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President’s
Message
By Michael Denver

I

t truly is an honor to serve as the 2017 President of
the Santa Barbara County Bar Association. Along
with Past President, James Griffith, and my fellow
Officers, Jeff Chambliss, Amber Holderness and Elizabeth
Diaz, I will work hard to ensure that 2017 will be another
great year for the Bar, with ample opportunities for continuing education, professional networking and personal
growth.
We will kick off the year with the annual Bench & Bar
Conference in January. Board members Eric Berg and Joe
Billings have worked very hard to make this year’s Conference a memorable one. They have put together a solid slate
of presenters on a wide variety of topics. Practitioners of
all sorts will find what they need course-wise at this year’s
Conference. To top it off, the 2017 edition of the Conference is being held in our very own and truly spectacular
Santa Barbara County Courthouse. Please join us for what
promises to be a very special day.
The year will be chock-full of great events, including
the famous BBQ, the Golf and Tennis Tournament and
the Annual Dinner, to name just a few. The work required
to crank out these enjoyable functions is substantial. The
effort is largely shouldered by the Bar’s outstanding Executive Director, Lida Sideris. We are very lucky to have her!
In addition to tackling the Bench & Bar Conference, Eric
Berg has taken over as Editor of the Santa Barbara Lawyer.
He steps into the shoes of outgoing editor James Sweeney

THE OTHER BAR NOTICE

who consistently provided us with high quality
content in 2016. The bar is
set high for Eric, but he is
up to the challenge. The
magazine is in very good
hands in 2017.
We are truly blessed to
live and work in beautiful
Santa Barbara. Our Bar
Association is undeniably
special. The hardworking
Board Members are a big
part of the reason why our
Michael Denver
Association is so special.
The Board consistently
demands and provides excellence in our social gatherings
and educational events. Each and every one of the Board
Members is committed to making Santa Barbara’s legal
community the best it can be. I am honored to work with
my fellow Board Members, who are:
OFFICERS:
President-elect: Jeff Chambliss
Secretary: Amber Holderness
Chief Financial Officer: Elizabeth Diaz
Past President: Jim Griffith
DIRECTORS:
Leticia Anguiano
Eric Berg
Joe Billings
Michael Brelje
Larry Conlan
Brian Cota
Jennifer Duffy
Stephen Dunkle
Elvia Garcia
Jeff Soderborg
Elizabeth Vogt
SLATE OF DELEGATES TO THE CA CONFERENCE
OF DELEGATES:
Tim Metzinger, Sue McCollum, Donna Lewis, Tom Hinshaw, Katy Graham, Jim Griffith

Meets at noon on the first and third Tuesdays of
the month at 330 E. Carrillo St. We are a state-wide
network of recovering lawyers and judges dedicated to assisting others within the profession who
have problems with alcohol or substance abuse.
We protect anonymity. To contact a local member
go to http://www.otherbar.org and choose Santa
Barbara in “Meetings” menu.

2017 will be a very exciting year for our Bar. I want to
reiterate what an honor it is to serve as the 2017 President. I
will work hard to ensure the County Bar Association has another great year. See you at the Bench & Bar Conference!
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Message from
the Editor
By Eric Berg

W

elcome to the January 2017 Issue of Santa
Barbara Lawyer. It is my great privilege to take
over the Editor duties from James Sweeney for
the coming year. Maintaining an active law practice while
being in charge of the magazine is not easy, but James
pulled it off with grace, style, and a deep commitment to
maintaining the high quality of this publication. He has set
a high standard, and deserves our thanks.
An organization that has more influence than its size
would suggest is said to be “punching above its weight.”
[You also hear this expression sometimes used with regard
to spouses and significant others, but we will leave that to
another day.] With respect to this publication, the expression fits perfectly. We are a relatively small legal community.
Yet the caliber of our editorial content, and the commitment
shown by our monthly contributors, suggest a lawyer popu-

lation size more in keeping with our neighbors to
the north and south.
This only happens because of you, and your
willingness to share your
professional and personal
passions with us. This is
your magazine, because
without your participation there is no magazine.
If you have a professional
announcement, submit
it. If you achieve a great
Eric Berg
case result, share it. If you
encounter an interesting
and timely practice issue, write about it. And if you are
not motivated by a desire to maintain our great editorial
content, do it for yourself; being a published author can
provide a great boost to your practice.
Submit any and all content to the Magazine or to me
directly and you will be met with a receptive and grateful
Editor.
Wishing you a joyful and successful 2017.
Eric Berg
eric@berglawgroup.com
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•		Please use the footnote format for references to authority.
•		Please review and submit a signed Author Agreement
with your article.

2017 Submission Guidelines and Key Dates
Santa Barbara Lawyer publishes monthly. Just like last year,
in 2017 the deadline for content, copy, and photographs is
the first Monday of each month.

Photographs and images
• Color photographs are preferable.
• Send the largest file (highest resolution) of the best
quality possible. Photographs must be a minimum of
300 dpi.
• Do not edit or crop your photos. Do not imbed images
in Word or any other application.
• Send photographs as separate attachments.

Articles
•		Include a title or headline with your article. Include
your name/title, and a short biography at the end of
your article.
•		Articles do not need to be laid out; plain text is easier
for us to work with.
•		Shorter paragraphs work best for our newsletter format.
Aim for 600-1200 words.
•		Microsoft Word, .rtf or .txt files are ideal. No PDFs.
•		Please proof your material before you send it in! We
cannot guarantee that we will catch every spelling,
grammar, or punctuation error, and proof-reading takes
time away from our design and editing process.
January 2017

Miscellaneous
Coverage: From time to time, an article idea, feature,
profile, event, or photo opportunity may come along that
you think should be in the magazine. Please send it to us
when you think of it. This allows us to plan ahead and
Continued on page 15
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Legal News
considered an aggravated
felony, unless the sentence
was modified to 364 days
under Penal Code § 18.5.

California Legislation
Effective January 1, 2017
Provides Relief to NonCitizens Convicated of
Criminal Offenses
By Abbe Allen Kingston

O

n a national level, the incoming administration
states a clear position involving increasing immigration enforcement and procedures to expedite
removal of non-citizens convicted of criminal offenses.
California has taken significant steps effective January 1,
2017 to provide relief for some non-citizens who previously
would be subject to removal.
Effective January 1, 2017, three laws will go into effect
that help immigrants who have had contact with the
criminal justice system. These laws assist immigrants by: (i)
eliminating the designation of certain prior misdemeanors
as aggravated felonies, (ii) allowing immigrants to challenge
the legal validity of crimination convictions based upon
ineffective assistance of counsel and innocence, and (iii)
providing safeguards for notifying immigrants in custody
of ICE holds and preventing coercion from ICE officials.

