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1. PROPOSED and REJECTED RULE 1.8 (K)  

SEX WITH CLIENTS 

 

 

 

1. 2009 LEO 1853 exploitation of clients 

a. ABA Model rules >40 states adhere to the model rule 

i. A lawyer shall not have sexual relations with a client unless a consensual 

sexual relationship existed prior the client-lawyer relationship 

b. 2019 Ethics Committee of the Virginia State Bar began seeking a rule change 

i. 2021 a Petition was filed and rejected by The Supreme Court of Virginia. 

 

Viewing of vignette -( 5 minutes time through viewing of video) 

 

c. Conduct to consider 

i. Ability to represent 

ii. Fiduciary relationship  

iii. Possible interference with independent professional judgment 

iv. Conflict of Interests between Client and lawyer 

v. Confidentiality issues 

vi. Prejudices to the client matter at hand 

vii. Possible coercion for sexual favors 

viii. Sex in lieu of fees 

 

Discussion of all the possible ethical violations of rules 10 minutes for a total of 15 minutes on 

this topic  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Supporting material for discussion 

Many problems arise from the impropriety and unfair exploitation of the lawyer’s fiduciary 

position as well as the lawyer’s untold influence and potential personal conflict when they have 

an intimate relationship with a client.  

 

In 2019 the Ethics Committee of the Virginia Star Bar began seeking rule changes for sexual 

relationships with clients. The Committee desired a bright line rule rather than the advisory 

opinion provided in LEO 1853. The proposed language in concert with the ABA model rules 

stated in essence that a lawyer shall not have sexual relations with a client unless a consensual 

sexual relationship existed between them when the client-lawyer relationship commenced. Over 

40 states in the United States adhere to this language of the model rules of the ABA.  One would 

think that Virginia would have been a part of this group; however, the Commonwealth does not 

include this express rule.  

 

The Petition of the Virginia State Bar to the Supreme Court of Virginia “In the Matter of Rules 

of Professional Conduct 1.8, 1.10, and 1.15 was filed early May 7th of 2021 seeking this rule 

change.  The petition was denied July 21, 2021. 

 

There are no provisions in the Virginia Rules of Professional Conduct that specifically prohibit 

sexual relationships between lawyer and client; however, the lawyer must consider that such 

conduct could: 

 (1) jeopardize the lawyer’s ability to competently represent the client (Rule 1.1), 

 (2) wrongfully exploit the lawyer’s fiduciary relationship with the client, 

 (3) interfere with the lawyer’s independent professional judgment (Rule 2.1),  

(4) create a conflict of interest between the lawyer and the client (Rule 1.7, Rule 1.7 Comment 

[10], Rule 1.8(b) and Rule 1.10(a)),  

(5) jeopardize the duty of confidentiality owed to the client (Rule 1.6(a)) 

(6) potentially prejudice the client’s matter (Rule 1.3(c)). Additionally, a lawyer who 

intentionally uses the fiduciary relationship of lawyer and client to coerce sexual favors from a 

client may be found to have violated Rule 8.4(b)’s prohibition against a deliberately wrongful act 



that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s fitness to practice law. Also, when a lawyer solicits sexual 

favors in lieu of charging the client legal fees, the lawyer will have violated Rule 8.4(b).  

 

Skit/Scenario 

 

 

Sexual relations with attorney 

 

Domestic Relations attorney client relationship 

 

Scene:  phone conversation between female client and male attorney 

Background information Domestic Relations Client in contested a matter concerning child 

custody, spousal support, child support, as well as other equitable distribution matters.  

 

Client (you all can come up with names): Hello, may I speak with attorney ________________ 

there? Hi Joe, this is Mary do you have time to talk? 

 

Joe: Sure it’s getting towards the end of my work day, what is going on? What is your concern 

today? 

 

Client: I am really stressed right now, the household bills are piling up, the kids are acting out. 

