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TO THE HONORABLE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS: 
 
 Appellee, the Commission for Lawyer Discipline, submits this brief in 

response to the brief filed by Appellant, Hamilton Lindley.  For clarity, this brief 

refers to Appellant as “Lindley” and Appellee as “the Commission.”  References to 

the record are labeled CR (clerk’s record), RR (reporter’s record), Pet. Ex. 

(Petitioner’s exhibit to reporter’s record), Resp. Ex. (Respondent’s exhibit to 
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reporter’s record), and App. (appendix to brief).  References to rules refer to the 

Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct1 unless otherwise noted. 

                                              
1 Reprinted in TEX. GOV’T CODE ANN., tit. 2, subtit. G app A-1. (West 2016). 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

 

Type of Proceeding: Attorney Discipline 

Petitioner/Appellee: The Commission for Lawyer Discipline 

Respondent/Appellant: Hamilton Lindley 

Evidentiary Panel:  08-3 

Judgment:   Judgment of Disbarment 
 
Violations found (Texas  
Disciplinary Rules of  
Professional Conduct): Rule 8.04(a)(2):  A lawyer shall not commit a serious 

crime or commit any other criminal act that reflects 
adversely on the lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness or 
fitness as a lawyer in other respects. 

 
    Rule 8.04(a)(3):  A lawyer shall not engage in conduct 

involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation. 
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES 

I. Lindley admitted to forging documents in order to document the 
transfer of clients and to secure a fee.  Did the evidentiary panel exceed 
its discretion in assessing a sanction of disbarment where courts have 
universally acknowledged that an attorney’s forging of documents is a 
serious offense? 

 
II. The record is replete with evidence regarding the forgery and the 

surrounding circumstances.  Does Lindley present any grounds for 
reversal due to evidence admitted or excluded where an objection was 
preserved or where the evidence was likely to change the result? 
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

 The Respondent, Hamilton Lindley, admitted to falsifying documents 

involving the transfer of clients and a fee award.  Lindley worked at a law firm 

owned and operated by the complainant, Jeffrey Goldfarb.  Goldfarb was joining 

another firm and was transitioning his practice and winding up the business of his 

firm. (RR at 103, 213-214)  Lindley worked on many securities class action cases 

in which he (and the firm) represented plaintiffs. (Id.)   In general, Lindley would 

bring in clients and the representation would be handled by various large firms that 

represent plaintiffs in securities class action cases. (RR at 105-06)  Lindley would 

remain as client counsel, and his primary role would be to serve as a contact point 

for the individual clients he referred to lead counsel. (RR at 106-07)  As plaintiffs’ 

securities litigation was not a part of Goldfarb’s new firm’s practice, he sought 

resolution as to where Lindley’s clients’ files would be transferred. (RR at 103, 

218)  In general, plaintiffs’ lead class counsel directed the litigation, but there was 

still the need to document whether Lindley or Goldfarb would retain the clients and 

their files going forward. (RR at 217-18)  Goldfarb became frustrated and 

repeatedly sought a status update on all of Lindley’s pending cases and 

documentation indicating that the clients were electing to keep their files with 

Lindley. (RR at 220; Pet. Ex. 46)  Goldfarb testified that he did not wish to keep 
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the clients, but that he needed the documents to confirm that he was not 

responsible for the files. (RR at 212-13, 221-22) 

 On October 11, 2013, after Lindley had begun employment with a new firm, 

he emailed Goldfarb over 200 letters purportedly signed by clients indicating their 

intent to keep their files with Lindley. (Pet. Ex. 49)  The letters were forgeries. (RR 

at 39-44; Pet. Ex. 4-28; App. 1)  Lindley generated each of them on his new firm’s 

letterhead but forged the signatures of the clients. (Id.)  He did so very carefully, 

signing each one differently so as to not appear to be alike. (RR at 39-44; Pet. Ex. 

4-28; App. 1)  Nowhere in the record did he explain why he did not simply do the 

necessary work to contact the clients to secure their actual signatures.   

 In the months that followed, Goldfarb became concerned when he was 

notified of a settlement in one of the old cases Lindley had previously told him was 

dismissed. (RR at 227)  He checked his files to see if the case was one of the cases 

transferred to Lindley by way of the transfer letters. (Id.)  When he more closely 

examined the letters, he began to have concerns. (Id.)  He went through the files to 

find the original engagement agreements (which were actually signed by the 

clients) and compared them to the transfer letters. (RR at 228)  Noting the 

differences between the signatures, he sent a sample of the letters to a handwriting 

expert who found them to be forgeries. (Id.)  Soon thereafter, he alerted Lindley’s 

new firm of the issue since the letters were sent with the firm’s letterhead. (RR at 
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229; Pet. Ex. 48)  The firm fired Lindley on June 25, 2014. (Resp. Ex. 15; RR at 

74-75)  He moved to Waco and found employment with a new firm. (RR at 51-52)  

His new employer was not aware of the events that occurred previously regarding 

the forged letters. (RR at 276-77)  

 In 2015, one of the prior cases on which Lindley worked while at Goldfarb 

was tried to jury verdict with a $100,000,000 award to the Plaintiffs, $34,000,000 

of which was to go to Plaintiffs’ counsel. (RR at 59)  There was a dispute among 

the Plaintiffs’ counsel about the allocation of the fees, but Lindley was due a 

sizable sum. (RR at 59-60)  Ultimately the parties agreed he would be paid 

approximately $950,000. (RR at 76)  Under their fee-splitting agreement, Goldfarb 

would be due 60% of the fee. (RR at 48)  Lindley feared Goldfarb would use his 

knowledge of the forged client letters to seek a larger portion, or all of the funds. 

Lindley decided to fabricate additional documents to ensure that the entire sum 

would be paid to him directly. (Id.)  Once he had the money in hand, this would 

give him a better negotiating position with Goldfarb. (RR at 48-49)   

To carry out his plan, he told his counsel in the fee dispute that his 

employment agreement called for him to receive all of the funds, and that Goldfarb 

had waived his right to any portion. (RR at 49-50)  The attorneys controlling the 

funds accepted this, but requested documents that would confirm this fact. (Pet. 

Ex. 30, 54; RR at 54)  Lindley generated a fake compensation agreement that 
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purported to be from the start of his employment with Goldfarb. (Pet. Ex. 29; RR 

at 48-50; App. 2)  He also generated a fake fax cover sheet and forged letter 

purportedly signed by Goldfarb and his former partner that waived their rights to 

any fees.2 (Pet. Ex. 31-32; App. 2)  Lindley sent those to his attorney with the 

intent that they be relied upon so he could get access to the funds. (RR at 50, 56)  

Lindley also fabricated a letter to appear as though his departure from Goldfarb’s 

firm was voluntary as opposed to a termination. (Pet. Ex. 3; RR at 38-39)  By way 

of explanation, he testified that he did so because he was afraid to contact 

Goldfarb. (RR at 47) 

Naturally, the attorneys responsible for delivering the funds out of the fee 

dispute contacted Goldfarb to confirm the facts represented in the documents. (Pet. 

Ex. 59)  With the false documents discovered, Lindley contacted Goldfarb. (RR at 

82)  He admitted to what he had done, apologized, and said he was attempting 

suicide. (Id.)  Lindley claims Goldfarb later offered to refrain from reporting the 

matter to either the State Bar of Texas or law enforcement if Lindley allowed 

Goldfarb to keep the entire fee. (RR at 82)  Goldfarb disputes he made any such 

offer. (RR at 256)  Ultimately, Goldfarb retained ethics counsel and filed a 

grievance with the State Bar of Texas. (RR at 257-58) 

                                              
2 As with the letters, the forgeries are quite detailed. For example, the fax cover sheet 
even includes a superimposed fax date stamp to make it appear as though it was sent and 
received. (Pet. Ex. 30; RR at 53; App. 2)  He also used old letters to cut and paste images 
of Goldfarb’s signature to make it appear genuine. (RR at 55) 
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 Lindley admitted that he was (among other emotions) angry of over not 

being paid his salary for several months while working for Goldfarb, and wanted to 

be paid for the extensive time he had invested in his cases. (RR at 135-136)  

Lindley also testified that Goldfarb actively sought to get him disqualified from 

one of his old cases so that he could keep any fees for himself. (RR at 117-23)  

Lindley claimed that Goldfarb used his knowledge of the forged client letters to 

pressure him into relinquishing his fee in the case after an initial plan to disqualify 

him failed. (RR at 133)  He claims Goldfarb, who had already successfully gotten 

him fired from his firm, threatened to take the matter to the State Bar or law 

enforcement if he did not do so. (Id.)  This explained the second set of forged 

documents, as Lindley attempted to the secure the funds directly to avoid Goldfarb. 