SB 1242 - Making California Penal Code §
18.5 retroactive
SB 1242 amends California Penal Code § 18.5 to ensure
that all misdemeanor crimes retroactively have a maximum
possible sentence not exceeding 364 days. Previously immigrants who were convicted of certain misdemeanor offenses
and sentenced to a suspended sentence of 365 days, were
considered to have an aggravated felony for immigration
purposes. Two years ago, SB 1310 was codified as California
Penal Code § 18.5 which changed the maximum sentence
for misdemeanors to 364 days. Unfortunately, SB 1310 was
not retroactively applicable, leaving numerous immigrants
with misdemeanor convictions that were still considered
aggravated felonies. SB 1242 makes California Penal Code §
18.5 retroactive, allowing people who have been sentenced
to misdemeanors with sentences of 365 days to submit an
application to the superior court for modification of the
sentence to 364 days, thereby ensuring that Californians
with older misdemeanor convictions do not face aggravated felony consequences. For example, a misdemeanor
conviction of Penal Code § 245(a)(4) (assault with great
bodily injury) in 2014 with a sentence of 365 days would be
8

AB 813/California
Penal Code § 1473.7
– Challenging
Criminal Convictions
for Legal Invalidity
or Newly Discovered
Evidence of Actual
Innocence
AB 813, codified as Penal
Abbe Allen Kingston
Code § 1473.7, will provide California criminal
courts with an avenue to hear challenges to the legal validity
of a criminal conviction after the case has expired and the
person is no longer in custody. The new law will permit
people to file a motion to vacate a conviction or sentence
based on either (1) prejudicial error damaging the defendant’s ability to meaningfully understand, defend against, or
knowingly accept the actual or potential adverse immigration consequences of a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, or
(2) newly discovered evidence of actual innocence.
Under California law, individuals in actual or constructive custody are permitted to file a petition challenging
the constitutionality of a conviction or sentence through a
habeas corpus petition. See Pen. C. §1473. Once a person
is no longer in custody (which includes jail, prison, probation, or parole), courts no longer have jurisdiction over a
habeas petition. See People v. Picklesimer, 48 Cal. 4th 330;
People v. Villa, 45 Cal.4th1063 (2009). For years, people
who sought to challenge the legal validity of a conviction
but were no longer in criminal custody turned to the writ
of coram nobis. In 2009, however, the California Supreme
Court held that claims of ineffective assistance of counsel
could not be raised in coram nobis petitions. People v. Kim,
45 Cal. 4th 1078 (2009).
The lack of a post-custodial vehicle to challenge unlawful
convictions eliminated relief for many people who suffered
devastating consequences caused by criminal convictions.1
If a noncitizen became aware that the conviction made him
or her deportable years after the completion of custody,
there was no way to go back into court to erase the conviction. Additionally, many noncitizens who had entered pleas
without counsel had no way to challenge convictions that
carried unforeseen immigration consequences.
Due to the severity of these immigration penalties, California courts and the U.S. Supreme Court have held that
Santa Barbara Lawyer

Legal News
criminal defense counsel have the legal obligation to advise
noncitizen defendants of the immigration consequences of
a conviction and to defend against those consequences by
plea bargaining for an immigration-safe criminal disposition. See Padilla v. Kentucky, 559 U.S. 356 (2010); People v.
Soriano, 194 Cal.App.3d 1470 (1987); People v. Bautista, 8 Cal.
Rptr. 3d 862 (2004); Cal. Pen. C. §§ 1016.2, 1016.3. Under
California law, if the defendant does not understand the
immigration consequences of a conviction, that constitutes
good cause to withdraw the plea. People v. Superior Court
(Giron), 11 Cal.3d 793, 797-98 (1974).
AB 813 opens up critical new avenues for relief, and grants
the courts jurisdiction to hear specific claims of legal invalidity brought by individuals no longer in criminal custody.
This law allows California to join 44 other states that offer
a mechanism for people to challenge unlawful convictions
after custody has ended. Along with providing help to immigrants who did not understand the consequences of a
conviction, Penal Code §1473.7 provides a vehicle to vacate
a conviction for any defendant, citizen or noncitizen, who
is no longer in custody and seeks to present new evidence
of innocence.
Penal Code §1473.7(a)(1) states the general basis on which
a motion to vacate can be made:
The conviction or sentence is legally invalid due to a
prejudicial error damaging the moving party’s ability to
meaningfully understand, defend against, or knowingly
accept the actual or potential adverse immigration consequences of a plea of guilty or nolo contendere.
In immigration cases, §1473.7(a)(1) allows motions to be
raised alleging at least three distinct causes of action either
independently or together:
1. Defense counsel violated the duty to investigate and
accurately advise the defendant about the specific immigration consequences of a plea (See Padilla v. Kentucky, 559
U.S. 356 (2010);
2. Defense counsel failed to defend against immigration
consequences of a plea by attempting to plea bargain for an
immigration-safe alternative disposition (People v. Bautista, 8
Cal. Rptr. 3d 862 (2004); Cal. Pen. C. §§1016.2, 1016.3.) and
3. The defendant failed to meaningfully understand the
immigration consequences of a conviction (see People v.
Superior Court (Giron), 11 Cal.3d 793, 797-98 (1974)).
Motions alleging that the defendant did not understand
the immigration consequences of a plea must be filed with
“reasonable diligence” after the later of: (1) the date the
moving party receives a notice to appear in immigration
court or other notice from immigration authorities that asserts the conviction or sentence as a basis for removal; or (2)
January 2017

the date a removal order against the moving party, based
on the existence of the conviction or sentence, becomes
final. Penal Code § 1473.7(b).
Penal Code § 1473.7 motions should be filed in the Superior Court in which the challenged conviction or sentence
was entered. All Penal Code § 1473.7 motions are entitled
to hearings before a judge. Penal Code §1473.7(d). Because
some movants may be in immigration custody or already
removed to their country of origin, the statute provides that
the personal presence of the moving party may be waived
provided that counsel for the moving party is present and
the court finds good cause as to why the moving party
cannot be at the hearing. Penal Code §1473.7(d).
The court shall grant the motion if the moving party establishes, by a preponderance of the evidence, the existence
of any of the grounds for relief. Penal Code §1473.7(e)(1).
As distinct from rulings on habeas petitions, the court is
required to specify the basis for its conclusion. Penal Code
§1473.7(e)(2). An order granting or denying the motion is
appealable. Penal Code § 1473.7(f).
If the court grants the motion to vacate a conviction or
sentence, the court shall allow the moving party to withdraw the plea. Penal Code §1473.7(e)(3). If granted, relief
under this motion will vacate a California criminal conviction or sentence as legally invalid on a ground relating to
unknown immigration consequences of the conviction, or
on newly discovered evidence of actual innocence. Penal
Code §§ 1437.7(a)(1)(immigration grounds), 1437.7(a)(2)
(newly discovered evidence). Upon granting the motion,
the moving party is in the same position that he or she
would have occupied absent the error. Absent an arrangement with the district attorney to drop the charges, the
defendant must still answer for the charges by negotiating
an immigration-safe alternative disposition or taking the
case to trial.

