
c
c
:

Jam
es

C
o
y
le

D
ep
u
ty

R
e
g
u
la
tio
n
C
o
u
n
se
l

C
ry
s
ta
l
S
lu
y
te
r

P
.O
.
B
ox

7
8
6

C
o
rte
z
,

CO
8
1
3
2
1

C
ry
s
ta
l
S
lu
y
te
r

1
8
7
0
8

H
w
y.

145

t4ñ.
‘
±

c9’
H
on.

R
o
g
er

K
e
ith
le
y

P
re
s
id
in
g
D
is
c
ip
lin
a
ry

Ju
d
g
e

C
ry
s
ta
l
S
lu
y
te
r

202
N
o.

1
9
th
S
t.

D
o
lo
re
s,

CO
8
1
3
2
3

C
ry
s
ta
l
S
lu
y
te
r

1
8
6
8
5

A
M
ain

S
t.,

PM
3

372

C
SU

PR
E
M
E

C
O
U
R
T
,

ST
A
T
E

O
F

C
O
LO

R
A
D
O

C
A
SE

N
O
.

02S
A
286

TW
O

E
A
ST

1
4
T
H

A
V
EN

U
E

D
E
N
V
E
R
,

C
O
LO

R
A
D
O

8
0
2
0
3

O
R
IG
IN
A
L

PR
O
C
E
E
D
IN
G

IN
U
N
A
U
T
H
O
R
IZ
E
D

PR
A
C
T
IC
E

O
F

MAR
1

0
2003

A
TTO

R
N
EY

•
REG

U
LA

T!Q
N

Petitioner:

TH
E
PEO

PLE
O
f
TH

E
STA

TE
O
f
C
O
L
O
R
O
.

C
ourt

StaLeofC&
oraoo

v.
Certfliedtobeafull,trueardcorrectcopy

R
espondent:

i02C
c3]

C
R
Y
STA

L
SLU

Y
TER

.

i
Court
Seal

O
R
D
ER

O
F

C
O
U
R
T
,
IN
JU
N
C
T
IO
N

A
N
D

A
W
A
RD

O
F

C
O
ST

S

U
pon

c
o
n
s
id
e
ra
tio
n
o
f
th
e
P
re
s
id
in
g
D
is
c
ip
lin
a
ry

Ju
d
g
e
’s

R
e
p
o
rt

an
d
R
eco

m
m
en
d
atio

n
s,

an
d
b
e
in
g
s
u
ffic

ie
n
tly

a
d
v
ise
d
in

th
e
p
re
m
ise
s,

IT
IS

O
R
D
ER

ED
th
a
t
th
e
R
e
p
o
rt
is

a
c
c
e
p
te
d

an
d
th
a
t

C
R
Y
ST

A
L
0
.

SL
U
Y
T
E
R

IS
E
N
JO
IN
E
D

FR
O
M

TH
E

U
N
A
U
T
H
O
R
IZ
E
D

P
R
A
C
T
IC
E

O
F

LA
W

IN
T
H
IS

S
T
A
T
E
.

IT
IS

FU
R
T
H
E
R

O
R
D
ER

ED
th
a
t
th
e
c
o
s
ts

an
d
e
x
p
e
n
se
s
o
f

th
is

p
ro
c
e
e
d
in
g
a
re

a
s
s
e
s
s
e
d
a
g
a
in
s
t
S
lu
y
te
r
in

th
e

am
o
u
n
t
o
f

$
2
,4
6
5
.6
7

B
Y

TH
E

C
O
U
R
T
,

EN
B
A
N
C
,

M
A
RCH

6
,
2
0
0
3
.

D
o
lo
res,

CO
81323

H
u
n
tin
g
to
n
B
each

,
C
A

9
2
6
4
8



0
C

SU
PR

E
M
E
C
O
U
R
T,

STA
TE

O
F
C
O
LO

R
A
D
O

RECEIV
ED

O
R
IG
IN
A
L
PR

O
C
E
E
D
IN
G

IN
T
H
E

U
N
A
U
T
H
O
R
IZ
E
D
PR

A
C
TIC

E
O
F
LA

W
FEB

2
8
2003

B
E
FO

R
E
T
H
E
PR

E
SID

IN
G

D
ISC

IPLIN
A
R
Y
JU
D
G
E

A
TTO

R
N
EY

600
17th

S
treet,

S
uite

510-S
outh

REG
U
LA

TIO
N

D
enver,

C
olorado

80202

C
om

plainant:
C
ase

N
um

ber:
02S

A
0286

C
\P

*H
E
PE

O
PL

E
O
F
T
H
E
STA

TE
O
F
C
O
LO

R
A
D
O

(consolidated
w
ith

02S
A
0359)

R
espondent:

C
R
Y
STA

L
D
.
SLU

Y
TER

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

R
E
PO

R
T
PU

R
SU

A
N
T
TO

C
.R
.C
.P.