(RR at 47)  Lindley also relied on testimony from a retained expert in psychiatry 

and his current counselor to testify regarding his mental illnesses and the effect 

they had on his conduct. (RR at 142-178)   

With the conduct admitted, the panel found violations of Texas Disciplinary 

Rules of Professional Conduct 8.04(a)(2) (a serious crime or other criminal act that 

reflects adversely on the lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer) 

and 8.04(a)(3) (conduct involving conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or 

misrepresentation). (CR at 445)  The panel entered a judgment of disbarment. (RR 

at 331-32; CR at 443-48) 
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

 Here, there is no dispute regarding Lindley’s violation of the Texas 

Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct, and the issues presented solely relate 

to the sanction imposed.  The evidentiary panel has wide ranging discretion in 

assessing sanctions and will only be reversed if it acted in an unreasonable and 

arbitrary manner, without reference to any guiding principles.  The panel’s 

judgment indicates that it reached its finding by applying the applicable factors in 

the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedures.  The Commission cited to cases and 

other materials that stand for the proposition that the forging of documents is 

serious misconduct.  Whatever differences Lindley identifies between the cited 

cases and his own do not amount to the panel applying the wrong law so as to alter 

the standard of review.  Based on the nature, degree and seriousness of the 

misconduct, the damage to the profession, and the need to provide a strong 

deterrent effect to avoid repetition, a strong sanction was warranted and within the 

panel’s discretion. In addition, the profit to the attorney should also be considered 

even if the matter was discovered before the attorney was able to profit. 

 Lindley also identifies no evidentiary issues that provide a basis for reversal.  

Of four evidentiary issues presented, none were properly preserved, nor are 

meritorious grounds for reversal.  The record contains a thorough documentation 

of Lindley’s conduct and his explanations for the surrounding circumstances.  
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There is no basis to conclude that the admission or exclusion of isolated pieces of 

evidence would have provided a different result so as to be anything other than 

harmless error. 
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ARGUMENT 

I. With serious rule violations admitted, the evidentiary panel acted within 
its discretion in assessing the sanction of disbarment. 

 
Lindley admitted to serious violations of the Texas Professional Rules of 

Disciplinary Conduct, and the panel acted within its discretion by ordering 

disbarment.   

A. Evidentiary panels are afforded wide-ranging discretion in assessing 
sanctions. 

 
The Board reviews the sanction imposed for professional misconduct for 

abuse of discretion. McIntyre v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline, 169 S.W.3d 

803, 807 (Tex. App.—Dallas 2005, no pet.). Trial courts (and, as in this case, 

evidentiary panels) have broad discretion to impose discipline, but a sanction may 

be so light or heavy as to constitute an abuse of discretion.  Molina v. Commission 

for Lawyer Discipline of The State Bar of Texas, BODA No. 35426, 2006 WL 

6242393, at *4 (March 31, 2006)(citing State Bar of Texas v. Kilpatrick, 874 

S.W.2d 656, 659 (Tex. 1994)).  A court abuses its discretion when it acts in an 

unreasonable and arbitrary manner, without reference to any guiding 

principles. McIntyre, 169 S.W.3d at 807. The court or evidentiary panel must 

consider the factors set out in the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure. Eureste 

v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline, 75 S.W.3d 184, 202 (Tex. App.—Houston 

[14th Dist.] 2002, no pet.).  The fact that an appellate court might impose a sanction 
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different from that imposed by the trial court does not show an abuse of 

discretion. Love v. State Bar of Texas, 982 S.W.2d 939, 944 (Tex. App.—Houston 

[14th Dist.] 2002, no pet.). 

Rule 2.18 of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure sets forth factors for 

trial courts to consider in determining the appropriate sanctions. TEX. RULES 

DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.18.  These factors include the nature and degree of the 

professional misconduct, the seriousness of and circumstances surrounding the 

misconduct, the loss or damage to clients, the damage to the profession, the 

assurance that those who seek legal services in the future will be insulated from the 

type of misconduct found, the profit to the attorney, the avoidance of repetition, the 

deterrent effect on others, the maintenance of respect for the legal profession, and 

the conduct of the Respondent during the course of the Disciplinary Proceeding. 

Id. A court is not required to find that every Rule 2.18 factor has been satisfied 

before ordering a sanction. Thawer v. Comm'n for Lawyer Discipline, 523 S.W.3d 

177, 188 (Tex. App.—Dallas 2017, no pet.). 

On appeal, Lindley argues that a de novo standard of review should apply 

because the panel applied the wrong law. (App. Br. at 22-23)  This is both factually 

and legally incorrect.  As a factual matter, the panel specified in its judgment that it 

applied the factors set out in Rule 2.18 of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary 



19 
 

Procedure.  (CR at 445)  Trial counsel for the Commission specifically cited to the 

factors in closing argument. (RR at 318) 

Lindley’s dispute on appeal is with several cases and other materials cited by 

the Commission in closing argument, arguing that the panel adopted “the wrong 

law.” (App. Br. at 22-29)  An examination of the record does not support this 

conclusion. (RR at 321-23)  This Commission cited to several cases that discuss 

the seriousness of the offense of an attorney forging documents. 3 (RR at 321-22)  

The Commission also noted penal code provisions that related to the fabrication of 

documents.4 (Id.)  Nowhere within the argument did the Commission assert that 

these materials were binding authority that divested the panel of discretion, but that 

they were a persuasive reference point as to why the Commission sought serious 

sanctions: “This kind of law background of -- that motivates the Commission's 

position in this case.  We can't come in here and say, oh, let's keep it private.  This 

is a disbarment-caliber case.” (RR at 322) 

                                              
3 JNS Enter., Inc. v. Dixie Demolition, LLC, 430 S.W.3d 444, 456 (Tex. App.—Austin 
2013, no pet.)(affirming death-penalty sanctions for fabricating evidence that formed the 
basis of claim); In re Howes, 39 A.3d 1, 25 (D.C. 2012)(disbarring attorney who 
submitted fraudulent witness vouchers); In re Sealed Appellant, 194 F.3d 666, 674 (5th 
Cir. 1999)(disbarring attorney who backdated the endorsement of stock certificate)(citing 
ABA Standard for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions 5.11(b)); Matter of Redeker, 177 Ariz. 
305, 309, 868 P.2d 318, 322 (1994)(affirming disbarment of attorney who participated in 
the forgery of a document to be relied on by others). 
 
4 TEXAS. PENAL CODE § 37.09, 32.21 (criminalizing tampering with evidence and 
forgery) 
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Lindley also goes to great pains to distinguish the admitted conduct here 

with the conduct at issue in the various cases the Commission cited. (App. Br. at 

24-29)  Yet these are distinctions without difference as it relates to the purpose for 

which these cases are cited: forging or fabricating documents is a serious offense 

and warrants severe sanctions.5  Whatever factual distinctions exist between 

Lindley’s conduct and that in the cited cases, this does not amount to application of 

the wrong law. 

Finally, no authority supports the proposition that the Board should apply a 

lesser standard of review.  Reversal would only be warranted if the panel acted in 

“an unreasonable and arbitrary manner, without reference to any guiding 

principles.” McIntyre, 169 S.W.3d at 807.  Here, the panel’s judgment confirms it 

acted according to the factors set out in the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure.  

Even if accepted, the limited factual distinctions Lindley identifies do not amount 

to an “unreasonably or arbitrary” ruling by the panel.  Accordingly, the Board 

                                              
5 Lindley also complains that a case mentioned by the Commission was not mentioned by 
name, depriving him of the ability to respond. (App. Br. at 25; RR at 321 (“Out of San 
Antonio, in a disciplinary proceeding, "Disbarment confirmed by reason of fabricated 
document." This is out of -- this is an old case. "Attorney requested someone to antedate 
a document."))  In fact, the argument referenced two separate cases: Reyes-Vidal v. 
Comm'n for Lawyer Discipline, 2010 WL 4340678 (Tex. App.—San Antonio Nov. 3, 
2010, pet. denied) (affirming disbarment of attorney who forged signature on a contract) 
and Howard v. Gulf, C. & S.F. Ry. Co., 135 S.W. 707, 710 (Tex. Civ. App. 1911, no 
writ)(attorney requested court clerk antedate document).  As with the other cases cited, 
this authority stands for the proposition that the fabrication of documents, whatever the 
circumstances, is serious misconduct. 
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should view the matter with the wide-ranging discretion established by the Rules 

and confirmed by extensive precedent. 

B. Lindley’s serious misconduct warrants disbarment under the applicable 
factors. 

 
 Viewed with the proper discretion, the judgment of disbarment must be 

affirmed.  The admitted misconduct strongly implicates several of the factors the 

panel considered.  Both the nature and degree of the Professional Misconduct and 

the seriousness of the matter are implicated here. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 

2.18(A, B).  Regardless of the circumstances, the forging of documents is a serious 

offense.  This is so regardless of whether the forgeries here were part of one larger 

narrative, or two separate events.  The level of detail placed in creating the 

documents, the fact that they were sent to another lawyer with the intent to be 

relied upon, and the amount of money involved, all dictate toward a strong 

punishment.  Likewise, such conduct warrants a strong sanction due to the damage 

such fabrications cause to the legal industry, and the need to strongly deter such 

conduct. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.18(D, G, H, I).  Finally, the profit to the 

attorney should also be considered. TEX. RULES DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.18(F).  While 

Lindley adamantly argues he received no profits, this was only because his acts 

were discovered.  He admitted part of his intent in the second set of forgeries was 

to get fees. (RR at 135-136)  Had he succeeded, he would have received fees the 
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fabricated documents sought to secure.  Lindley’s conduct is not exempt from this 

factor merely because his plan failed. 

Lindley’s argument also cites to other cases involving fabricated documents 

that resulted in lesser sanctions. (App. Br. at 38-40)  This does not suffice.  The 

fact that another court might impose a sanction different from that imposed by the 

trial court does not show an abuse of discretion. Love, 982 S.W.2d at 944.  

Lindley’s admitted conduct implicates several of the relevant factors, and the panel 

acted within its discretion. 