SB 2792 (TRUTH Act)
The TRUTH Act helps to provide due process for immigrants held in local jails. The TRUTH Act requires that
if Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) places a
detainer (such as to transfer custody or receive notice of
release) on someone in a California jail, the jail must also
provide the detainee with a copy of the detainer. Currently,
many immigrants in custody are not notified that a detainer
request has been placed, making it difficult for their defense
counsel to effectively protect their rights. In addition, if
the jail does notify ICE of an inmate’s release date, the jail
must provide the notification in writing to the immigrant
and their attorney.
Continued on page 15
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Feature

A Christmas Carol,
Lost at Sea
By Bruce McIver

O

n December 19, 1843, Charles Dickens, the lionized British novelist, published the first edition
of A Christmas Carol. Some two years earlier, in
December of 1842, during his goodwill visit to America, he
attended a dinner in his honor in Boston, where his early
works were enjoying considerable success. The problem
was he was not receiving any royalties from the American
publishers who reprinted and sold his works.
At this Boston dinner, and again at a reception in Hartford,
Dickens dared to raise the issue of International Copyright,
for which he received little sympathy and considerable
criticism from the American Press. If he wanted to receive
copyright protection in America, Dickens would have had
to take up residence there and renounce his British citizenship because International Copyright protection was
unheard of.
Back in England, there was no copyright protection either. Some two weeks after A Christmas Carol came out,
an enterprising British publisher, Peter Parley, brought out
an abridged edition of the novella, entitled A Christmas
Ghost Story, for a copy of which the buyer paid a paltry
penny. Dickens was furious, and if he could get no redress
in America for literary piracy, he thought he could at least
get it at home. His suit was successful, but as Philip V.
Allingham has stated, his victory was a Pyrrhic one, since
Peter Parley’s owners declared bankruptcy and left Dickens
holding the bag for court costs.
It was during this stressful time that Dickens carefully
annotated in his own hand his copy of A Christmas Carol.
On the front and back covers, and in the margins, Dickens
noted those passages that were expropriated by Peter Parley
in the pirated republication. This was the copy entered as
evidence in his successful lawsuit.
Some years later in early 1915, this very copy found its
way into the hands of one William Field, an antiquarian
book lover, residing at lower 5th Avenue in New York City.
Field had recently purchased the book from one Charles
E. Lauriat, Jr., a well-established Boston bookseller, whose
store, founded in 1874, was at the time located on Washing10

ton Street near the Boston
Common.
Now, in April of 1915,
Lauriat wanted to borrow
the Dickens book back.
It seems that a London
solicitor he knew wanted
to see the copy to use in
an account he was writing
about Dickens’s copyright
litigation. Lauriat’s intent
was to bring the book to
London himself and show
it to this solicitor. Field
Bruce McIver
agreed to loan the book
back, assured by Lauriat
that it would be carefully protected. He would also carry
with him original drawings of William Makepeace Thackeray that he had acquired from that author’s daughter.
The Dickens was housed in a “full Levant box,” a container “covered in the textured goatskin used in morocco
bindings.” (Dead Wake 98) Lauriat placed the box in his
briefcase, which he carried himself, as he boarded the ship
that would carry him to England on May 1, 1915. The ship
was, you may have already guessed, the ill-fated Lusitania,
which was torpedoed and sunk off the southeastern coast
of Ireland in the early afternoon of May 7, 1915. The story
is brilliantly told by Erik Larson in his book Dead Wake.
Lauriat had an inside cabin where he carefully stored the
Dickens novella and the Thackeray drawings. When the
Torpedo struck, Lauriat was not in his cabin. He returned
through the darkened, listing corridor, entered his room, lit
a match from a book that he kept at the ready, and grabbed
the Dickens, but left the Thackeray behind. He carried his
precious cargo above deck and sought out a lifeboat. He
found one on the listing side of the ship, boarded it, and
placed the briefcase containing the Dickens near the stern.
There was some difficulty launching the lifeboat. Despite
his efforts to help, the lifeboat would not break free of its
tethers, and to avoid being crushed between the lifeboat
and the listing, sinking Lusitania, he stepped into the water,
leaving the Dickens behind.
While William Field’s copy of A Christmas Carol failed to
survive the crossing, Lauriat did, along with 763 others,
but the tragic total of those who did not came to 1,195.
Lauriat wrote a bestseller, Lusitania’s Last Voyage, published
in October of 1915. In 1922 he filed a claim against Germany with the Mixed Claims Commission for the loss of
Continued on page 12
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Feature

Digressions

E

ntering the new year, it seems a good idea to begin
with an important element of our local judicial
system—the Judges.
When I first became a lawyer forty-plus years ago, the
courts were divided differently than they are today. Today
everybody is a Superior Court Judge. Back then they were
not all so superior. Yes, there were a few Superior Court
Judges, but there were also Municipal Court Judges and
Justice Court Judges. The Justice Court Judges didn’t even
have to be lawyers. For example, the Justice Court Judge
in Guadalupe was a milkman. In South County there were
Justice Courts in Carpinteria and Goleta. Joe Lodge was the
Goleta Justice Court Judge and Jim Patillo was the Carpentaria Justice Court Judge.
The Municipal Court in South County consisted of three
Judges (Judge Lodge was elevated to a Municipal Court
Judge somewhere along the way) so there was Joe Lodge
in Dept. 9, Arnold Gowans in Dept. 2 and Frank Kearney
in Dept. 1.

McIver, continued from page 10
the Dickens and the Thackeray. He was awarded $10,000.
His bookstore grew and prospered to as many as 120 stores
but ended sadly, long after Lauriat’s death in 1937, filing
for bankruptcy protection and closing for good in 1998.
Works Consulted:
•

Peter Ackroyd, Dickens, 1990.

•

Philip Allingham, “Dickens’s 1842 Reading Tour:
Launching the Copyright Question in Tempestuous
Seas,” http://www.victorianweb.org.

