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Weeding Out Bad Seeds: How New York State’s Seed Law 
Protects Hemp Growers From Unscrupulous Seed Vendors

New York State’s hemp industry continues to thrive, despite the 

devastating economic impact of COVID-19, due to steady demand 

for CBD products and strong partnerships between farmers and  

small businesses.  At the same time, the State has continued to foster 

innovation in the hemp market by enacting pro-hemp legislation and 

administering the Industrial Hemp Agricultural Research Program, 

which encourages the growth, production and distribution of hemp 

and hemp products.  In addition to cementing the State as a major 

player in the burgeoning hemp industry market, the Research 

Program is also reinvigorating family farms and revitalizing the 

economic viability of rural New York State. 

The growth of the hemp market has seen a corresponding influx  

of seed vendors in the State.  Consumers should be cautious when 

purchasing from these vendors, who oftentimes mislabel their seeds with 

inaccurate germination rates and other misinformation.  Hemp growers 

can avoid the dangers of mislabeled seeds by seeking the protections of 

New York State’s Seed Law, a regulatory mechanism that authorizes the 

State to sample, identify and remove mislabeled seeds from commerce.

NEW YORK STATE’S SEED LAW 

The Seed Law requires that each container of seed sold, offered  

for sale or transported in New York State for planting purposes has 

attached to it a label containing certain information, including the 

germination rate of the seed.  Vendors are responsible for accurately 

labeling the seed and are prohibited from affixing false or misleading 

labeling to their seed.  

The Seed Law does not create a private right of action for growers.  

Rather, it grants the State’s Department of Agriculture broad enforcement 

powers to regulate the seed sold within its borders.  Among other 

things, the Department can order vendors to destroy seeds determined 

not to be in compliance with the provisions of the State Law.  It can 

also issue stop sale orders and recover monetary penalties against vendors.

Continued on page 2
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continued from front cover

ACTIVATING THE STATE’S ENFORCEMENT POWERS

Before the Department can initiate an enforcement action, it must 

collect a “regulatory sample” of the vendor’s seed for analysis at the 

New York State Seed Testing Laboratory.  A regulatory sample is 

collected by a horticultural inspector with the Department’s Division 

of Plant Industry and sent directly to the Laboratory in accordance 

with the guidelines developed by the Association of American Seed 

Control Officials Handbook on Seed Sampling.  Samples voluntarily 

submitted to the Laboratory by growers are not deemed regulatory 

samples and, thus, cannot form the basis for any enforcement action, 

regardless of the test results. 

In addition, a regulatory sample may only be collected from  

an unopened package immediately upon delivery to a hemp grower.  

Growers cannot request that a regulatory sample be taken several days, 

or weeks, after accepting seed.  The strict timeframe for collection  

is intended to protect the chain of custody and ensure that the seeds 

have not been tampered with.  Once seed is sold and a package  

is opened, the vendor no longer has control over how it is stored.   

Seed viability may be altered if a grower does not store it correctly. 

Given the small window of time a regulatory sample can be 

collected, growers should immediately contact the Division of Plant 

Industry after ordering seed to arrange for the collection of a regulatory 

sample upon delivery.  Although growers will have to provide 

approximately 400 to 800 seeds for a sample, the long-term benefits  

of having the seed tested overwhelmingly outweigh the short-term cost.  

Indeed, identifying mislabeled seeds prior to planting will help growers 

avoid increased labor costs, the decimation of their crops, and costly 

and time-consuming litigation to recover damages for their losses.

If you have any questions pertaining to New York State’s hemp  

industry, please contact David L. Cook, Partner, (585) 238-2012  

or dcook@phillipslytle.com; Tara Ward, Associate, (585) 238-2043 

or tward@phillipslytle.com; or the Phillips Lytle attorney with  

whom you have a relationship. ■



ADR Insight: Attorneys’ Fees Must Be Addressed  
in New York State-Governed Arbitration Provisions
I. INTRODUCTION

As the business and commercial capital of the world, New York State

is a frequent venue for arbitrations, and New York State law is often 

chosen to govern disputes.  Although New York State courts have long 

followed the “American Rule,” which prohibits a prevailing party in 

litigation from recovering its attorneys’ fees, recent State decisional  

law emphasizes that unless such a remedy is explicitly excluded from 

the arbitrator’s power in an agreement to arbitrate, the arbitrator  

may retain the authority to award attorneys’ fees. 

