 In the 1960’s, 3% of  U.S. attorneys were women;
  They now represent 30%.

 In the 1960’s, 4% of  U.S. law students were women;
  Today, almost 50%.

But, here is the sticking point.  The American economy is still a 
huge military-industrial complex, of  which the legal profession 
is just a small cog.  Most business organizations, including most 
law firms, have a management structure designed on a military 
model.  A Boy’s Club, in a way.

 • Command and control
 • An appointed head person (Head Man)
 • Quick decisions—right or wrong
 • Everyone follows orders
 • Shoot first, ask questions later
 • First and foremost, loyalty and dedication to the   
    organization
 • No questions asked
 • “Get on the next plane to wherever, whenever”
 • “I don’t care if  you have to stay here all night—get   
    it done!”
 • “Everyone has to work all weekend”

Does that sound familiar?  Think... 

 • The US Army?
 • The USC Football team?
 • Every ship in the fleet?
 • The Marine Corps?
 • Your company?
 • Your firm?!!

Most guys love this style.  Either it’s in their genes, or they 
learned it in elementary school. It’s a “guy” mystique.  It’s a 
“guy” thing.  As the Brits say, “It should be learned on the 
playing fields of  Eton and Harrow.”

I am a retired Navy Officer, so it is a tradition that was drilled 
into my soul.  At British Petroleum, where I worked for 13 
years, everything was run like the British Navy.

The legal profession itself  has long and strong masculine roots.  
Our system evolved from two deep traditions – Canon Law, 
which we now call “equity,” and the Common Law court system 
of  England, which we now call “law.”  All Canon lawyers were 
men, of  course, and even the English Courts were an exclusive 
domain of  men.  Both traditions are over 1,000 years old!

But, this model can be a hard sell to women.  Women are often 
collaborative.  They like to discuss decisions, and would often 
prefer to make the right decision, rather than the fast decision.  
They often prefer different leaders for different problems.  And 
they typically always feel that family needs and considerations 
must be first and foremost.  I also subscribe to these values.

As I see it, we have an irresistible force (the influx of  outstanding 
women lawyers) slamming into an immovable object (the 
military industrial complex – the consummate Boys’ Club).

There are lots of  historical models to show us how that will 
probably turn out...

 • The action of  ocean waves on the beach
 • The early Christian Movement in Ancient Rome

The irresistible force takes a whipping, but eventually the 
immovable object does move.

And so we are seeing this movement.  Law firms and companies 
are becoming more family friendly.  As armies of  women pour 
into the workplace, the boys are moving aside – and many of  
them are even starting to enjoy it!

This is a very exciting time to be a woman lawyer.  The legal 
profession is opening up to you.  You are having a tremendous 
impact on all areas of  the practice. You have made enormous 
improvements in the profession.

It is also evident that the irresistible force has paid a high 
price.  Many outstanding women lawyers have burned out and 
abandoned the profession.  It has been a great misfortune to 
lose this pool of  talent.  But it is also gratifying that so many of  
you have hung in there, and succeeded so brilliantly.

So, congratulations to all of  you, for all that you have 
accomplished over the years, and thank you!  •

My view of Women Lawyers
donald de brier • occidental petroleum corporation
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Editor’s Note: On Friday, August 10, 2007, NAWL held a cocktail reception at the Rincon Center in San Francisco where Donald P. de Brier, Executive 
Vice President, General Counsel and Secretary of  Occidental Petroleum Corporation, was presented with NAWL’s President’s Award.  Following is an 

excerpt from the remarks Mr. de Brier made in accepting the award.  
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deSilva v. deSilva: Equitable distribution, Spousal 
Abuse, and New york’s debate over Fault divorce

Julia busetti

Introduction
In the stunning 2006 decision DeSilva v. DeSilva, New York 
Supreme Court Justice Jacqueline Silbermann awarded 100% of  a 
divorcing couple’s marital assets to a battered wife.1 That decision 
came six years after Justice Silbermann—the Deputy Chief  
Administrative Judge for Matrimonial Matters and a member of  
the Statewide Family Violence Task Force2—similarly awarded 
over 95% of  another couple’s assets to an abused spouse in Havell 
v. Islam.3 Advocates for battered women have hailed the precedent 
created by these decisions as a groundbreaking development.4   

The legal community’s reaction to DeSilva focused on the 
expansion of  the circumstances in which the court may consider 
domestic violence in equitable distribution proceedings.5 Although 
the general rule in New York is that marital fault is not factored 
into the distribution of  marital property, Justice Silbermann 
boosted awards to abused spouses in Havell and DeSilva through 
an exception that allows consideration of  “egregious conduct.”6 
In DeSilva, Justice Silbermann faithfully followed the rule that she 
had announced in Havell, but effectively expanded the precedent 
by applying it to a comparatively less egregious set of  facts. 
 
This expansion powerfully and appropriately sent the message 
that any level of  spousal abuse is intolerable. However, 
excitement about the decision should be tempered with caution.  
The expansion and the broad judicial discretion implicit in the 
new standard may make the decision vulnerable on appeal.  

Additionally, the decision may have unintended, unfavorable 
consequences for battered women or other women in New York.  
Despite these dangers, the DeSilva decision is a step in the right 
direction and an opportunity for advocates to consider the role 
that spousal abuse—and fault generally—should play in the 
distribution of  marital property.

“Marital property” is a relatively new concept, born out of  the 
equitable distribution laws of  the 1970s and 1980s.7 Traditionally, 
the only factor considered when distributing property was who 
held legal title, rendering contributions by the other spouse 
irrelevant.8 The common law title system tended to favor the 
husband as the primary provider and wage earner, particularly in 
the era when married women could not hold property.9 Equitable 
distribution systems, on the other hand, recognize the reality that 
“bare legal title to property acquired...by the spouses during 
marriage often does not correspond to their real rights in such 
property.”10 Therefore, a court can consider a number of  factors 
relating to both spouses’ economic contributions and needs,11  
with the goal of  effecting “a fair sharing of  the benefits and 
burdens of  the marriage measurable in dollars.”12 The courts in 
many states, however, may not consider traditional fault factors 
because this is seen as a punitive measure at odds with the goals 
of  no-fault divorce.13 Many states do, though, consider economic 
fault because it is relevant to the parties’ contributions to the 
marital property.14   

NAWL has established the annual Selma Moidel Smith Law Student Writing Competition to encourage and reward original law student writing on issues 
concerning women and the law.  This is the second year of  the competition and we were gratified to receive many superb entries.  The winning essay is by Julia 
Busetti, a third year law student and a Haywood Burns Fellow at the City University of  New York School of  Law.  

Selma Moidel Smith, in whose honor the Competition is named, has been an active member of  NAWL since 1944.  Smith is the author of  NAWL’s 
Centennial History (1999), and recently received NAWL’s Lifetime of  Service Award.  She is a past Western Region Director, State Delegate from 
California, and chair of  numerous NAWL committees.  Selma served two terms as president of  the Women Lawyers Association of  Los Angeles, and was 
recently named their first and only Honorary Life Member.  She was also president of  the Los Angeles Business Women’s Council.  In the ABA Senior 
Lawyers Division, Selma was appointed the chair of  the Editorial Board of  Experience magazine (the first woman to hold that position) and was elected to 
the governing Council for four years, also serving as chair of  several committees and as NAWL’s Liaison to the Division.  Selma is a member of  the Board 
of  Directors of  the California Supreme Court Historical Society.  She was president, and also a Charter Member, of  the National Board of  the Medical 
College of  Pennsylvania, which recently honored her at the Board’s 50th anniversary.

Selma’s career as a general civil practitioner and litigator are recognized in the first and subsequent editions of  Who’s Who in American Law and Who’s 
Who of  American Women, and also in Who’s Who in America, among others.  Her articles on the history of  women lawyers have been published in the 
Women Lawyers Journal and Experience magazine, and have been posted online by the Stanford Women’s Legal History Biography Project (together with 
her own biography).  Her original research includes the discovery of  the first two women members of  the ABA (Mary Grossman and Mary Lathrop), both 
of  whom were vice presidents of  NAWL.  

Selma is also a composer.  Many of  her 100 piano and instrumental works have been performed by orchestras and at the National Museum of  Women in 
the Arts.  She is listed in the International Encyclopedia of  Women Composers.



The equitable distribution cases discussed below are set in the 
unique context of  New York’s fault-based divorce laws. New York 
is the only state that requires fault grounds for divorce,15 requiring 
the spouse seeking the divorce to prove one of  the following: (1) 
cruel and inhuman treatment, (2) abandonment, (3) confinement 
in prison, or (4) adultery.16 It is also possible to obtain a divorce 
if  both parties enter into a separation agreement followed by a 
year-long separation period.17 In other (no-fault) states, spouses 
can obtain unilateral divorces for reasons like “incompatibility.”18   
In February 2006, a commission appointed by New York’s Chief  
Judge Judith Kaye released a report calling for a move to no-fault 
divorce.19 Among the criticisms Chief  Judge Kaye raised against 
fault-based divorce is the lack of  efficiency, saying, “Divorce takes 
much too long and costs much too much—too much money, too 
much agony, too hard on the children.”20 Others, however, criticize 
no-fault systems for weakening social sanctions against divorce.21   
Not surprisingly, the New York State Catholic Conference is 
among those opposing the change.22 
 
Advocates for women’s rights in New York, meanwhile, have 
come down on both sides of  the issue. Proponents of  a switch 
to no-fault divorce, such as the Women’s Bar Association of  the 
State of  New York, argue that the fault system is too onerous 
for battered women and keeps them in abusive marriages.23 
Opponents of  no-fault divorce, like the New York State chapter 
of  the National Organization of  Women, argue that the fault 
system gives an innocent spouse a bargaining chip in negotiating 
a settlement agreement and places greater value on the non-
economic contributions of  homemakers.24 Although a separate 
statute regulates the equitable distribution system, the debate 
over fault divorce in New York underpins this discussion about 
property distribution.   

DeSilva v. DeSilva
Kenrick and Kristin DeSilva were married for 10 years and had 
two children.25 At trial, Mrs. DeSilva testified to a history of  
domestic abuse by her husband, particularly in the last two years 
of  the marriage.26 The abuse, fueled by alcohol, was both verbal 
and physical in nature: Mr. DeSilva called Mrs. DeSilva obscene 
names in front of  their children, threw a packed duffle bag at her 
pregnant stomach, spit in her face, and threw her to the ground.27 

The court noted that Mr. DeSilva’s in-court behavior was consistent 
with Mrs. DeSilva’s testimony.28 Additionally, he had been arrested 
on several occasions, including once for an altercation he had with 
Mrs. DeSilva’s family at her father’s birthday party.29    

In her consideration of  the factors required by the New York 
Domestic Relations Law,30 Justice Silbermann found that Mrs. 
DeSilva earned over twice as much as Mr. DeSilva and that her 
future financial circumstances were likely to be comparatively 
better, in light of  Mr. DeSilva’s difficulty holding down a job.31  
These factors normally would tend to favor Mr. DeSilva in the 
distribution of  property.32 However, Justice Silbermann also took 
note of  “a pattern of  conduct involving both physical and verbal 
abuse which rises to the level of  egregious fault.”33 Although 
abuse is not one of  the statutory factors, Justice Silbermann cited 
the catchall provision in the statute allowing for consideration of  

“any other factor which the court shall expressly find to be just 
and proper.”34 For the proposition that a pattern of  abuse is a just 
and proper factor, Justice Silbermann cited Havell v. Islam—the 
2001 case in which she awarded 95% of  a couple’s marital assets 
to an abused spouse.35 After quoting at length the reasoning from 
Havell, Justice Silbermann concluded that the abuse in DeSilva 
“warrant[ed] an unequal distribution of  marital assets” and 
awarded Mrs. DeSilva all of  the marital assets and less than a tenth 
of  the debt.36   

