VIRGINIA:
BEFORE THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE CITY OF HAMPTON

IN THE MATTER OF CASE NO. CL20-1621
MICHAEL CRAIG OLSON VSB DOCKET NO. 17-010-106954

AGREED DISPOSITION MEMORANDUM ORDER
FOR A PUBLIC ADMONITION WITH TERMS

This matter came to be heard on Tuesday, May 04, 2021, before a Circuit Court Three-Judge panel,
upon the joint request of the parties for the Court to accept the Agreed Disposition endorsed by the parties
and offered to the Court as provided by the Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia. The panel consisted of
the Honorable W. Revel Lewis, III, Judge of the Second Judicial Circuit, Designated Chief Judge, the
Honorable Catherine C. Hammond, Retired Judge of the Fourteenth Judicial Circuit, and the Honorable W.
Allan Sharrett, Judge of the Sixth Judicial Circuit. Michael Craig Olson was present and was represented by
counsels, James Arthur Cales, III and Paul D. Georgiadis. The Virginia State Bar appeared through its
Assistant Bar Counsel, Christine Corey. The Chief Judge polled the members of the panel as to whether any
of them were aware of any personal or financial interest or bias which would preclude any of them from
fairly hearing the matter to which each judge responded in the negative. Court Reporter, Teresa L. McLean,
Chandler and Halasz, P.O. Box 9349, Richmond, Virginia 23227, telephone (804) 730-1222, after being duly
sworn, reported the hearing and transcribed the proceedings.

WHEREFORE, upon consideration of the Agreed Disposition, the Certification, Respondent’s
Answer, Respondent’s Disciplinary Record, the arguments of the parties, and after due deliberation,

It is ORDERED that the Circuit Court accepts the Agreed Disposition and the Respondent shall
receive a Public Admonition with Terms. The Agreed Disposition is attached to and incorporated in this
Memorandum Order, with the following correction to the last sentence of paragraph 16:

Respondent’s evidence would have been that the Dawes were aware of the December 29, 2015
hearing date as they attended the December 14, 2015 hearing and because Respondent advised them
of the date by a telephone call.

It is further ORDERED that the sanction is effective May 4, 2021.

The Clerk of the Disciplinary System shall assess costs pursuant to Paragraph 13-9.E of the Rules.

A copy teste of this Order shall be mailed, to the Respondent, Michael Craig Olson, at his last address
of record with the Virginia State Bar at Michael C. Olson, P.L.C., 34 West Queens Way, Hampton, VA
23669, with attested copies electronically mailed to: James Arthur Cales, III, and Paul D. Georgiadis,
Respondent’s co-counsels and Christine Corey, Assistant Bar Counsel.

b
ENTERED THIS %th DAY OF MAY, 2021
CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE CITY OF HAMPTON

W. Revel Lewis, III, Designated Chief Judge
Three-Judge Circuit Court
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Pursuant to the Rules of the Sypreme Court of Virginia, P'aft 6, Seotion IV, Paragragh 31&& %
the Virginia State Bér, by Chtistine Coréy, Assistant Bar Counsel and Mioheel Craig Olson,
Respondent, James Arthur Cales, Il and Payl D, Georgiadis, Responderit’s counsel, hereby entér
into the following Agréed Disposition arising aut of the referenced maiter.

At all fimes relévant hereto, Respondent was licensed to prastice Jaw in the Commonwealth

-of Virginia,

Willie and Marguetite Dawes filed g bgt complaint igainst Respondent in Augugt 2016, In
the bar eomplaint, the Diawes allegexl.in felevant pirt that Resporident did not contatt them
following a December 14, 2015 bearlng to advige them ibout -2 Décember 29, 2015 hearing, -
or inform themi 6f  reduged sancflon entérsd apalfist theth thiat repulted from the hearing

The Dawe initially hired an-attotney, Jentiifer Slisrwaod (*8herwobd”), to suea
constnietion-comipany for breach of express and implied warranties: rogarding the
construotion.of their home, as well 85 the City :of Hampton for not properly inspecting and
pormiiting their new.home. . '

Sherwood told the Dawes she would file a lawsuit on their behalf against the construction
comyigny, but that she-was not willing to file.a lawsuit-against the City of Hampton, When
Sherwood declined to file against the City-of Hampton, the Dawes told her that they were
fiolbg to ire a new attotney, Sherwood filed a motion for a nonsyit of the case that she had
filed, and the order was entered on August 30, 2010,
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The Dawes hired Kevin Shea (“Shea”)dn July 2011 to sue the construction cmeW and the
City of Hampton.