53(e)
R
E
:
FIN

D
IN
G
S
O
F
FA

C
T
,

C
O
N
C
L
U
SIO

N
S
O
F
LA

W
A
N
D
R
E
C
O
M
M
E
N
D
A
T
IO
N
FO

R
FIN

A
L
D
ISPO

SIT
IO
N

B
y
O
rders

dated
O
ctober

25,
2002,

and
January

24,
2003,

the
C
olorado

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

referred
C
ase

N
os.

02SA
286

and
02SA

359
to
the

P
residing

D
isciplinary

Judge
(‘PD

J”)
to
m
ake

findings
of
fact

and
to
m
ake

recom
m
endations

to
the

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

on
w
hether

C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

(“Sluyter”)
should

be
enjoined

from
the

unauthorized
practice

of
law

and
for

recom
m
endations

concerning
costs,

expenses,
refunds

and
restitution.

I.
FA

C
TU

A
L
B
A
C
K
G
R
O
U
N
D
A
S
T
O

B
O
T
H
C
A
SE

S

A
P
etition

for
Injunction

(som
etim

es
referred

to
as

the
“F
irst

Petition”)
w
as

filed
w
ith

the
S
uprem

e
C
ourt

on
A
ugust

29,
2002,

C
ase

N
o.
02SA

286,
by

the
O
ffice

of A
ttorney

R
egulation

C
ounsel

(“petitioner”)
under

authority
granted

to
that

office
by

C
.R
.C
.P.

234(a).
T
he

F
irst

Petition
requested

th
at
the

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

enjoin
C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

(“Sluyter”)
from

engaging
in
the

unauthorized
practice

of
law

,
requested

that
the

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

assess
the

costs
and

expenses
of
these

proceedings
including

reasonable
attorneys

fees,
order

the
refund

of
any

and
all

fees
paid

by
clients

to
S
luyter,

and
assess

restitution
against

S
luyter

for
losses

incurred
by

clients
or
third

parties
as

a
result

of
Sluyter’s

conduct.

O
n
O
ctober

18,
2002,

S
luyter

filed
her

A
nsw

er
to
the

P
etition

for
Injunction.

O
n
O
ctober

22,
petitioner

filed
a
R
eply

to
R
espondent’s

A
nsw

er
to

the
P
etition

for
Injunction.

O
n
D
ecem

ber
10,

2002,
petitioner

filed
a
Second

Petition
for

Injunction
(“Second

Petition”)
w
ith

the
S
uprem

e
C
ourt,

C
ase

N
o.
02SA

359,
against

/



o
C

S
luyter.

T
he

S
econd

Petition
set

forth
further

grounds
for

enjoining
S
luyter

from
the

unauthorized
practice

of
law

in
C
olorado

and
again

requested
costs

and
expenses

of
the

proceedings
as

w
ell

as
an

order
relating

to
refund

and
restitution.

T
he

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

issued
an

O
rder

to
Show

C
ause

on
D
ecem

ber
16,

2002.
P
ersonal

service
w
as

accom
plished

on
S
luyter

on
D
ecem

ber
20,

2002,
by

serving
Sluyter’s

em
ployee

and
father

at
her

place
of
business.

S
luyter

failed
to
respond

to
the

O
rder

to
Show

C
ause

in
a
tim

ely
fashion.

P
etitioner

filed
a
M
otion

for
D
efault

on
January

24,
2003

and
again

S
luyter

failed
to
respond

to
the

M
otion

for
D
efault

in
a
tim

ely
fashion.

S
luyter

had
proper

notice
of
the

M
otion

for
D
efault.

D
efault

w
as

entered
by

the
P
D
J
on

F
ebruary

11,
2003

on
the

S
econd

Petition
in
C
ase

N
o.
02SA

359.
A
s
a
result,

all
facts

contained
in
the

Second
P
etition

have
been

deem
ed

adm
itted.

U
pon

petitioner’s
m
otion,

the
tw
o
m
atters

w
ere

consolidated
by

order
of

the
PD

J
dated

F
ebruary

11,
2003.

A
n
evidentiary

hearing
w
as

held
before

the
PD

J
on

F
ebruary

20,
2003.

Jam
es

C
.
C
oyle,

D
eputy

R
egulation

C
ounsel,

appeared
on

behalf
ofthe

petitioner.
S
luyter

did
not

appear.
S
luyter

received
proper

notice
of the

evidentiaiy
hearing.

A
t
the

tim
e
of the

hearing,
petitioner

m
oved

for
the

dism
issal

of
claim

II
in

C
ase

N
o.
02SA

286
of
the

F
irst

Petition
(alleging

th
at

S
luyter

held
herself

out
as

an
attorney

licensed
in
the

S
tate

of
C
olorado

to
client

N
ancy

C
arison).