II. Lindley’s evidentiary arguments provide no grounds for reversal. 

 In addition, Lindley asserts four grounds of error with regard to evidence 

either admitted or excluded.  These objections were not preserved below, 

inaccurately described, and even if accepted, were harmless error. 

A. Lindley preserved no error with regard to the recording of his 
conversation with Goldfarb. 

 
 Lindley asserts the panel erred by admitting a recording of a conversation 

between himself and Goldfarb because it was not a complete recording.  The 

witness on the stand, Goldfarb, without solicitation, explained that the recording 

had some portions redacted because it contained some client information or issues 

that were not related. (RR at 223-24)  Goldfarb offered to provide an unredacted 

version if necessary. (RR at 224)  Lindley made no such request, and made no 

objection to the playing of the redacted recording. (RR at 223-25) 
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To preserve error in the admission of evidence, a party must make a timely, 

specific objection and obtain a ruling. TEX. R. APP. P. 33.1(a).  The failure to take 

proper steps to preserve error at trial is fatal on appeal. Bay Area Healthcare Grp., 

Ltd. v. McShane, 239 S.W.3d 231, 235 (Tex. 2007) (“Error is waived if the 

complaining party allows the evidence to be introduced without objection.”)  Here, 

counsel for Lindley made no objection to the record in its available state, nor did 

he request the full recording despite the witness’ offer to provide it. 

Even if this evidence was admitted in error, it can only be harmless error. 

Reversal of erroneously admitted evidence is warranted only if the error probably 

resulted in the rendition of an improper judgment. TEX. R. APP. P. 44.1.  Although 

the Supreme Court of Texas has recognized the “impossibility of prescribing a 

specific test” for harmless-error review, courts should evaluate the entire case from 

voir dire to closing argument, considering the evidence as a whole, the strength or 

weakness of the case, and the verdict. U-Haul Intern., Inc. v. Waldrip, 380 S.W.3d 

118, 136 (Tex. 2012).  The erroneous admission of evidence that is merely 

cumulative is harmless and cannot provide a basis for reversal.  GTE Southwest, 

Inc. v. Bruce, 998 S.W.2d 605, 620 (Tex. 1999).  Here, Lindley does little to 

explain what the unredacted recording would have contained that would have 

caused the panel to render a different sanction.  Given the wealth of evidence in 

this case, there is no basis to believe this is so. 
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B. Lindley preserved no error with regard to the sustained hearsay 
objection, and the testimony he sought to offer was later introduced. 

 
 Lindley preserved no error with regard to the hearsay objection to statements 

between two non-parties.  During his direct examination, Lindley attempted to 

offer unsolicited testimony regarding a statement made by Lindley’s employer to 

Goldfarb during a mediation in the case in which Goldfarb first discovered the 

forged letters. (RR at 124-25)  The panel chair sustained the objection. (RR at 125)  

When counsel for Lindley attempted to delve further into the contents of the 

mediation, the panel chair expressed frustration because the subject had already 

been well-described. (Id.)  Counsel for Lindley volunteered to move to another 

subject, and the panel chair offered to allow counsel to recall Lindley if there was 

some additional subject matter that he needed to address regarding the Sun River 

litigation. (Id.)  More importantly, Lindley later testified, without objection, to 

what occurred during the mediation. (RR at 133) 

 Lindley preserved no error on this point.  While he contends the statement 

he sought to make was not offered for the truth of the matter asserted, the record 

does contain exactly what he intended to say. (RR at 124-25)  Counsel made no 

offer of proof to document the disallowed statement, nor did counsel argue that it 

was not offered for the truth of the matter asserted. TEX. R. APP. P. 33.1(a). 

 Even if the issue was properly preserved, it was harmless error.  The record 

is replete with evidence of the alleged “extortion.”  The panel chair requested, and 
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counsel for Lindley agreed, to move to another topic.  If the statement to which 

Lindley attempted to testify was pivotal to the result, counsel could have taken up 

the panel chair’s offer to recall Lindley if there was a need, or to inquire about the 

subject with either of the witnesses involved in the conversation who later testified.  

In any event, Lindley later testified about the contents of the mediation. (RR at 

133) 

C. The evidentiary panel committed no abuse of discretion by requiring 
Lindley to mark demonstratives indicating sections that were 
fabricated. 

 
 Next, Lindley argued that the panel violated TEX. R. EVID. 403 when it 

overruled his objection to the Commission’s request for him to mark a blow up of 

the documents to indicate which portions were fabricated. (App. Br. at 34-35)  

When the request was made Counsel merely stated: “I object. He's already--he's 

already acknowledged it.” (RR at 65)  First, the item Lindley marked was 

demonstrative and was not offered into evidence.  It does not appear in the record. 

(See generally, RR)  Even liberally construing this to be an objection that the 

evidence was cumulative under Rule 403, it still does not demonstrate error.   

Being present in the courtroom and having the most familiarity with the 

case, the trial court (or panel here) is best positioned to assess whether evidence is 

unfair or potentially misleading. Diamond Offshore Services Ltd. v. Williams, 542 

S.W.3d 539, 544–45 (Tex. 2018).  When a Rule 403 objection is at issue, the trial 
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court must balance probative value against the relevant countervailing factors to 

determine admissibility. Id.  The trial court has extensive discretion in evidentiary 

rulings, and reviewing courts will uphold decisions within the zone of reasonable 

disagreement. Id.  Here, the Commission indicated that its intent was only to make 

the record clear. (RR at 65)  The panel acted within its discretion in overruling the 

objection.  Likewise, there is no indication that Lindley’s marking of the document 

was harmful error, given that he had already admitted to the forgery.  

Finally, Lindley’s argument that the document “confused” other witnesses 

was not preserved, and unsupported by the record. (Compare App. Br. at 35 with 

RR at 164-65 (asserting no objection and no indication of confusion); RR 182 

(same); RR 309-11 (same)); TEX. R. APP. P. 33.1(a).  The record demonstrates no 

error, and this argument should be disregarded.  

D. Lindley made no objections to the reading of a portion of deposition 
transcripts. 

 
 Finally, Lindley argues that the panel erred by permitting the Commission to 

read into the record a portion of the deposition transcripts of his lawyers, Jim 

Dunnam and Mark Dietz.  The parties first disagreed over whether the depositions 

had been provided to Lindley’s counsel. (RR at 187-189)  Counsel for Lindley then 

argued that she did not have sufficient time to review the transcript. (RR at 187)  

The Commission then proposed to read the portion it intended to offer as an offer 

of proof, and then counsel for Lindley could offer any objections. (RR at 189-90)  
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After the Commission offered its portion, counsel for Lindley read an additional 

portion of the transcript into the record. (RR at 202-03)  The Commission then read 

a portion of another transcript into the record. (RR at 204-207)  Once complete, 

counsel for Lindley stated, “No objection.” (RR at 207)  For further clarity, 

counsel for the Commission ensured that both portions were accepted without 

objection: 

MR. SHAFFER: Ms. Brotman, now that we've made that offer of 
proof, will you agree that we can put the 
deposition reads of Dunnam and Dietz into the 
record? 

 
MS. BROTMAN: I think they are repetitive, but I don't -- repetitive 

of conduct that Mr. Lindley has already 
acknowledged, but I don't object. 

 
MR. COX:   They are admitted. 
 

(RR at 208)  Plainly, no valid objections were preserved with regard to these 

depositions. TEX. R. APP. P. 33.1(a).  Even if there had been an objection, there is 

no indication that this testimony caused the panel to opt for disbarment when it 

otherwise would not have.  Counsel’s own statement demonstrated her belief that 

the evidence was cumulative, and any error would be harmless. 
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CONCLUSION AND PRAYER 
 

 For these reasons, the Commission prays that the Board affirm the judgment 

of the District 08-3 Evidentiary Panel of the State Bar of Texas.   

 RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 
 
 LINDA A. ACEVEDO 
 CHIEF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL 
 
 LAURA BAYOUTH POPPS 
 DEPUTY COUNSEL FOR ADMINISTRATION 
  
 MATTHEW J. GREER 
 APPELLATE COUNSEL 
 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF DISCIPLINARY 
COUNSEL 

 STATE BAR OF TEXAS 
 P.O. BOX 12487 
 AUSTIN, TEXAS 78711 
 mgreer@texasbar.com  
 TELEPHONE: 512.427.1350; 1.877.953.5535 
 FAX: 512.427.4167 
 
 
 /s/Matthew J. Greer 
 MATTHEW J. GREER 
 STATE BAR CARD NO. 24069825 
 ATTORNEY FOR APPELLEE 

mailto:mgreer@texasbar.com
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

 
 Pursuant to the Board of Disciplinary Appeals Internal Procedural Rules, the 
foregoing brief on the merits contains approximately 4,351 words (total for all 
sections of brief that are required to be counted), which is less than the total words 
permitted by the Board’s Internal Procedural Rules.  Counsel relies on the word 
count of the computer program used to prepare this petition. 
 
      /s/Matthew J. Greer 
      MATTHEW J. GREER  
 
 
  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 This is to certify that the above and foregoing brief of Appellee, the 
Commission For Lawyer Discipline has been served on Hamilton Lindley, 220 
Whitehall Road, Woodway, Texas 76712, by email to hplindley@yahoo.com on 
the 8th day of June, 2018.   
 