II. RECOVERY OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES IN

ARBITRATION IN NEW YORK STATE

Generally, under New York State law, arbitrators are not permitted to  

award attorneys’ fees in arbitration.1  New York State courts recognize three 

exceptions to this rule: “(1) where a statute provides for such an award, (2) 

where it was authorized by an express provision in the agreement, or  

(3) where it is ‘unmistakably clear’ that both parties intended such an

award.”2  While the first two exceptions are self-explanatory, the third

exception is not so simple, especially given that New York State courts

have defined “unmistakably clear intent” broadly in recent years.

For example, when both parties include requests for attorneys’ fees 

in their pleadings, in the absence of a contractual provision expressly 

precluding such recovery, New York State courts have found these requests 

to constitute the parties’ “unmistakably clear intent” that the arbitrator 

may award fees.  A recent decision from a New York State intermediate 

appellate court affirmed an arbitrator’s award of attorneys’ fees because 

“mutual demands for counsel fees in an arbitration proceeding constitute, 

in effect, an agreement to submit the issue [of attorneys’ fees] to 

arbitration, with the resultant award being valid and enforceable.”3

Relatedly, a party can satisfy the “unmistakably clear” standard—

perhaps inadvertently—by designating a specific Alternative Dispute 

Resolution (ADR) service in the operative arbitration clause, when  

“the [service’s] rules themselves authorize [the arbitrator to award] 

fees.”4  Thus, when a contractual provision mandates filing a dispute with  

a particular ADR service (e.g., American Arbitration Association (AAA),  

International Institute for Conflict Prevention & Resolution (CPR), 

or JAMS), and the rules of that service permit the arbitrator to award 

attorneys’ fees, New York State courts have held that the parties have 

implicitly consented to the rules of that forum, which may include  

the arbitrator’s power to award legal fees.5  Relying on this reasoning,  

a New York State intermediate appellate court confirmed an 

arbitrator’s fee award of $76,195 because the parties’ arbitration clause 

incorporated AAA rules, which “authorized an award of attorneys’ fees 

where … all parties have requested such an award,” and the parties 

each included requests to recover attorneys’ fees in their pleadings.6

III. TAKEAWAY

When drafting or evaluating an arbitration clause, parties should

strongly consider whether to include language that explicitly excludes 

an arbitrator’s ability to award attorneys’ fees, which could become a 

substantial amount over the course of an arbitration.  Likewise, when 

participating in an arbitration, parties must strongly consider whether 

to include demands for legal fees in their pleadings, as a boilerplate  

fee request can imply “unmistakable intent” that an arbitrator has the 

ability to award attorneys’ fees and, thus, open the door for significant 

fee-shifting down the line.

For questions on and assistance with commercial arbitration agreements 

and disputes, please contact Tristan D. Hujer, Special Counsel, at  

(716) 504-5728, thujer@phillipslytle.com; Joseph W. Schafer, Associate,

at (716) 847-5403, jschafer@phillipslytle.com; or the Phillips Lytle

attorney with whom you have a relationship. ■

1 CPLR 7513.
2 Steyn v. CRTV, LLC, 175 A.D.3d 1, 7–8 (1st 
Dep’t 2019) (citation omitted).
3 R.F. Lafferty & Co. v. Winter, 161 A.D.3d 
535, 536 (1st Dep’t 2018) (internal 
quotations and citation omitted). 
4 Steyn, 175 A.D.3d at 8-9. 

5 The relevant rules of AAA, CPR  
and JAMS all allow a prevailing party  
to recover its attorneys’ fees, subject  
to an agreement to the contrary. 
6 Warner Bros. Records v. PPX Enterprises, Inc., 
7 A.D.3d 330, 330–31 (1st Dep’t 2004).



Stay in the Know
Phillips Lytle offers our clients periodic updates and alerts in several practice areas with a focus on new decisions and trends impacting  

the industries in which they are involved.  Sign up at phillipslytle.com and click on “E-publications Sign-up” under the Publications Menu.