Legal Background and Precedent 
Havell v. Islam, the landmark decision that DeSilva expanded, also 
made headlines, largely due to the gruesome facts of  the case 
and the large sum of  money involved. Upon dissolution of  that 
twenty-one year marriage, the marital assets totaled $13 million 
and included a Manhattan brownstone and two country houses.37   
Theresa Havell alleged that her husband, Aftab Islam, had inflicted 
verbal and physical abuse throughout their marriage, including 
vulgar and obscene language, threats and insults, violence, grabbing 
and twisting Ms. Havell’s arm, and beating their children.38 The 
abuse finally culminated in a horrific assault occurring several 
days after Ms. Havell announced her intent to seek a divorce.39 At 
5 a.m., Mr. Islam entered his wife’s bedroom and used a barbell 
to beat her on the head, face, neck, and hands.40 When three of  
their children came into the room, Mr. Islam told his daughter 
that he had killed her mother.41 Ms. Havell survived the attack but 
suffered extensive injuries, including broken teeth and a broken 
nose and jaw, which required many hours of  surgery and left 
her disfigured.42 Other lasting effects included pain, dizziness, 
headaches, nightmares, sleeplessness, and post-traumatic stress 
disorder.43 Mr. Islam was indicted for attempted murder but pled 
guilty to first-degree assault and was sentenced to eight years and 
three months in prison.44 

Shortly after New York implemented equitable distribution in 
1980, the Court of  Appeals held that consideration of  marital 
misconduct was inconsistent with the premise of  the new statute—
that “a marriage is in part an economic partnership and upon its 
dissolution the parties are entitled to a fair share of  the marital 
estate.”45 However, the Appellate Division indicated in Blickstein v. 
Blickstein that an exception could be made in extraordinary cases 
where the “misconduct is so egregious or uncivilized as to bespeak 
of  a blatant disregard of  the marital relationship—misconduct 
that ‘shocks the conscience’ of  the court.”46 In subsequent cases, 
a man’s attempt to hire a hit man to kill his wife satisfied this 
egregious conduct standard.47 However, another man’s physical 
and verbal abuse, including threats to kill his wife and to commit 
arson, did not.48 Likewise, “verbal harassment, threats, and several 
acts of  minor domestic violence” did not shock the conscience 
of  the court.49  

Based on this precedent, Mr. Islam moved to exclude evidence 
of  any abusive behavior prior to the final assault, arguing 
that it did not meet the egregious conduct standard.50  Justice 
Silbermann conceded that the case law had previously reserved the 
determination of  egregious conduct for serious violent felonies, 
such as attempted murder or repeated physical abuse resulting in
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broken bones and permanent injury, rather than verbal harassment 
and threats.51 Nevertheless, Justice Silbermann denied Mr. 
Islam’s motion to exclude the evidence and instead expanded 
the egregious conduct standard to include a pattern of  physical 
and emotional abuse during a lengthy marriage.52 She based this 
decision on two grounds: (1) the practice in other states (of  which 
fifteen consider marital fault in property distribution), and (2) the 
evidence of  lasting physical and psychological harm suffered by 
battered women and their children, including Battered Women’s 
Syndrome.53 Furthermore, Justice Silbermann invoked the court’s 
“obligation...to implement the purpose of  law, which is to do 
justice, and not to mechanically apply established principles of  law, 
even when they compel an absurd result.”54   

Ultimately, Justice Silbermann awarded 95% of  the substantial 
marital assets to Ms. Havell.55 She primarily considered two 
statutory factors in distributing the property: (1) Ms. Havell’s 
poor health because of  the assault and (2) Ms. Havell’s superior 
financial contributions to the marriage along with Mr. Islam’s 
comparative lack of  contribution to managing the household.56 
Justice Silbermann also described Mr. Islam’s marital fault at 
length—both the assault and the prior abuse.57 However, in the 
end, Justice Silbermann based the decision to reduce Mr. Islam’s 
award solely on his attempted murder of  Ms. Havell, which itself  
was sufficient to constitute egregious conduct.58 

The Appellate Division affirmed Havell, holding that Justice 
Silbermann’s consideration of  the statutory factors and of  the 
attempted murder fell within the proper scope of  the court’s “broad 
discretion in determining equitable distribution.”59 The Appellate 
Division agreed with the trial court’s rejection of  precedent 
suggesting that egregious conduct must have an economic impact, 
instead characterizing egregious conduct as that which offends an 
important social value, such as life or bodily integrity.60 The court 
likened Mr. Islam’s conduct to other cases in which a spouse who 
attempted murder was denied a share of  the marital property.61   
The Appellate Division made no mention of  the earlier pattern of  
abuse or Justice Silbermann’s admission of  that evidence.

Expanding the Havell Standard
If  DeSilva indeed expands the standard set out in Havell, it is not 
in the articulation of  the standard but in its application. Justice 
Silbermann’s reasoning in DeSilva was necessarily consistent with 
precedent, since she simply repeated her justifications from Havell 
for admitting evidence of  a pattern of  physical and emotional 
abuse.62 However, in its application, DeSilva is significant in several 
ways.

First, the outcome in DeSilva, unlike that in Havell, actually depended 
on the expanded egregious conduct standard. Perhaps strategically, 
Justice Silbermann made the groundbreaking announcement that a 
pattern of  physical and emotional abuse can be egregious in a case 
where a horrific assault already supported unequal distribution.63   
By contrast, in DeSilva, where there was no comparable assault, 
the reduction in assets distributed to Mr. DeSilva depended upon 
Havell’s expansion of  the standard to include “verbal harassment, 
threats and...acts of  minor domestic violence.”64

   

Second, the pattern of  abuse in Havell, even absent the final assault, 
was more severe than that in DeSilva. The marriage in DeSilva lasted 
for ten years, with the judicial focus on abuse occurring in the last 
two years of  the marriage, whereas in Havell, the marriage lasted for 
twenty-one years with abusive behavior throughout. Additionally, 
in DeSilva the abuse (at least as detailed in the opinion) was of  a 
less physical nature than in Havell.  Justice Silbermann’s application 
of  the Havell standard to these facts without laying out the criteria 
for when a pattern of  abuse becomes egregious—or what made 
this one so—might be read as a zero tolerance approach to spousal 
abuse. DeSilva is open to the interpretation that any repeated 
abuse within a marriage, whether verbal or physical, amounts to 
egregious conduct.

Finally, and consistent with the previous point, Justice Silbermann 
sent a bold message with the award of  100% of  assets to Mrs. 
DeSilva. She did not discuss the calculation of  the award, suggesting 
that any egregious conduct could result in a complete forfeiture of  
interest in marital assets. This total denial of  assets, particularly 
when tied to less shocking facts than Havell, suggests that DeSilva 
is a significant expansion of  the egregious conduct standard.

Due to the factual distinctions between the two cases, it is not a 
foregone conclusion that DeSilva would be upheld if  appealed.  In 
Havell, the Appellate Division only ruled on whether the trial court 
erred in considering the attempted murder and in its weighing of  
the other factors. The appeals court compared Havell to other 
cases where attempted murder resulted in unequal distribution.65   
However, the court made no mention of  the admissibility of  
the pattern of  abuse. Had the Appellate Division been eager to 
reinforce Justice Silbermann’s decision, it might have taken that 
opportunity even though the issue was not directly before the 
court.   

In addition, although the Appellate Division exhibited deference 
to the trial court’s wide discretion in Havell, it is possible that 
DeSilva would not fare as well. The extraordinary circumstances in 
Havell may have distracted from the fact that Justice Silbermann’s 
reasoning for expanding the standard was cursory. Although she 
considered the practices in other states—fifteen consider fault in 
property distribution and there is precedent in Missouri and New 
Hampshire for considering physical abuse—Justice Silbermann did 
not explicitly draw any conclusions about how this distribution of  
state practices supported her decision.66 She also briefly noted the 
ill effects on women and children of  domestic abuse, but she made 
no explicit connection to marital property.67 Justice Silbermann 
could have sought to buttress her decision with findings about 
the economic impact of  domestic violence and its role in keeping 
women in abusive relationships. Perhaps her intention was to say 
that these harms are so entrenched in our common experiences 
that there is no need to document them. Whatever her motives, 
Justice Silbermann expanded the standard without giving a sense 
of  its limits or proper application, thus carving out a wide area of  
discretion in Havell.  If  the Appellate Division viewed that discretion 
as a necessary instrument to deal with Havell’s extraordinary facts, 
then DeSilva may receive more scrutiny. 
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The Impact of  Havell and DeSilva
Havell and DeSilva each represent the victory of  a battered woman 
in court—receiving financial compensation for her suffering 
and the social condemnation of  her batterer. Furthermore, the 
decisions set New York apart from other states in asserting that 
domestic abuse is not a normal or acceptable aspect of  marriage.68   
However, the decisions should also raise some concerns for 
women, as well as questions regarding goals for the future of  
divorce and equitable distribution laws in New York.

There is a potential danger in infusing the determination of  
egregious conduct with so much judicial discretion. Justice 
Silbermann seems to be using this discretion to advance an agenda 
of  punishing and hopefully deterring spousal abuse. However, 
because she has not delineated the limits of  the standard, the 
exception is available to other judges with different or even 
conflicting agendas who might use the egregious conduct standard 
to punish other types of  fault. The problem with the standard 
being applied to considerations of  fault that fall outside the scope 
of  domestic abuse is that “[t]he introduction of  misconduct or 
marital fault in divorce proceedings has traditionally appealed to 
those individuals viewing divorce in moralistic terms.  Proponents 
of  the moralistic approach believe that any economic losses 
resulting from the breakup of  a marriage should fall upon those 
morally responsible.”69 The burden of  a moralistic approach 
could fall disproportionately upon women, particularly those 
who do not fit a traditional notion of  what makes a “good wife.”  
This danger is not wholly speculative. Custody disputes are one 
example of  a way in which women have suffered when judges 
made moral judgments about their lifestyles.70 Where statutes 
giving presumptive custody to the primary caretaker contain 
overly vague exceptions for parental unfitness, courts have 
used their discretion to deem mothers “unfit” based on “their 
sexual conduct (usually characterized as ‘sexual misconduct’), 
their survival of  domestic abuse, or their paucity of  economic 
resources, without establishing any connection between these 
factors and their fitness as parents.”71  

In Georgia—whose fault-based alimony laws Justice Silbermann 
looked to for guidance in Havell72—such moral considerations 
are the norm.  There, temporary alimony may be denied to a wife 
who is guilty of  abandonment, adultery, pregnancy by another 
man, or cruelty.73 Likewise, under the DeSilva precedent, adultery 
could potentially be considered “emotional abuse” for purposes 
of  property distribution.  Justice Silbermann referred to the fact 
that under the pre-Havell standard (and presumably unjustly), “a 
wife’s open adultery, physical abuse..., verbal abuse, and wounding 
of  her husband with a knife” was not egregious conduct.74 
Justice Silbermann did not clarify whether, under the expanded 
exception, the adultery might be egregious absent abuse, or in 
combination with verbal abuse. Ultimately, the danger is that this 
precedent could have the unintended consequence of  introducing 
fault wholesale into equitable distribution. Although that might 
not be an immediate danger, advocates should take advantage 
of  the momentum from these decisions to lobby for inclusion 
of  domestic violence as an enumerated factor, thus precluding 
future judges from deciding a legislative issue.

DeSilva and Havell could have an impact on the debate over the 
fault-based divorce system in New York. These decisions could 
make it easier to transition to no-fault divorce while retaining 
some benefits of  the fault system.  Although studies have shown 
that no-fault divorce leads to declines in domestic violence 
and suicide,75 some women’s rights advocates continue to see 
advantages in fault-based divorce. For instance, one purported 
advantage of  fault divorce is that it can equalize gendered power 
dynamics by providing women, particularly those who are 
economically dependent, with a bargaining chip.76 The president 
of  the New York State chapter of  the National Organization 
of  Women explained that fault divorce provides an “incentive 
for the moneyed spouse (who is usually the husband) to make 
a settlement.”77 Under a unilateral no-fault system, “[i]nstead of  
negotiating with a dependent spouse—whose only leverage for 
avoiding an impoverished post-divorce life for herself  and her 
children may be her assent, or lack of  it, to divorce—the husband 
can simply go to court and obtain an uncontested divorce.”78   
Now, after Havell and DeSilva, unilateral no-fault divorce could 
be instituted and abused spouses (although not other dependent 
spouses) would still have a bargaining chip at the property 
distribution stage. Additionally, although no-fault systems 
typically disadvantage women overall in property distribution,79  
the consideration of  abuse could have some mitigating effect for 
the most vulnerable women.