My nerves are frazzled, and I am concerned and anxious about our upcoming hearing. I just 

don’t know if I can keep it together. 

 

Attorney typing on a computer or laptop or reviewing documents leans back in his chair with a 

smirk on his face and replies  - I understand how emotional this can be, divorce is stressful your 

entire life is in upheaval…… hey listen I am about finished here at the office and I have quite an 

appetite (again devious smile on his face)…. For uh some food. Why don’t you meet me for a 

drink and we can chat some more, let’s say in about an hour at that bar we go to, you know,  the 

one…see you soon (smiling).  

Cut scene 

Chyron overlay (sexual encounter occurred)  

 



Second attorney client vignette (if you want) (either gender can portray client or attorney) 

Client A in lobby of attorney office, office staff at a desk – both impatiently waiting for an 

attorney behind closed doors as the attorney is very late for the next apt. 

Close up of attorney’s office door.  over lay “when Harry met Sally deli fake orgasm scene” 

Close scene with waiting client and office staff looking at each other perplexed  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. LEGAL ETHICS OPINION 1850 

OUTSOURCING OF LEGAL SERVICES 

 

 

   

I. 2010 LEO 1850: Outsourcing Services  

A. The VSB approved amendments to LEO 1850 in 2020. 

B. Petition Filed to the Supreme Court on October 29, 2020. 

II. Amendments approved by the Court on January 12, 2021. 

Viewing of vignette -( 5 minutes time through viewing of video) 

III. Forms of outsourcing include but are not limited to: 

A. Material reproduction 

B. Document retention database creation 

C. Legal research  

D. Case and litigation management  

E. Reviewing discovery materials  

F. Patent searches 

G. Drafting contracts  

IV. The new Amendment says a lawyer can outsource to lawyers and nonlawyers who are not 

associated with the firm or under the direct supervision of the outsourcing lawyer if the 

outsourcing lawyer:  

A. Monitors the work and is competent to the layers requirement 

B. Protects the confidence of the client 

C. Bills appropriately 

D. Gets the consent of the client in advance of the outsourcing 

 

Discussion of all the possible ethical violations of rules 10 minutes for a total of 15 minutes on 

this topic  

 
 

 

 

 



Skit/Scenario 

 

 

Associate Tim has been working on a new commercial litigation matter in Fairfax County, 

Virginia Circuit Court and realizes the firm is short staffed and in need of further assistance on 

this matter.   He walks into Partner Jane’s office to discuss the possibility of obtaining outside 

assistance. 

  

Tim:    Jane, the Evil Empire case is moving fast.  We could use an extra lawyer or two to assist 

with document review.  

  

Jane:  No problem.  I know just the legal type to help.  He works out of his house in Iowa.   He 

never passed the bar but is really good at doc review.   Does it for all sorts of firms across the 

country.  Runs his whole operation off of one laptop.  Perfect for our needs.  

  

Tim:  Is it a problem he isn’t a lawyer? 

  

Jane:  Of course not.  Many doc reviewers aren’t lawyers.   Besides, Evil Empire won’t care.  

Just don’t mention it.   All they need to know if that he is an extra paralegal for their case.  Best 

part is he charges us small town Iowa rates and we charge Evil Empire D.C. Area rates.  Win, 

win.  

  

Tim:  This being a sensitive intellectual property case, do we need to make sure he complies with 

Evil Empire’s document security policy? 

  

Jane:  I really don’t think that is necessary.   After all, who would hack into some small- town 

computer?    

  

Tim:   I still think we need to think about using someone like this.  

  

Jane:  I understand.  If makes you feel better, let’s ask our Firm ethics guru, Joe, tomorrow.   I’d 

ask now but he just left to have drinks with a client. 



3. LEGAL ETHICS OPINION 1878.  

SUCCESSOR COUNSEL'S ETHICAL DUTY TO INCLUDE IN A WRITTEN 

ENGAGEMENT AGREEMENT PROVISIONS RELATING TO PREDECESSOR 

COUNSEL'S QUANTUM MERUIT LEGAL FEE CLAIM IN A CONTINGENT FEE 

MATTER. 