E-Discovery Update: Transition to Sophisticated 
but Reasonably Priced Platform 

The American Bar Association has estimated that, as of 2018, 

discovery costs account for more than 80 percent of total litigation 

spend, or $42.1 billion a year.  This number is predicted to rise as data 

volumes continue to increase.  Using inefficient software can be costly 

because of increased data load time and attorney time spent trying to 

locate pertinent information.  In an effort to more efficiently manage 

electronically stored information (ESI) and streamline attorney review, 

Phillips Lytle has adopted an Open Text™ data management and review 

platform called Axcelerate.™  Axcelerate is a cloud-based, proprietary 

product of Open Text Corp., a global company that specializes in 

developing software to manage structured and unstructured data of large 

companies, governments and professional organizations.  Axcelerate 

has advanced analytics, machine learning, visualization and predictive 

coding capabilities that can be used for litigation, compliance and  

other data analysis needs.  With Axcelerate, the firm can:

• Quickly identify key facts, relationships and documents at

the early stages of data review, for more effective early case

assessment.  This can result in more effective identification

of relevant data, custodians and date ranges;

• Speed up document review by using the platform’s tools

to push responsive documents to the forefront through

an iterative, machine learning process, which reduces client

costs (Phillips Lytle has already seen client savings of  

hundreds of thousands of dollars in document review costs); 

• Increase accuracy of relevance and issue tagging;

• Automate redaction of sensitive information and

creation of an initial privilege log;

• Generate various document review, data set richness and other

reports to improve efficiency, oversight and reporting to clients; and

• Provide secure access to confidential data to co-counsel,

clients and expert consultants without the need to have them

come to our physical office.

All of these Axcelerate features are offered at very competitive pricing.

As a result, Phillips Lytle’s Axcelerate platform can be used cost-effectively 

on a wide range of matters.  And, unlike other e-discovery products, 

there is no processing fee to import new data and no monthly user fees.  

A number of clients have performed side-by-side comparisons with 

other products and have expressed interest in transitioning their data 

from existing vendors to Axcelerate. 

For questions on and assistance with e-discovery, please contact  

Anna Mercado Clark, Partner, at (212) 508-0466, aclark@phillipslytle.com; 

John G. Schmidt Jr., Partner, (716) 847-7095, jschmidt@phillipslytle.com; 

or the Phillips Lytle attorney with whom you have a relationship. ■
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“Snap Removal”: Loophole 
Allowing Cases With In-State 
Defendants to Remove to 
Federal Court May Be Closing

In early 2019, the Second Circuit approved the practice of “snap 

removals,” whereby cases that ordinarily would not be capable of removal 

to federal court because of an in-state defendant can, nevertheless,  

be removed to federal court on the basis of diversity jurisdiction1 if  

the in-state defendant has not yet been served with the summons and 

complaint.  The Second Circuit’s decision in Gibbons v. Bristol-Myers 

Squibb Co., 919 F.3d 699 (2d Cir. 2019), followed a 2018 decision from 

the Third Circuit, Encompass Insurance Co. v. Stone Mansion Restaurant, 

Inc., 902 F.3d 147 (3d Cir. 2018), likewise approving of snap removals.  

While the weight of authority supports the practice of snap removals, 

some courts have declined to permit the practice, and Congress has 

proposed legislation aimed at limiting snap removals.2

LEGAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

GIVING RISE TO SNAP REMOVALS

The underlying tenet of the removal doctrine is that out-of-state 

defendants should have some recourse against the perceived home-court  

advantage afforded to a plaintiff litigating in his or her own state court.3  

Such protections were not seen as necessary where the defendant was 

sued in its own state.

Thus, the “forum defendant rule” makes removal based on diversity  

jurisdiction unavailable to a defendant sued in its home state: an action 

“may not be removed if any of the parties in interest properly joined 

and served as defendants is a citizen of the State in which such action 

is brought.”4  By its terms, the forum defendant rule prevents removal 

where any defendant is a citizen of the state where the action is filed.5  

A 1948 revision added the requirement that an in-state defendant 

must be served to trigger the forum defendant rule’s prohibition on 

removal.  This provision was added to the statute to prevent plaintiffs 

from strategically naming “sham” defendants whom they never 

intended to serve solely to prevent removal.

For decades, this provision received little attention.  However,  

with the rise of electronic filing and docket monitoring services, vigilant 

defendants are becoming aware of lawsuits filed against them before any 

defendants are formally served with the complaint, allowing them to 

act quickly to remove an action before an in-state defendant is served.