Alternatively, perhaps there is an argument in these two decisions 
for maintaining the current fault-based system. Maybe it is no 
coincidence that New York is a leader in considering spousal 
abuse in property distribution, as well as an outlier in maintaining 
fault-based grounds. In no-fault states, where evidence of  fault is 
not presented at the dissolution stage, “domestic abuse (and other 
grounds) may be treated as tangential and therefore irrelevant 
to the allocation of  marital resources.”80 Justice Silbermann 
acknowledged that part of  the policy militating against 
considering fault in equitable distribution is to avoid “involv[ing] 
the courts in time-consuming procedural maneuvers relating to 
collateral issues.”81 If  New York switches to no-fault divorce, 
this efficiency argument could become more compelling, not to 
mention the argument that consideration of  fault in equitable 
distribution is incompatible with the goals of  no-fault divorce.82   
No-fault divorce, therefore, might give abused spouses a way out 
of  the marriage but make the financial compensation of  Havell 
and DeSilva impossible. In California—the leader in the no-fault 
revolution and a community property jurisdiction—a person 
can commit spousal murder without any effect on property 
distribution.83 Justice Silbermann’s decisions may be proof  that 
fault divorce has lead to a more just system in New York, and 
may be a reason to keep or modify fault divorce rather than 
abolishing it.

Conclusion
In DeSilva v. DeSilva, Justice Silbermann expanded the exception 
that allows fault to be considered in equitable distribution when 
it rises to the level of  “egregious conduct.” Although she did not 
formally expand the standard, she boldly applied the standard 
to a new factual scenario. The resulting rule appears to be that,       
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in New York, a pattern of  physical or emotional abuse may 
constitute egregious marital fault and result in the award of  up to 
100% of  the marital assets to the abused spouse. Spousal abuse 
no longer needs to cause serious physical injury to shock the 
conscience of  the New York courts.  

DeSilva has been rightly greeted with excitement by advocates for 
battered women, and the decision has the potential to provide 
ammunition for those on both sides of  the hotly contested debate 
over no-fault divorce. However, the limits of  the doctrine need to 
be ascertained in order to prevent the exercise of  judicial discretion 
in a manner that may be hostile toward women. The breadth of  
the decision may also lead to problems for DeSilva on appeal.  If  
it is upheld, however, New York could become a vanguard in 
punishing abusive spouses financially. Advocates should protect 
the importance of  the decision by codifying it and should consider 
how this protection for battered spouses will be affected if  New 
York does eventually make the switch to no-fault divorce.
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arrangements. We once had an experience where three women 
in a group in rather short order went to alternative schedules 
and another member of  the group was a married man who had 
just become a father.  He said, “I don’t want all of  the weekend 
and evening assignments laid on me just because I’m the one 
who didn’t go for a part-time schedule.”  The other women had 
to understand, and they talked about it, and worked it out so 
he did not get all of  the Friday night and Sunday assignments.  
Flexibility was required so they all felt that they were collaborative.

Generation “O”
What I call “Generation O” are the people who are a little 
bit before X and Y—“O” for a little bit older.  One of  the 
problems in breaking through the barriers was a generation of  
people, I’ll break it somewhere above age 55, where the men 

worked and the women did not.  You had a lot of  men who 
said, “I had to work on Saturday morning,” and they’d tell us 
how hard they worked, this macho thing, they came to the office.  
Well, actually, they read the sports section and they had coffee 
with some friends and they didn’t engage with their children.
Now, people under 55, a lot of  us have been trained by marrying 
other professional women. We understand that you can have a 
real serious problem if  you miss a court conference, but that 
problem is no less than the problem you will have it if  it is your 
day for  car pool at 2:45 at the elementary school, and if  you 
are not there and a kid walks into the street and you aren’t there 
on time. Forget what your wife’s going to do to you, everything 
else must take a back seat. When it was my day, my time, I 
learned, and guess what, the world didn’t come to the end. Once 
you have men who’ve absorbed that kind of  responsibility, 
when they’re in management they have a better appreciation 
for what women are going through with that responsibility.
In response to a question that was asked earlier, “How do you 
make advancements, how do you make improvements?” Be 
realistic when you assess the situation.  Don’t ask of  people things 
that put them in an uncomfortable situation anymore than you 
want them to ask you to do something uncomfortable.  Recognize 
what that guy’s situation might be. Give the partner who you’re 
working for a nice book for Christmas. One of  my favorites is 
Deborah Tannen’s, “You Just Don’t Understand.” Let them read 
it. Explicit bias, it’s really less and less out there. When I’m in a 
locker room with guys, they are not saying the kinds of  things they 
said 15 or 20 years ago. Not only do they know it’s inappropriate 
to say certain things publicly, they’re not even saying those 
things privately, but they need your help to understand things.
I hope it gets to the day when people on alternative work policies 
are not the trailblazers. Two observations: One, be good. You 
don’t want the person who is not doing well to be the poster child 
for people in management to say, “See, it doesn’t work.” Second, 
realize you are a role model to someone junior to you coming 
up. Reach out to them. Lend them a hand, pull them up early. •

We stand
on the
shoulders of 
those who 
came before 
us.   
We provide 
shoulders
for those 
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 A proud Premier Sponsor of the

National Association of Women Lawyers®

is privileged to announce the following four (out of seven) 
partners elected in 2007:

•	 Tanya S. Chutkan, J.D. University of Pennsylvania School of Law, resident in 
the Firm’s Washington, D.C. Office, and specializing in litigation and white collar 
criminal defense;

•	 Helen H. Maher, J.D. Pace University School of Law, resident in the Firm’s 
Armonk, New York office, and specializing in complex antitrust, securities and 
derivative shareholder litigation;

•	 Sigrid S. McCawley, J.D. University of Florida College of Law, resident in the 
Firm’s Ft. Lauderdale, Florida office, and specializing in complex commercial 
litigation; and

•	 Alanna C. Rutherford, J.D. Columbia University School of Law, resident in the 
Firm’s New York City office, and specializing in antitrust and complex civil 
litigation and investigations.

www.bsfllp.com

B O I E S ,  S C H I L L E R  &  F L E X N E R  L L P



NAWL News
Recent NAWL Meetings

NAWL Cocktail Reception, ABA Annual Meeting
August 10, 2007
San Francisco, California
NAWL hosted a cocktail reception in San Francisco in connection 
with the ABA Annual Meeting. The reception was catered by the 
fabulous Bay Area restaurant, Yank Sing, and gave members the 
opportunity to catch up with their favorite women lawyers. 

Seven Habits of  Successful Women Rainmakers
August 10, 2007
San Francisco, California
In this interactive program, Sara Holtz, Founder and Principal 
of  ClientFocus, addressed seven key habits that successful 
rainmakers consistently employ. 

Annual Luncheon, Waldorf=Astoria
August 2, 2007
New York, New York
This year’s annual luncheon was a huge success with 1,100 
guests in attendance. Cathy Fleming presented this year’s 
awards. Former New Jersey Governor Brendan Byrne 
administered the oath to the new board. 

Her Place at the Table
August 2, 2007
New York, New York
At this breakfast program, Carol Frohlinger taught how to 
recognize and take advantage of  negotiating opportunities and 
how to use strategic moves to position yourself  successfully. 
Nixon Peabody LLP hosted the event.

Upcoming Program News
Her Place at the Table: Negotiating for Yourself  and With Your Clients
September 18, 2007
San Francisco, California
In the first of  two West Coast appearances, author Carol 
Frohlinger will teach you how to recognize and take advantage 
of  negotiating opportunities and how to use strategic moves to 
position yourself  successfully. The program will be held at the 
offices of  Duane Morris LLP.

Her Place at the Table: Negotiating for Yourself  and With Your Clients
September 20, 2007
Los Angeles, California
In this second West Coast appearance, Carol Frohlinger will 
incorporate the latest research on women as negotiators and 
provide essential guidance on how to negotiate more confidently 
and competently to get what you need to meet your business 
objectives. The program will take place at the offices of  Weston 
Benshoof  Rochefort Rubalcava & MacCuish LLP.

Third Annual General Counsel Institute
September 27–28, 2007
New York, New York
The third annual General Counsel Institute promises to be an 
engaging and innovative program with opportunities to learn and 
network with other senior legal and business professionals. The 
Institute provides a unique opportunity for women corporate 
counsel, in a supportive and interactive learning environment, to 
learn from experienced officers and directors about the pressure 
points and measurements of  success for general counsel.

Networking Skills for Women Lawyers, 
Accountants & Business Executives
October 2, 2007
Chicago, Illinois
Susan Sneider, author of  A Lawyer’s Guide to Networking, and 
Gary Pines, noted business development trainer and coach, will 
speak. Co-sponsors of  the event are Jenner & Block, Winston 
and Strawn; McDermott Will & Emery, LLP, Baker & McKenzie, 
LLP, and the Chicago Bar Association Alliance for Women. This 
program will be held at Jenner and Block’s offices in Chicago.

Taking Charge of  Your Career
November 2, 2007
Phoenix, Arizona
NAWL joins with the Arizona Women Lawyers Association to 
bring NAWL’s popular career development program to Arizona 
for the first time.

From Theory to Action: Advancing Women Leaders in Law Firms
November 5, 2007
Washington, D.C.

NAWL will hold a national leadership summit that will invite 
prominent industry leaders to engage in interactive small group 
discussions. Summit participants will include managing partners 
and senior partners of  law firms, general counsels, and nationally 
recognized experts on professional careers for women.

National Association of  Women Judges (NAWJ) Annual Conference
November  7–11, 2007
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
NAWJ is holding its annual conference in Philadelphia this year. 
More details are available at www.nawj.org.

Member News

Jane Allen, president of  Counsel On Call, was a finalist for 
the 2007 Ernst & Young Entrepreneur of  the Year Award 
(AL-TN). Her company is expanding to Charlotte, joining 
offices in Atlanta, Chicago, Memphis, and Nashville, and 
was recently named to the 2007 ‘Future 50’ companies list 

in Nashville. 

WLJ – Summer 2007 • 27



Kathy Bailey, from Washington DC-based Bailey Law 
Group, PC, announces the opening of  its office in Irvine, 
California.  Experiencing rapid growth in the last several 
years, an Orange County office provides the firm additional 
opportunities for sustained growth in key practice areas 
with a focus on environmental and employment matters.

Beverly P. Baker of  Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak 
& Stewart, P.C. was named as a Fellow of  the Alabama 
Law Foundation. Baker, who is a shareholder in the firm’s 
Birmingham office and chairperson of  the firm’s Diversity 
Committee, was also named to the 2008 Best Lawyers in 
America list.

Jeanne Schubert Barnum, a partner at Schnader 
Harrison Segal & Lewis in its Cherry Hill office, has again 
been named a Super Lawyer by New Jersey Monthly in 
construction litigation. She was also named in 2006. Ms. 
Barnum has also just agreed to serve as co-chair of  the 
membership subcommittee of  the Construction Litigation 
Committee of  the Litigation Section of  the American Bar 
Association.

Candace Beinecke, Chair of  Hughes Hubbard, was 
named one of  “The 50 Most Influential Women Lawyers 
in America” by The National Law Journal. “Beinecke 
broke new ground in 1999, when Hughes Hubbard & Reed 
became one of  the first major law firms to elect a woman 
to lead it,” The Journal wrote. “A corporate attorney, she is 
a pioneer in bringing the expertise of  women lawyers into 
the boardroom.” In addition, Beinecke was been named 
one the 100 most influential businesswomen by Crain’s 
New York Business; The  list will appear in Crain’s October 
1st issue.

