Appendix B

Dear Colleague:

 

Thank you for submitting comments and questions regarding the Board of Governors proposal to reduce dues for retired members, eliminate the age based exemption from dues and MCLE for active members over 70, and change some of the requirements related to inactive members.  

 

We appreciate your patience on this matter. You are among many attorneys who sought answers to specific questions. We will do the best we can to respond to the most frequently asked questions. We will send the FAQ’s to you via e-mail and also post them on our Web site, www.myazbar.org <http://www.myazbar.org/> .

 

The Arizona Supreme Court’s comment period is now open and ends May 22. Thanks for your ongoing interest in these important matters.

 

Regards,

Helen Perry Grimwood

State Bar of Arizona President

-----Original Message-----

From: James.C.Mitchell@azbar.org  [mailto:James.C.Mitchell@azbar.org]
Sent: Thursday, December 22,  2005 12:59 PM

To: President@azbar.org
Subject: Re:  Proposed MCLE and Dues Changes

Dear President Grimwood,

 

Thank you for providing an opportunity to comment on the proposed rules changes.  As a presently inactive member of the State Bar, I intend to weigh in with the Arizona Supreme Court at the appropriate time.   Before then, however, I think it is essential to have more information on the reasoning behind these proposals.  

 

For example, the change for inactive attorneys would dramatically increase dues and MCLE requirements.  Has there been a documented problem with inactive attorneys returning to practice in an incompetent or unethical manner?  If so, one could understand a rule that purports to provide for remedial education. If not, the new requirement would seem punitive and pointless.  Without more information, it's impossible to make a judgment.

 

The State Bar's petition argues that the change would "close a loophole that allowed members to jump from active to inactive status to avoid annual MCLE requirements."  Is this a widespread problem?  If so, then imposing a heavy burden on any attorney who returns from inactive status might be justifiable.  If not, a rule sanctioning identified wrongdoers might be more appropriate.

 

Is there evidence that attorneys have used inactive status as a way to evade payment of full dues?  If so, then recouping the evaded dues would make perfect sense.  If not, the proposal would appear to be merely a revenue-enhancing measure. 

 

I recommend providing detailed information on these matters to all members.  An account of client complaints, disciplinary actions, and/or documented cases of the asserted problems could be evidence of a need  to act.  A lack of such evidence would, in my view, show that changes may be unnecessary or in need of fine tuning.  

 

Thanks for considering these thoughts.  Best wishes for the holiday season and the coming year.

