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STATE OF WISCONSEY CIRCULT COURT WAUKESHA _COUNTY.
IN RE THR MARRIAGE OF
j, ANDREW BEDNALI
Petitioner, )
AFFIDAVIT
and Casb To. 94 FABS%ELWM _____ ‘ 2 Hﬂg‘;
LAURA J. BEDNALL, T ““ﬁ?g;w 2 E{;g
Respondenﬁ \ N {}\R{‘ﬁw C‘{MRE‘ k’\ = :}_:,”;
— S . P N NN St -1
STATE OF WISCONSTN ) \ PR l i ‘] p 3‘;%
WAUKESHA COUNTY ) UKF%H + 00 WS. i Y
. OERMILY DY D"HS 1OM '
Marjorie A. Wendt, being first duly swom Il_g)jﬁ,_.d.&po&%ﬁ*&ﬂd”
1. That | am an attorney duly Heensed to practice law i the State of Wiseonsin, and
represent the respondent 1 the above referenced matter,
2. That shortly afier Attarney Rebecea Grasél Bradley filed et Notice pfRetainer in this
maties 1D the fall of 2004, [ came aware that she was the long-Hime girlfriend of thé petitioner,
3, That | undersfood at that fime {het she had & personel relatfonship with ihe minor
chitg, I b mistakenty assutnod that she understood that
prohibit her from havi

Supreme Courl rles
ing contact with the minar that is the sulject of aplacerment or custo
during the pendency of an action,

dy dispute
without the permission of the ward’

Pursuisit to Supreme Coutt Rule 90,110, Imputed

s Clumdian ad Litem
Court

Disqualification: General Rule, and Supremme
Rule 20:1.7, Conflict of Interest: Genex
represen’caﬁve fo

al Rule, Attorney Bradley disquaiified ag a
t the pch’monﬂr Hecanse of her contacts with the miror
another party in litigation, s

child, Any contacts with
specifically, one represented by counsel, infhis case a Guardianad Litem,
are probibited. Additionally, Supreiie Cotrt Rifte 20:3.7 created an additional conflictin hat asthe

Wi 003
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giifriend of the petitioner as well as someone in regular contact with the minor child to ihe extent
‘tha‘{ they exchange gifty, creates the potential of her acfing a3 a witnéss. As the Cowrt knows, many
times signi'ﬁeaﬁt others of parties in post jodgment actions are oalled as witnesses,

4, That during the pendency of the action it has now some to my atertion that Attorney
Rébeoca Grass! Bradley has bad connued confact with the minor child, and in fact on Christmas

e
Eve of 2004, I spent the ontire day with petitioner and his attomey-at her extended family’s

home, and the children of this marriage exchanged gifts with counsel,

5. ‘Based upon this personal relationship that Altorney Bradley has with. the respondent

and the minor child, and the faot that she has had continued dantaot during the pendency of this
action, ] am requesting that the Comtrequize Attorney Bradley to withdraw ag respondent’s counsel
of record. Imiake this Affidavit in support of the attached motion.

Dated this_ /@ __day of January, 2005,

s 4. b rots

Marjorké A, Wendf

Subsc ibed & sworm to befote me
dY of T mmaty, 2008,

Q. Cu@.afc.fl)
Notdry Pubhc Waukesha Co., ‘.K}[
Cammlssmn expireshsr 3 /14 [0S
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STATE OF WISGONSIN CIRCUIT COURT ' WAUKEEHA COUNTY

in Re the Martlage of:

1. Andreaw Bednall,

V.

Laura J, Bednall,

Pelifioner,

ARFIDAVIT OEMIGHAEL-J-FINN- ="
CASE Np.: 94 FASSBE. - L

— | rl iE

— \ T AE
STATE OF WISCONSIN

WAUKESHA COUNTY

WMichaal J. Finn, being first culy siwom on oath, depéses and says:

1)

3)

WAUKESHA CO WIS,
FARIILY DIV 1SION

ottt

DU L,

“That | am a1 atomey duly liserses to practive law in the State of
Wisconsin.