Barbara Boxer, Senator, California. On August 2, 2007 the 
Senate Judiciary Committee approved Boxer’s legislation as 
part of  a package of  bills to make America’s schools and 
students safer. She introduced the bill known as the School 
Safety Enhancements Act of  2007, will strengthen an 
existing grant program through the Department of  Justice 
for partnerships between local law enforcement and schools 
to implement enhanced safety measures. Other parts of  
the package would improve the National Instant Criminal 
Background System, provide grants and benefits for law 
enforcement officers on rail lines and at private colleges 
and universities, and fund pilot programs on school safety.

Sharon Bridges, a Partner at Brunini, Grantham, Grower 
& Hewes in Jackson, Mississippi, specializing in product 
liability, commercial litigation and professional liability 
has received several recent honors. She was elected to the 
National Bar Association’s Executive Board during its 
annual convention in Atlanta. At that time, also received 
the Presidential Award for Outstanding Leadership; and 
as Director of  Region V, she received the Region of  the 
Year Award.  The Mississippi Women Lawyers Association 
selected Bridges as the 2007 Mississippi Woman Lawyer 

of  the Year.  She was also named in the 2007 class of  
Mississippi’s Leading Business women. This honor is 
sponsored by the Mississippi Business Journal and profiles 
dynamic women who have distinguished themselves in 
business.

Ellen E. Brooke has joined as an associate the civil defense 
practice group of  Evans & Dixon, LLC, which specializes 
practice of  worker’s compensation and civil litigation 
defense.  She received her bachelor’s and law degree from 
the University of  Missouri-Columbia, and is licensed to 
practice in Missouri. She belongs to the American and 
Missouri Bar Associations. Brooke was employed previously 
by a law firm in St. Louis 

Paulette Brown, a Partner in Edwards Angell Palmer & 
Dodge’s Madison, New Jersey office, has been appointed 
the firm’s Chief  Diversity Officer.  In this role, Ms. Brown 
is Co-Chair of  the firm-wide Diversity Committee and 
is responsible for all of  the firm’s diversity initiatives and 
Women’s Initiative Committee activities.

Marilyn J. Chimes, of  counsel with Schoeman, Updike 
& Kaufman, LLP, has published commentary in the 
September 2007 issue of  Lab Animal about the public 
availability of  documentation regarding alleged non-
compliance with regulations under the federal Animal 
Welfare Act. Responding to a hypothetical scenario, Dr. 
Chimes reviewed and explained the USDA’s authority 
to take photographs and remove inspection-related 
documentation from a research facility, and the subsequent 
application of  the federal Freedom of  Information Act to 
that documentation. 

Nancy Connery, a partner with Schoeman, Updike & 
Kaufman, LLP, was recently elected a member of  the 
American College of  Real Estate Lawyers (ACREL). 
ACREL is a national organization of  real estate lawyers 
whose members are chosen on the basis of  legal ability, 
experience, and high standards of  professional and ethical 
conduct.

Niki Cung, of  Kutak Rock, LLP, has been been selected 
for inclusion in the 2007 list of  Super Lawyers for the 
mid-south region.  She was also asked by the Dean of  the 
University of  Arkansas School of  Law to speak last month 
to the incoming Class of  2010 about “Practicing Law in a 
Diverse World.”

Ruth T. Dowling, a Partner in the Edwards Angell Palmer 
& Dodge’s Boston office has been named Co-Chair of  the 
firm’s Antitrust Practice Group. She shares the position 
with Executive Committee member Patricia A. Sullivan. 

Amy Dulin, along with her colleagues at Hughes Hubbard, 
represented Almacenes Exito S.A., Colombia’s largest 
retailer,  in its $700-million purchase of  the Crulla Vivero 
supermarket chain in what has been named the Deal of      
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the Year” by Latin Finance Magazine in the Domestic 
M&A category.  This transaction was Colombia’s largest 
transaction for 2006. 
 
Amy Dulin and Ana Spiguel of  Hughes Hubbard were 
also on the team for the $80-million HSBC financing for the 
Noble Group, which, Trade Finance Magazine noted was 
“…the largest portfolio based soybeans export prepayment 
program in Brazil.” 

Stephanie Taylor Dunn has relocated to Charlotte, North 
Carolina to join Transamerica Reinsurance, a division of  
Transamerica Occidental Life Insurance Company. As 
Second Vice President and Assistant General Counsel, 
Dunn oversees all of  Transamerica Reinsurance’s litigation, 
and she also has involvement and responsibility in other 
areas. Before joining Transamerica, Dunn was with the 
Insurance and Reinsurance Litigation Practice of  Steptoe 
& Johnson, LLP in Washington, DC.

Abbe F. Fletman, shareholder, head of  Flaster/Greenberg’s 
Litigation Section of  the Intellectual Property Practice 
Group and member of  the Commercial Litigation Practice 
Group, was appointed by the American Bar Association’s 
2007-08 Section of  Litigation leadership to serve as Co-
Chair of  The Woman Advocate Committee. Fletman was 
recognized by the ABA for her achievements as one of  the 
nation’s leading litigators and her active leadership in the 
regional and national legal communities.

Georgann Shelby Grunebach, Assistant General Counsel 
for the DIRECTV Group, Inc. has left the company for 
a promotion to Vice President, Intellectual Property of  
Fox Group Legal. Grunebach serves on the Executive 
Committee of  the California Bar Intellectual Property 
Section and is Co-Chair of  the Patent Standing Committee 
for the Bar.

Lisa DiPoala Haber was honored with the Central New 
York 2007 Women in Business Award. Lisa is a partner and 
chair of  the business litigation practice at Gilberti Stinziano 
Heintz & Smith, PC, centrally located in Syracuse, with 
offices throughout New York, including New York City.

Shannon Antle Hamilton is one of  Stites & Harbison’s 
22 attorneys selected for inclusion in the 2007 Chambers 
USA. Shannon, a Member of  the firm, co-chairs the firm’s 
Diversity Committee and leads the firm’s women attorney 
affinity group.  She works in the Louisville, Ky., office and 
concentrates her practice in employment law.

Kathy Dudley Helms of  Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, 
Smoak & Stewart, P.A. has been selected as a participant 
in the 20th anniversary class of  Leadership America, a 
nationwide women’s leadership forum.  Ms. Helms has also 
been selected as a participant in the Diversity Leadership 
Academy of  The Riley Institute of  Furman University and 
has again been listed in The Best Lawyers in America.

Patricia L. Kantor, a real estate attorney, has been 
appointed Co-Partner-in-Charge of  Edwards Angell 
Palmer & Dodge’s New York office.   

Linda D. Kornfeld of  Dickstein Shapiro, LLP was named 
by Business Insurance in July as a Business Insurance 
2007 “Woman to Watch.”  Kornfeld represents corporate 
policyholders in disputes with their insurance carriers.  She 
was also named as a Leading Lawyer in the 2007 edition of  
Chambers, USA. 

Reta J. Lewis, former White House aide and U.S. Chamber 
of  Commerce Executive has joined Edwards Angell Palmer 
& Dodge’s Washington, D.C. office as Counsel and will 
help to expand the firm’s government services offerings in 
the areas of  public finance and emerging markets.

Rebecca Neri, an associate in the real property tax and 
condemnation practice at Gilberti Stinziano Heintz & 
Smith, PC in Syracuse, received the Central New York 2007 
Women in Business Award. Rebecca is the co-founder 
of  the law firm’s Volunteer Corps and remains active in 
community and professional organizations.

Kate Neville, a Harvard Law graduate, has started a career 
consulting practice for attorneys considering a professional 
transition, whether within the law or to another field.  
She brings experience practicing in the public and private 
sectors as well as management and policy positions to help 
others navigate career moves, and can be reached through 
www.nevillecareerconsulting.com. 

Molly Peckman will be joining as Co-Director of  
Associate Development for its U.S. offices in October, 
2007. As Special Counsel and Director of  Professional 
Development at Pepper Hamilton for the past five years, 
Peckman was responsible for all aspects of  associate 
development, including orientation and integration, 
mentoring, substantive and skills-related training, and 
formal Continuing Legal Education. Prior to that, she 
spent 10 years as a litigator. She has written extensively on 
associate development issues, is a columnist at The Legal 
Intelligencer, and freelances for other periodicals such as 
the National Law Journal. 

Stephanie Scharf, former NAWL President, has opened 
the Chicago office of  Schoeman, Updike & Kaufman, LLP, 
a majority women-owned firm whose partners also include 
NAWL Board Member Beth Kaufman.  The firm focuses 
on complex litigation and transactional work for corporate 
clients, especially those in the pharmaceutical, biotech 
and chemical industries and companies that develop and 
market scientific and technical products. It is the only 
majority women-owned firm in the U.S. with offices in 
New York and Chicago and one of  the largest such firms 
in the country.
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Mona M. Stone was elected partner at Lord, Bissell & 
Brook LLP in July, 2007.  Stone, who was born in India, is 
the first Indian attorney ever to be elected to the firm, and 
she is proud to represent the South Asian community at 
Lord, Bissell.

Bambi Faivre Walters, PC, which provides intellectual 
property and strategic business legal services, has received 
certification to participate in the U. S. Small Business 
Administration’s (SBA) 8(a) Business Development Program 
and Small Disadvantaged Business (SDB) program. To 
obtain this distinction, Walters submitted US Patent & 
Trademark Office and American Intellectual Property 
Law Association statistics showing that approximately 3% 
of  IP law firms are owned & managed by women (51%), 
women patent attorneys are paid less than male colleagues, 
and there is a historical trend of  women being paid less. 
Walters is interested in hearing of  any other women-owned 
intellectual property law firms that have received 8(a) 
certification and can be reached at bambi@bfwpatents.
com. 

Erin Ziaja, an associate with LeBoeuf  Lamb Greene 
and MacRae, was appointed recently as Co-Chair of  the 
Programs Committee for the Professional Women’s Club 
of  Chicago.

Law Firm News

Alston & Bird LLP was selected among the Working 
Mother magazine’s and Flex-time Lawyers’ 2007 Top 50 
Best Law Firms for Women.

Covington & Burling LLP has been named one of  the 
best law firms for women in Working Mother magazine’s 
first ever survey on the topic. The August issue also 
features a profile on one of  its partners, Catherine Dargan 
and her children, and quotes partner Caroline Brown and 
associates Emily Henn and Jenny Mosier in story called 
“Young, Gifted and Leaving.” Another interesting finding 
on the magazine’s list of  best firms is the percentage of  
female equity partners at each firm.  Of  the AmLaw 100, 
Covington ranks second with 20%. 

Hirschler Fleischer’s Women’s Initiatives Network takes 
pride in promoting the development and success of  women 
in the Richmond community. In March 2007, the group 
welcomed world-renowned philanthropist Doris Buffett to 
speak to more than 100 local women business leaders on 
entrepreneurial philanthropy and meeting the community 
service challenge. 

Holland & Knight has been named a “Best Law Firm 
for Women” by Working Mother magazine and Flex-Time 
Lawyers LLC.  Further, we were ranked “Above Average” 
or “High” in every category for which we were evaluated, 
including workforce profile; benefits and compensation; 

parental leave; child care; flexibility; retention and 
advancement of  women. In addition, the Human Rights 
Campaign Foundation assigned Holland & Knight a “100,” 
or “perfect” rating on its 2008 Corporate Equality Index, 
and as a result, the firm was named a “Best Place to Work 
for GLBT Equality.”

Eighteen Hughes Hubbard lawyers and six practice 
groups are ranked in Chambers USA Guide 2007, six 
lawyers and one practice group more than were included 
last year. USA rankings are determined from interviews with 
clients and peer lawyers. Results are independently audited 
and based on a number of  criteria, including technical legal 
ability, professional conduct and client service.  In addition, 
Sixteen Hughes Hubbard attorneys were named to “The 
New York Area’s Best Lawyers List” published in last 
week’s New York magazine. Lawyers were chosen based 
solely on a vote of  their peers. 