•

Edgar Johnson, Charles Dickens: His Tragedy and
Triumph, 1952.
• Fred Kaplan, Dickens, A Biography, 1988
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Remember, in an earlier edition of Digressions I mentioned that what are now Vehicle Code infractions were
misdemeanors and could land the accused in custody for
up to six months. I remember vividly Joe Lodge sentencing
one surly individual to thirty, yes thirty, days in the County
Jail for a simple speeding ticket. Always the unexpected
in Dept 9.
Then there was Frank Kearney in Dept 1. As I sat there
one morning at Arraignments, a Los Angeles lawyer’s case
was called. He approached counsel table and said, “Good
Morning.” Frank Kearney said, “Let’s proceed.” Los Angeles
lawyer said, “But your honor, I filed a timely 170.6 on this
department.” Judge Kearney responded, “Counsel, let’s
proceed.” Los Angeles lawyer: “I must object as I timely
disqualified this Department.” Judge Kearney was getting
a bit testy and announced, “Counsel, let’s proceed. You
disqualified Frank P Kearney and I am Frank J Kearney-- so
let’s proceed.” Ahhh...The good old days.
And finally, Arnold Gowans, who was not known for
being particularly decisive, once announced on the record,
“I hate to make decisions.” After Court I asked Helen Theis,
the Court Reporter, for a copy of that memorable quote.
She asked why I wanted it and I provided some lame
explanation. She called back later saying she couldn’t find
it. Goes to show what happens when the Court Reporter
likes her Judge.
Happy New Year.
– By Dogless Barkless Wagmore Haynes

• Erik Larson, Dead Wake, 2015.
• Charles E. Lauriat, Lusitania’s Last Voyage, 1915.
Bruce McIver began practicing law in Santa Barbara in 2004
after graduating from the Santa Barbara College of Law. He
volunteers regularly as a Teen Court Judge and with Partners in
Education. In 1974 he received a Ph.D. in English from UCSB
and, over a span of 30 years, taught literature and writing courses
at Reed College, UCLA, UCSB, University of Kent at Canterbury,
University of Ljubljana, and Union College. His published works
include writings on Shakespeare, Hemingway, Malamud, Tobias
Wolff, John Earle, and Sir Thomas Overbury. More than a dozen
short pieces on literature and law and other topics have appeared
in previous issues of Santa Barbara Lawyer. He is married with
two children and three grandchildren.
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Marriage of
Winternitz Reminds
that Experts Require
Active Handling
By Gregory W. Herring

I

n 2015 the California Court of Appeal published Marriage of Winternitz ((2015) 235 Cal.App.4th 644). The
pertinent holding was that a court-appointed expert’s
(1) failure to adhere to all the requirements of the California
Rules of Court and (2) admission that he made significant
procedural errors did not require the trial court to automatically disqualify him or exclude his written report. Rather,
trial courts are allowed discretion to consider those types
of failures in potentially giving an expert’s reports and testimony less weight in the overall balance of the evidence.
At one level, the case provides common sense permission
for trial courts. They can still choose to benefit, at least to
some extent, from an experts’ insights and opinions even
if the underlying work might have been flawed.
At another, it reminds us that experts are human. The
Winternitz expert is an otherwise reputable psychologist
(child custody evaluator) with a national practice. But he
admitted on cross-examination to personnel difficulties in
his practice, a loss of phone records, other “problems galore”
in his office and “a variety” of record-keeping errors.
Trial attorneys routinely need experts. Some are courtappointed under Evidence Code section 730. Others are
hired as private consultants or witnesses for hearings and
trials. They provide analysis, insights and opinions beyond
the abilities of lay witnesses. (Compare Evidence Code sections 800 & 801).
They can also help trial attorneys to streamline courtroom
presentations. For example, an expert witness accountant
can efficiently present balance sheets and backup documentation in a fraction of the time a lay party might consume.
But they require affirmative handling and oversight. Attorneys are charged with managing their client’s cases. As
such, they are also responsible for overseeing and understanding experts’ methodologies, analyses and conclusions.
As Justice Sheila Sonenshine (Ret.) puts it, we need to keep
in mind “who’s driving the bus” … and it needs to be us.
With our busy practices, the impulse toward overdelegating to experts can be strong. Even in court, counsel
have been heard to explain that that they are merely for14

warding the expert’s legal
arguments, as opposed to
their own. No wonder a
judicial officer in that situation might be skeptical!
Steps toward taking
proper control include:
Review the expert’s
engagement letter, rather than automatically
forwarding it to the client “as is.” These letters
have been seen to include
“first class travel” clauses,
Gregory W. Herring
provisions for the client to
defend and indemnify the
expert (in case the other party might ever sue the expert)
and “minimum billing blocks.” These are not likely in a client’s best interests, and they should be deleted. No matter
how chummy an attorney’s ongoing relationship with the
expert may be, her primary duty is to the client.
Ensure that documents are organized, indexed and
electronically filed only once. Experts often have staffs
who are most willing to do this work and at substantial cost.
But no client wants to pay for her lawyer to do it and then
see the expert’s office duplicate the task, even if it might
be done to suit the expert’s particular “system.” Rather,
coordinate with the expert to determine who is going to
do the work – only once -- and how it is going to be done
so that counsel, the expert and the client can easily access
and use the documents and data.
Assert communications limits. Attorney-expert communications are non-confidential and become discoverable
once counsel might designate the expert under Code of Civil
Procedure section 2034 or otherwise submit the expert’s
opinion in a declaration. Suddenly, previously “funny” and
“chatty” emails with the expert about “crazy” clients and
“dense” judicial officers, as well as sensitive substantive
discussions, can thus be “outed.” Keep the communications
professional, minimize emails and pick up the phone.
Monitor the work. Stay on top of the process to avoid
a Winternitz disaster. Ensure that the expert understands
the pertinent law, or at least a reasonable interpretation
favoring the client’s position.
Demand responsive communications. Too often it
seems that certain experts are inaccessible or that they feel
that they are doing the system a favor. Rather, they exist
to serve counsels’ and the court’s inquiry, not vice-versa.
Communicate that and clarify that prospective future assignments are contingent on the expert’s availability and
Santa Barbara Lawyer
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Kingston, continued from page 9

Berg, continued from page 7

The TRUTH Act also provides detainees with procedural rights in ICE interviews. It requires law enforcement
agencies to give inmates whom ICE wants to interview
“a written consent form that explains the purpose of the
interview, that the interview is voluntary, and that he or
she may decline to be interviewed or may choose to be
interviewed only with his or her attorney present.” This
written notification will help jailed immigrants to protect
themselves from coercion and intimidation by ICE agents.
In addition, all records relating to ICE access to jail information will now be public records under the California
Public Records Act, which acts as an accountability measure
to enforce the other protections of the TRUTH Act. This
also ensures that California communities have oversight
over their local law enforcement agency’s relations with
ICE. Starting in 2018, the TRUTH Act requires annual public
review and input on any local dealings with ICE.
While the new administration fully intends to increase
deportation efforts, it is clear California has taken significant
steps to provide for relief and equitable administration of
justice for certain non-citizens convicted of criminal offenses.
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attention to the current one.
Winternitz reminds that experts are not infallible. “Between the lines,” it also cautions attorneys to stay alert and
avoid subcontracting their professional duties.