POTENTIAL LEGISLATION THREATENS 

TO ELIMINATE SNAP REMOVALS

In November 2019, the U.S. House of Representatives’ Subcommittee 

on Courts considered whether snap removals “exploit modern technology 

and a supposed statutory loophole.”6  Then, in February 2020, representatives  

Jerrold “Jerry” Nadler (D-NY) and Henry “Hank” Johnson Jr. (D-GA) 

introduced HR5801, the Removal Jurisdiction Clarification Act,  

which would require federal courts to remand cases to state court after  

a snap removal if (1) the plaintiff moved to remand, and (2) service 

was completed on the in-state defendant(s) within the shorter of 30 

days from removal or the time required for service under state law.7  

The fate of the bill is not certain, but for now, snap removals remain 

“authorized by the text” of the forum defendant rule.8

TAKEAWAY

Given its status, and its recent approval in federal courts, businesses 

should be aware of, and familiar with, snap removal.  Accordingly, 

parties should diligently monitor court filings and remain cognizant  

of the potential for snap removal when evaluating jurisdictional issues, 

both before filing an action or when considering a defense strategy.

If you have any questions regarding snap removal, please contact 

Deena K. Mueller-Funke, Senior Associate, at (716) 847-7029,  

dmueller-funke@phillipslytle.com; Ryan A. Lema, Partner, at  

(716) 504-5790, rlema@phillipslytle.com; or the Phillips Lytle

attorney with whom you have a relationship. ■

1 Diversity jurisdiction exists if no plaintiffs 
share the same citizenship as any defendant, 
and the amount in controversy is greater than 
$75,000. 28 U.S.C. § 1332(a).
2 See, e.g., Bowman v. PHH Mortg. Corp., No. 
2:19-cv-00831 AKK, 2019 WL 5080943, at 
*5 (N.D. Ala. Oct. 10, 2019) (remanding to 
state court an action removed before the two 
Alabama defendants were properly served), 
appeal dismissed, No. 19-14041-HH, 2020 
WL 1847512 (11th Cir. Feb. 26, 2020).
3 Eicher v. Macquarie Infrastructure Mgmt. (USA) 
Inc., No. 12-cv-5617 GBD, 2013 WL 4038601,
at *2 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 8, 2013) (citing cases).

5

4 28 U.S.C. § 1441(b)(2) (emphasis added).
5 Id.
6 Press Release, Chairman Nadler Statement 
for Subcommittee Hearing on “Examining 
the Use of ‘Snap’ Removals to Circumvent 
the Forum Defendant Rule” (Nov. 14, 

documentsingle.aspx?DocumentID=394143.
7 Congress.gov, H.R. 5801, 116th Cong. 

bill/116th-congress/house-bill/5801 (last 
visited June 16, 2020).
8 Gibbons, 919 F.3d at 707.
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Spotlight
CORONAVIRUS (COVID-19) RESPONSE TEAM

Phillips Lytle has created a special Coronavirus (COVID-19) Response Team to assist clients in dealing with unprecedented business disruptions 

caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.  Our cross-disciplinary Team is an outgrowth of our longstanding Crisis Response & Management Practice 

and has mobilized to assist clients in addressing the impact of COVID-19 on their operations and business continuity.  We are knowledgeable 

about the dynamic landscape, with its rapidly promulgated and evolving COVID-19-related legislation, executive orders, regulations and 

guidance.  Our broad background provides clients with seasoned judgment in dealing with issues arising from the COVID-19 pandemic.   

We are dedicated to supporting our clients during these difficult times and beyond, by addressing the full spectrum of legal issues, including:
• Business reopening advice, including required safety plans  

and affirmation

• CARES Act, including Paycheck Protection Program (PPP)

• Compliance with emergency declarations and  
“essential business” designations

• Considerations for manufacturers and sellers of PPE

• Contractual obligations, including force majeure provisions

• Dispute resolution

• Employment and workforce issues (new state and  
federal paid leaves, unemployment insurance revisions,  
quarantine protocols, worker safety)

• Environmental, health and safety

• Finance and financial restructuring

• Health care, including telemedicine and HIPAA compliance

• Insurance coverage for business interruption and event cancellation

• Precautions and legal requirements for return  
to work and reopening the workplace

• Real estate

• Risk management and exposure assessment

• Supply chain disruption

• Technology and data privacy and protection

• Vendor compliance

For assistance with any of the above-listed matters, please contact COVID-19 Response Team Co-Leaders Lisa L. Smith, (716) 847-8336, lsmith@phillipslytle.com; 

or Kristen M. Birmingham, (716) 847-5450, kbirmingham@phillipslytle.com; or the Phillips Lytle attorney with whom you have a relationship. ■

CHAMBERS USA

Phillips Lytle LLP is proud to be recognized for a sixth consecutive year by Chambers USA for excellence  

in Litigation: General Commercial – Upstate New York. 

Ranked attorneys in General Commercial Litigation include:

• Edward S. Bloomberg

• Kevin J. English

• Kenneth A. Manning

• John G. Schmidt Jr.