On Navernbet 8, 2004 | wad appoinied hy the Hongrable Michaal Botren

- serve as Guardian ad Litem for the minor child hom
_ regarding physical placement iasues that have arsen

Helween the pariies, .

In the course of my Guardian ad Litem representation, | was apprized that
Attorney Rebecca Grasst Bradioy, who represents e petitioner in his
matter, la the long-Aime g frlend of the Patitioner, and hag & pe reonal
relationship With the minor child,

That | have been advised that for Thanksgiving 2@03,_-spen't
Thanksgiving with e “extended Bradiey family™.

That | have been athviged that for Christivas Eve 2004, just a few wesks
agb, the Bednall children spent mmmﬁmr and Rebscoa
Gragst Bradley and het family, This relationship axtands 1o the exchange
of gifts and regular contact,

That hased upon this personal retationship shiat Attorrey Bradiey has with
the Petiioner and the minor chitd, | support ihe request {hat the Court
require Attorney Bradley to withdraw as Petiioner's counsel of record.

Thist | was aware that Attomey Bradiey was a “fiend” of hr. Bednal;
nowaver, the extent of the trendship and the involvernent of het
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relationship with the children vis-a=vis tha “ftlandship” would athically
prociude Her ability to be avorste coungel for Mr, Badnall in this matter.

[ miake this Affidavit in support of the atteched N‘ation of Motion and Motian,

" Dated this 11" day of __January __, 2005 L

/\ o M ey
Michael J. Finn IR

Guardian ad Litem
Sigte Bar No,: 1018532

Subscribed and sworn to before me
ttile 11" day of _January , 2005

Notriry ublic, WadkestelCaunty
My Goprmission Exp.: July 1, 2007

‘P.['GIJE é‘l.!-'eﬁ b}{ 'y

Michae! J. Finn §.C.

165 East Gapitel Drive
Harfland, W1 53029
Telephone: 262/367-8485
Facsimile; 282/387-4480
Erfiail; mifinhsc@sbealobal net
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$TATE OF WISCONSIN CIRCUIT COURT WAUKESHA COUNTY

e

T re the Marriage of:

1. ANDREW BEDNALL,
Case No.: 94-FA0583

Petitionet, i‘“‘—‘* _,__:: 3_ »w_“_m“ — - :
h | (- ; bl
V. [ N CIRCTT Qg }m %
LAURA T BEDNALL, A e =
b s | F | -
Respondent. ’ L_%%\J 1? ?;:5
- IM :l‘\_”iT{I r‘ A r\G WrS I é
AFTIDAVIT 0% REBECCA ‘%‘ﬁﬁﬁ ‘f}@amm.,m ,‘
STATR OF WISCONSIN )
788,
WAUKESHA COUNTY )

Rebecoa Orasst Bradley, befng Crst dnly swoin on oath, deposes and stites és follows:

1. ] ar a6 atiornedy Hoensed to practice Jaw in toe Stats of Wisconsin and 1 represent
the Petitioner, J. Andrew Bednall, it the above paptionsd maiter.

2. e trial . fhis cuse was schedled for Javoary 13, 2005, On Tanuary 11, 2005
Respondent’s counsel fited a motion seekihg nIy disqralification as counsel. for Petitioner, dne to
an alteged conflict of inferest arising from my “conitacts with the minor chitd® snd wmy persofal
relationsinp with Petitioner. Affidavit of Magorie A, Wendt, §3. |