Ogletree, Deakins, Nash, Smoak & Stewart, P.C., one 
of  the nation’s largest labor and employment law firms, 
recently opened offices in Memphis, Jackson, St. Louis, 
and Bloomfield Hills (Metro Detroit). The firm now has 32 
locations across the United States strategically positioned 
to help employers with their legal needs.

Schoeman, Updike & Kaufman’s approaches to flex-
time work arrangements and alternative fee structures 
were recently featured by the National Law Journal and 
Wall Street Journal “Law Blog,” which described the firm’s 
business model as an innovative response to dissatisfaction 
with traditional big firm structures, especially among women 
lawyers. New York partner Beth Kaufman described the 
firm’s business model, which includes the ability to offer 
permanent, flex-time positions to experienced lawyers 
and the parallel use of  alternative billing arrangements for 
corporate clients, as the “missing model” that fills gaps in the 
marketplace.Chicago partner Stephanie Scharf  described 
the Firm’s “ability to attract very talented, experienced 
lawyers” who prefer the collegiality, focus and flexibility of  
the firm’s work arrangements.

Stites & Harbison has been named a “Go-To Law Firm®” 
in a recent American Lawyer Media (ALM) survey.  “Go-To 
Law Firms®” were identified through research conducted 
by ALM. Researchers asked general counsel at the leading 
financial services companies to which outside firms they 
turn.

Washington Women Lawyers announce the launching of  
the Breast Cancer-Legal Resource Guide for Washington 
State: A Collaborative Effort, available online and 
distributed in hard copy format thanks to donations from 
the Washington Gender and Justice Commission and the 
Komen Foundation. This guide was produced by judges, 
attorneys, and law students under the leadership of  WWL.  
For more information, contact jtierney@seattleu.edu.
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Many job seekers and employers in the legal profession are discovering the advantges of searching online for new 
positions and for qualified candidates to fill them.  But when it comes to finding the right woman for the job, the 
one-size-fits-all approach of the mega job boards may not be the best way to find what you’re looking for. The 
National Association of Women Lawers has created the all-new NAWL Career Center to give employers and job 
seeking professionals a better way to find one another and make that perfect career fit.

Employers: Target your recruiting to reach qualified professionals quickly and 
easily. Search the resume database to contact candidates proactiviely, and get 
automatic email notification whenever a candidate matches your criteria.

Job Seekers:  Get your resume noticed by the people in your field who who matter 
most.  Whether you’re looking for a new job, or ready to take the next step in your 
career, we’ll help you find the opportunity that suits you. 

Visit http://careers.nawl.org today to post your job or search job listings.

The only online job service created especially for women in the legal profession.

Intoducing the

NAWL Career Center

Find a Job.
Fill a Position.

Your career success starts at http://careers.nawl.org
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NAWL Thanks 2007 Program Sponsors
Premier Sponsors

Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP
Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge LLP

Fenwick & West LLP
Jenner & Block LLP
Kirkland & Ellis LLP

K&L Gates

Gold Sponsors
Baker & McKenzie LLP
Steptoe & Johnson, LLP

Weston Benshoof  Rochefort Rubalcava & MacCuish, LLP

Sponsors
Carlton Fields

Dickstein Shapiro Morin & Oshinsky LLP
Duane Morris LLP

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

Jones Day
Latham & Watkins, LLP

McDermott Will & Emery LLP
Nixon Peabody LLP
Powers & Frost, LLP
Starnes & Atchison

Townsend and Townsend and Crew LLP
Wilkie Farr & Gallagher LLP

Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen LLP

NAWL Recognizes Law Firm Members
A. Kershaw PC, Attorneys & Consultants 
Alston & Bird LLP 
Anderson Law Group
Arent Fox LLP
Baker & McKenzie LLP
Bailey Law Group
Beery, Elsner & Hammond, LLP
Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP
Bodyfelt Mount Stroup & Chamberlain LLP
Brinks Hofer Gilson & Lione
Brune & Richard LLP
Butler, Snow, Omara, Stevens & Cannada, PLLC
Carlton Fields
Chester Wilcox & Saxbe, LLP 
Cooper & Walinski, L.P.A.
Cox & Osowiecki, LLC
Davis & Gilbert LLP
Dickstein Shapiro Morin & Oshinsky LLP
Drew Eckl & Farnham, LLP
Duane Morris LLP
Edwards Angell Palmer & Dodge LLP
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C.
Farnsworth & Vonberg LLP
Fenwick & West LLP
Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP 
Goodwin Procter LLP    
Gordon Hargrove & James, P.A.   
Griffith, Sadler & Sharp, PA 
Hall Estill
Hartline, Dacus, Barger, Dreyer & Kern, L.L.P.
Hirschler Fleischer 
Holland & Knight LLP
Hollins & Associates, PLLC
Hughes Hubbard & Reed LLP

Jenner & Block LLP
Jones Day
Kirkland & Ellis LLP
Kutak Rock LLP
K&L Gates LLP
Lash & Goldberg LLP
Latham & Watkins LLP
Linda A. Stark
Lowenstein Sandler PC
Mayer, Brown, Rowe & Maw, LLP 
McCarter & English, LLP
McDermott Will & Emery LLP
Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy LLP
Mintz Levin Cohn Ferris Glovsky and Popeo PC 
Nixon Peabody
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP 
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 & Hatfield, P.A.
Tatum Levine & Powell, LLP
Townsend and Townsend and Crew LLP
Vinson & Elkins LLP
Weston Benshoof  Rochefort Rubalcava & MacCuish, LLP
Willkie Farr & Gallagher LLP
WilmerHale
Winston & Strawn LLP  
Wolf, Block, Schorr and Solis-Cohen LLP

NAWL Recognizes Law School Members
Lewis & Clark Law School
Saint Louis University School of  Law
Seattle University School of  Law
Stetson University College of  Law
Suffolk University Law School
The John Marshall Law School
University of  Denver College of  Law 
University of  Idaho College of  Law 
University of  Louisville School of  Law
University of  Minnesota Law School
University of  Missouri – Columbia School of  Law
University of  Washington 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

NAWL Recognizes Bar Association Members
Arizona Law Women’s Association
Minnesota Women Lawyers
Washington Women Lawyers
Women’s Bar Association of  the State of  New York 

NAWL Recognizes Corporate 
Legal Department Members

AT&T Southeast Legal Department
The Clorox Company Legal Department
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At Kirkland & Ellis LLP developing women leaders is a priority. Our Women’s Leadership Initiative is designed to
support the training and promotion of our women attorneys. We provide a forum for discussion of relevant issues
and create invaluable opportunities for informal mentoring and networking. To support this initiative, Kirkland &
Ellis LLP is proud to partner with the following dedicated organizations:

National Association of Women Lawyers – a leading national voluntary organization devoted to the interests
of women lawyers and women’s rights.

Catalyst – a leading independent, non-profit research and advisory organization that works with businesses and
the professions to build inclusive environments and expand opportunities for women at work. 

CHICAGO LONDON LOS ANGELES MUNICH
NEW YORK SAN FRANCISCO WASHINGTON, D.C.

Moving Forward

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP
www.kirkland.com
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NAWL Networking directory
PRACTICE AREA KEY
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 Land Use
LOB Lobby/Gov. Affairs
MAR Maritime Law
MEA Media 
MED Medical Malpractice 
M&A Mergers & Acquisitions
MUN Municipal
NET Internet
NPF Nonprofit
OSH Occup. Safety & Health
PIL Personal Injury
PRB Probate & Administration
PRL Product Liability
RES Real Estate
RSM Risk Management
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

ALABAMA

Mary Margaret Bailey
Frazer Greene Upchurch & Baker
107 St. Francis St., Suite 2206
Mobile, AL 36602
251.431.6020
mmb@frazergreene.com

Elizabeth Barry Johnson
Johnston Barton Proctor & Powell LLP
2900 Amsouth/Harbert Plaza
1901 Sixth Ave. North
Birmingham, AL 35203
205.458.9400
EEO L&E WCC

Fran Jones-Smith
Resolutions, LLC
808 Downtowner Blvd., Suite 1
Mobile, AL 36609
251.461.9990
fsmith@resolutionsllc.net
BKR FAM PRB Collections

Anne P. Wheeler
Johnston Barton Proctor & Powell LLP
2900 Amsouth/Harbert Plaza
1901 Sixth Ave. North
Birmingham, AL 35203
205.871.3292
awheeler@jbpp.com
BSL BNK FIN

ARIZONA

Julie A. Pace
Ballard Spahr Andrews 
& Ingersoll, LLP
3300 Tower
3300 North Central Ave.
Suite 1800
Phoenix, AZ 85012
602.798.5400
pacej@ballardspahr.com
EEO OSH LIT

Terry M. Roman
Snell & Wilmer, L.L.P.
One Arizona Center
400 East Van Buren
Phoenix, AZ 85004
602.382.6293
troman@swlaw.com

Sandra K. Sanders
Steptoe & Johnson
201 East Washington St.
Suite 1600
Phoenix, AZ 85004
602.257.5247
ssanders@steptoe.com
EEO MEA American Indian Law

CALIFORNIA

Anne Brafford
Morgan Lewis & Bockius
300 South Grand Ave., 22nd Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071

213.612.7336
abrafford@morganlewis.com
EEO

Rochelle Browne
Richards Watson & Gershon
355 South Grand Ave. 40th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.626.8484
rbrowne@rwglaw.com
APP CST LIT LND 

Alison Crane
Bledsoe Cathcart Diestel 
& Pedersen, LLP
601 California St., 16th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.981.5411
acrane@bledsoelaw.com
LIT APL

Sarah Daniel
Ruiz & Speraw
2000 Powell St., Suite 1655
Emeryville, CA 94608
edlaw4me@netzero.net

Lisa Gilford
Weston Benshoof
333 South Hope St., 16th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.576.1000
lgilford@wbcounsel.com

Nan E. Joesten
Farella Braun & Martell
235 Montgomery St.
San Francisco, CA 94104 
415.954.4415
njoesten@fbm.com
ILP COM

Jacqueline A. Magnum
Magnum Law
468 North Camden Dr., Suite 200
Beverly Hills, CA 90210
310.860.7554
jamlawyr@aol.com

Nino Marino
Kaplan Marino
9454 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 500
Beverly Hills, CA 90212
310.557.0007
marino@kaplanmarino.com
CRM

Edith R Matthai
Robie & Matthai, PC
500 S. Grand Ave., 15th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
213.624.3062
ematthai@romalaw.com
ETH, Legal Malpratice

Christine McKenzie
2114 K St.
Sacramento, CA 95816
916.442.2777
MED PIL

Virginia S. Muller
Law Office of  Virginia S. Mueller
106 L St.
Sacramento, CA 95814
916-446-3063
vsmueller@webtv.net
PRB FAM

Pamela M. Parker
Lerach Coughlin Stoia, et al.
655 West Broadway, Suite 1900
San Diego, CA 92101
619.231.1058

Roberta Robins
Robins & Pasternak LLP
1731 Embarcadero Rd., Suite 230
Palo Alto, CA 94303
650.493.3400
rlr@robinslaw.com
ILP

Delia K. Swan
Swan Legal Search
11500 Olympic Blvd., Suite 370
Los Angeles, CA 90064
310.445.5010
delia@swanlegal.com
Legal Recruiter

Lauren E. Tate
Tate & Associates
1460 Maria Ln., Suite 310
Walnut Creek, CA 94596
925.210.2000
ltate@tateandassociates-law.com
MED PRL EEO PIL

Charlene L. Usher
Usher Law Group, P.C.
363 South Park Ave., Suite 204
Pomona, CA 91766
909.865.8359
clusher@usherlawgroup.com
WOR EEO

Mary Vail
4406 Park Blvd.
Oakland, CA 94602
510.637.3312
mary.vail@nlrb.gov
EEO Enforcement

COLORADO

Jennifer L. Sullivan
Faegre & Benson LLP
1900 - 15th St.
Boulder, CO 80302
303.447.7774
jlsullivan@faegre.com

CONNECTICUT

Barbara J. Collins
44 Capitol Ave., Suite 402
Hartford, CT 06106
860.297.6502
barbarajcollins@barbarajcollins.com
EEO

The NAWL Networking Directory is a service for NAWL members to provide career and business 
networking opportunities within the Association. Inclusion in the directory 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.
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Jennifer L. Cox
Cox & Osowiecki, LLC
10 Columbus Blvd., 9th Floor
Hartford, CT 06106
860.727.4004
jcox@coxlawoffices.com

Preeti A. Garde
Cox & Osowiecki, LLC
10 Columbus Blvd., 9th Floor
Hartford, CT 06106
860.727.8182
pgarde@coxlawoffices.com

Jennifer A. Osowiecki
Cox & Osowiecki, LLC
10 Columbus Blvd., 9th Floor
Hartford, CT 06106
860.727.8645
josowiecki@coxlawoffices.com

WASHINGTON D.C.