 

Legal Fees 

I. Liens 

A. Quantum Meruit Liens 

1. Discharged without cause 

2. Lawyers must observe the ethical requirements in the Rules of 

Professional Conduct to adequately explain the fees charged to a client, 

how those fees are calculated, and Reasonable Fees 

3. Ethics Opinion 1812’ 

Viewing of vignette -( 5 minutes time through viewing of video) 

4. Rule 1.5 (Fees) 

a) Reasonable 

b) Explained to clients at inception 

c) ABA Formal Opinion 487 

(1) Client obligations when replacing counsel. 

(2) 1.5(b) and 1.5 (c) require successor counsel to advise client 

in writing of potential obligations to pay legal fees based 

upon quantum meruit. 

(3) Rule 1.4, informed decisions explanations 

(4) Written Documentation Compliance 

(a) Contingent fee notice 

(b) The state of the law in Virginia surrounding liens 

and quantum meruit awards 

(c) Statement that client’s recovery may be subject to 

the discharged attorney’s liens and successor 

attorney’s contingency fee 

(d) Who bears the expense of determining predecessor 

fee entitlement?  



II. Negotiation and Litigation 

A. Successor Counsel representing client in negotiation and litigation involving prior 

counsel’s claims of lien 

1. Rule 1.7(a)(2)-Conflicts of Interest 

2. Rule 1.7(b)- Informed Consent 

a) Case-by-case assessment 

 

Discussion of all the possible ethical violations of rules 10 minutes for a total of 15 

minutes on this topic  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Facts: 

Client is injured in a motor vehicle accident when a State Farm insured rear-ends him.  Client 

retains Personal Injury Lawyer A to pursue a personal injury claim against State Farm.  The 

written retainer provides for attorney’s fees of 1/3 of the gross settlement/verdict amount in 

addition to reimbursement of costs advanced.  The written retainer provides that if the Personal 

Injury Lawyer A’s law firm is discharged, then Personal Injury Lawyer A will have a lien based 

on an hourly rate of $300 per hour.  State Farm denies liability in the case despite it being a rear-

end accident and makes no offers.   

Personal Injury Lawyer A contacts all witnesses and gets statements, gathers all medical 

records/bills, and files a lawsuit in Arlington Circuit Court.  Personal Injury Lawyer A 

propounds discovery, answers discovery, deposes all relevant parties, and sets up a meeting with 

plaintiff’s treating orthopedic surgeon – who agrees that back surgery is causally related to the 

motor vehicle accident.  State Farm, while continuing to deny liability for a rear-end accident 

also secures a Rule 4:10 “Independent Medical Examination” which denies any causal 

connection between the back surgery and the motor vehicle accident.  As such, State Farm makes 

no offers, and the case is set for trial.  At this point, Personal Injury Lawyer A has put in 50 

hours of time on the case and advanced $5,000 for court reporters, medical records, and expert 

witness fees.   

Client is angry that the case has not settled.  He sees a commercial for Personal Injury Lawyer B 

which promises quick and easy settlements.  Client discharges Personal Injury Lawyer A and 

hires Personal Injury Lawyer B on a 1/3 contingency fee of any gross settlement prior to trial or 

40% if the case goes to trial in addition to reimbursement of costs advanced.  Personal Injury 

Lawyer A then asserts a lien for $15,000 in fees along with $5,000 for costs advanced.  Personal 

Injury Lawyer B takes the case to verdict and gets a verdict of $100,000. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Skit/Scenario 

 

Scene 1: 

Lawyer A: “I’m sorry to hear about your injuries in this car accident - but yes we do handle 

personal injury cases and we do it on a 1/3 contingency fee basis plus costs.” 

Client: “what does this part here mean about a lien at $300 per hour if I fire you?” 