3. [ have koown. Petitiéner for over foir years avd considet him to be a dose

personal friend. At one fie T had a fomantie relationship with Petiioner, which we both

believed might result in marriage. We broke off that relatonship fn November 2002, although
e e ‘




wee LLE Fax: 4111 76- 8720 Jeu 18 2005 12210 2,08
; ' o

4 1ot not related by blood or yoamiage to Petilioner of Iiis minor son, [ have 1ol
represented Pegitiotier in a0y ofhier matter. My notice of reliner i the above-captioned matter

was filed with the conrt on September 43, 2004, Prior to undertaking: this representation,

censidered whethet 1y tepresemtation of Petitionsr would pregent & conflict of hiferest and
conoluded Hhat it would not. My represantation. of Petitioner i5 not adverse to 81y other client of
mipe. [have no responsibitities t anothet elient or to & firird person that would materielly it
Y TEpes eiﬂ;('&'lﬁﬂﬂ of Petitioner. | ]mvé 10 {nterests that would metenially Hmit my Tepresentation
of Petitionet: Bven fhough I concluded that my representation of Petittoner did not presend a0y
conflics of interest, 1 M
sgroed to walve any-potential confiict. , ,

5. Respondent knows 108 and kpows of my Telationship with Petitioner. T therefore
conchade that Resﬁonde:nt’s counsél tedrned of ry past relarionshdp with Petitionsr o latet than
September 20, 2004, when [ was presert in oourt with Regpondent and her counssl at the order to
show cause hearing.

6. The court appolnted Atterney Michael Fimn as Guardian ad Litsm on Noverber
65, 7004 and Arforngy Fion aceepted this appqinﬁnmt on Movember 16, 2004 § moet with
Aftorney Finn on }Eovelﬁbar 19, 2004 to digcuss the case and advised him at that time fhat &

personally know the ssnor child and e fn contact with hizm.
S _

_,_————-—-‘—“*—‘*)—“—‘

7. The court ordered the pastics io discinge Witnesses 10 the cowt and GPPOSInE
cormsel on or before ecember 14, 2004, I filed 2 witniess Hst on behalf of Petiiioner on. that
date. Neither Atiormey Wendt nor Attorney Finnt filed a witness lst. 1= addition, the dowmt
ordered counsel to rake trial extiibits available o OppoSng counsel no later than Janusry 10,

2005, I.mads Petitioner’s exhibits ayailable for cougsel on Eannary 10, 2005. Neither counsel
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requested to réviesy them, Neither counsel made any exliibits available to me, other than
Respondent’s incomplete Finaneiat Disclosure,

8. Prior to fhe flling of Attorney Wemdt’» motinn VR Jammrv 11, 2005 neifher
Atforney Wendt not Atterney Finn ever advised me or the cowrt that they expactad o call me as
& witness at frial. My clent appeared pro se from the filing of his motion for a chauge mn
support and placement an May 27, 2004 until T entered an dppearance o Septezaber 13, 2004
(after Respondent Fled a motion for contenapt). M L were disqualified et this poing, my clent
| would be reguired to retain a new attorney.  Becatse there 18 no other attomey whe is famiiiar
with thé ten year procedural and gubstantive history of fhiy oase, vetdlning new counsel ‘w{nﬂd
require oy ciient to incur sihstantial expense and would be lkely to result in further delay of the
tiiad.-

¢ ] do not haye personal knowledge of any facts concerhing Petitlonel’s son that

W{_ﬂ There are other potential witnessas ‘who have far
more significant relationships with the inot son thag 1 do, and would have sobstantidlly greater
khowledge of the issues relevant to placement, ’Eheée; pﬂt@nﬁﬂ witpessey wonld friclude parents
of flte minor child’s flends, the minet child’s teachets aad physiolans, as well a3 the individaals
named as witnesses by Petitfoner.

10, 1 have never discussed any igwues relafing to cmsﬁ@dy ot plevement with
Petitioner’s minor son, oot have T hed any other copamunivations with Petitioner's son abott the
subject of my xepresspiation of Petitioner.

1. During the thme fuat 1 bave Ynown Pefitoner | have had infrequent, Bimited
contacts with his winor sof, who i3 currently age sixteen, Af po thme have I resided with or

stayed overnight as & guest i the same hoisehold with Pertinner and big sidtiot son. 1 have sesn
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Petitioner’s soﬁ tiiefly at soeial occasions und s school events, 1 was pmsém on Christoas Bve
2004, when Fetifioney grid Ms childen, who are flends of oy s’isferi snd her family, vistted my
gister's home £or appro:s:_hnaxely two and one-hal{ houts, during which I spoke only briefly with
the nEnox son, who spent most of s time dnteracting with the other children Wi were present,
Except for this occasion I'have had no sigrificant contact swith Petitionet's minoT 60n SI0GE I

bepan 1epressniing Petitioner in this matier.