Endnotes
1

Penal Code §1473.7 covers many individuals with no applicable
remedy after custody has ended; but does not replace existing
special-purpose post-conviction vehicles, including, inter alia,
Penal Code §1018 (allowing defendants to withdraw pleas
for “good cause” within six months of judgment); Penal Code
§1016.5 (allowing for vacatur where the court failed to provide the
statutory advisement about potential immigration consequences);
Penal Code §1203.43 (vacating for cause controlled substance
convictions dismissed pursuant to deferred entry of judgment);
Penal Code §1385 (dismissing criminal actions in the interests of
justice); Penal Code §1473.6 (allowing a post-custodial motion
to vacate for victims of the Rampart scandal).
January 2017
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When People in and
around Government
Go Bad – Public
Corruption Law
By Robert Sanger1

T

his article has nothing to do with current headlines
about national politics. It has nothing to do directly
with the Emoluments Clause (Art. I, Sec. 9, Cl. 8)
of the Constitution regarding the President of the United
States’ involvement in international financial deals or the
Hatch Act (5 U.S.C. §§ 7321, et seq.) involving Executive
Branch members in their official capacities being associated with political organizations or activities. This article,
instead, will focus on the situations that people get themselves into, often saying, “Yes, I said (or did) that but everyone does,” or, “I had no idea you could get in trouble for
that.” People who are otherwise well intentioned are often
caught in situations that seem to be “business as usual” and
yet are prosecuted. And, when “business as usual” seems
to be changing, all the more reason to be cautious.
We will survey the main federal statutes that are invoked
in political corruption or misconduct cases and review
some recent developments from the United States Supreme
Court. In the course of the article we will discuss the kinds
of activities that can lead to the prosecution of the people
we see, not in the top echelons of government, but who
are involved in “ordinary” business. Federal public officials
are often the target of public corruption prosecutions but
state and local officials are federally prosecuted as well.
Significantly, individuals and businesses are prosecuted. In
addition, there may be some consequences from currrent
discriminatory rhetoric. It may be a good time for civil and
transactional lawyers, as well as criminal defense lawyers,
to renew their sensitivity to these issues.

The Federal Law
There are many laws and regulations that require compliance by individual and companies doing business with
the government including banking and securities laws and
government contract, environmental protection, anti-trust,
whistleblower, election and other federal laws that can
result in criminal prosecution. 2 This article, however, will
focus on the federal statutes that are at the core of political
corruption and misconduct prosecutions. In particular, these
January 2017

are statutes that are broad
in their application and
give federal prosecutors
considerable discretion
in deciding what conduct
and what targets to prosecute. These are also the
statutes that, perhaps,
are more likely to catch
the unwary because they
are general, not specific
to an industry, and they
are enforced sometimes
inconsistently.
Robert Sanger
Foremost among these
federal laws are the statutes on mail fraud (18 U.S.C. § 1341) and wire fraud (18
U.S.C. § 1343) which can be deployed in conjunction
with the honest services statute (18 U.S.C. § 1346) and the
federal bribery and gratuity statute (18 U.S.C. § 201). Both
mail fraud and wire fraud involve an intentional scheme or
artifice to defraud or to obtain property by fraud. In order
to qualify as a federal offense there must be some effect on
interstate commerce. The use of the United States Postal
Service or an interstate carrier like FedEx or UPS, where the
item crosses state lines, is sufficient. The use of the wires
also requires crossing state lines, for instance, wiring funds
from one bank to another in different states. However, it
has been held that the use of the internet affects interstate
commerce even if, for instance, an email is sent to a recipient across the room, since the information packets travel
throughout the world.
It is also critical to understand that the use of the mails,
interstate carriers or the wires does not have to involve
the transmission of, say, the fraudulent offer or an actual
misrepresentation. All it requires is that the person either
used the mail or wires, or caused someone else to do so,
and that the mail or wire communication was intended to
be for the purpose of advancing the scheme. Therefore,
what might seem to be an innocent letter or email in the
midst of months of personal dealings – for instance, a mail
or wire communication saying, “I’ll call you at 5:00” – may
be enough for federal jurisdiction.
In addition, the honest services statute expands mail and
wire fraud to cover what appears to be a vast expanse of
potential conduct on the part of public officials and individuals and businesses that deal with them. It says, in its
entirety, “For the purposes of this chapter, the term ‘scheme
or artifice to defraud’ includes a scheme or artifice to deprive
another of the intangible right of honest services.” The
17
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United States Supreme Court recently limited this otherwise unconstitutionally overbroad statute to apply to cases
of bribes or kickbacks.3 However, federal prosecutions can
extend to state and local officials where, in almost all situations these days, the local government has involvement
in a federally funded program.
At the end of the last term, the Court further limited
honest services fraud in a prosecution of the Governor of
Virginia.4 The Court essentially held that governmental
officials are not accepting a bribe or engaging in an official
act if they simply talk to other officials, organize an event,
take meetings or assist in setting up meetings. For bribery
of a public official, including bribery as a part of a fraudulent scheme under the mail fraud or wire fraud acts or as a
violation of the bribery statute itself, there has to be a quid
pro quo or a nexus between the act and the result. Without
going into the subtleties, which, of course, we would do if
defending someone accused, suffice it to say that an “official
act” still does not have to be that significant, especially if
it results, or is intended to result, in even a small tangible
benefit.5
Another law, the Hobbs Act (18 U.S.C. § 1951), involves
robbery, extortion or the commission of threats or physical violence to person or property, or the conspiracy or
attempt to do so, if it affects interstate commerce. Despite
the language associated with violent “thug” or “enforcer”
type behavior, it can be applied to threats to obtain or injure
the property of another by fear under color of authority.
Therefore, threats of government officials to take confiscatory action unless a private individual or company does or
forebears to do actions that may harm them economically
could come within the Act. The Supreme Court upheld
the Act against vagueness although there has not been a
definitive decision from the highest Court on the scope of
the concept of “extortion” within the meaning of the Act.6
The Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (15 U.S.C. § 78dd-1, et
seq.) is also a source of prosecutions. It is too complicated
to go into all of its ramifications here, however, what is
significant is that individuals and companies, both foreign
and domestic, as well as governmental officials can be
prosecuted relating to bribes in foreign commerce that are
in exchange for some benefit which can involve award of
contracts, mergers or other business opportunities. This is
particularly dangerous in that low level business practices
often involve bribery within certain cultures and yet an
American can be prosecuted for something that goes on
every day in that culture.
Also among the laws often invoked in political corruption cases are RICO (Racketeering Influenced Corrupt
Organizations Act) (18 U.S.C. §§ 1961 et seq.) and Money
18

Laundering (18 U.S.C. §§ 1956, et seq.). They can be used
as stand-alone offenses or as predicate acts for other offenses (and money laundering can be used as a predicate
offense for RICO). The significance of these offenses is
that it does not take too much to invoke their rather harsh
penalties. The domestic form of money laundering requires
that money be transferred that was obtained from an illegal
activity and RICO requires two predicate acts within ten
years (which might include instances of mail or wire fraud
or money laundering, for instance) resulting in the transfer
of proceeds to an otherwise lawful enterprise.