      /s/Matthew J. Greer 
      MATTHEW J. GREER  
      APPELLATE COUNSEL 
      STATE BAR OF TEXAS 

mailto:hplindley@yahoo.com
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DEANS&LYONS 

Ji amlJtaD P. Llndhy 
b!lrul!ay@dM!lllypJIS,QOJD 
214 .96$. S-'o-4 

Auguatlno Bauti&tl 

Msacll 1, 2013 

11613 Forrest Par\: Ln., Vlotorvillc, CA 

REI LEGAL REPRESENT A TI ON 

Dear Augwtino Bautista, 

As you are aware, I have recently joined tho Law Fltm OCMS & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Firm"). As stated in previous correspondoncc, your files/pending mattcni hnve now been 
transferred to the l'inn. You havo previously signed ~ engagement letter and by lhis letter, I 
woul~ request that you fonnally co11Scnl/acknowledgc tho transfer of your filc(s) to theHrm by 
signing in t11c space pro~i~ed below. I will be sondlng you a new Engagement LoUer govemirig 
the tcnna of our representation on any p~dlng matter and any new matters going folWtlrd Unless 
othorwlso indicated In writing. 

If you have any quemom or ncod any additional !nform1tlon. plea.so do not bc,,ltato to 
contact me. l apprcolltc tho continued opportunliy to be of service. 

Slnccrcly, 

~ 
HIUililton P. LlDdloy 

I 
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DEANS&LYONS 

H llllll1ob P. L Wl1ey 
hllnd!n@d!!'R'IYQlll·OQIU 
2106$.9$(). 

Albert C. Bcla.o.grt 

March 1, 2013 

1176-0 Lab:ahore Drive Box 6-08, Monllburg, Ontario 

RE: LI.GAL Rf.PRESENTATION 

Dear Albert C, Bclangu, 

As you are aware, I hove recently joined tho Uiw Pinn Deans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Firm''). As stated In prevlow correspondence, yolll' Oles/pending matters have now bct:n 
trnnsforrcd to the Firin. You have previously signed an engngomon.1 lotter lllld by this lotter, l 
would r:equest that you formally consent/acknowledge the transfer ofyo111 filc(s) to the Firm by 
signing in ·the spact provided below. I will ba sending you a oew Engagement Letter governing 
the lcmlB Of our reproscntatiOD on any pendJng matt.or and any new maUers going forwa.rd unJos.s 
othorwiae Indicated In wrlting. 

If you have llllY questions or need any additional lnibnnation, pluao do not hultl!te to 
corn:v.ct mo. r ~late tho continued opportunity to be of acrvlce. 

Slooeroly, 

~ 
Ha:m!lton P. Lindley 

. i ' 
·~ -.... ·~ 1,. -. ... . , .. .... ,, .•t•· · ...... ,, ...... : · •.••.... ···'•' ... : •• :•·····•1,· •; .;·~· ''•·• 
: ' I • • • .• ,. • ..• • ·~I • • •·' •. ••• . .. .. . .... ... • ...... . ,, ' . . .... ~ .,, .... •; : 

PETITIONER'S 

I EXHIBIT 
___,_5_ 

EXHlBlT 

L 



0 1 
• 

DEANs&LYONS 

H Mlllloa P. Lllldll)' 
blln4!ty@dQINl.yOQl.oom. 
:214.96$.8504 

Sandeep K.wnan Bhardwaj 

March 1, 2013 

671 W Sycmno~ Stmt, Vomoo Hilla, IL 

REc LEGALRURESENTATION 

Deu Saodcep Kuman BhardwJj, 

• 

NJ you nre nwere, I have reconlly joined tho Law Firm Deans & Lyons, LLP (the 
''fim1"), ~ staled in previous COITOOpondonoe, your flles/pending matters have now been 
lransforred to !he Finn. You have previously signed an engagement letter and by tl1ls lcttor, l 
would request that you fonnally consent/acknowledge the 1ramfer of your Ole(s) to the Firm by 
signing in the space provld~ below. I will bo sending you n new Engagemcnl Lcuor !JOVcm.log 
u10 terms of our ~presentation on OJ'ly pending matter and any now matters going forward unless 
otherwise fndloMed In writing. 

If you h.avo any questions or nbCd any addltional information. please do not he3ltate to 
coo1&Ct me. I approchtte the continuod opportunity to bo of sorvloo. 

Sl.noanily I 

~ 
HAmllton P. Lindley 
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DEANS&LYONS 

&i\lhon P. Lbidfoy 
hljndley@dMllllyoN&OtQ 
214.965.8304 

Kevin M. Cadiwx 
9410 SE Cs.ma.by Way, HIPP)' Valley OR 

RE1 LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dear Kevin M. Cadlowc, 

A.'1 you are aware, I have recently joined the Law Firm Deans & Lyall!!, LLP (the 
"Firm"). As m1ed In previous correspondence, your files/pending mattcn have now been 
u-ansferred 10 IJ't~ Pinn. You have prcviowly signed an engagement letter and by this lett.cr, I 
would request Uiat you formally oonsenl/acknowledge the transfc.r of your file(s) to the Finn by 
signing In tho spaoo provided below. I will be scndingyou a new Eogegemont Letter govoming 
the terms of our ·representation on any ponding matter and any new matters going forwnrd unless 
otherwise Indicated In writing. 

If you bavo any qo.catimu or need any Alldltional lnfannatioo, ploaso do not bcllitzto to 
contact me. I apprcoiate the continued opponunky t.o be of tcrvh:c. 

Sincctely, 

~ 
lhmU1on P. Lindley 

K 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Hl!lllltOll P. L'"loy 
hlln4kooiMcenttJ!21lf.~ 
21065.8504 

Patricia Cayen 

Mll'Ch 1, 2013 

77 Covewood ClO!lo NE C1lgory, Albert. CA 73K428 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dear Pauioia Ca~ 

As you arc aware, I ~ave recently joined the Law Firm 0011119 & Lyons, LLP (rhc 
"firm"). As !laled in previous correspondence, your tiles/pending matfers have now been 
trMsferrcd to Lhe Firm. You have prcviou11ly signed &Q ~ngagcment lotter and by lbfs louer, ·1 
would requost that you-'fo~lly consenVacknowlc~ge the tn!.OSfcr of your file(s) to the Firm by 
signing in the spnco provided below. J will be schcUng you u new Engagement Letter govcming 
the terms of our rcpresen~tlon on MY pending matter and any now matters going forwnrd unless 
otherwise indicated In writing. 

If you have any quortloo.s or o~ any nddltlonaJ infoonatloo, plouc do not hctitatc 10 
cont&ot mo. I apprcc!m tho conti.nued opportlmlty t.o be of S«Vi~. 

Sblccrcly, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 
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DEANS&LYONS 

MJ:roh 1, 2013 

Joseph &rfey 
8 Boxwood Cirolo Milford, NH 030SS 

RE: Lll:GAL Rl.PRltBmT ATION 

Dear Joseph Earley, 

AJ you arc lt\y'atC, J havo rocently joined Ibo Law Phm Deans & Lyons, LLP (tho 
"FJTm"). As statt:d ln pi:ovious COO"CSpOOd.ooce, your filoe/pcndi:Jg Jlllltton havo now been 
tran~. to tpe .firm. . Y!>U have previously slgned an engagement letter and by this letter, l 
would.niquest that YC1U formally co~t/aclc:nowlcdgo the transfer of your file(s) to the Firm !>y 
signing ln-.tM sp~ provided bolow. J wlll be sending you a new Engagement Letter governing 
tltc tmms of QUI' rcpresentatioa oo any pending matter and any IJOW matten going forward unless 
othcrwlsc hldlcated in writlng. 

lf you have lllly questioM or need my 8LldldocW foformatl~ plea.to do not hoaltatc to 
contact me. I apprccis.te tho corrtinu.ed opportunity to bo of aervloc, 

Slncctoty, 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Haral)lga P. 1,llldley 
hlfn.dlry@~Cl!l1Jvpo.1,com 
214.96$.850'4 

Mohamed S. OabGrtli 

Marob 1, 2013 

271 S Maxljular Ave., Corona, CA 92&8.2 

REt LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dea Mohamed S. Oabcr1al, 

As you arc awaro, l have rccuntly joined tho Law Plrm Deana & Lyons, I.LP (the 
"Finn"). As lta1l:d In provlou! co~, your flJoalpcnding mattm'8 have now been 
tnJUf.omxf to 1bo Finn. You bavo pmrlolllly signed an ~l!IMrt letter and by tlW lcttm, I 
would request that you formally conscnt/ack:nowlcdBo tho transfor of your ftlc(1) to tho Finn by 
sign.jog in lhc apace provided below. I will bo JCDdJng you a new Engagement Letter goVeming 
tho tmn6 of our ~!"C8mtAtlon on any pending mstier ~ u.y naw mmrs going forward unleas 
otherwise indlcamd in writins· 

If you lave any qucadoll! or need any lddltlollil lnfomution, plCllo do oot hultatc to 
cootaot me. I apprcciaic the Q<>ntinucd opportunity to bo of &CrVioo. 

Sl.oomly, 

~ 
Hamilton J>. Lindley 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Much 1,2013 

TomHalvmon 
24!3 King Ave Indopcndence, Iowa 50644 

.RE: LEGAL RE1'RES1tNT ATION 

Daar Tom Halverson, 

As you arc aware, I have recently joinw the Law Firm Dearu & Lyons, LLP (tlw 
"Firm"). As stated In prevlow correspondcne¢, your file3'pcadlng l'Jlllttef3 have now been 
trnruronul to the Firm. You have previously signed an ongagomont letter and by this letter, I 
would reque3l that you formally conscnt/a.cknowlwgo tho lrmsfcr of your 6le{s) to lho Finn by 
signing in the space provided below. T wW be sending you n now Engagement Lotter governing 
the tmma of our ~scntliiion on any pendlng matter and any now matters going fonvurd unless 
otherwise indfoa.tod ln writing. 