=

“Rebecca Gtassl Brad}ay ‘

Subscnbe;d anid gworn to before me
3“ahof musry, 2003

- .

B nendiR R Re
Wetary Publm State of Wisconsin
My Commission t2 Pg om et NT
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Tn re the Maﬁfi@e oft

1 ANDREW BEDNALL,
Pediloner,

v,

TAURA I BEDNALL,

Respondent,
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N OPPOSITIONTO REE;?G“‘G}M\T*S E{VI%DT OTIDN TO
. DESQUATIEY COUNSEL

Trwo days before the scheduled trial of this

Petitionar’s counsel,

—_—

L INTROTUCTION

mathet R_espcﬁdent fpdl a motiod to tisqualify

A’cmrney Tebepca CGrassl Bradley (“Bradley™) Petitiofer agserls that

becanse Bradley has a persnnﬂl rslﬂtmnship with Prﬁmoner and PeitGoner’s minot son, Bradley’s
A

tepteseatation of Petitioner is

T T

prohibited by pumerous provisions of the Wisconsio Rules of

Professions] Conduct for Attorneys (SCR Chaptex 20). Respondent's motion is uﬂg}g& and has

therefore been walved,

Byen if he motion bad been thnely filed, there is 0o bests i

motion. Based ob. the record before

Fugt or Jaw For Respondent’s

the court it i apparent that Respondent®s motion is brought

sherely for the parpose of ambair}_gw nerassing Pertiones, and obtainbug » delay

in the trial.
pisii

Respondent’s motion must therefore be denied. Regpondent’s atien
thie meaning of Wis, Stat. §814.025 and Pet

costs and actual attosneys fees inourred in defending against the motion,

—

is frimlous within,
{_." -,._.
foner i& entided to an order awarding Pcfii;;onar‘&-
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1L ARGUMENT
Respondent has alioged the following grounds for disqualification. (1) Respondent had
conticts with, the minor child without permission of the guardian ad Litam, contary to SCR 20;
4.2: () Discpaalification is required by SCR.20:3 7 because Bradley mey be called as a withess;
and (3) Bradley copmited nnspecified violations of BCR 10;1‘10 (imputed dtsepaificatinn) and
SO 20217 (conflict of interest ~ general tule). Respondent has eited no facts or case law that
would support & finding thet Bradiey Tas ﬁfolated any of these dsciphinary risles,
A, Stamdard Yor D peiding Disgualification Motions.
Motions far disqualification of conrisel ate addressed to- the sowmtd discretion of the trial
epurt, Trial soutts possnss “hroad discretion in determining whether [atiorney] disqualification
is roquired o & partioular cese . . . 5 Berg v. Marine Trust Co, 141 Wis, 74 878, 887, 426 NW.
9d 544 (G App. 1987) quoting Schloeifer v. Railos of Indiana, Fic., 546 F. 54 708, 710 (7% Cir.
1976). Disyualifieation motlons o’rdinafﬂy should be granted oply when @ violation af the sthics
rules poses a significant fisk of twinl taing, and a violatlon. of professional ethics dogs not
an‘mma{:‘maﬁ_y cesult bn disquatification of cotnsel,  Ser ABA/BNA Lawyers Mapgal on
Professional Condunt 51:1903 and cases eited therein.
The cowrt in Ferg stated:
While disquglification is the ptimacy means of assuring that the
¢fhically anons axe not violaied, a party to fitigation also has ag
jiportant fnterest in eing repraseried by fhe. counsel of his ot het
choics.  As & resulf disqualification “ought not be applied 50
indiscpminately 85 tO UDAGICIH this interest without justification.”
iorits v. Medical Protective Co., Ete.,, 428 F. Supp. 865, 874 (W,
D, Wis, 1877}