Conspiracy and Conspiracy to Violate Civil
Rights
Conspiracy (generally under 18 U.S.C. § 371) can expand
offenses and bring in parties who might not otherwise
be prosecuted. Conspiracy under the general federal law
requires an agreement to commit a federal offense and an
overt act in furtherance of the conspiracy by one of the
participants. An individual or entity in businesses can simply be part of some general agreement to do business that
involves a violation of the federal law and, even if they do
not actually participate in an act, they can be prosecuted.
There has also been talk recently that suggests that some
discriminatory agendas might be pursued or tolerated.
Public officials, individuals and business may be taken in
by some sense that strict rules of non-discrimination will
not apply to marginalized members of society. However,
unless and until there is a wholesale amendment of statutes and overruling of case law, discriminatory conduct is
still illegal. To conspire to violate civil rights is a form of
political corruption.
The statute on Conspiracy against Rights (18 U.S.C. § 241)
is still enforced even though it was derived from the earlier
statute designed to prosecute the Ku Klux Klan.7 It makes
it a federal felony for two or more persons to conspire to
injure, oppress, threaten, or intimidate any person “in the
free exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege secured
to him by the Constitution or laws of the United States, or
because of his having so exercised the same.” This law has
been augmented by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C.
1983, et seq.) which can also result in criminal sanctions for
violating civil rights under color of law.8
The Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice still
exists and every United States Attorney’s Office has personnel who can and will prosecute these cases. They may
be affected by political appointments, at least in the short
run, but the multitude of career prosecutors and supervisors who make the daily decisions take their jobs seriously.
We can hope we will not see an increase in discrimination
Santa Barbara Lawyer
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but, if we do, absent unprecedented intervention in the
prosecutorial function, we are also likely to see an increase
in prosecutions. Bluntly put, there is no mandate to violate
people’s civil rights.

The Effect of these Laws
Basically, these laws, individually and collectively, give
federal agencies and prosecutors a tremendous amount of
discretion in charging individuals, companies and public
officials with criminal offenses. These offenses can range
in punishment from several months to twenty years or
more in the federal Bureau of Prisons. They can also be a
grounds for termination of state or federal employment,
a ban and bar on federal contracts, removal from office or
impeachment. To the extent we are discussing them here,
if there is a public official involved, a state, local or federal
public official cannot only be charged but can take down
individuals and businesses at the same time.
People experienced in federal public service are usually
well aware of these laws and are careful to comport themselves accordingly. Sophisticated corporate counsel and
lawyers doing government contract or foreign commerce
matters are also usually pretty well versed. Even so, the
most sophisticated companies and career federal employees
sometimes get caught in the web. State and local officials,
foreign officials and people thrust into public roles who do
not have experience with these federal laws are more likely
to be unaware or run afoul of them.
The new federal administration appears to involve a large
contingent of people without federal experience. In one
sense, the tone is set from the top but there is also a massive
professional bureaucracy that is likely to seek to enforce
traditional legal norms. The key for lawyers who are advising anyone dealing with the government is to emphasize
compliance and non-discrimination. If one looks through
the cases in which public corruption has been prosecuted
over the years, there is no strict correlation between who is
in the White House and who is getting prosecuted. Federal
prosecutors pride themselves, even if it is not always true,
in being above politics and in prosecuting public corruption
no matter which party is involved.
The word to lawyers is that, no matter what the conduct
at the top is or who is in power in a particular position or
agency, there should be no belief that political corruption
or misconduct by discrimination laws will not be pursued.
Counsel should bear in mind that the statutes of limitation for all of the laws referred to in this article is at least
five years. What seemed like a good idea today might not
seem so in a career prosecutor’s office now or five years
from now.
January 2017
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Endnotes
1
2
3
4
5

6
7

8

©Robert M. Sanger.
There are also state laws and foreign laws that can be used to
prosecute public corruption.
Skilling v. United States, 561 U.S. 358 (2010).
McDonnell v. United States, 136 S.Ct. 2355 (2016).
To be parsed after the fact: some of the acts require a future act,
while others may involve a past act; some involve a nexus and a
quid pro quo; some (like program bribery under 18 U.S.C. § 666)
require federal funding exceeding $10,000, etc.
See, McDonnell, supra.
The statute still has a subsection which contains the language,
“If two or more persons go in disguise on the highway, or on
the premises of another, with intent to prevent or hinder his free
exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege so secured--. . ..”
Individuals and businesses can be subject to civil liability under
these federal laws as well. In California, we also have the Ralph
Civil Rights Act (Civil Code §51.7) and the Bane Civil Rights Act
(Civil Code §52.1) which provide civil remedies.
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Verdicts & Decisions
Charles E. Saccio v. Antonio R. Romasanta et al.
SANTA BARBARA SUPERIOR COURT, ANACAPA DIVISION
CASE NUMBER:
TYPE OF CASE:
TYPE OF PROCEEDING:
JUDGE:
LENGTH OF TRIAL:
LENGTH OF DELIBERATIONS:
DATE OF VERDICT OR DECISION:
PLAINTIFF:
PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL:
DEFENDANT:
DEFENDANT’S COUNSEL:
OVERVIEW OF CASE:

15CV00672
Employment discrimination, termination
Jury trial
Hon. Donna D. Geck
7 days total
4.5 hours (Liability, damages); 1.5 hours (Punitive damages)
November 22, 2016
Charles E. Saccio
David S. Secrest of the Law Offices of David S. Secrest, P.C.
Antonio R. Romasanta, DBA Eladio’s Restaurant
Melissa J. Fassett of Price, Postel & Parma L.L.P.
Employment discrimination (age); hostile work environment; defamation.

