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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFCLE, &5. ' SUPREME JUDICTIATL COURT
FCR SUFFOLEK COUNTY
BL-2008-016

IN RE: 'GAIL M. THALHEIMER'

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

b
The respondent hHas moved for lesave to engage 1n employment
) - ] b . - x
as a paralegal. The motion comes four ycars after she was
indefinZt=sly suspended from the practice of _aw for intentionally
misusing cliients funds, failing to comply with record-keening

requirements, and representing clients with cenflicting

irterests. Sea Matter of Thalheimef, 24 Mass. Att'y Disc. R.
68¢, 685~689 (20C8;. She proposes to work as a pafalegal for her
soﬁ, a solo practiticner apparently specializing in plaintiffs!
BEr wo;k, an area of_tho respondent's form;r pEggtiee.
Permission to work as a paralegal is not a ﬁattei of righﬁ,
ahd a motion for leave to ergage in sﬁch employment.'is, in l
reality, "a motion for partial reinstatement of the rights and
'privileées the petitioner engaged.before diseipline A Matter of
Gonick, 21 Mass, Att'y Disc. R. 307, (2003%) No. BD-199§~031, slip
Qp; at 4, fhe raspondent "kears the burdén oﬁ showing that [s]he
is qualified to work as a paralegal aﬁd that her proposed
employment will not Earm.the public interest, the integrity'énd

starding of the bar,: or the zdministration of justice.”™ Matter
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of BEl1lis, 23 Mass. Att'y Dige. R. 130 (2007} .

I have reviewed the pleadings filed by the respondent and
the opposition filed by Bar counsel, and held a hearing at which
counsel for both parties addressed the preposed arrangement. The
respondent also add;essed the court at the heering.

T do not doubt the_siﬁcerity of the respondent's desire to .
work her way back into the practice'of law, first by assieting,
her son in his practice, or the honesty of her intentions
regarding performing the role of paralegal consistent with any
conditions that the court might set. I am not bersﬁaded,
however, that the arrangement would provide the "independent
professional oversigﬁt" required to protect the.publiclinterest

at this time. Matter of Ellis, supra at 131; Matter of Marani,

24 Mass., Att'y Disc. R.-469 (2008), No. BD-1998-019, slip op. at
2 Consequenely, I am dehying'the motion-without prejudice to
considering other arrangements.

I also ﬁote that the respondent reﬁresepts that she will be
filing-a petition for reinstatement eext year: It may well be
that a motion for employﬁent as a paraiegel would be more-
formally considered’in conjunction with the filing of such a

petition. So ordered. .

Robert J. Cordy, Associate tice

Date Entered: October 19, 2012