[in. Januakry ot Febtitary 2012, Sheb tdld the Dawes that they could not re-file the lawsuit
agalhat the constrijetion contpany besausd more than six months hed passed since the
August 30, 2010 entty of the nonsuit arder.

Bajierd an Shea's advios, the Dawes #greed to sue Shikrwood for thalptastich, Shea filed the
mapractice syl against Shecwood in the Circyit Coust for. the City of Hanipton and usked
for SS,OQQ.DQO in sbmpensatoiy damages and $350,000 In punitive damapes:

In responsé to the malpractice Jawsuit, Sherwood filed.a motion for sanctions againist the
Dawes and Shes, The mofion for senctions alléged that the Dawes filed a lawsiitfor anr
outrageous amount of money, “entirely unsubstaritiated by ady aetual daindgss, s asto
:\;5;: art the belief thet it wag filed splely for the puimose of harassinent,” and: thet-the Jawsuft
1qsnl merit and was filed for the 56l p\ﬁposﬁ 1o haréss aiel oot widue haiedship.”
Moo
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Shea filed 3 nonswit in the malpractice oase agajnst Sherwopd in July 2015. The.court
entered.the nonsuit order, but Sherwood's motion for senctigns rémaingd pending before the

court,

"The oourt hedrd the sanotions-motion on Sepigmber 8, 2015, The. cqurt found in favor of
Sherwood and.ordered the Diawes to pay Sherwead $7,500,

Respondént Had fiot been mvolved In any facet of the Dawey® litigation to this point.
Respondent sent a lettar to the tourt on November 9, 2015, stating thathe had been:retained
by the Diwes dub to-Shea's conflict of interest resulting ftom the effort by Sherwood
persgnally to hold Shen lable for the vanciions, Respondent alleges that ag of Novemiber 17,
9015, the Dawes learned of Respondent's role.as their attorney.

Respondent refited office space fiom Shea. Respondent told the bar investigator that'Shea
gave hiim a ¢redit.on his rent for-appearing:in court with the Dawes, and Shea also told the
bar investigator thut he gave Respordent a rent oredit for appearing in court with the Dawes:
Respondent never received money from;the Daweg and in o mauner misappropriated any

funds of the Dawes.

Respbndent prepated & motion to set aside the judgment that was filed-on December 11,
2015, Shed prepared the cover letter for filing the motion. A hearing was scheduled for
December 14, 2015, and the Dawes showed up at Shea’s offics to. walk:to the courthouse for

the hedring with Shea and Respondent,
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At the hearing on December 14,2015, the oase was continued, and the Dawes claim that
they did not hear anything from Shea or Respondent.about another hearing dats,

There was another hearing on'Degember 29, 2015, The order entered after the hearing
indiontes that the kearing was for'Sherwood’s motions fo correct arder and for
reconsideration, and for the Dawes” motion to set aside judgment, The-court considered the
motions, denied all three, but “eleoted ta independently modify the @rder ontered” and
reduped the sariotions awarded against the Dawes from'$7,500 40 $5,000,

The Dawes were nat informied in writing of the hearing and néver received & written
nofification-from Respondent or:Shea about the reduction in the sanctions, Respondent's
svidence would have been that the Dawes weré aware of the Deceniber 29, 2015 hearinig
date as they attended the Decembet 15, 2015 heéaring and bécauke Respondent adviséd them

of the date by & telephone call.