Ji you havo any questJona or need any additional lnfunnzdioo, ploue do not hcaltatc to 
oontact mo. I ippt'CClatt tho cootinuod opportunlty to be of l«Vlce. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 
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DEANS&LYONS 

H.anilton P. L Indio)' 
b!lndily@doglyjml qgm 
214~5.&504 

March l, 2013 

JohnC. Hlll 
PO Box I.SS (3268 PM 466) Cost, TX 78614 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dear John C. f1lU, 

As you aro aware, I hevc recently Joined the L11w Firm Deans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Finn"). A! sta!4d In previous corrc.spondenco, your files/pending matt.ors have oow been 
transfeaed to the Firm. You have previously signed an engagement lo11cr end by this lcltcr, I 
would request that you Connally corucnVacknowledge tho tro.nsfer of your file(s) to the Finn by 
signlng in the spa.co provided below. I will bo sanding you a new Eog11gcmont Letter governing 
the term.a of our represcntat!on on any pending maucr and any new mettors going forward unless 
otherwi&e indioa.ted ln writing. 

If you have any qucatlons or need any 1dditiom.I luformatlon, plc.uc do ~ot bomate tt> 
contact roe. l 1pprocim tho continued opportunity to be of aervloo. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 
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DEANS&LYONS 

.l-Urnll1on P. Lliidlo)' 
blljdlpy@d 91111Wo1&9l! 
21-4.965.8.51).4 

Marob 1, 2<>13 

Jobo M. Hubert 
2340 West Lake Rd., Alhvllle, NY 14 710 

RE: LEGAL RU'REBENTA'l10N 

Dear John M. Hubort, 

As you are 11w1m1 l have recently joined the Law Firm Deans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Finn"). t\s stattd in previous i;ocrc.spondonce, your flle.s/pcndlng matters h1w.e now been 
transferred oo 1he Pinn. You have previously signed an cngagGIJlcnt tenor and by thJs loller, I 
would requ~11ha1 you formaUy consent/ncknowlcdge lhc transfer of your flle(s) 10 the Finn by 
signing in the space provided bolow. T will bo sending you 11 now Engagement Lotter gov1.'flling 
tho tz:nns of our representation on any pcnd1ng matter and any new matlers going forward unless 
othcnvisc Indicated in writing, 

If you have any questions or need any udlUonal information, please do not hesitate 1o 
conttct me •. 1 appreciaw the continued oppoJ1lmity to be of service. 

s ln.cotcly. 

~ 
Hamllion P. L lndloy 

f;ru,\~ 1 ,:,:.•tl• t. • ••a•t•l "••t1•• I t 11 1• 1 •It,. •I .• ;•,,, ,., 1.,1·,1•1, uf • t .;1100:' 1"\ Jft '• ~'I ll' 
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H 1r11 ll10a P. Lind loy 
bllo4k,y@dcn•typN.egm 
n~.965.8'04 

Cindy .Kirby 

• 

Mardi l,2013 

1000 E. 80tb Pl. Suite S2.3 South, Marlvlllo IN 46410 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dear Cindy Kirby, 

As you &re aware. 1 have recently join.c:d the Law flrm Doans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Firm"). A3 stated io p~OUJ corrcspondcnco, your fllca/pondlng nuutera have now been 
~fcr:rcd to the Pirm. You bavo previously signed an engagement loller BJ1d by this letter, I 
would requC!l tliat you fa.rm.ally conscnt/acknowlodgc the transfer of your fllc(s) to the Flrm by 
signing in the spa.cc providro below. I will bo sending you a new Engagement Leucr governing 
tho terms o:( our rcpresentntjon on any pcndina matter end ony new tn11ttcrs going forward unlc&s 
otberWiso indicated in wrlting. 

Jf you have any qucetlona or need any addltional infonnatfon, plcuc do not boaitatc to 
cocta.ct me. I 1pprcci.atc the ~ opportmllty to be of service. 

Slncercfy, 

,,, .. ,, • ••• , ,,. . ••• ~ • .. . "' I ...... , , • ' , II '"'' • I•. •• I • • ..,,. ... '• • : ' .; • ' '· I •.... ,. • ••.• . 
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March 1, 2013 

Pom.ld N. Kllokovlch 
9360 Woodlmcze Blvd. Wlndconcrc, F1 34786 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dear Donald N. KUckovicb., 

As you are aware, l have recently joined the Law Finn Deans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Pinn'?· As rta.ted In previous correspondcn~ )'Our fllcs/pcndlog mattera hnve now been 
transferred to lhe Pirro. You have previoUBly signed an engagement leuor Bl~ by this leucr, .1 
would rtq~l that you foOllB.lly oon.scotJaCknowledge tM tranSfer of your fi!c(s) to th~ firra.. l;>y 
signing In the space provided below. l will be sending you a now Engagecmnt Letter govemJng 
!he terms of our rcpmentalion on nny pen.ding matter and any new m11tters gol.ng forward unless 
othetW!se Indicated in writing. 

If you bavc any questions or need any a.ddltiooal lnfunnat:lon, please do not healtatc to 
conw:t mo. I approclaui tho continued opportunlty to bo of acrnoc. 

Sincerely, 

Hamilton P. Llndley 

.;,, ,. · .•. ·, , . t · 1· 11.. :1 l 'l ,,.. ·:lt u • , :~·~ 11 ·· 111 t.,.., 1 <:. ~, ,,. !'· ;• :: .tJo 1;c :~.'"' • ,., ,, /Jtf1\ ·J 1 ·:1·1 ·1~.·, ~ ~U• 
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DEANS&LVONS 

HamllX>11 P. Lindi')' 
hUod!ry@d lll!lllxmuom 
214.96,5..&$04 

Mark Lmgmi.ftild 
6746 s. Warrlna Rd. Foxboro, WI 

March 1, 2013 

.ll: LEGALREP.RESENTATION 

Dear Marie Lmgcn.fcld., 

As you arc awn.re, I have recently joined 1ho Law Pinn Doans & Lyon.s, LLP (tho 
"Finn"). As stated In previous correspondence, your fUca/poncling matt.ors have now beeo 
transferred 10 the Firm. You have previously signed nn engagement letter and by this letter, I 
would request tl1at you formally consont/acknowledgo tho transfer of your file(s) to the Firm by 
signing ln the space provided below. 1 wiU bo sending you a new l!ng~gement Lettor governing 
the tmns of our rcprosenmtion on any pending matter and any now matters going forward unless 
othocwf so i.ndlcalcd Lo writing. 

If you bavc any qiations or need any additiooa.I infonnatlon, pl.euo do not bo11itate to 
contaot mo. I apinclatc tb continued opportunlty to bo of eorvioo. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Haml1tnn P. LlndWy 

; •, , ~, , ......... ··~ t 'r,o " ' t I ·: . O o fl o t ., o ttt t~·~ •• o#Jt 0 • •• t ''•J • o : ,t) • , "'"'•• .. 
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Hlal1Jlon P. Llnlloy 
bUad!ty@dgatlJooWll 
U4.96$.l$04 

AloxLoob 

Maroh 1, 2013 

600 W Dlvmcy Pkwy #1006 Chlugo, Il. 60614 

RE: LJtGAL JUtl'REBENTA'l'ION 

DOil' Alex Loeb, 

As you aro &Wlll'C, l have rccanily joined $0 Law Fhm ~a & LyOtU, I.LP (the: 
"Finn'). As stated In previous comspon~nco, your fllec/pcndinj' maUcrs have cow been 
transferred to Ibo Firm. You have previously signed an engagement letter and by this letter, l 
would ~ 1h.at you formally consent/acknowledge tho transfer of your filo(s) to tho Pirm by 
aigniog in tho lp8CO provldod bolow. I will be aonding you a now Engagement Lctl?!r governing 
tho wnn.s of our roproseatation on my pcrnding matter end any new matters going for.Yard unless 
otho:wlao fndloabxi In writing. 

If you tavo aoy questions or need any sdd1tkma1 lnfonrutlon. ploase do not h~iW.c to 
conuot mo. I approolm tho continued opportunity to be of eorvice. 

l t'I • • I"' 1 lt 1 " 0 
• t't ..9,•: tt f' ~ 1 

•: 

' t , •: • # • :1 .• •• ,, ~ ,tlf1f•": ,••I 

s i.rultnly, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 
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DEANS&LYONS 

.H.aml.ltoll P. Lindley 
QJ!ndlpy@4o!!o11yqna.oom 
214.96!.~04 

David Mctcger 
169 India St., Brooklyo, NY 11222 

M.ircb 1, 2013 

RE: Lt.GAL REPRESENTATION 

Doar David MotZl~, 

AJ you arc aware, t have recently joinod tho Law Finn Deans & Lyons, LLP (tho 
"Flan"). AB stated In previous correspondence, your files/pending matters have now been 
traruforred to the Firm. You havo previously signed an engagement letter nnd by thls letter, I 
would request that you formally conscntlaoknowlcdge the transfer of your fllc(t) to the Firm by 
signing in the ~pace provided bolow. t will be sending you a new Engagement Lener gov·oming 
the terms of our reprC$on1adon on a.ny peadlng ~and any n11w mntters going forward unless 
otherw!Je fndlcatcd In wrillog. 