Lawyer A: “It means that since we work on a contingency fee and we don’t get paid unless and 

until you get paid, if you discharge us after we’ve done all of the work, we would be entitled to a 

lien to compensate us for our work put in.” 

Client: “well, I’m sure that will never happen because this is an open and shut case.  I was rear-

ended and I was injured, so the insurance company will never fight with me.” 

Time Lapse……….2 years later 

SCENE 2: 

Client: “I don’t understand.  Why aren’t you settling my case?  This case is so straight forward.  I 

was rear-ended and I had back surgery.  I never had back problems before this, so clearly it is 

related to the accident.” 

Lawyer A: “I agree with you, but the insurance company is fighting it.  They aren’t admitting that 

their driver was at fault.” 

Client: “But I was rear-ended.” 

Lawyer A: “Yes, but their driver is claiming you cut him off.  That is why I had to track down all 

the witnesses.  We deposed them and they did great.” 

Client: “Well at least the insurance company won’t be fighting on the damages.” 

Lawyer A: “About that…… the Rule 4:10 examination with their doctor came back and their 

doctor says the surgery isn’t related to the accident.  Their doctor says that you should have been 

better in 6-8 weeks.  But don’t worry, I met with your doctor, and he says this back surgery is 

absolutely related to the accident.   

Client: “Maybe you just need to tell them they are wrong.  Maybe I need a better lawyer.” 

Lawyer A: “Unfortunately, some of these cases just have to go to trial.  We’re ready for it.” 

SCENE 3: 

Client: (WATCHING CHEESY COMMERCIAL for Lawyer B) 



Lawyer B in commercial: “Come to see my firm……we scare all of the insurance companies into 

making offers and get quick and easy settlements for our clients!” 

Client: “That is the lawyer who I need!  I’m terminating Lawyer A” 

TIME LAPSE TO MEETING BETWEEN LAWYER B and CLIENT 

Lawyer B: “Our retainer is 1/3 if we settle the case and 40% if we go to trial!  But the insurance 

companies are scared of me! 

Client: “I remember Lawyer A saying something about if I fired him, he would have a lien, do 

you know what he was talking about?  I don’t see anything in your representation agreement 

about that.” 

Lawyer B: “Just sign here…..quick and easy settlements are the best!” while slipping NOTICE 

OF LIEN paper into file. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Questions:  

1) Can Personal Injury Lawyer A assert a lien? 

• Answer: Yes – Virginia permits quantum meruit liens 

2) Is Personal Injury Lawyer A’s lien reasonable? 

• Answer: Likely depends on the circumstances.    

i. Under Ethics Opinion 1812 there are instances when a discharged 

counsel’s compensation based on his hourly rate would result in an 

unreasonable fee: 

1. However, this is a disputed liability and disputed damages case in 

what appears to a complex medical issue to establish medical 

causation. 

2. Answer is likely different if Personal Injury Lawyer A were 

claiming a $15,000 lien on a case that has a $15,000 value.  Rule 

1:5 requires that fees be reasonable.  A lien that equates to 100% of 

the recovery does not seem reasonable. 

3) Does Personal Injury Lawyer B have to advise client that Personal Injury Lawyer A may 

have a lien? 

• Answer: Yes – Rule 1.5(b) and 1.5(c) require that successor counsel, at the 

inception of the proposed representation in a contingent fee matter, advise the 

client in writing of the potential obligation to pay legal fees based upon quantum 

meruit to prior counsel 

i. Although each attorney’s fee must be reasonable under Rule 1:5(a) a client 

who discharges their first counsel without cause may be obligated to pay 

combined fees in excess of the contingency fee which applied to the 

engagement with predecessor counsel.   

ii. Rule 1.4(b) requires that a lawyer explain a matter to the extent reasonably 

necessary to permit the client to make informed decisions.   

4) Does Personal Injury Lawyer B have to address this in writing? 