Kali Bracey
Jenner & Block
610 13th St., NW, Suite 1200 South
Washington, DC 20005
202.639.6871
kbracey@jenner.com
LIT

Paulette Chapman
Koonz McKenney Johnson 
DePaolis & Lightfoot
2020 K Street, NW, Suite 500
Washington, DC 20006
202.659.5500
pchapman@koonz.com

Michele A. Cimbala
Sterne Kessler Goldstein & Fox
1100 New York Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20005
202.371.2600
mcimbala@skgf.com
BIO

Elizabeth T. Dold
Groom Law Group
1701 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006
202.857.0620
etd@groom.com

Tracy-Gene G. Durkin
Sterne Kessler Goldstein & Fox 
1100 New York Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20005
202.371.2600
tdurkin@skgf.com
Julia Louise Ernst
Womens Law & Public Policy 
Fellowship Program
600 New Jersey Ave., NW
Suite 334
Washington, DC 20001
202.662.9644
jle24@law.georgetown.edu
WOM

Elaine Fitch
Kalijarvi Chuzi & Newman, P.C.
1901 L Street, NW, Suite 610
Washington, DC 20036
202.331.9260
efitch@kcnlaw.com

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

Bonnie Miluso
Simeone & Miller, LLP
2258 12th Place, NW
Washington, DC 20009
202.628.3050
bmiluso@simeonemiller.com
LIT PIL

Betty Southard Murphy
Baker & Hostetler
1050 Connecticut Ave., NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20036
202.861.1586
bsmurphy@bakerlaw.com
EEO INT

Cheryl A. Tritt
Morrison & Foerster, LLP
2000 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 5500
Washington, DC 20006
202.887.1510

Stephanie Tsacoumis
Gibson Dunn & Crutcher
1050 Connecticut Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20036
202.955.8277
stsacoumis@gibsondunn.com

Marcia A. Wiss
Hogan & Hartson LLP
555 Thirteenth St., NW
Columbia Square
Washington, DC 20004
202.637.5429
mawiss@hhlaw.com
INT FIN COR SEC

DELAWARE

Teresa A. Cheek
Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor
The Brandywine Building, 17th Floor
1000 West St., P.O. Box 391
Wilmington, DE 19801
302.571.6676
tcheek@ycst.com
EEO

Heather Jefferson
The Delaware Counsel Group
300 Martin Luther King Blvd.
Suite 200
Wilmington, DE 19801
302.576.9600
hjefferson@
delawarecounselgroup.com
COR Alternative Entities

Patricia A. Widdoss
Young Canaway Stargatt & Taylor
1000 W St., 17th Floor, Box 391
Wilmington, DE 19899
302.571.5006
pwiddos@ycst.com
RECRUITING

FLORIDA

June McKinney Bartelle
Office of  the Attorney General
10020 Leafwood Dr.
Tallahassee, FL 32399
850.414.3300
EDU PRB

Jennifer Coberly
Zuckerman et al.
201 S. Biscayne Blvd., Suite 900
Miami, FL 33131
305-579-0110
jcoberly@zuckerman.com
TEL BSL EEO INT

Lynn Cole
Law Offices of  Lynn Cole, PA
301 W. Platt St., Suite 409
Tampa, FL 33606
813-223-7009
lhc@lynncole.com
ADR Mediation

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 APP

Karen H. Curtis
Clarke Silvergate & Campbell, P.A.
799 Brickell Plaza, Suite 900
Miami, FL 33131
305.377.0700
kcurtis@cswm.com
LIT APP

Patricia A. Doherty
Wooten Honeywell Kimbrough 
Gibson Doherty & Normand
P.O. Box 568188
Orlando, FL 32856
407.843.7060
pdoherty@whkpa.com
PIL MED Wrongful Death

Ava Doppelt
225 South Orange Ave. #1401
Orlando, FL 32801
407.841.2330
adoppelt@addmg.com
ILP

Debra Potter Klauber
Haliczer Pettis & Schwamm
100 S.E. 3rd Ave., Seventh Floor
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33394
954.523.9922
dklauber@haliczerpettis.com
APP MED PIL

Jane Kreusler-Walsh
Kreusler-Walsh, Compiani & Vargas
501 S. Flager Dr., Suite 503
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561.659.5455
janewalsh@jkwpa.com
APP

Mary Jo Meives
Sobel & Meives, PA
515 E. Las Olas Blvd., Suite 1010
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301
954.524.5900
mjmwingnut@aol.com
MED PIL

Rebecca J. Mercier-Vargas
Kreusler-Walsh, Compiani & Vargas
501 S. Flagler Dr., Suite 503
West Palm Beach, FL 33401
561.659.5455
rmercier@jjkwpa.com
APP

Linda Carol Singer
Two Datran Center
9500 Dadeland Blvd., Suite 550
Miami, FL 33156
305.670.5291
linda@lindasinger.com

Sylvia H. Walbolt
Carlton Fields, PA
4221 West Boy Scout Blvd.
Suite 1000
Tampa, FL 33607
813.223.7000
swalbolt@carltonfields.com
APP

GEORGIA

Taylor Tappey Daly
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough
999 Peachtree St., Suite 1400
Atlanta, GA 30309
404.817.6000
taylor.daly@nelsonmullins.com
ADR BSL PRL

Beryl B. Farris LLC
P.O. Box 451129
Atlanta, GA 31145
678.939.0713
visas4usa@yahoo.com
IMM

Dorothy Yates Kirkley
Kirkley & Hawker LLC
999 Peachtree St., Suite 1640
Atlanta, GA 30309
404.892.8781
counsel@kirkleyhawker.com
BSL WCC APP

Elisa Kodish
Nelson Mullins Riley & 
Scarborough, LLP
999 Peachtree St., NE 
Atlanta, GA 30309
404.817.6160
elisa.kodish@nelsonmullins.com
LIT PRL

Ellen Beth Malow
Malow Mediation & Arbitration
537 Seal Place NE
Atlanta, GA 30308
404.556.0757
ellen@malowmediation.com
ADR
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ILLINOIS

Jane Allen
Counsel on Call
30 South Wacker Dr.
Suite 2200
Chicago, IL 60606
312.466.5741
jane.allen@counseloncall.com
EEO

Judy Cates
The Cates Law Firm
216 West Pointe Drive
Suite A
Swansea, IL 62226
618.277.3644
jcates@cateslaw.com
LIT

Linda T. Coberly
Winston & Strawn, LLP
35 West Wacker Dr.
Chicago, IL 60601
312.558.8767
lcoberly@winston.com
LIT APP

Patricia A. Collins
Asher Gittler et al.
200 West Jackson Blvd., Suite 1900
Chicago, IL 60606
312.263.1500
pac@ulaw.com
EEO

Torey Cummings
Skadden Arps Slate 
Meagher & Flom
333 W. Wacker Dr., Suite 2100
Chicago, IL 60606
312.407.0040
tcumming@skadden.com
LIT SEC EEO

Alice E. Dolan
Dolan & Nisivaco LLC
30 North LaSalle St.
Suite 2900
Chicago, IL 60602
312.386.1600
aed@dnlawfirm.com
PIL MED LIT

Theresa Duckett
Lord Bissell & Brook
111 South Wacker Dr.
Chicago, IL 60606
312.443.0483
tduckett@lordbissell.com
LIT EPA

Barbara M. Flom
Jenner & Block
330 North Wabash Ave.
Chicago, IL 60611
312.923.2639
bflom@jenner.com
FED TAX

Margaret M. Foster
McKenna Storer
33 North LaSalle St., Suite 1400
Chicago, IL 60602

312.558.3900
mfoster@mckenna-law.com

Jean M. Golden
Cassiday Schade LLP
20 North Wacker Dr., Suite 1040
Chicago, IL 60606
312.444.2489
jmg@cs-g.com
INS

Margaret Parnell Hogan
Littler Mendelson PC
200 North LaSalle, Suite 2900
Chicago, IL 60601
312.795.3222
mphogan@littler.cm

Mary Jones
Deere & Co
One John Deere Place
Moline, IL 61265
309.765.4837
jonesmary@johndeere.com
PRL SCC LIT

Linda L. Listrom
Jenner & Block LLP
One IBM Plaza
Chicago, IL 60611
312.923.2761
llistrom@jenner.com

Lisa A. Marino
Marino & Associates, PC
3310 North Harlem Ave.
Chicago, IL 60634
773.804.9100
lmarino@realestatelawoffice.net
RES LND TAX

Holly McClellan
Baker & McKenzie
130 East Randolph
One Prudential Plaza
Chicago, IL 60601
312.861.3720
holly.k.mcclellan@bakernet.com
TAX

Laura Beth Miller
Brinks Hofer Gilson & Lione
NBC Tower
455 North Cityfront Plaza Dr.
Suite 3600
Chicago, IL 60611
312.321.4715
lmiller@usebrinks.com

Sheila Nielsen
Nielsen Career Consulting
1075 Pelham Rd.
Winnetka, IL 60093
312.616.4416
nielsenjd@comcast.net

Cheryl Tama Oblander
Winston & Strawn, LLP
35 W. Wacker Dr.
Chicago, IL 60601
312.558.5797
ctama@winston.com
EEO LIT

Carrie L. Okizaki
Schiff  Hardin LLP
6600 Sears Tower
Chicago, IL 60606
312.258.5694
cokizaki@schiffhardin.com

Jane DiRenzo Pigott
Fuse3 Group
One North LaSalle St., Suite 1904
Chicago, IL 60602
312.628.4735
Leadership  Diversity  Inclusion

Diane Romza-Kutz
Epstein Becker & Green, PC
150 N. Michigan Ave., Suite 420
Chicago, IL 60601
312.499.1400
dromzakutz@ebglaw.com
HCA

Lisa T. Scruggs
Jenner and Block LLP
One IBM Plaza
Suite 4700
Chicago, IL 60611
312.840.8681
lscruggs@jenner.com
LIT

Gabrielle Sigel
Jenner and Block LLP
330 North Wabash
Chicago, IL 60611
312.923.2758
gsigel@jenner.com
EPA TOX OSH

Janet A. Stiven
Dykema Gossett PLLC
10 South Wacker Dr.
Suite 2300
Chicago, IL 60606
312.627.2153
jstiven@dykema.com

INDIANA 

Tina M. Bengs
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 East 80th Pl., 6th Floor
Merrillville, IN 46410
219.769.6552
tbengs@hwelaw.com
EEO BKR BSL

Ruth A. Cramer
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
103 East Lincolnway
Valparaiso, IN 46383
219.464.4961
rcramer@hwelaw.com
EEO

Cintra D.B. Geairn
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 East 80th Pl., 6th Floor
Merrillville, IN 46410
219.464.6552
cgearin@hwelaw.com
EEO ERISA