If you .havo any quC!Itiona or ncod any additional lnfoJllllltion. pleaao do oot hesitate to 
coat:Dat me. I apprcolato tho continued opportunlty to bo of scrvloc. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
HAmihon l'. Lindloy 

' I 
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H &tll!lloa P. Lhllll,y 
hlbullrt@dlflUIYOl!l·llAm 
214.965.15().4 

Kennoth B. ~Id 

Marcb l, 2013 

16 MomJng Llght, Newport Cout, CA 92651 

RE: LEG.AL REPRESENTATION 

Dear Kmloeth B. Neeld, 

As you arc aware, I have recently joined !he Law Finn Deans & Lyons, LLP (lhc 
"Finn"). As sl!tcd in previous corrcspond~ncc, your files/pending matters have now been 
lnlnsferred to the Firm. You have prcvio!!sly signed an engagement letter and by this letter, I 
would request that you fonnal ly co0&0ntlacknowlcdge the trarufc. of your 51e(a) t.o the P!nn by 
signing ill ¢c 8J>a.cc provided below. 1 will bo sending you n new Engagomonl L~lcr governing 
the Imm! of our repre.S.cntatlon oo any pending ma.ucr and any now matters goina forward W'llcss 
ottu:cwisc lndlcmd in-writing. 

· If you luva AIJj questions or nee4 ~ add:ltkml lnfonnation, pJcuo do not bceltate to 
contact mo. l appr;ciam tho continued opportulllty to bo of sorvioe. 

Slncorcly, 

~ 
Hami.lton P. Llndkl'y 

I 
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H anllton P. L !ldlfy 
bltnd!ey@dgaptfy0111,cqm 
214.96,,!jt).f 

Timothy Allen Nnsa 

March 1, 2013 

7008 S. High Croa Trail. Sioux PallJ, SD 57108 

REi LEGAL RU.R:ESENTATJON 

Dear Timothy Allon Neu, 

• 

AB you are aware, J have rcce~tly joined the Law Finn Deans & Lyoru, LLP (tlie 
"Firm"). As stated ln previous correspon~ence, your filealptmding mane.rs .have now been 
transferred to lhe Firm. You have previously sign.Cd !In cngogamont.lctter and by this lottor, I 
would request that you forinally conscnt/aeknowlO<;lgc 1he tra.nsfer of your flle(s) 10 the Firm by 
!Signing In t~c spuee proviacd below. l will be senc!fog you a new Engagement Lotter govoming 
tho terms of o,ur representation on nny pending moUcr and any new maltcn; going forward unlass 
otherwise indicated In writing. 

lf you have my qucatio!l3 or need my addi&nal inftxmaUon, plea.so do o'ot hetitate to 
contact mo. I appmc!Uc tho coofinuod oj>portUnlty to bo of servko. 

Slncemly, 

~ 
fhrnlhon P. Undley 

I . . 
&,. , · '• '• •• • 1,:· ,\· t • :· 1
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~1.2013 

Oanlol Y. OBb, Jr. 
1908 RoacmontDrlvc#?, OroonviUo, NC 27858 

RE: LEGALREPREBJtNTATION 

Dear Daniel Y. Offc, Jr., 

As you arc aware, I havo recently joined U1c Law Firm Deans ~ J.,yons, LLP (the 
"Fi.rm"). As stated In provioull correspondence, your filos/pcncUng matters have now been 
trao.Sfcrrcd to the Firm. You havo previously siinod lll1 engagement letter and by this letter, 1 
would request that you formally consent/acknowledge the transfcc of your file(s) to the Firm by 
signing in U1e space provided below. 1 will be sending you a now Engagcmont Lcucr governlhg 
tho terms of our representation on any pend log matt« 11nd any new matters ·going forward unless 
otherwise indica1ed lo writing. 

1f you h.ave any questioll:.1 or noed aey D<ldJtionaJ iufonnatlon1 ploasc do not boaltatc to 
comet m~. I appreolato the continued opportunity to bo of ecrvic11, 

Stn.omfy, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 

I ' . 
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Marob 1, 2013 

BiU Orlicclc 
296 Rivorpa.rk Dr. M.tlyctn, AR 72 l 04 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

De«r B Ill Ori Ioele, 

~ you arc aware, I bllvc recently joined the Law Firm Deana & Lyons, LLP (Ibo 
"Ftrmj. Aa stated In previous C-OITC8pondcncc, your filea/pcudlag rnaU.o~ hKVc now been 
trm1fbrted to the Flan. You have J'"lvioUJly slgncd au engagemont letter and by thJJ letter, J 
would request that you fonnslly consenUoolcnowlcdgc tho lrarufcr of your filc(s) to lite Firm by 
signing In ~ tpacc provided below. 1 will be sending you a new Engogament Lcuor govmiing 
tho tcmu of our representation on any pend big matter and any new outtors going forward unless 
othorwiso lndicated in writing. 

If you have any qi=ation! or DCCd any additiooal ln.fomiatlon, plea.so do oat ht.sitatc to 
oootact me. I approolatc the eontinood opportunlty to bo of sarvice. 

Slnooroly, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Llndloy 

&1.i.r·.,f,.',.·. I • u :,· !"~u•I• ;.,.., . ,.; ..... ,,'1 . •t .1t·· ••·r •l1•ft I ,_.,. • :·11.,,. , • ••'''·' ',h 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Hmilian P. Lindley 
hllndlpy@4cau!yon1.wm 
214.96',8.504 

Adam Pasaaglla 
1313 W. Ncl.so~ Chlcago. JL 

Man:h l, 2013 

RE: UGAL REPR1l'.Bl'.N'1 ATION 

Dear Adam P&SUglla, 

• 

As you a~ aware, I have recently joined the Law Finn Doans & Lyons, LLP (lhc 
"Flmi"). As stAted in previous corre3pondcnce, 'your files/ponding matters have now been 
tmnsrorred to I.he Firm. You have previously signed an cngugement let1er and by I.his letter, I 
would reque.sl that you formo.lly consent/acknowledge tho ttarufcr of your filc(s) to the Finn by 
signing in the space provided below. I will be sending you a now Eng11gcment LcUcr governing 
tho tenllS of our representation on nny pending mallor Md ony new mallurs golng forward unless 
otherwise indicated in writing. 

If you havo any questioD.5 or nGC<i any addltional infonnntlon, please do not hcsitat.e to 
contact me. I appn:iclatc the continuod opportJJb.lty to be of scrv!c:o. 

Slncorcly, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 

, I 
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Marcll l, 2013 

Robert Swaer 
o/o Voltb.ocn N..ociatca; 300 Bl1Ulcr Ct., Sto. 1, ModoltO, CA 9'3'6 

RE: LEGALREPRE.SENTATION 

Dear Robert Swor, 

Ali you aro awaro., I havo fCCQltly joinod tho Law Fion Dtana & Lyons, LLP (the 
. "Firm"). Al ~ in previous ~o, your ~Ins tnattca have now been 

tranafcacd to tho Flan. You hsve pm'loualy atgnc& m Dn~ant lctt« and by tb1' li:tt.cr, I 
would request that you fonnally coI1!etlt/aclcnowledge tho transfer of your fJle(a) to the Fkm by 
algnl.ng ln the space provided below. I will be scndlns you 1 oaw Enaaaemcnt Letti:r gavt:rning 
the temu of our rvprescotation on any pmdhlg matter and any new matters going forward unleas 
otherwise lndlcatod in writing. 

ff you have any quoat:iow or need any additloa.al infomatioo, plcaae do net beaitab, to 
oolltllCt mo. I a.pprecWc tho contlnuod opportunity to be of aarvl°". 

Slncorcly, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Llndloy 

.. ,~ ..... ~,i. ')1•, I · · '1 .. .... .... ,. , ..... '"!:•.•, _,, ,',., ,, ·,. , .,. , ,,.,, ,·.· :•··tr .. , ... ,.,.,, .. '• ''·'·' ·,er.-. 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Marob 1, 2013 

A.kber Sbaldr 
4337 N. Tripp, Chlcqo, IL 60630 

RR: LEGALREPRESENTATION 

Dear Akbec' Shakir, 

A~ you are aw!U"C, I have recently joined the Law Finn DeaM & Lyoos, LLP (the 
"Firm"). ~ !l41ed In previous corrcspondanoo, your fi.le&'pendli1g matters have now be~n 
transferred lo the Firm. You have previously signed an engagement letter. an~ by thl3 lotter, l 
would request 1ha1 you formally consont/ac\cnowledge the ~fer of your fi.le(s) to tho Pinn by 
si8lling ln the space provided below. 1 will be sending you a now Engagement Lenor governing 
cho terms of our rci>rosen.tation on any pcod1ng matter arid any new matters going forward urituss 
otherwise indicated in writing. 