• Preston L. Zarlock

The Chambers Guides have been ranking the best law firms and lawyers since 1990 and now cover 185 jurisdictions throughout the world.   

The Chambers USA ranking tables are compiled through assessment of a firm’s work and opinions from external market sources, with an  

emphasis on client feedback.  Firms and lawyers need to demonstrate sustained excellence in order to be ranked in the Guide.

Chambers USA said Phillips Lytle’s Commercial Litigation Practice is a “standout litigation practice with capabilities across a broad range of 

commercial disputes.  Fields an excellent bench of litigators with extensive experience at trial and appeal levels.  Expertise includes insurance coverage, 

construction, employment franchising and contractual disputes.  Also noted for its strength in white collar criminal litigation and government investigations.”

PHILLIPS LYTLE PARTNERS NAMED FELLOWS OF THE LITIGATION COUNSEL OF AMERICA

Phillips Lytle LLP Partners Kenneth A. Manning and Lisa L. Smith have been named Fellows of the Litigation Counsel of America (LCA).  

The LCA is a trial lawyer honorary society composed of less than one-half of one percent of American lawyers.  Fellowship in the LCA is 

highly selective and by invitation only.  Fellows are selected based upon excellence and accomplishment in litigation, both at the trial and appellate 

levels, and superior ethical reputation.  The LCA represents the best in law among its membership and is dedicated to promoting superior 

advocacy, professionalism, and ethical standards among its Fellows.
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PHILLIPS LYTLE COMMERCIAL LITIGATION ATTORNEYS  
NAMED A 2019 UPSTATE NEW YORK SUPER LAWYERS®  
RISING STAR:

Nicolas J.  
Rotsko

Kevin J. 
Mulvehill

Jacob S. 
Sonner

Amanda L. 
Lowe

Andrew P. 
Devine

Erin E. 
Connare

Joanna J.  
Chen

Elizabeth 
A. Bove

Paul F.  
Jones

Gary F.  
Kotaska

Frederick G.  
Attea

William J.  
Brennan

William D.  
Christ

Kevin J.  
English

Kevin M.  
Hogan

James D.  
Donathen

James R.  
Grasso

Linda T.  
Prestegaard

Eric M.  
Kraus

Kenneth A.  
Manning

Lisa  
McDougall

Mark J.  
Moretti

“Lawyer of the Year”
Rochester

Litigation - Real Estate

Michael B.  
Powers

David J.  
McNamara

Paul  
Morrison-

Taylor

Craig A.  
Leslie

John G.  
Schmidt Jr.

Ronald S.  
Shubert

“Lawyer of the Year”
Buffalo

Litigation - Real Estate

Lisa L.  
Smith

Alan M.  
Wishnoff

James W.  
Whitcomb

Preston L. 
Zarlock

PHILLIPS LYTLE COMMERCIAL LITIGATION ATTORNEYS 
RECEIVING 2019 SUPER LAWYERS® RECOGNITION:

Alan J.  
Bozer

Myles K. 
Bartley

Craig R.  
Bucki

Sean C. 
McPhee

PHILLIPS LYTLE COMMERCIAL LITIGATION ATTORNEYS 
RECEIVING 2020 BEST LAWYERS® RECOGNITION:

Edward S.  
Bloomberg

Tamar P. 
Halpern

David L.  
Cook

Richard E. 
Honen

Angela Z.  
Miller

“Lawyer of the Year”
Buffalo

Bankruptcy and 
Creditor Debtor 

Rights/Insolvency and 
Reorganization Law

PHILLIPS LYTLE COMMERCIAL LITIGATION ATTORNEY 
NAMED A 2019 NEW YORK METRO SUPER LAWYERS® 
RISING STAR:

Anna 
Mercado 

Clark

PHILLIPS LYTLE ATTORNEYS NAMED TO BEST LAWYERS® AND SUPER LAWYERS® LISTS

Phillips Lytle is honored to be among the 2020 U.S. News – Best Lawyers® “Best Law Firms” and has earned “Top Listed” rankings in New York 

State in Commercial Litigation and Product Liability Litigation - Defendants on The Best Lawyers in America© 2020 list.  Phillips Lytle earned  

a National Tier 2 ranking for Mass Tort Litigation/Class Actions - Defendants, and its Buffalo office earned a Top Listed City Award for: 

Commercial Litigation; Product Liability Litigation - Defendants; and Personal Injury Litigation - Defendants.  The annual Best Lawyers® list  

is based on an exhaustive peer-review evaluation.  Their methodology can be found on www.bestlawyers.com/Methodology.