Kena S. Hollingsworth
9650 North Augusta Dr., Suite 532
Carmel, IN 46032
317.824.9000
khollingsworth@hjzlaw.com
DIV FAM

Sean E. Kenyon
Hoeppmer Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 E. 80th Place
Twin Towers South, 6th Floor
Merillville, IN 46410
219.769.6552
skenyon@hwelaw.com
LIT

Lauren K. Kroger
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
103 East Lincolnway
Valparaiso, IN 46383
219.464.4961
lkroeger@hwelaw.com
EEO LIT

Lee I. Lane
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
103 East Lincolnway
Valparaiso, IN 46383
219.464.4961
llane@hwelaw.com
RES LND COR

Melanie D. Margolin
Locke Reynolds
201 North Illinois St., Suite 201
Indianapolis, IN 46244
317.237.3800
mmargolin@locke.com
BSL

Lucretia A. Thornton
Hoeppner Wagner & Evans LLP
1000 East 80th Pl.
Twin Towers South, 6th Floor
Merrillville, IN 46410
219.769.6552
lthornton@hwelaw.com
HCA

IOWA

Roxanne Barton Conlin
Roxanne Conlin & Associates
319 - 7th St., Suite 600
Des Moines, IA 50309
515.282.3333
EEP MED PIL

Lorelei Heisinger
Eide & Heisinger Lobbying 
and Governmental Relations
411 Four Seasons Dr.
Waterloo, IA 50701
319.833.0649
loreleilaw@mchsi.com
LOB

Felicia Bertin Rocha
309 Court Ave., Suite 800-814
515.279.2269
frnbr@bertinlaw.com



Caitlin Jean Stoner
225 2nd St. SE
Cedar Rapids, IA 52402
319.286.1743
caitlinstoner@yahoo.com

LOUISIANA

Susan W. 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 & Associates, LLC
3433 Magazine St.
New Orleans, LA 70115
504.525.5500
lynn.luker@llalaw.com
PRL EEO MAR Abestos

Jena W. Smith
Baldwin & Haspel LLC
1100 Poydras, Suite 2200
New Orleans, LA 70163
504.585.7711
smith@baldwinhaspel.com
PRL BSL

MASSACHUSETTS

Julia Coyne
5 Spencer St.
Lexington, MA 02420
jcoyne@rcn.com

Faith F. Driscoll
14 Carlisle Rd.
Dedham, MA 02026
781.326.6645
faithd@rcn.com
ILP

Leigh-Ann Patterson Durant
EMD Serono, Inc.
Legal Department 
One Technology Place
Rockland, MA 02370
781.681.2126
leigh-ann.durant@emdserono.com
LIT

Susan E. Maloney
12 Robeson St.
New Bedford, MA 02740
508.789.0724
IMM FAM ILP ARB

Jennifer W. Murray
Droham Hughes Tocchio 
& Morgan, P.C.
175 Derby St., Suite 30
Hingham, MA 02043
781.749.7200
jmurray@dhtmlaw.com
T&E

MARYLAND

Dinah L. Choi
Strickler, Sachitano & Hafrield PA
4550 Montgomery Ave. #900N
Bethesda, MD 20814
301.657.8805

dchoi@modernfamilylaw.com
FAM

Deborah H. Devan
Neuberger Quinn Gielen 
Rubin Gibber, P.A.
One South St., 27th Floor
Baltimore, MD 21202
410.332.8522
dhd@nqgrg.com
BKR BNK

Jennifer A. Forquer
Strickler, Sachitano & Hafrield PA
4550 Montgomery Ave. #900N
Bethesda, MD 20814
301.657.8805 
jforquer@modernfamilylaw.com
FAM

Sidney S. Friedman
Weinstock Friedman 
& Friedman, P.A.
4 Reservoir Circle, Suite 200
Baltimore, MD 21208
410.559.9000
ssf@weinstocklegal.com
BKR General Practice

Jean Lewis
Kramon & Graham
One South St.
Baltimore, MD 21202
410-752-6030
jel@kg-law.com
LIT

Alyson Dodi Meiselman
Scurti and Gulling, PA
210 Eazst Lexington St., Suite 300
Baltimore, MD 21202
410.244.0772
ameiselman@scurtiandgulling.com
FAM GEN

Olabisi A. Onisile
Porter Wright Morris 
& Arthur, LLP
13200 Black Walnut Court
Silver Spring, MD 20906
202.778.3064
oonisile@porterwright.com
LIT WCC

Tracey E. Skinner
2 North Charles St., Suite 500
Baltimore, MD 21201
410.752.2052
teskinner@aol.com
RES BSL COR HOT

Nancy Slepicka
Fossett & Brugger
6404 Ivy Lane, Suite 720
Greenbelt, MD 20770
301.486.1900
nslepicka@fossettbruggerlaw.com
ENV Land Use

MAINE

Teresa M. Cloutier
Lambert Coffin
477 Congress St., 14th Floor
Portland, ME 04039
207.874.4000

tcloutier@lambertcoffin.com
COM PRL WCC

MICHIGAN

Nina Dodge Abrams
Abrams Yu & Associates
30300 Northwestern Highway
Suite 112
Farmington Hills, MI 48334
810.932.3540
attorneys@abramsyu.com
FAM PRB

Margaret A. Costello
Dykema Gossett PLLC
400 Renaissance Center
Detroit, MI 48243
313.568.5306
mcostello@dykema.com
LIT INT BKR

Felicia Duncan
I.A.B. Attorneys at Law, PLLC
3319 Greenfield Rd., Suite 458
Dearborn, MI 48120
313.318.3180
duncan@iabattorneys.com
EEO

Sue Ellen Eisenberg
Eisenberg & Bogas, P.C.
33 Bloomfield Hills Pky., Suite 145
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304
248.258.6080
see@ebpclaw.com

MINNESOTA

Angela Beranek
Larson King
2800 Wells Fargo Place
30 East Sesveth St.
St. Paul, MN 55101
651.312.6544
abrandt@larsonking.com

Marlene S. Garvis
Jardine Logan & O’Brien
8519 Eagle Point Blvd., Suite 100
Lake Elmo, MN 55042
651.290.6569
HCA EEO ETH

Heidi E. Viesturs
Robins Kaplan Miller & Ciresi LLP
183 Maple St.
Excelsior, MN 55331
952.380.1025
heidiv@mchsi.com
MED PIL

MISSISSIPPI

Sharon F. Bridges
Brunini Grantham 
Grower & Hewes
P.O. Drawer 119
Jackson, MS 39205
601.973.8736
sbridges@brunini.com

Kristina M. Johnson
Watkins Ludlam Winter & Stennis
633 North State St.
P.O. Box 427

Jackson, MS 39202
601.949.4785
kjohnson@watkinsludlawm.com
BSL BKR

Jennifer W. Yarborough
Smith Reeves & Yarborough
6360 I-55 North, Suite 201
Jackson, MS 39211
601.965.7258
jyarborough@smithreeves.com
INS TOX CNS

MISSOURI

Heather Gill
Lathrop & Gage L.C.
2345 Grand Blvd., Suite 2800
Kansas City, MO 64108
816.292.2000
hgill@lathropgage.com

Annette P. Heller
14323 South Outer Forty
Suite 512S
Town & Country, MO 63017
314.647.1200
tmattorneyheller@aol.com
ILP

NEBRASKA

Sue Ellen Wall
Wall Law Office
1530 North Gate Circle
Lincoln, NE 68521
402.438.8815
suellenlaw@cornhusker.net

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Courtney Worcester
Nixon Peabody LLP
889 Elm St., 20th Floor
Manchester, NH 03101
603.628.4048
BSL

NEW JERSEY 

Nicole Bearce Albano
Lowenstein Sandler PC
65 Livingston Ave.
Roseland, NJ 07068
973.597.2570
nalbano@lowenstein.com
LIT

Lynne Anne Anderson
Sills Cummis Epstein & Gross, P.C.
One Riverfront Plaza
Newark, NJ 07102
973.643.5686
landerson@sillscummis.com
EEO LIT

Deborah S. Dunn
Stark & Stsark
993 Lenox Drive
Lawrenceville, NJ 08543
609.895.7352
ddunn@stark-stark.com
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Elizabeth Ferguson
Medco
100 Parsons Pond Drive
Mail Stop F3-19
Franklin Lakes, NJ 07417
201.269.5690
elizabeth_ferguson@medco.com
COR

Catherine J. Flynn Tafaro
Lindabury McCormick 
Estabrook & Cooper, P.C.
53 Cardinal Drive
Westfield, NJ 07091
908.233.6800
cflynn@lindabury.com
LIT HCA

Geralyn G. Humphrey
Orloff  Lowenbach, et al 
101 Eisenhower Oarkway
Roseland, NJ 07068
973.622.6200
gghwe@yahoo.com
COR M&A

Lynn F. Miller
Miller Miller & Tucker, PA
96 Patterson St.
New Brunswick, NJ 08807
908.252.4312
lcpoppe@nmmlaw.com
FAM

Catherine Merino Reisman
Montgomery McCracken 
Walker & Rhoads LLP
457 Haddonfield Rd.
Cherry Hill, NJ 08002
856.488.7700
creisman@mmwr.com
BSL LIT PRL MED EEO EDU

NEW MEXICO

Gwenellen P. Janov
Janov Law Offices, PC
901 Rio Grande Blvd. NW
Suite F-144
Albuquerque, NM 87104
505.842.8302
LIT PRB Indian Law

NEW YORK

Leona Beane
11 Park Place, Suite 1100
New York, NY 10007
212.608.0919
lbeanelaw@aol.com
GRD T&E ADR PRB ARB

Andrea E. Bonina
Bonina & Bonina PC
16 Court St., Suite 1800
Brooklyn, NY 11241
718.552.4522
abonina@medlaw1.com
MED COM

Elizabeth A. Bryson
New York Life Insurance Co.
51 Madison Ave., Suite 1116
New York, NY 10010

212.576.5738
INS LIT Technology

Paula Sammons Butler
10 Philips Lane
Rye, NY 10580
914.967.0021
pb0021@aol.com
COR

Jasmine Elwick
Wilmerhale
399 Park Ave.
New York, NY 10002
212.295.6308
jasmine.elwick@wilmerhale.com
BSL

Martha E. Gifford
Proskauer Rose LLP
1585 Broadway, 18th Fl.
New York, NY 10036
212.969.3490
mgifford@proskauer.com
ANT CRM LIT

Lisa DiPoala Haber
Gilberti Stinziano Heintz 
& Smith, P.C,
555 East Genesee St.
Syracuse, NY 13202
315.442.0183
lad@gilbertilaw.com

Beth L:. Kaufman
Schoeman Updike & 
Kaufman LLP
60 East 42nd St.
New York, NY 10165
212.661.5030
bkaufman@schoeman.com
LIT PRL EEO

Karen Lundy Douglas
Corning Incorporated
One Riverfront Plaza
MP-HQ-EZ-10
Corning, NY 14831
607.974.7366
douglasld@corning.com
Carole Nimaroff
Kaye Scholer LLP
425 Park Ave.
New York, NY 10022
212.836.7303
cnimaroff@kayescholer.com
LIT PRL

Risa M. Rosenberg
Milbank Tweed Hadley 
& McCloy LLP
1 Chase Manhattan Plaza
New York, NY 10005
212.530.5148
rrosenberg@milbank.com
BKR

Caryn Silverman
Sedgwick Detert Moran 
& Arnold, LLP
125 Broad St., 39th Fl.
New York, NY 10004
212.422.0202

caryn.silverman@sdma.com
LIT

Alice Spitz
Molod Spitz & DeSantis, P.C.
104 West 40th St.
New York, NY 10018
212.869.3200
aspitz@molodspitz.com
INS

E. Gail Scuchman
Gilberti Stinziano Heintz 
& Smith, P.C.
885 Third Ave., Suite 2730
New York, NY 10022
212.588.8868
egs@gilbertilaw.com