• Answer:  YES 

• Committee recommends that successor counsel in a contingent fee matter include 

in the representation agreement: 



i. “the state of the law in Virginia regarding perfection of attorneys’ liens 

and quantum meruit awards available to attorneys discharged without 

cause;”  

ii. “a statement that the client’s recovery may be subject to both the 

discharged lawyer’s attorney’s fees and the continent fee charged by the 

successor lawyer; and whether the discharged lawyer’s lien would be 

included within or in addition to the successor lawyer’s contingency fee;” 

iii. “who bears the expense (legal fees and court costs, if any) of determining 

predecessor counsel’s fee entitlement, to include the cost of adjudicating 

the validity and amount of any claimed lien, through an interpleader action 

or otherwise.” 

5) Can Personal Injury Lawyer B represent the client in negotiations and litigation involving 

Personal Injury Lawyer A’s claim of lien 

• Answer: It depends.  Successor counsel may represent the client in negotiations 

and litigations involving the predecessor counsel’s claim of lien provided there is 

no conflict under Rule 1.7(a)(2) or that they obtain informed consent to a potential 

conflict in accordance with Rule 1.7(b) 

i. Rule 1.7(a)(2) addresses conflict of interest when the personal interest of 

the lawyer presents a significant risk that her competent and diligent 

representation of the client would be materially limited 

ii. Informed consent under Rule 1.7(b) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4. LEGAL ETHICS OPINION 1890 

COMMUNICATIONS WITH  

REPRESENTED PERSONS 

 

I. LEO 1890: Communications with represented persons 

A. In 2019 the VSB filed a petition with the Virginia Supreme Court requesting 

approval of LEO 1890. The Court sent the opinion back requesting modification. 

II. The Court approved the modified version in 2021 and modified Comment 7 to Section II, 

Rule 4.2. 

Viewing of vignette -( 5 minutes time through viewing of video) 

III. Rule 4.2 - No contact rule 

A. A lawyer, who is representing a client, cannot communicate with a person about a 

subject when the lawyer knows the person to be represented by another lawyer in 

the matter, unless the law authorizes him to do so. 

IV. LEO 1890 considerations regarding Rule 4.2  

A. Rule applies if the represented person initiates or consents to the ex parte contact. 

B. Only applies only if the communication is about the subject of the representation 

in the same matter. 

C. Lawyer has to know the person is represented for the rule to apply. 

D. Rule applies if the communicating lawyer is self-represented. 

E. Represented people can communicate directly with each other, but the lawyers 

cannot use them as a workaround. 

F. A lawyer cannot use an investigator or third party as a workaround. 

G. By law government lawyers may be allowed to have ex parte investigative 

contacts with represented persons. 

H. Does not apply to communications with former constituents of represented 

organizations. 

I. In house counsel does not keep another lawyer from taking to the organization 

members. Outside counsel does not keep lawyers from communicating with in 

house counsel. 

J. After the insurance company has assigned the case to defense counsel, Plaintiff’s 

counsel may communicate directly with the company.  



K. If a represented person is looking for a second opinion or replacement counsel, a 

lawyer can communicate directly with them. 

L. The rule permits communications authorized by law. 

M. Opposing counsel being uncooperative or withholding or failing to communicate 

settlement is not basis for direct communication with a represented advisory.  

 

Discussion of all the possible ethical violations of rules 10 minutes for a total of 15 minutes on 

this topic.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Skit/Scenario 

 

 

A woman has surgery at a large hospital to repair chronic problems with her lower back.  Several 

months later, she feels her back is even worse than before the surgery.  She consults another 

surgeon who suspects the first surgeon didn’t do a good job and might have committed medical 

malpractice. 

 

The women hires an attorney to investigate a medical malpractice case against the surgeon and 

the hospital. The lawyer reviews the medical records and identifies the names of all hospital 

employees who provided any medical care to his client. The lawyer determines he will interview 

the various employees as part of his reasonable inquiry before he determines whether to bring a 

lawsuit against the hospital.  The surgeons who performed the surgery are not employees of the 

hospital but are independent contractors. 