Facts and Contentions: Plaintiff Charles Saccio brought an employment action against Defendant Antonio Romasanta,
alleging employment discrimination on the basis of age, hostile work environment, failure to prevent harassment and
discrimination, and defamation.
Defendant is the owner and operator of Eladio’s Restaurant (“Eladio’s”), in Santa Barbara. Plaintiff Charles Saccio
was hired on January 13, 2013, as Eladio’s Food and Beverage Director, reporting directly to Mark Romasanta, General
Manager and Defendant’s son. After approximately one year of employment, Mark Romasanta gave Plaintiff a favorable
performance review, a bonus, and an $8,000 pay raise to a total of $60,000 annually. Mark Romasanta testified that as
of June 9, 2014, he was satisfied with Plaintiff’s job performance.
On June 11, 2014, while Mark Romasanta was on vacation, Defendant called Plaintiff, aged 64, to a meeting during
which Defendant was alleged to have directed the following remarks toward Plaintiff: “How old are you?”; “You’re no Spring
Chicken!”; and “I’ve hired a young gal, about 30, who will be your assistant; you’re going to train her.” The following day, Plaintiff reported these remarks to Eladio’s Human Resources Director, Carla Silva, expressing his concern that he would be
fired on account of his age. Despite Ms. Silva’s subsequent report to General Manager Mark Romasanta, there was no
investigation of this complaint, though such was required by company policy. Mark Romasanta’s reported response to
this allegation was, “My father is focused on the business issues and I have no control of his decisions.”
Two weeks later, on June 25, 2014, Defendant terminated Plaintiff’s employment, reportedly on the basis of unspecified
and undocumented performance deficiencies, in violation of company policy which required a progressive disciplinary
approach (i.e., verbal warnings, written warnings, suspension, etc.). During the termination meeting, Defendant was
again alleged to have stated, “You’re no Spring Chicken,” a remark later confirmed by Ms. Silva, who resigned shortly after
Plaintiff’s termination. It was contended that Defendant, rather than allow Plaintiff to resign, directed that a termination
letter be posted in Plaintiff’s personnel file, which stated that the termination was “based on poor performance…failure
to perform the duties of the position and the standard required…work performance and quality of work has not met our
expectations.”
Defendant immediately replaced Plaintiff with his 30-year-old assistant, Carolina Sanchez, as Eladio’s Food and Beverage
Director. Three months later, internal complaints were made against Ms. Sanchez alleging that she had created a hostile
work environment. In compliance with stated policy, the new Eladio’s Human Resources Director promptly investigated
the claim, took statements from all parties, and issued a written warning to Ms. Sanchez. Despite this event and other
indications of substandard performance, Defendant subsequently gave Ms. Sanchez a pay raise to $60,000.
20
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Summary of Claimed Damages: Plaintiff claimed $38,800 in lost wages, and no specified amount for emotional distress.
Result: The jury found Defendant liable (10-2) for employment discrimination based on age; hostile work environment;
failure to prevent harassment and discrimination; and defamation. The jury awarded Plaintiff a total of $145,777, for
economic and non-economic loss. The jury further assessed $400,000 in punitive damages, bringing the total awarded
damages to $545,777. Defendant has indicated ongoing consideration of potential post-trial motions.
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3:10 PM to 4:00 PM
1 hour MCLE
Elimination of Bias

1 hour MCLE

Breakout Session B
2:10 PM to 3:00 PM

12:30 PM to 2:00 PM
1.5 hours MCLE
Ethics

11:50 AM to 12:20 PM

Mural Room

Department 2

Allen & Kimbell, LLP

Brad Lundgren

Related Tax Implications

Ownership of Real Property in Business Entities and

Judicial Panel: Bias in the Legal Profession: A View from the Bench
Judges of the Santa Barbara County Superior Court
Mural Room

Department 1

Ambrecht & Associates

Brooke C. McDermott

Recent Changes to Internal Revenue Code Regulations and their
Impact on Estate Planning

Moderator: Lauren Wideman, Attorney, Reicker, Pfau, Pyle & McRoy LLP

Melissa A. Meister, Esq, Larson O’Brien LLP, Former Assistant United States Attorney

Nate Cordozo, Senior Staff Attorney, Electronic Frontier Foundation

Steve Zipperstein, Chief Legal Officer and General Counsel, Blackberry Ltd.

Luncheon Debate: The Tension between Individual Privacy and Collective Security: Three Perspectives

Pre-Debate Luncheon Buffet

Mural Room

Blackberry Ltd.

Chief Legal Officer and General Counsel

Steve Zipperstein

Keynote Presentation: Individual Privacy vs. Collective Security: The Encryption Wars and Corporate America

11:00 AM to 11:50 AM
1 hour MCLE

Department 2

Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck

Beth Collins-Burgard

Ten Things Anyone Representing Clients Buying or Developing Real Estate
in Santa Barbara Should Know About Land Use

Legal Services & Technology Exhibits

Department 1

Herring Law Group

Gregory W. Herring

Discovery Including ESI/E-Discovery Strategy in Family Law

Mural Room

Substance Abuse
Dr. Leslie Lundt, Santa Barbara County Department of Behavioral Wellness

Registration and Breakfast.
Mural Room, Second Floor

8:30 AM to 2:00 PM

1 hour MCLE

Breakout Session A
10:00 AM to 10:50 AM

9:00 AM to 9:50 AM
1 hour MCLE
Competence Issues

8:15 AM – 9:00 AM

Schedule

2017 Bench and Bar Conference January 21, 2017 at the Historic C ourthouse

Bench & Bar Conference
Saturday, January 21, 2017
at the Historic Courthouse
Featuring


Keynote Presentation and Panel
Discussion featuring the Chief Legal Officer
and General Counsel of BlackBerry Ltd. on
Individual Privacy vs. Collective Security:
The Encryption Wars and Corporate
America.



Judges’ Panel led by Judge James Herman
addressing bias in the legal profession from
the Judicial perspective.



Courses include Ethics, Elimination of Bias,
Substance Abuse, Developments in Family
Law, Land Use Law, Corporate Law and
Trusts and Estates Law.