If you have llllY questions er need any additkmal lnfomustioo. pleMC do not hesitate to 
oontlot mo. I apJXCC~ tho continued opportunlty to bo of &crVko. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
lhmllton P. Lindley 

. , ... , . .. : .;\)" " tit · •. • :,., .1. t-.. •·· :: . · •ol I ., '• "" I 1111 " " • • "~"· • · •· r• • • M "' t1, 1• 
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Ham1JI011 P. LUidlCI)' 
bJlodJty@d pMl!xOOMOm 
ll4.%5.8S04 

DonTapo 

Mmh 1, 2013 

1 Ot4Q Danbam CRLS Surr:i,rne.rhnd BC CA VOHI.22 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dctr Don Tapo. 

A3 you 11te aware, I have recootly joined tho Lnw Firm Doans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Firm"). As slated in proyious COrrclpondcncc, your filos/pcnding maUor11 have now b~n 
1ransfcrred to the Finn. You have pJi:vlously signed ~ engagement letter and by lhls leuer, I 
would request that you fonnally coruenr/ackuo....,1edge tho transfer of your tlle{s) to the Firm by 
signing in Ulc space provided below. J will be soncling you a new Engagomonl Lotter govcmilli 
the terms of'our repl'CISentnrlon on any ponding matter and any now matters gojng forward unless 
otherwise Indicated in writing, 

If you havo any quastions or need any alidltlonal lnfomwlon, please do. not hesitate to 
con~mo. I app?CClate the continued opportunity to bo ofseMco. 

Slnoetoly, 

~ 
Hamilton P. Lindley 

I I ' -- · 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Hlllll.lhtm P. LIDdley 
bllndlpy@danilronMom 
2H.96S.8SO<I 

March l, 2013 

Colin Taylor 
63 NC"IYt.On Road, Woodbri~ CT 06525 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

Dear Colin Taylor, 

As you arc aware, l havo recently joined the Law Finn Deans & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Firm'?. As staled in previow correspoodeoce, your ffie.Vpcndlng matters lave now been 
transferred to the Flnn. You havo previously signed an engagomonl letter and by thls letter, [ 
would request lhat you fortnaUy consontlackno\V!odgo tho lransfcr of.your fil~:i) to the Flrm by 
signing in the space Pr?vtaed below. I will bo sending you a new Engagoment ·Letter governing 
~terms of our ~resCntarioo on any pending 1T1Atter and any new matt ors going forward uiiless 
otherwise lndleltcd in writing. 

lf you have any questions or nocd any addition.a! ioformltloo. plcuo do not hcsttnte to 
COOlaCt me. I epprcolate 1ho OOt1tinu.cd opportooity to bo of servioo. 

Slncucly, 

~ 
Hamllton P. Lindley 

--..-· .. -- ..... . 
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DEANS&LYONS 

Hallloa P. Lbidlay 
bl!odltY@dumlyo11.oom 
2lot.96~.8j()4 

Ga1j' WUlcereon 

March 1, 2013 

2200 Old Tin Top Road, Wctlbcri'ord. TX 76087 

RE: LEGAL REPRESENTATION 

As you ~ aware. I bavc recently joined the Law Pinn Ocana & Lyons, LLP (the 
"Finn"). Al statzld In praviOU8 coD"Clpondenoo, your flloa/ponding tllaUen have oow been 
trail!fclrcd to tho Phm. You_ have prcvio~ly 91gned an engagement lotter Alld by lhls letter, 1 
wo.uld request~ yo_u formally conscntlacknowledgo tho tranncr of your filc(s) to the Firm by 
slgnlng In~ space J)T9Vlded bolow. 1 will bo sending you n now Engage.rrient Letter govomlng 
tho tenns Of our rop~n on anf~ing mstt.Cr and any new rnaltlir.i going forward unlc111s 
othctwlse lndicatz:id in writing. 

If you hive any qu.cstloru or need any lliditioal lnfbnnation, plwc do not hesitaQ, to 
contact mo. I lplXCOla.tD tho comhru.ed opportunity to be of JerYlce. 

Sincerely, 
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ORIGINATION COMPENSATION AGREEMENT 

This agreement (the "Agreemenl") is entcr:ed Into between Goldfutb Branham LLP (the 
11Finn'1) and framil~on Lindley (the "Lindley'' .and toge1ber with the Firm, the "Parties") for rhe 
purpose of defi.nlng nnd setting forth t11e payment of fees in cases originated by Lindley; 

WHE~EAS Lindley desires to keep developing a national securities litigation practice, 
{the 11Practicc"}; and ·. · 

WHEREAS, the Finn wishes to encourage nnd assist Lindley In developing the Practice 
for.the ben~fit of·I:.lndl~y and the Flrm;·and 

NOW TilEREFORE, PREMISES CONSIDER:ED, the Parties hereby agree as follows: 

I. ORIGINATION COMPENSATION 
Jn consideration of the foregoing and for which the Parties agree ls ·good, valuable, and 

sufficient ~onsidenitlon. the Firm agrees that, for any cases in which the" Firm Is re~ined · ns a 
result .Of the eKcluslve efforts of Li1Jdley on the bnsis of a .contingent foe representation 
lig(ecm:cnt (an ''Lindl~y Cose"), Lindley shall be entitled to forty percent (40%) of the net ~·e 
payable to:and· ceillected'by the Firm as the result of a.nY settlement, judgment, or otlte.r i:esolution 
of ai:i)'.Lindley Ca.se.(the "Lindley Conting.ency Fee''). The Firm shall be eniitle'd to sixty .. percent 
.(60%)- of the net 'fee pay.able to and collected by the Firm. a~ the result of any settlement, 
j~dgffi~tit, or. pther resolution . of ·nny Lin'dley Case (the "Pinn Contingency .Fee'')· Upon 
extraordinary perform!inee, the Finn may pfo'vide additional bonus · corjlp~nsation 'for 
originations and su.ccess. The term "cxclµsivc efforts" will mean cases originated by Lindley 
from.his own i~itiative. The "exclusive efforts" of.Lindley include .• but' are not· limited to. ~ses 
brought ·to the Finn ·by press releases, pre-existing clients of Lindley, and comacts of Lindley. 
The Firm and Lindley will confer regarding each potential engagement before tl1e Firm accepts 
an engagement or inltl~tes lltlgatlon, and the Parties agree that the Lindley C9ntingency Fee may 
be modified or less than 40%· of the net fee (as described above) for certain cases that may 
requlr:e additional finn resources, lri terms of lawyer and staff time, as well as advances of 
cxpertses, as may be necessary, provided however that the Lindley Contingency Fee sl)all n9t be 
less than 40% of the net fee unless agreed by the Parties in writing at the inception of the m~tter. 
For any cases in· the Practice that involve current firm clients, the Firin may. provide a bonus on 
an ad hoc basi!i. Any costs, expenses or fees advanced by the Firi:n Jn connection with ·any 
Lindley Case shall be, to the extent that such costs, fees or advances are not reimbursed by the 
client, reimbursed prior to the payment of any compensation to Lindley. In the event Lind!~Y is 
responsible for generating a representation agreement from a· client on an hourly basis or a fee 
arrangement other than full contingency, the Parties will agree upon t.he compensation terms for 
Lindley in writing, with such foes to Llnd!ey to be no less than 7% of the actual net fee lne'ome 
realized by the Finn (the "Lindley Case Hourly Fee"). The Firm will pay Lindley Contingency 
Fee for Lindley Cases upon receipt of pnyment by client, no later than five days of receipt by 
Firm or after payment has cleared the Finn's bank account or the 'Firm's next payroll cycle, 
whichever is later. 
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II. TERM AND TERMINATION 
ThiS Agreement shall be terminable at will by either Party. The Firm will not retain an 

interest in ap.y Lindley Case in which the Finn was retained during the tcnn of this Agreement 
afie.r termination by .either Party. Lindley will retain all interests in the fees after termination of 
this Agreement. A list of current Lindley Cases arc attached to this Agreement and is !lttachcd as 
Exhibit A. 

IU. GOVERNJNG LAW AND.JURISDICTION 
This Agreement shall be construed under and governed by the lnws of the Stnte of Texas 

without regard to confHcts of law. Venue shall lie In Dallas County, Texas. 

IV. ARBITRATION 
In the eVent of any dispute or disagreement between the Parties arising from or relating to 

this Agieenient or the. relationship estnblished between the Parties, the Parties ngree to ~bmit 
suqh dispute·to binding arbitration pursuant to. the following terms. Unless the Parties.can agree 
upon n single arbltrat.or within 7 days of notice of the dispute, each Party shnll have the· right to 
apf)9int an arbitrator within 15 days of notice of the dispute and the two Party-appointed 
arbitrators shall appoint .the third within l 5 days of the date when U1ey are· first appointed. The 
arbitration shall be conducted in short form by written submission within 30 days of the 
appointment of the Tribunal, unless otherwise agreed by the.Parties, and the Tribunal shall have 
30 days·from receipt of th~ complete submission in which to render its final and binding nward, 
unless otherwise agreea by the. Parties. The dispute resoluiion provisions of the Finn's 
Partnership Agreement will·supersede this paragraph and provision. 

V. RENEGOTIATION 
The Firm and Lindley may renegotiate the terms of this Agreement in six months, 

depending on the performance of Lindley. 

VI. CONFIDENTIALITY 
The Parties aclmow!edge and agree that the tenns of this Agreement sha!l be maintained 

as confidential and will not be disclosed to any other la:.vycr at the Firm. This Agreement and its 
tenns shall only be disclosed to the principals of the firm and such stnff as necessary to. carry out 
Firm business. The Firm may disclose this Agreement ns necessary in the conduct of its business, 
including disclosure to financial professionals nnd accountants. 