Berg, 141 Wis. 2d at 887,



:

gt LLF Snyeh14- 0769200 Jan 18 2008 12344 RO

! i

|
|
Motions for disquaiification of 00'%1115{51 ave frequenily based on alleged conflists of
ntereat,: The Wisconsin Supreme Conrt ﬁas noted, however, tbat the Rules of Professional

Canduet:

. cah be subverted when they are invoked by opposing, parfies as
procedural weapens. The Fact that a Tule is & just basis for 2
lweryer's self-assessment, OF for gancioning & lBwWyst wnder the
Aministeation of & disciplinary anthoridy, doss not iraply that an
ariagonist i & 0 {atetal proceeding oF sransaction has standing 1o
seek enforcemuent of rule. ' :

SCR Chaptet 2 Preamble, Scope. The official commentto BCR 20:1.7 states:

Resolving, questions of conflict of inesest IS prmadly e
esponsibility of the lavever undertaking the reproseatstion. .« .
Where the conflich 15 such. gs clearly o call tn girestion e Ffaby or
effictent adminisiravion of justice, opposing gotmss Ay properly
seige the objection. Quch an objection should be vievied With
cqution, however, for it ean e misuted as o technigue of
harassmeri. :

1d, emphasis supplied.
. Tyial courts should be alert 1o the possibility thet & party “may sock do "memfacture’ &
B

confliet to eliminate Ria)

rofdable lawyer as oo adyerpary kod 1o prevent & dofendant 'from Laving

a partioxﬂaﬂ"y able defense counsel & tis gide State v. Miller, 160 Wis.2d 646, 634, 467

W24 118 (CL App. 1991, oting Wheat v. United Stés, 4360.5. 153, 163 (1988).
Acaoﬁmglf, conts have tolen & dim view of disgualification motions becanse of the
- peroeption that quch motions make use of the cthies Tules for purely tectioal PErposes, and
ganciions have been frmposed agrinst {awyer who file bad faith. disqualification motions.  Seg

v, Mazn. Prof Conduet. 5171909 and cases cited fherein.
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B. Respondent Has Wakred Wer Right To Bring A Motion For }}iscltx;xﬁﬁﬁﬁtiﬁn,

Teilnre to tmely make a motion for disqualification LAY resuit In _waiva;. (in &
Marriage of Batebelor v. Hatchelor), 213 Wis2d 231, §70 NW. 24 568 (Ct. App. 199T)delay
srom May to Angust resulted 1 wajver)

The ratiomale belind this rule was esplained guecinctly Centraad
Alk Producers Coop. v. Senmy Food Stores, 573 F.2d 988, 992
(8th Cir. 1978) when the court Tietd that "[tiais courtwill not atlow
a Titigent to delny filing © motion to disqualify i order 0 use the
cotios as a later tool to deprive his opponent of woumsel of his
chotce after substantial prepdration of 2 taye has been comupletad.”

74 213 Wis.2d at 256, See also, VW bor v, Weber, 169 Wis.2d 538, 545, 485 19, W24 447 (Ct.
App. 1992).

RcSpond}am' fatled to bring her motion for disquatification until thyee days before trial,
despite kowing the hasis for her motion for nearly fous moths, The court should find that she

nas waived ihe rght to bring this motion and award Bradley her costs and attoracy’s fees in

. [

defending e motion,

¢ s Bradley's Comtacts With The Migor Child Do Not Constitute Groands
For Disgualification.

Respondent incortectly staies that “any contasts with another party in Jitgation . . . AT®
prohibited.” Wendt & § 3. Respondent cites, o tule o case in support of this statement.
Commiumications with persons represented Uy counsel are governed by JCR 20442, which
provides: .

Inn representing 4 client, a lawyer shail not conumumicite about the
subject af the representation with 2 party fhe lawyer knows 1o be
represented by another lawyer in the matter, unless the fmwyer hag
the consent of the other lawyet f 1y authorized by law to da s0.