The lawyer first contacts one of the scrub nurses who participate in the surgery. The nurse tells 

the lawyer she has already been interviewed by the lawyer representing the hospital about the 

surgery and feels uncomfortable speaking with the patient’s lawyer. The lawyer continues the 

interview anyway and obtains information that may support his medical malpractice claim. 

The lawyer next contacts a radiologist who reviewed the patient’s pre and post-surgery x-rays. 

The radiologist is not an employee of the hospital but is employed by a radiology practice that is 

affiliated with the hospital. The radiologist volunteers to speak with the attorney and gives his 

impressions of the success of the surgery based on his review of the films, which also seems to 

support an allegation of medical malpractice. 

The lawyer next speaks with physical therapist employed by the hospital who conducted the 

patient’s physical therapy for the week following the surgery. The therapist is happy to speak 

with the lawyer and tells him that the patient didn’t seem to recover from the surgery as quickly 

as other patients she has worked with and wonders if the surgery was successful or if the doctor 

made a mistake. 

Based upon these interviews, the lawyer files a medical malpractice case against the hospital and 

the surgeons. 

 

 



 

Communication With Persons Represented By Counsel 

In representing a client, a lawyer shall not communicate about the subject of the representation 

with a person the lawyer knows to be represented by another lawyer in the matter, unless the 

lawyer has the consent of the other lawyer or is authorized by law to do so. 

 

Comments 

[7] In the case of a represented organization, this Rule prohibits communications with a 

constituent of the organization who supervises, directs, or regularly consults with the 

organization’s lawyer concerning the matter or has authority to obligate the organization with 

respect to the matter or whose act or omission in connection with the matter may be imputed to 

the organization for purposes of civil or criminal liability. Consent of the organization’s lawyer 

is not required for communication with a former constituent. If a constituent of the organization 

is represented in the matter by his or her own counsel, the consent by that counsel to a 

communication will be sufficient for purposes of this Rule. Compare Rule 3.4(h). In 

communicating with a current or former constituent of an organization, a lawyer must not use 

methods of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of the organization.  See Rule 4.4 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Honorable Susan Friedlander Earman, Fairfax County General District Court 

 

Susan Earman has been a Presiding Judge of the Fairfax General District Court since 2019. Prior 

to taking the bench, she worked alongside her father and uncle for 25 years in their family law 

firm, Friedlander, Friedlander & Earman P.C., focusing on civil litigation with a concentration in 

land use and real estate. 

 

A native of Northern Virginia, Earman earned a Bachelor of Arts in mathematics from the 

University of Virginia and her Juris Doctor from the George Mason University School of Law.  

Earman also served as a planning commissioner for the City of Falls Church for five years and 

then on its Board of Zoning Appeals for 10 years. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 



Dennis J. Quinn, Carr Maloney P.C. 

 

Dennis Quinn concentrates his practice on professional liability, commercial litigation, and 

ethics counseling. He successfully represented hundreds of clients in legal malpractice actions, 

accounting malpractice actions, and ethical complaints, trying cases in most of the state and 

federal courts in the District of Columbia, Virginia, and Maryland. Dennis regularly advises 

lawyers and law firms on ethical issues, and frequently speaks to bar associations and 

professional groups on ethics, risk management, and the avoidance of malpractice claims and bar 

complaints. He serves as Carr Maloney’s General Counsel. 

 

Dennis has been active in numerous bar activities over the years. He currently serves as Chair of 

the Virginia State Bar’s Standing Committee on Legal Ethics and was an elected representative 

to the Virginia State Bar Council from 2012-2020. In 2010-2011 he served as President of the 

Virginia Association of Defense Attorneys and was on its Board of Directors for seven years. 

Dennis was also on the faculty of Virginia State Bar’s Professionalism Course taught to all 

newly admitted Virginia attorneys. 