ACCEPTED AND AGREED: 
GOLDFARB BRANHAMLLP 

Charles W. Branham, lll 



Hamilton Lindley 
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EXHIBIT A 

Client 
Number Client Ori2ination Active TvncofCase 
1026.02 BP Hamllton Yes Contin1tencv 
1027;01 BurlinJZton Northern Hamilton No Contin12encv 
.1029.01 AIPC Hamilton No Contincrencv 
1030:01 Parker Drilling Hamilton Yes Contlnszencv 
1031.01 Akeena Solar . Hamilton No Contin11:encv 
1033.0'1 Ecliosvs Hamilton Yes Continitencv 
1034.01 Engelbrecht/Mark Hamilton Yes Contin!!encv 
1035.01 Micrus Hamilton Yes Contimi:encv 

Talecris 
1036.01 Blothera.ocutics Hamil1on Yes Contin!!encv 
1037.01 Almost F'amllv Hnmilton Yes Contln12cncv 
1038.01 'Sinith·and Wesson Hamilton Yes Contin!!encv 
1039.01 Avon Products Hamilton Yes Continaencv 
1040.01 Playboy Hamilton No Contine.encv 

Weatherford 
104 l;Ql 1nteniallonal Hamilton Yes Continaencv 
1042.01 MatrixX Hamilton Yes Continrrencv 
l044.0I Canadian Solar Hamilton Yes Contlne.encv 
1045.01 JOA Software Hamilton Yes Coniinszencv 
1046.0I Lance Hamilton No Contimzencv 
1047.01 American Oil and Gas Hamilton Yes Continnencv 
1048.01 OE Hamilton Yes Contin2encv 
1049,01 Healthsrrades Hamilton Yes Continl!enc:v 
lOS0.01 Express Jet Hamilton No Continaencv 
1051.01 Tidewater Hamilton Yes Contln2encv 
1052.01 Amedlsys Hamil!on Yes Contine.encv 
1053.0l Dvnegy Hamilton No Contin!!encv 
1054.01 A llis--Chalmers Hamilton No ContlMencv 
IOSS.01 Diamond Management Hamilton No Contina.encv 
1056.01 Osteorech Hamilton Yes Continszencv 
1057.01 lCx Technologies Hamilton No Contlnaencv 
1058.01 NBTY Hamilton No Continnencv 
1059.01 AmeriCredit Hamilton No Continncncv 
1068.01 American Apparel Hamilton Yes Contlne.encv 
1075.01 Arena Pharmncv Hamilton Yes. Contim~encv 

1076.01 JnStar Hamilton No Conlin11.encv 
1077.01 St. Joe Comoanv Hamilton No Continucncv 



1078.01 CommScope Hamilton No Contlne.encv 
1079.01 Tidewater Hamilton Yes Continn.encv 

.1082.01 .Mela Sciences Hamilton Yes Continitencv 
1083.01 Baldor Hamilton Yes Continl?.eney 

.1084.01 EXCO Hamilton No Contirnzencv 
1085.cil Mkrooac Hamilton No Continl?.encv 
1086.01 Geron Hamilton No ContingenCY 
1087.Ql Whitney Holding Hamilton No Contingency 
1088~0 I Straver Education Hamilton Yes Continaencv 
1090.01 Marshall llsley Hamltton Yes Contingency 
1100.01 Sllverleaf Hamilton No Contin11.ency 
1106.01 Duncan Enel'l!V Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1107.01 Holly Corporation· Hamilton Yes Contln~encv 

1108.01 ·Active ldentitv Hamilton Yes Contln~eney 

1109:01 Airtran Hamilton Yes Continnencv 
1111.01 Atlas Hrunflton Yes Cohtinl!encv 
1112.0l Clarlent Hamilton Yes Continl!encv 
1113.01 CLST Hamilton Yes Contingency . 
I I 14.01 · Conexant Hamilton Yes Contingency 
I 115;Q} Colnstar Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1116.01 Comoellent Hamilton Yes Contlm~encv 

1117.01 DeVrv Hnm!lton Yes Contintlcncv 
1118:.l)J Deibold Hamilton Yes Continrzency 
1119.0 I Pushi Coooerweld Hamilton Yes Contlnrzencv 
1120.01 Genootiit Hamilton Yes ContineencY 
1121.01 Gymboree Hamllton Yes Contingency 
1122.01 Harbin Electric Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1123.0l [sflon Hamilton Yes Contimzencv 
1124.01 JCrew Hamilton Yes ContinnenCY 

Lender Processing 
1125.0l Services Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1126.01 Life Partners Holdings Hamilton Yes Conlinnency 

LPHI • Snell, Neda·of 
l 126.02 Puerto Rico Hamilton Yes Contingency 

L!zicoln Educatlonal 
1127.01 Services Hamilton Yes . Contingency 

Massey Energy 
1128.01 Company Hamilton Yes Contingency 

1129.01 Medauist Hamil ran Yes ContiMency 
I 130:01 Meta Financial Grouo Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1131.01 NStar Hamilton No Contingency 
1132.01 NYSl3 Euronext Hnmilton Yes Continri.encv 



t·, 

l 133.0l Pfizer Hamilton Yes Contina.ency 
1134.01 Sci Clone Hamilton Yes Contin!i.Cncv 
I 135.01- Sinurfit. Hamllton Yes Corititi12.encv 
1136.01 Vivus Hamilton Yes con ii riiiency 
1137,'0l Wilm inlrion TniSt Hamilton Yes Contiha.encv 
1138.0t 1<-Sea triinsoortation Hamilton Yes Contiruzencv 
1139:01 Chifui Fire. Ham Ilion Yes Coiltinl!encv 

Ai:l.~ant':cci'Battecy 
.1.140.01 Systems Hamilton Yes Conllmi:encv 

Encore.Energy 
114i.01 Partners Hamilton Yes Contirmencv 
·J 142.01 · ·R!No.Intematlonal Hamilton Yes Contini?encv 
.1143,01 Hercules Hamilton Yes Contingency 
t lM;OJ " Bronco' Drilling Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1145.01 RUral Metro Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1146.0.t PtidaCoal Hamilton Yes ContimzericV 
1149:01. LasVem Sands Hamilton Yes Contingency 

1150.01 
Dayton· Po\ver & Light 

. <DPL) Hamilton Yes Contlnt?encv 
Sony Playstation 

1151.01 . 'Network Hamilton No Con'tln11.ency 
.us3.01 .TradeStation · Hamilton Yes dontlrigencv 
1155.01 ConStellatlon .Energy Hamilton Yes Continl?.encv 
l 156;'01 NIVS lntellimedia Hamilton Yes Contin2encv 

Univ.ersal Travel 
ll.57:01 Grouo,lnc. Hamill on Yes Continizencv 
1160.01 a·Mx Hamilton Yes ContlD!?encv 
1163.01 Trans Atlantic Hamilton Yes Continliencv 
11.66.01 Skrivanek/Shelcim Hamilton Yes Contin2ency 
1168.01 Medco Hamilton No Contingency 
1169.01 'Kinetic Ener.ttY Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1170.01 Pride Jntcrnatlonal Hamilton Yes Contingency 
1173.0l Motricity Hamilton Yes Conlinizency 
1174.01 Jui per Hamilton Yes i:ontlriizencv 
117.S.OI ·Ootfons Exoress Hamilton Yes Coritin~ency 

1'179.01 Preoald Lef!ai Hamilton Yes Contlngencv 
1180.01 International Coal Hamilton Yes Contim!encv 
1181.0l Venoco Hamilton Yes Contii!J!ency 
1182.01 Terremnrk Hamilton No Contingency • 
1183.01 L&LEnereY Hamilton Yes Continizencv 
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02/04/2016 THU 16:33 FAX 21458 Goldfarb PLLC !llOOl/002 

GOLDFARB 
0119 

Fax 
To: Hamilton Lindley From: Jeffrey Goldfarb 

Fax: (254) 753-7434 Phone: (254) 753-6437 

Pages: ~ (including cover) Date: February 4, 2016 

Re: Confirmation Ref#: 

DUrgent 0 For Review 0 Please Comment 0 Please Reply 0 Please Recycle 

•Message: 

CDJJ.fident:!alltv Notice 
This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain injonnalion that is privileged, 
confidential, and exemptfrom di.sdosure under applicable law if the reader of this message is not the intended recipient. You are h6reb11 
notified that any retention, use, dissemination, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you haoe received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by telephone and 
immediately and return or destroy this facsimile transmission. 
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Attorneys and Counsel on I Saint Aon Coon 12501 N. Harwood Street I Suite 1801 I Dallas, Texas 75201 IT 214.583.2233 IF 214.S83.2234 lg11ldfarbpllc.com 
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02/0~/2016 THU 16:33 FAX 21458~4 

By Facsimile 
Hamilton Lindley 
Dunnam & Dunnam llP 
4125 West Waco Drive 
Waco, TX 76710 

Goldfarb PLLC 

GOLDFARB 

February 4, 2016 

Re: Confirmation 

• 
Jeffrey Goldfarb 

D 214.583.2230 

This confirms that: (1) Hamilton Lindley is to receive all funds from the Rural 
Metro matter, in full; (2) that the fee-splitting arrangement between all firms and their 
partners is resolved in its entirety; and (3) that no other partners existed at Goldfarb 
Branham LLP. 

/~ ... - ... ~.~am, III 

' EXHIBIT 
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rzioo21002 

Attorneys 11nd Coumelors I Saint Ann Court 12501 N. Harwood Street I Suite 1801 I Dallas, Texas 75201 IT 214.583.2233 l F 214.583 .223~ lgoldhrbpllc.com 
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