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SUFFOLK, SS. 

COJvlMONTJI7EALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

SOPR~ME ,JU DIC lf~L COU 1:\T 
FCR SUFFOLK COUNTY 
BD-2008-016 

IN RE : ·GAIL M. THALHEIMER. 

MEBO~ANDUJ.vl P..ND ORDER 

' 
The respon.dent hc>.s moved for leave to engage in empl:Jyment 

as a paru.legal. The motion comes four yca:cs after she was 

indefin~tely suspended ~rom the practice of :aw for intenti~nally 

misusing :::lient.s fnnd.s, tail.:.n:;r to comply wi.t.h record- kee9i.ng 

requirements, and representing clie::1ts with conflicting 

irterests. Se~ Matter of Thalheimer, 24 Mass. Att 1 y Disc. R. 

68~, 685-689 (20Cg;. She proposes to work as a paralegal for her 

son, a solo practitioner appa=ently specializing in plaintiffs 1 

tcrt work, u.ri area of the responden~•s former practice. 

Pernission to work as a paralegal is not a rratter of right, 

and a motiof! for le~ve to er.gage in such e:nployment .. is, in 

reality, ,. a motior.. for partial reinstatement of the rights and 

privileges the petition~r engaged before discipline.~. Matter of 

Gonick, 21 Mass. Att • y o.:.sc. R. 307, ( 2 005) No. BD-1999-031, slip 

op. at 4. The respondent ~bears the b~rde::1 of show.:.ng that [s]he 

is qualified to work as a paralegal and that her proposed 

employment will not harm.t~e p~blic ~nterest, the integrity and 

star:d.ing of the bar,· or the c.dministration of justice." Matter 



2 

of .Ellis, 23 Mass . Att'y Di sc . R. 1 38 (2007) . 

I have reviewed the p l eadings filed by the respondent and 

the opposit i on filed by Bar counsel, and he l d a hearing at which 

counse l for bot h pa.rties a dd ressed t he proposed arrangement. The 

respondent also addressed the court at the hearing. 

I do not doubt the s incerity of the respondent 's desire to 

work her way back i n to the practice of law, f irst by ass i~ting. 

her son in his practice, o r ~he honesty of her int entions 

regarding performing the ro l e of para legal consist ent with any 

condit ions that the court might set . I am not persuaded, 

however , that the arrangement would p r ovide t he " independent 

professional overs igh t" requi red to protect t he public i nterest 

at this t ime. Matter of El lis, supra at 131 ; Matter of Marani , 

2 4 Mass . Att' y Disc. R. ·~69 (2008 ) , No . BD-1998 - 0 1 9, slip op. at 

2 . Consequent l y, I am denying the motion without pre j udice to 

considering . other arr·angements. 

I a l so not e that the respondent represe nts t h a t she will be 

fil i ng a peti tion for reinstat eme·nt next year. It inay we l l be 

·t hat a mot i on for employment as· a paralegal woul d · be more 

f o-rmal ly considered in con junction · with the filing of such a 

petition. So ordered . 

Robert 

Date Entered: 2012 