 

After graduating law school, Dennis spent six years on active duty in the U.S. Navy Judge 

Advocate General’s Corps, where he tried over 120 criminal and civil cases. During the Persian 

Gulf War, he served as the staff judge advocate to an amphibious battle group that fought in 

several combat operations off the coast of Kuwait. 

 

In 1993, he joined the White House Counsel’s Office as Special Counsel to the President, 

responsible for overseeing the background investigations of all political appointees. Upon 

leaving the White House, he served as Senior Counsel to the John F. Kennedy Assassination 

Records Review Board. In that capacity, he was in charge of the medical records dealing with 

JFK’s medical treatment and autopsy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Brian Coleman, The Law Offices of Locklin & Coleman, PLLC 

 

Mr. Coleman began his legal career as a Judicial Law Clerk to the Honorable Mary Grace 

O'Brien in the Prince William County Circuit Court.  The clerkship offered an invaluable 

experience to learn about the litigation process from within the courthouse.  Upon completion of 

his clerkship, Mr. Coleman accepted a job in Fairfax as a trial attorney with a major insurance 

company where he spent 6.5 years aggressively defending complex personal injury and wrongful 

death cases.   Mr. Coleman returned to Manassas and joined Kevin Locklin on the plaintiff side 

in January of 2017. 

 

As a former insurance defense attorney, Mr. Coleman is well versed in the tactics that insurance 

carriers frequently use in order to deny claims and he will effectively negotiate settlements or try 

cases when the insurance company refuses to make a fair offer.  Mr. Coleman's experience 

defending personal injury cases will help to prepare clients for depositions, defense medical 

examinations, and trial. 

 

A native of Falls Church, Virginia, Mr. Coleman now lives in Annandale with his wife, kids and 

two dogs. Mr. Coleman's hobbies include traveling with his wife, playing adult league ice 

hockey and soccer, and mountain biking. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Jonathan P. Lienhard, Holtzman Vogel Baran Torchinsky Josefiak PLLC                                              

Jonathan has practiced law for over 24 year and practices in the areas of commercial litigation, 

election law litigation, and white-collar criminal defense. He began his career as a Navy JAG 

Corps prosecutor in Norfolk, Virginia, and served as a Special Assistant U.S. Attorney in the 

Eastern District of Virginia. Jonathan has tried cases before juries and judges in federal court, 

state court, and military courts-martial. He has also argued cases before the Virginia Supreme 

Court.  

Jonathan holds an AV rating from Martindale-Hubbell, has been recognized as a “top lawyer” in 

Northern Virginia Magazine, and is admitted to practice in Virginia, Maryland, the District of 

Columbia, and before the Supreme Court of the United States.  

After being raised in northern Virginia, he attended the University of Notre Dame, where he 

earned his B.A. and his J.D. A former President of the Fauquier County Bar Association, 

Jonathan is a member of the Virginia State Bar Litigation Section Board of Governors. He also 

serves on the Executive Committee of American Legion, Post 72, in Warrenton, and is Master 

Member of the George Mason chapter of the American Inn of Court. Jonathan resides in 

Warrenton, Virginia, with his wife and three children.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX 

 

Topic 1: Rule 1.8 (K) 

 

 
 

 

 



 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

 



 



 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 



 
 

 



 
 



 
 



 
 

 

 



 
 



 
 



 



 



 



 
 

 



 



 
 



 



 
 



 
 

 



 



 
 



 
 

 

 



Topic 2: Legal Ethics Opinion 1850 

 

 
 



 
 



 
 



 



 



 
 

 



 



 



 
 



 



 
 



 
 



 
 

 



 
 



 



 
 



 
 



 



 
 



 



 



 



 



 
 

 

 



Topic 3: Legal Ethics Opinion 1878 

 
 



 



 
 



 



 



 



 



 
 

 

 



Topic 4: Legal Ethics Opinion 1890 

 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 



 
 



 
 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 