Phillips Lytle is also pleased to have multiple attorneys across New York State named to one of several 2019 Super Lawyers® lists issued  

by Thomson Reuters.  The selections of Super Lawyers® are made using a patented multiphase selection process where peer nominations and 

evaluations are combined with independent research.  This methodology can be found at www.superlawyers.com/about/selection_process.html.
BEST LAWYERS® AND SUPER LAWYERS® RECOGNITION

Congratulations to the following Phillips Lytle attorneys, within our Commercial Litigation practice, who have received both a  

2020 Best Lawyers® recognition and a 2019 Super Lawyers® recognition.



At Phillips Lytle, our Commercial 
Litigation Team brings to bear 
unique case-management skills 
and techniques for success  
in business litigation.   
Our attorneys have extensive 
experience in all phases of 
disputes, including banking, 
contracts, sales and product 
distribution, services, financing, 
construction, insurance coverage, 
joint ventures, employment, 
technology, franchising, licensing, 
leasing, real estate finance and 
development, trusts, shareholder 
and partnership disputes, and 
contract disputes.

For additional information or advice, please contact one of our 
Commercial Litigation attorneys listed below: 
John G. Schmidt Jr., Partner, Team Leader 
Preston L. Zarlock, Partner, Team Leader

Frederick G. Attea,  
Senior Counsel
Christopher D. Barraza,  
Special Counsel
Myles. K. Bartley,  
Special Counsel 
Peter A. Bellacosa, Senior 
Counsel
Joel A. Blanchet, Partner
Edward S. Bloomberg,  
Of Counsel
Samuel Borbor-Sawyer, Associate 
Erin C. Borek, Senior Associate
Elizabeth A. Bove, CIPP/US, 
Associate
Alan J. Bozer, Partner
Alissa M. Fortuna Brennan, 
Associate
William J. Brennan,  
Senior Counsel
Craig R. Bucki, Partner
Joanna J. Chen, Partner
William D. Christ, Partner 
Anna Mercado Clark, CIPP/E, 
Partner 
Erin E. Connare, Associate
David L. Cook, Partner 
Jeffrey D. Coren,  
Senior Associate
Andrew P. Devine,  
Senior Associate
James D. Donathen, Partner
James J. Doody, Associate
Kevin J. English, Partner
Colin X. Fitzgerald, Associate
Chad W. Flansburg, Partner
Joshua Glasgow, Special Counsel 
Marc H. Goldberg,  
Special Counsel 
James R. Grasso, Partner
Kevin M. Hogan,  
Managing Partner
Richard E. Honen, Partner
Tristan D. Hujer,  
Special Counsel 
Paul F. Jones, Of Counsel
Heather H. Kidera,  
Senior Associate 
Gary F. Kotaska, Of Counsel
Eric M. Kraus, Partner
Ryan A. Lema, Partner
Craig A. Leslie, Partner
Amanda L. Lowe, Partner
Daniel R. Maguire,  
Senior Associate
Kenneth A. Manning, Partner
Lisa McDougall, Of Counsel
David J. McNamara, Partner
Sean C. McPhee, Partner
Angela Z. Miller, Partner
Mark J. Moretti, Of Counsel
Mary-Jane R. Morley, Associate 
Paul Morrison-Taylor,  
Of Counsel
Deena K. Mueller-Funke,  
Senior Associate
Kevin J. Mulvehill, Partner
John T. Murray, Associate
Patricia M. Pirri, Associate
Michael B. Powers, Of Counsel
Linda T. Prestegaard, Partner 
Thomas F. Puchner, Partner
Todd A. Ritschdorff, Partner
William V. Rossi, Associate
Nicolas J. Rotsko, Partner

Joseph Schafer, Associate
Joseph B. Schmit, Partner
Martin V. Schwartz,  
Special Counsel 
G. Michael Seaman, Associate
Jennifer A. Shah, Partner
Ronald S. Shubert, Partner
Lisa L. Smith, Partner
Jacob S. Sonner, Senior Associate
Kyle Tanzer, Associate
Joshua S. Wallace, Associate
Tara Ward, Associate
Richard Weingarten,  
Senior Associate
James W. Whitcomb, Of Counsel
Sam Williams, Associate 
Alan M. Wishnoff, Of Counsel
Sua Yoon, Associate 
Jon P. Yormick, Special Counsel
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