
RECEIVED ELEC'rRONI 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE S'l'A'l'E OF WASHJNGTON 

r n re 

ERNEST SAAD!Q MORRIS, 

Lawyer (Bar No. 3220 I). 

ODC'S PET!TlON FOR 
INTERIM SUSPENSJON [ELC 
7.2(a)(3)] 

Under Rule 7.2(a)(3) of the Rules for EnJ(Jrcement of Lawyer 

Conduct (El.C), the Office of Disciplinary Counsel (ODC) oC the 

Washington Slate Bar Association (Association) petitions this Court for an 

Order of lnlcrim Suspension of Respondent Ernest Saadiq Morris pending 

cooperation with the disciplinary investigation. This Petition is based on 

the accompanying declarations of Disdplinary Counsel Linda B. Fide and 

ODC Investigator Jesse Burnham. 

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS/ARGUMENT 

Respondent .Emest Saactiq Morris failed to respond to a grievance 

Hied against him by his client, Wendy Flowers. In April 2016, ODC sent 

Mr. Morris a copy of Ms. Flower~·~ grievance, and requested a respon~e. 

He did nol respond. See Disciplinary Counsel Declaration 1!3· ln May 

2016, ODC sent Mr. Morris a follow-up letter, consistent with ELC 
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5.3th)( I). to notil~· him that his i'ailure t<' pnl\'ide a response within ten 

days could result in his deposition or suhiect him to interim suspension 

under Ff .C 7.2. That letter was returned as ··unclaimed." l<J. ~~4. 

/\s detailed in the supporting Disciplinary Counsel Declaration and 

ODC fnwstigatnr Declaration. ODC made a number of' additional 

attempts to contact :vir. Morris ·· by letter. by telephone, and by email -

hut was unsuccessf'ul. Sec Disciplinary Counsel Declaration ~i~\9-10: ODC 

f n vest iga tor Dec larnt ion ~1"5-1 0. 

Although Rule 13 of' the Admission To l'ractice Rules (APR) 

requires \Vashington lawyers to notif'y the Association within I 0 days ol' 

address or telephone number changes. Mr. Morris has not provided the 

Association with a valid address or telephone number. Sec Investigator 

Declaration ~j 12. 

It is necessary to obtain Respondent's response to the Flowers 

grievance so ODC CUll determine whether Mr. Morris violated the Rules or 

Professional Conduct. By rdttsing to provide any response and by failing 

to provide current contact inl{mnation, both ODC and Mr. :VIorris's clients 

arc unublc to resolve pending issues. IV1r. Morris's failures have impeded 

nnd delayed the disciplinary process. ;\ccnrdingly. ODC asks this Court 

to order iVIr. Morris's immediate interim suspension pending compliance 

11·ith ODC's investigation. 



STANDARD 

Under ELC 7.2(a)(3), a respondent lawyer may be immediately 

suspended ll·om the practice of law when a lawyer fails without good 

cause to comply with a request Ji·om ODC for inl(mnation or documents 

or fails without good cause to comply with a subpoena.' Mr. Morris's 

Htilurc to comply with ODC's April 2016 request t(w a response to the 

Flowers grievance meets this standard. 

RFFI~CT 01< RESPONDENT'S VAILURE TO COOPERATE 

The lawyer discipline system provides "protection of the public 

and preservation of conlldence in the legal system." In re Disciplinary 

Proceeding Against McMurray, 99 Wn.2cl 920, 930, 655 P.2d 1352 

( 1983 ). Given the limited resources available to investigate allegations of 

l8wyer miscol1(htct, "such investigations depend upon the cooperation of 

attomeys." !d. at 931. 

' EL,C 7.2(a)(3) provides: 
When any lawyer tails without good cause to comply with a request under rule 
5.3(g) for infbnnation o1· documents, or with a subpoena issued under rule 5.3(h), 
or f1•ils to comply with disability proceedings as specilied in rule 8.2(d), 
disciplinary counsel may petition the Court ibr an order suspending the lawyer 
pending compliance with the request or subpoena. A petition may not be filed if 
the request or subpoena is the subject of' a timely objection under rule 5.5(e) and 
the hearing officer has not yet ruled on that objection. If a lawyer has been 
suspended for l'ailure to coopernle and thereafler complies with the request or 
subpoena, the lawyer may petition the Court to ter.minate lhc suspension on terms 
the Court deems appropriate. 
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"Compliance with these rules is vital." In rc Disciplinary 

Proceedin[LAgainst Clark, 99 Wn.2d 702, 707, 663 P.2d 1339 (1983). 

Because Respondent has not responded to the grievance, the Association 

has not been able to conduct a complete investigation of the grievance. 

ODC's etiective and timely investigation of the grievance and protection 

of the public has been impeded and delayed. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Morris's failme to cooperate with a discip.linary investigation 

is an ongoing violation of his duty to cooperate with a disciplinary 

investigation set forth in ELC 5.3(f). Accordingly, ODC asks the Court to 

issue an order to show cause under ELC 7.2(b)(2) requiring Ernest Saadiq 

Mort'is to appear before the Court on such elate as the Chief Justice may 

set, and show cause why this petition for interim 

suspension should not be granted. 

DATED TH!scf}el.!ctay of July, 2016. 

Respectfi.llly submitted, 

indt . Eide, ar o. I 063 7 
Managing Discl'plinary Counsel 
l325 4111 Avenue, Suite 600 
Seattle, WA 98101-2539 
(206) 733-5902 
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