6.5 Hours of MCLE Credit

Registration Form

Registration
Payments received 
SBCBA Members
Non-SBCBA Members
New Admittee/Public Interest
Attorneys
Three or More Attendees from Same
Firm or Organization

Name

On or before 1-6-2017
$110.00
$130.00
$90.00

After 1-6-2017
$130.00
$150.00
$90.00

$90.00

$90.00

Firm

Membership status
Mbr Non-mbr
Mbr Non-mbr
Mbr Non-mbr
Mbr Non-mbr

Email

Payment: ___ SBCBA members at

 $110
___ non-SBCBA members at
 $130
___ new admittee/public interest at  $90
___ 3+ from same firm/org. at
 $90

 $130
 $150

_______.00
_______.00
_______.00
_______.00



Total: $_________

To register and pay by credit card, call SBCBA at 569-5511. Otherwise, mail completed registration form with payment to SBCBA, 15
West Carrillo, Ste. 106, Santa Barbara, CA 93101. Attach additional sheets for additional registrants.
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2017 Membership Application
Member Name: _____________________________________________________________________________________
Check here if you do not want your name and office address disclosed to any buyer of Bar Assoc. mailing labels.
Check here if membership information is the same as last year. If so, the rest of the form may be left blank.
Check here if you do not want your e-mail address disclosed to SBCBA sponsors.
Office Address: _____________________________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
City: ________________________________________________

State: _________

Zip: ___________________

E-Mail Address: _____________________________________________________________________________________
Phone Number: ________________________________________

Fax Number: ____________________________

Home Address: _____________________________________________________________________________________
City: ________________________________________________

State: _________

Zip: ___________________

State Bar #: ___________________________________________

Year Admitted to Bar: _____________________

Your member dues include a subscription to Santa Barbara Lawyer and the e-Newsletter.

SCHEDULE OF DUES FOR 2017
Active Members

$130

Student Members

$30

New Admittees (First Year Attorneys Only)

$00

Affiliate Members (non-Attorney members only)

$65

Total amount enclosed

$______.__

AREAS OF INTEREST OR PRACTICE (check box as applicable)
ADR

Estate Planning/Probate

Civil Litigation

Family Law

Criminal

In-House Counsel & Corporate Law

Debtor/Creditor

Intellectual Property/Tech. Business

Elder Law

Real Property/Land Use

Employment Law

Taxation

I am interested in receiving information about the SBCBA Lawyer Referral Service
Mail completed form along with check to:
Santa Barbara County Bar Association, 15 West Carrillo Street, Suite 106, Santa Barbara, Ca 93101 Tel: (805) 569-5511
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Lawyer Referral Service
805.569.9400
Santa Barbara County’s ONLY State Bar Certified Lawyer Referral Service
A Public Service of the Santa Barbara County Bar Association

January 2017
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2017 SBCBA SECTION HEADS
Alternative Dispute Resolution

Employment Law

David C. Peterson
772-2198
davidcpeterson@starband.net

Alex Craigie
alex@craigielawfirm.com

Bench & Bar Relations:

Estate Planning/Probate

Stephen Dunkle
sdunkle@sangerswysen.com

962-4887

Mandatory Fee Arbitration

Tim Deakyne
tdeakyne@aklaw.net

845-1752

963-8611

Family Law

Civil Litigation
Mark Coffin
mtc@markcoffinlaw.com

248-7118

Criminal
Catherine Swysen
962-4887
cswysen@sangerswysen.com

Debtor/Creditor
Carissa Horowitz
cnhorowitz@yahoo.com

708-6653

Matthew Long
254-4878
matthewjlong@santabarbaradivorcelaw.
com

Eric Berg
eric@berglawgroup.com
Michael Brelje
gmb@grokenberger.com
Naomi Dewey
ndewey@BFASlaw.com

In House Counsel/Corporate Law
Betty L. Jeppesen
jeppesenlaw@gmail.com

Taxation

Intellectual Property
845-3434

BONGIOVI MEDIATION
Mediating Solutions since 1998
Mediator • Arbitrator • Discovery Referee

“There is no better
ambassador for the
value of mediation than
Henry Bongiovi.”

HENRY J. BONGIOVI

AVVO Rated ‘Superb’
(10 out of 10)

Conducting Mediations
throughout California
805.564.2115
www.henrybongiovi.com
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966-7422

963-0755
898-9700

963-9958
Peter Muzinich
pmuzinich@rppmh.com
Cindy Brittain
Cdb11@ntrs.com

For information on upcoming MCLE events,
visit SBCBA at http://www.sblaw.org//

AV Preeminent Rating
(5 out of 5)

965-7746

Real Property/Land Use
Josh Rabinowitz
jrabinowitz@fmam.com
Bret Stone
bstone@paladinlaw.com

Christine Kopitzke
ckopitzke@socalip.com

708-0748

Santa Barbara Lawyer

966-2440
695-7315

White, Zuckerman, Warsavsky,
Luna & Hunt, LLP offers much
more than accounting expertise. Our
creative ideas and new strategies
give our clients a competitive edge.
In family law, you need professionals
who can analyze financial situations
and provide unimpeachable analysis
and expert testimony. With decades
of experience, we are highly qualified
in all areas including:
Business & Professional Practice
Valuations

Certified Public
ACCOUNTANTS

Cash Flow Available for Support

Expert Witnesses

High Earner Child Support Situations

Forensic Accountants

Lifestyle Expense Analysis

Business Appraisers

Community/Separate Property
Balance Sheets

Marital Dissolution

Tax Effects of Divorce & Tax Planning

Lost Earnings & Profits

Asset Tracing

Wrongful Termination

Reimbursement & Misappropriation
Analyses

Fraud Investigation

Call us today so you can focus on
what’s important – your clients.
To attend our Santa Barbara Family Law
Study Group, e-mail llasseube@wzwlw.com.
There is no charge for the dinner or program
and you will receive one hour of MCLE credit.
Our two California locations include:

Interior Plantscapes & Service

Los Angeles
818-981-4226

( 8 O 5 ) 8 9 8 - O 8 3 5 ■ Fax (8O5) 898-O613
P . O . B o x 3 8 8 9 ■ Santa Barbara, CA 9313O
grandfolia@aol.com
January 2017

Orange County
949-219-9816

E-mail: expert@wzwlh.com
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For your Real Estate needs, choose
carefully and choose experience!

“I’ve been a Lawyer for 24 years and a Real Estate Broker with
my own company for over 20 years.”
“As a real estate company owner beginning my 20th year of serving Santa Barbara, I look
forward to helping you buy or sell real estate property, and as always, personally dedicating
myself to striving for excellence in every transaction.”

Over $600,000,000 Sold Since 2000
Among the top 10 agents in Santa Barbara
(per MLS Statistics in Gross Sales Volume)

Gary Goldberg

Real Estate Broker • Licensed Attorney
UC Hastings College of Law • Order of the Coif
CalBRE License # 01172139

• Intensive Marketing Plan for
each listing
• Member, Santa Barbara, Ventura,
and Santa Ynez Real Estate
Boards
• Expert witness in Real Estate
and Divorce Matters, and Estate
Planning
• Licensed Attorney, Instructor
Real Estate Law and Practice
Courses at SBCC

1086 Coast Village Road, Santa Barbara, California 93108 • Office 805 969-1258 • Cell 805 455-8910
To view my listings visit www.garygoldberg.net • Email gary@coastalrealty.com
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