The cofr_&ment to SCR 20:42 specifically states: “this rule does wot prohibit

communication with a patty . - concerning matters outside the representation” {emphasis
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Petiionen’s ifor son, bul she Das had po commundcation with e minor son coneerning

.4—-—-1’4——,'-‘/_‘_—-—“—~_‘ ~
custody, or any other isgge concerming the subject matter of her vepresentation of Petitioner.
Lo wqfﬂff—ﬁ—e#_&ﬁw—__ —

Bradley Aff, J10-11. Bradley's contacts with Petitioner’s mitor son axe thexefore ot probibited
fy SCR 20:4 2 and may sot be used a§ a Lasis for disqnalifying her from. representing Petitioner.

D, Bradley Is Not Disqualified Because She 15 A Potential Witness,

Respondernt alleges that Dradley has a conflict under SCR 20:3.7 becauss of the
“potential of her acting as a wimess.” Weudt Aff § 3. Respondesnt’s charecterization of Rule
37 is midleading and insccurate. SCR 20:3.7 doed not require disqualification wnder 40y
ciroum%tanpes, but states only thet “a lawyer shall not act as advocate at a trial in which the
lawyet 15 L%k._ely to be necessary witness.”

 QOR 203.7 s inapplicable here i gny event beciuse Respendent heig peither alleged nor

shawn that Bradley is a DECESSELY witness. Respondent wes required by the trial pourt's order n
; e

e

this case to designate wilnesses 1o be called at trial on or bafore Decentber 14, 2004, Bradiey
was not designated as A Withess by either Respondent o the Chuardian ad Liwm, nov did they
designafe any other witnesses 10 be called af trial.

Bven, if Respondent ot the guardian ad Heen had designated Bradley ds a witness, the
designation would not establish that she 1 a vecessary witness, Bradley has had only infrequent,
hirited contacts with Petifionet’s minor son, and Tus po pérsonal knowledge of any facts
concerning Petidonet’s sti that would be relevant at fhe wial of this matter. Busdiey AT § 9-11.
Tn. addition, there are other potential witnesses nat naed by Respondent o the guardian ad Jtem
who wonld have far moie sigrificant relationships with the minor son and would have

srhstantially greater knowledge of the issuss relevant o placement. Bradley AL g %
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Finaily, even if Respondent could sbow that Bradley 15 a necsssury wilness, she would
stifl beentilled to act as advooate &t the tmial mder SCR 2003, 7(a)(3), which. states that the Tule
does not apply whers “disqualification of the lawyer would wortk substential hardship on the

cieyt” Despite the fact that Respondent knew of the relationship between Bradley and the

_.._#__,_f_‘""_—_’—_\

Peritioner i Beptember 2004, she fatled to seck dlsgunbification or otherwise bring the issve o

ﬂ-.:_____—f—
the attenfion of the court untfl January 11, 2003, twg days before the commencernent of trial. To
T

e

fequire Petitioger T olbtain new counsel at this Jate ddle would require petitiomer fo Inwar
substartial expoase amd wonld be lkely to result 4 further detay of the tial. Pradley AL § 8.

T Supreme Court Rales 110 (fmputed Disqualifieation) dnd 1.7 (Conflict of
Tnterest) Are Inapplicable.

5CR 200110 governs disqualifications that maly oceur Gpon & lewyet leaving or joining 2
|aw firm. Bradley is nota merdber of o b fArm, g‘mci a0 firm by which she was ever errployed
has Iapresented any of the parties to this activh. Respondent haé— not offared any explanation 4s
t why Rule 1.10 is applicabld here. Respondent’s refernce 10 fhe Rule should thersfore be
igpored by fhe court, |