Rebpondeint told the tax investigator that his-office attempted multiple times to-contact the
Daiwes by phone. to tell:ther gboyt the sanctions, bt te Dawes did ot atiswer.
Respondent told the bar that he left a veitemail for the Dawes.

The Dawea deny ever recsiving calls from Respondént abioyt the sanctions imposed on them
and deny receiving any vojcemails;

In May 2016, Sherwood filed a motion for show cause against the Dawss, haviig received.
no paynient from them for the.sanctions,

The hiext tithe the Dawes heard from Resporident was a letter from Respondent dated
May 31, 2016, which the Dawes résolved June 2, 2016. The letter stated that
Respondent was anclosifig:a copy of Shetwood’s corresponderice-dated May 26, 2016
(motionto shiw eause) ahd that he was sorry they did-not have a favordble outcome,
but “there is nothing further I can do for you in this matter-and T am closing your file
at this time,"

Respotident moved to withdraw, from the casé on June 22, 2016, aftet the show cause was
filed,

The court signed an order allowitig Respondent to withdraw from the-case.



Il. NATURE OF MISCONDUCT
Such cofrduct by the Respondent constitutes misconduot in violation of the following provisions

of the Rules of Professional Conduct:
RULE14 Communication

() A lawyer shall kegp 4 slient regeonably infortned abigut the status ofa
matter and promptly comply with reéagonable requests for infolftnution,,

RULE LS  Fees

o rkokife

(b) The lawyer's fée-shall bz adequately-explained to the client, Wiien the
lawysr hiss not regularly repregented the tlient, the amount, basis or:tate of the fee
shifl be ¢omtifunicated o the olienit, préfetably inwriting, befoie of within a
geagoniable time after commencing the representation,

RULE 1.8  Conflict of Interest: Prohibited Transgctions

AR
(f) ‘A lawyer:shall not accept compenaation for representing a client from
one other than-the cllent unless:
(1y the client consents after consultation;
(2 there it no.interference.with the lawyet's independence of
professional judgmient o with the plient-lawyer reldtiorship; and
(3) information relating to represuntation of a olient i3 protected us
required by Rule 1.6,

Acoordingly, Assistant Bar Counsel and the Respondent tender to the Disciplinary Board for its
approva] the agreed disposition of PUBLIC ADMONITION WITH TERMS as représeating an
appropriate sanction if this matter were to be heard through an evidentiary heating, Assistant Bar
Counsel and the Respondent agree that the effective date for.the sanction shall be the date of entry
of the Order approving this Agreed Disposition. The tarms with whilch the Respondent must

domply are s follows:



1. Qn or before Aygust 1, 2021, the Respondent shall complete. FOUR (4) hours of continuing
legal educsition credits by attending éoutses approved by the Virginia State Bar in the subject of
legal ethics. The Regpondent's Continwing Legal Education attandancs obligation set forth in this
paragraph shall not be applied toward his Mandatory Continulng Legal Edubation réquirement in
Virginia or any other jurisdivtions in wiich the Respondent may be licensed to practice Jaw. The'
Respondent shall cortify his compliance with the terms set forth in this paragraph by delivering a
fully and properly exeeuted Virginia MCLE Board Certifioation of Attendante form to Bar
Counsel, promptly following: his sttendancs at each such CLE program.

Upen sutisfictory proof that such terms and cenditions have begn met, this matter shall be closed.
If, however, all the terms and éondiﬁons are not mét by the deadlines impaqsed above, the
Respondent agtees that the Disciplinary Board shall impose a THIRTY-DAY SUSPENSION
pursvant to Rules of Court, Part Six, Section [V, Patagraph.13-18.0.

If the Agreed Dispodition i3 approved, the Clark of the Disciplinary System ghall assesy gosts
pursuant to § 13-9.E of the Rules. If the Agreed Disposition is approved, it is not appealable. If
the Agreed Digposition ismot approvéd, all counsel and patties agtée that the matter will be heard

by the cwrrently scheduled Three-Judge Panel on the scheduled teial dates.

THE VIRGINIA STATE BAR