Maria T. Vullo
Paul Weiss Rifkind Wharton 
and Garrison, LLP
1285 Avenue of  the Americas
New York, NY 10019
212.373.3346
mvullo@paulweiss.com
LIT ILP TAX SEC

Shawn White
425 Lexington Ave.
New York, NY 10017
212.455.3883

OHIO

Laurie J. Avery
Reminger
405 Madison Ave., 23rd Floor
Toledo, OH 43604
419.254.1311
lavery@reminger.com
LIT EEP PRL

Elaine Bernstein
130 West Second St.
Suite 1818
Dayton, OH 45402
937.496.3686
elawyer@donet.com
EEO ADR
Janis E. Susalla Foley
Cooper & Walinski
900 Adams St.
Toledo, OH 43604
419.241.1200
foley@cooperwalinski.com
EEO APP MED

Janet E. Hales
Cooper & Walinski
900 Adams St.
Toledo, OH 43604
419.241.1200
hales@cooperwalinski.com
LIT CIV CAS

Nancy A. Lawson
Dinsmore & Shohl
255 East 5th St., Suite 1900
Cincinnati, OH 45202
513.977.8318
nancy.lawson@dinslaw.com
LIT

Margaret J. Lockhart
Cooper & Walkinski
900 Adams St.
Toledo, OH 43604
419.241.1200
lockhart@cooperwalinski.com
EDU LIT EEO

Lark T. Mallory
Chester Wilcox & Saxbe, LLP
65 East State St., Suite 100
Columbus, OH 43215
614.221.4000
lmallory@cswlaw.com

Meredith L. Mercurio
Cooper & Walinski
900 Adams St.
Toledo, OH 43604
419.241.1200
mercurio@cooperwalinski.com
EEO LIT MED

Barbara Roubanes
555 Metro Place North
Columbus, OH 43017
614.793.8113
bar@roubaneslaw.com

Beatrice K. Sowald
Sowald Sowald and Clouse
400 South Fifth St., Suite 101
Columbus, OH 43215
614.464.1877
bsowald@sowaldclouse.com
FAM PRB

Elizabeth M. Stanton
Chester Willcox & Saxbe LLP
65 East State St., Suite 1000
Columbus, OH 43215
614.334.6189
estanton@cwslaw.com
EEO EDU APP MUN

Michelle (Shelly) Pierce Stronczer
Pierce Stronczer Law, LLC
10235 Brecksville Rd., Suite 101
Cleveland, OH 44141
440.526.2211
sps@discoverpslaw.com

Beth A. Wilson
Cooper & Walinski
900 Adams St.
Toledo, OH 43604
419.241.1200
wilson@cooperwalinski.com
ADR CIV EEO ETH LIT PIL

OKLAHOMA

Allison L. Thompson
Latham Stall Wagner 
Steele & Lehman
1800 South Baltimore, Suite 500
Tulsa, OK 74119
918.382.7523
athompson@lswsl.com
CIV



Kathleen Waits
University of  Tulsa
College of  Law
3120 East 4th Place
Tulsa, OK 74104
918.631.2450
kwaits@utulsa.edu
DOM ETH Contracts

PENNSYLVANIA

Ann M. Butchart
Law Office of  Ann M. Butchart
1319 North Second St.
Philadelphia, PA 19122
215.854.4010
a.m.b@juno.com
SSN ERISA BNK Disability

Doris S. Casper
200 Locust St., N17AH
Society Hill Tower
Philadelphia, PA 19106
215.627.4271

Doris J. Dabrowksi
1500 Walnut St., Suite 900
Philadelphia, PA 19102
215.790.1115
dabrowskidoris@hotmail.com
APP CIV CNS EEO FAM 
HCA INS LIT ERISA 

Heather C. Giodanella
Miller Alfano & Raspanti
1818 Market St., Suite 3402
3311 West Penn St.
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215.972.6400
hgiordanella@mar-law.com
ERISA EEO BSL

Jodeen M. Hobbs
Miller Alfano & Raspanti
1818 Market St., Suite 3402
3305 West Queen Lane
Philadelphia, PA 19129
215.972.6400
jhobbs@mar-law.com
White Collar Criminal Defense

Joanne Kelhart
44 East Broad St.
Bethlehem, PA 18018
610.691.7000
jkelhart@ssk-esq.com
LIT

Courtney Seda McDonnell
McDonnell & Associates
601 South Henderson Rd.
Suite 152
King of  Prussia, PA 19406
610.337.2087
cseda@mcda-law.com
INS EEO

Tiifani L. McDonough
Littler Mendelson, P.C.
1601 Cherry St., Suite 1400
Philadelphia, PA 19102
267.402.3046
tiffani.mcdonough@gmail.com
EEO

Jackie Meredith-Batchelor
Aramark Corporation
1101 Market St., Aramark Tower
Philadelphia, PA 19107
215.238.3278
meredith-batchelor-
jackie@aramark.com

Kimberly Ruch-Alegant
Brett Tessler & Associates, P.C.
2207 Chestnut St.
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215.569.9005
kalegant@tesslerlaw.com
PER WOR

Jo Anne Schwendinger
Deere and Co.
1440 Beechwood Blvd.
Pittsburgh, PA 15217
415.594.3017
scwendingerjoanne@
johndeere.com
INT BSL

Jeanne Wrobleski
Jeanne Wrobleski & Associates
1845 Walnut St., 24th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19103
215.814.9320
jwrobleski@wwdlaw.com
BSL COM

SOUTH CAROLINA

Natalie Bluestein
One Carriage Lane, Building D
Charleston, SC 29407
843.769.0311
natalie.bluestein@scbar.org
FAM
Jeanne N. Guest
Nelson Mullins Riley & 
Scarborough, LLP
2411 Oak St., Suite 301
Myrtle Beach, SC 29577
843.946.5658

Kathleen Harleston
Harleston Law Firm
909 Tall Pine Rd.
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
843.971.9453
kathleen@harlestonlawfirm.com
ILP

Zoe Sanders Nettles
Nelson Mullins
P.O. Box 11070
Columbia, SC 29211
803.255.9513
zoe.nettles@nelsonmullins.com
CAS LIT CRM

Nina N. Smith
Smith Ellis & Stuckey, PA
1422 Laurel St.
Columbia, SC 29201
803.933.9800
nns@seslaw.com
BSL SEC ETH

SOUTH DAKOTA

Mary G. Keller
Keller Law Office
P.O. Box 97
Huron, SD 57350
605.352.1883
kellawsd@msn.com
FAM CRM

Anna Marie Thatcher
Periaktos Productions 
3213 West Main St. #272
Rapid City, SD 57702
605.787.7099
productions@periaktos.com

TENESSEE

Marcia Meredith Eason
Miller Martin
832 Georgia Ave., Suite 1000
Chattanooga, TN 37402
423.756.6600
meason@millermartin.com

TEXAS

Patricia O. Alvarez
The Alvarez Law Firm
415 Shiloh Dr., Suite A
Larendo, TX 78045
956.722.6601
palvarez@thealvarezlawfirm.com
PRL TRN Trucking

Dawn S. Richter
Valeris Services
11335 Clay Rd., Suite 190
Houston, TX 77041
832.282.3070
dborn@valerus-co.com
ENG COR INS FIN

Gwendolyn Frost
Powers Frost
1221 McKinney, Suite 2400
Houston, TX 77010
713.767.1555
gwenfrost@powersfrost.com
LIT

Sharla Frost
Powers & Frost LLP
1221 McKinney St.
2400 One Houston Center
Houston, TX 77010
713.767.1555
sfrost@powersfrost.com
LIT PRL TOL TOX

Andrea Johnson
Powers & Frost, LLP
1221 McKinney, Suite 2400
Houston, TX 77010
713.767.1555
ajohnson@powersfrost.com
PRL BRL EEO

Janet H. Moore 
International Lawyer Coach
P.O. Box 131252
Houston, TX 77219
281.247.4080

janet@internationallaw.
yercoachcom

Cynthia Hujar Orr
Goldstein Goldstein & Hilly
310 South St. Mary’s St., 29th Floor
San Antonio, TX 78205
210.226.1463
hujarorr@gmail.com
CRM APP

Laura Elizabeth Samuelson
O-I Analytical
P.O. Box 9010
College Station, TX 77842
979.690.5514
lsamuelson@oico.com
CIV APL

Mary Frances Vonberg
Farnsworth & Vonberg LLP
333 North Sam Houston Pkwy.
Suite 300
Houston, TX 77060
281.931.8902
mfvonberg@
farnsworthvonberg.com

Kathy C. Weinberg
Jenner & Block
1717 Main St., Suite 3150
Dallas, TX 75201
214.746.5789
kweinberg@jenner.com
GOV

UTAH

Tracey M. Watson
Clawson and Falk, LLP
2257 South 1100 East, Suite 105
Salt Lake City, UT 84106
801.322.5000
tracey@clawsonfalk.com
EEO DIV FAM

VIRGINIA

Julie P. Aslaksen
General Dynamics Corporation
2941 Fairview Park Drive
Falls Church, VA 22042
703.876.3165
jaslaksen@gd.com
COR SEC

Qwendolyn N. Brown
Williams Muller
4391 Torrence Place
Woodbridge, VA 22193
703.760.5212
BNK SEC COR RES

Gina Burgin
Meridian Legal Advisors, PLLC
P.O. Box 450
Richmond, VA 23218
804.521.4220
gburgin@merilaw.com
BSL RES

40 • WLJ – Summer 2007



WLJ – Summer 2007 • 41

Alison Feehan
Capital One
15000 Capital One Drive
Richmond, VA 23238
804.284.1411
LIT

Linda M. Jackson
Venable LLP
8010 Towers Crescent Dr.
Suite 300
Vienna, VA 22182
703.760.1600
lmjackson@venable.com
EEO LIT

Chandra D. Lantz
Hirschler Fleischer
P.O. Box 500
Richmond, VA 23218
804.771.9586
BSL CNS INS LND

Rachel L. Semanchik
Williams Mullen Clark & Dobbins
8270 Greensboro Dr., Suite 700
McLean, VA 22102
703.760.5200
rsemanchik@williamsmullen.com
GOV LIT

\WASHINGTON

Courtney L. Seim
Riddell Williams, P.S.
1001 Fourth Ave., Suite 4500
Seattle, WA 98154
206.389.1683
cseim@riddellwilliams.com

Mary H. Spillane
Williams, Kastner & Gibbs PLLC
601 Union St., Suite 4100
Seattle, WA 98101
206.628.6600
mspillane@wkg.com
APP LIT HCA

Sheryl Willert
Willilams Kastner & Gibbs PLLC
601 Union St., Suite 4100
Seattle, WA 98101
206.628.6600
swillert@wkg.com
ADR CIV EEO LIT

INTERNATIONAL

Lori Duffy
Weird & Foulds
130 King St. West
P.O. Box 480
Toronto, Ontario M5X 1J5
416.947.5009
lduffy@weirfoulds.com
RES T&E

Samantha Horn
Stikeman Elliott LLP
5300 Commerce Court West
199 Bay St.
Toronto, Ontario MSL 1B9
416.869.5646
sghorn@stikeman.com
COR

Everyone wants to belong to something 
valuable and be a part of an organization 
with respect and professionalism.  No 
problem.

NALS...the association for legal 
professionals has been this outlet for more 
than 75 years. Take advantage of NALS and 
all that it has to offer.

With online activities, conferences, 
education, networking, and certifications, 
NALS has everything you need to advance 
your career and become a part of a wonderful 
organization with history and respect. 
NALS does not limit its membership by 
titles...all members of the legal community 
are welcome to join and add to the vast 
knowledge base. Whether you are a legal 
secretary, paralegal, legal administrator, or 
legal assistant, it does not matter. NALS 
feels that a more diverse membership will
benefit everyone and the profession.

www.lspsc.org
For more information contact:

Stacy R. Burke, PP, PLS
LSPSC Functional Director of Membership

Phone:  (843) 571-2525
sburke@bosticlaw.com
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321 North Clark Street
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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™  

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. 
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