Ra*spondén{ also cites Rude 177, which is the geoers! rule regaxding conflits of interest.
The rule consists of two basic parts: Rule 1.7(a) prohibits alawyer fron representing a chent or
the mprascntaﬁon will be “directly adverse 1o agothes client”; Rule 1.7() piobibits a lawyer
frarn sspresenting 2 client if the representation “may be materially Hmited by the javeyer’s’
r::sponsi:bﬂities to apother clisnt of to a third person, of y the lawyer's oW interests”  Both
parts of the rule permit the lawyer to undertake the representation if the lawyer reasonsbly
believes the xepresentation will ot be adversely affected, and the cliont consents in writing after
consiitation, DBradley’s represeriation of Petitioner 15.nof divetly adverss to any other client,

i

,_—______,__\____———‘_____——"_‘“—‘—-'—___4—_"_ 4‘_~“_'___'___..4__—-——‘_"_‘_“_—~"“——-~
and Bradley has no responsibilities to another chent of to a third person that would matetially
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Uitndt her tepresevitation of Petifioner. Bradlay AL 14, Re sgondent has provided no explanation
as 10 how Bradley’s conduot viokates Rule 1.7, Respondent’s allegation of & violaticn of Rule
1.7 ghiowld thezefore be ignored by fhe céuﬁ.

M. CONCLUSION

Respondent hias failed 10 provide the coutt with any law ot facks St would support, an
order disqualifying Pefitioners comsel, We respectally urge the court 1o deay Respondent’s
snorlof and award Petitioner her razsonable costs and aliomneys foos incurred in defonding
against the miotion,

Dated at Milwaukes, Wisoonsin this 18" day of Janwary 2005,

FUNSHAW & CULBERTS ONLiP
Astorneys for Rebeeta Gragsh Bradley

R

Randal N, Amicld
State Har No.. 1004492

.0, Address

100 Fast Wisconsin Avenue
Suife 2600

Mitwadlkee, WI 53202-4113
Telephone: 414-276-6464

1586659V HEWFILE
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Whyte Hirschboeck Dudek SC

Murk A. Miller : il :
414.978-5406 : I
mmilier@whdizw.com N

December §, 2004

Rebecca Grassl Bradley, Esq.
20700 Swenson Drive

Suite 400

Waukesha, WI 531 26-0004

Re: §. Andrew Bednall

Dear Attorney Bradley:

Over the past several months, an issue has arisen regarding the background of Andrew
Rednall’s separation from employment at Whyte Hirschbosck Dudek 8.C. I believe 2
framework is helpful.

I aim the Chief Bxecutive Officer of Whyte Hirschboeck Dudek S.C. My podition was
created in 2001 and 1 have field this post since that time, Mr. Rednall was the firn’s Chief
Operating Officer prior 0 the creation of the CEO position. Thereafter, he was the firm’s CFO.

The change of status for Mr. Bediall did not work outwell for the firm o for Mr.
Bednall. Consequently, I requested that Mr. Bednall find new employment. At the time, [ gave
M. Bednall & final date of ertiployment at the firm (November 2003) dnd wk agreed wpon 4
severance package.

f hope this clarifies your understanding. If you have any fusther questions, please do not
hesitaie to gontact me. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mark A, Miller
Chief Executive Officer
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Tn re the Mavriage of:

I ANDREW BEDNALL,
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I‘he Respondent’s motion for dlsqualification of erioner’s counsel haviag been heard
on January 18, 2005 at 300 p.m; and the coungel for Petitioner; Rebeced Gragsl Bradley:
counsel for Respondent, Marjore A, Wendt; end the guardian ad titem, Michael J. Finn having
appeared by telephons; and Hinshaw 8 Culbertson | 1P, by Randal N, Arnold, having appe,a,ad
in person as speoial counsel for Attomey Rabecca, Grass! Bradley; and the court having rev iewed
e affidavits and briefs of the parties and having heard the erguments of coutsel;

NOW THEREFORE ITTS HERERY ORDERED:

L. Respondent’s motion for disgialification of patitioner’s €0 pngel fs deried, without

costs to any party.

2 Discovery 18 extended to February 11, 2005, The parties miay net nAmE
additional witnesses,
3, The trial datms—%omned io }?ebruar\ 16,2005 at & 0(} &.T1l

y
Dated this M_%day of—i*aimmv&(}()a

éwwu;%{

M
Honora‘nlc Michagl O, Bohren
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