T
he

PD
J
granted

petitioner’s
m
otion

to
dism

iss.
P
etitioner

also
w
ithdrew

the
request

for
reliefin

the
nature

of
orders

for
refund

and
restitution

in
both

cases.
Petitioner’s

exhibits
1
through

24
w
ere

adm
itted

into
evidence.

A
t
no

tim
e
has

S
luyter

been
licensed

to
practice

law
in
the

S
tate

of
C
olorado.

S
luyter,

a
graduate

of
a
law

school
not

accredited
by

the
A
m
erican

B
ar
A
ssociation,

w
as

licensed
to
practice

law
in
the

S
tate

of
C
alifornia

during
all

tim
es

relevant
to
the

conduct
as

issue
in
this

proceeding.
S
luyter,

by
virtue

of her
licensure

in
C
alifornia,

w
as

also
licensed

to
practice

law
in

the
U
.S.

D
istrict

C
ourt

for
the

D
istrict

of
C
olorado,

the
U
.S.

T
enth

C
ircuit

C
ourt

of
A
ppeals,

various
other

federal
courts

and
at
least

one
tribal

court.
In

the
fall

of
2002,

S
luyter

subm
itted

her
resignation

to
the

C
alifornia

S
tate

B
ar.

O
nce

her
resignation

is
accepted

by
the

C
alifornia

S
uprem

e
C
ourt,

she
w
ill

no
longer

be
licensed

to
practice

law
in
any

state
jurisdiction.

O
n
F
ebruary

10,
2003,

S
luyter

w
as
disbarred

from
the

practice
of law

in
the

U
.S.

T
enth

C
ircuit

C
ourt

of A
ppeals.

T
he

U
.S.

D
istrict

C
ourt

for
the

D
istrict

of
C
olorado

has
been

notified
of
Sluyter’s

resignation
from

the
C
alifornia

bar.

B
etw

een
1994

and
1998,

S
luyter

practiced
law

in
L
ong

B
each

and
H
untington

B
each,

C
alifornia,

under
her

C
alifornia

law
license.

In
S
eptem

ber

The
law

schoolfrom
w
hich

Sluyter graduated, although
not accredited

atthe
tim

e
of hergraduation, w

as
later

accredited
by

the
A
BA

.

2



C

1998,
she

m
oved

to
C
olorado.

In
Jan

u
ary

1999,
she

opened
her

law
office

under
the

nam
e
“The

Law
O
ffices

of C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter”

at
202

N
.
19th

S
treet,

D
olores,

C
olorado.

She
has

m
aintained

a
law

office
in
C
olorado

since
th
at

date.

“T
he

L
aw

O
ffice

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter”

is
a
sole

proprietorship.
It

em
ployed

one
C
olorado

attorney,
R
ebecca

P
escador,

as
an

associate
attorney

com
m
encing

in
Ju
n
e
2001.

M
s.
P
escador

w
as

first
licensed

to
practice

law
on

M
ay

14,
2001.

S
luyter

and
M
s.
P
escador

handled
som

e
cases

together
and

M
s.
P
escador

handled
som

e
additional

cases
on

her
ow

n.
S
luyter

m
anaged

the
business

of
operating

the
law

firm
.

O
n
Ju
n
e
13,

2001,
S
luyter

entered
into

an
agreem

ent
w
ith

M
s.
P
escador

providing
th
at

M
s.
P
escador

w
ould

“be
paid

$175
per

hour
for

billable
w
ork

less
the

overhead
of

50%
.”

T
he

agreem
ent

further
provided:

“the
parties

agree
that

R
ebecca

P
escador

is
licensed

to
practice

in
the

S
tate

C
ourts

of
C
olorado,

and
she

w
ill
m
ake

all
C
olorado

S
tate

court
appearances”

“the
L
aw

O
ffice

of
C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

w
ill
provide

office
support

staff,
and

research
access

through
W
estlaw

”

“C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

w
ill
exercise

all
of
her

efforts
to
increase

the
client

base,
thereby

to
increase

incom
e
for

both
parties.”

C
lients

w
ere

billed
at
$175

per
hour

for
M
s.
Pescador’s

w
ork,

and
S
luyter

retained
$87.50

from
each

hour
collected

by
P
escador

as
“overhead.”

C
lients

w
ere

also
charged

$175
per

hour
for

w
ork

perform
ed

by
Sluyter.

B
illing

statem
ents

did
not

disclose
the

nam
e
of
the

attorney
perform

ing
the

services
for

w
hich

tim
e
w
as

billed
on

each
client

m
atter.

T
he

S
luyter/ P

escador
agreem

ent
also

provided
that

all
attorney-client

relationships
w
ere

betw
een

the
client

and
“The

Law
O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.

S
luyter,”

rather
than

the
client

and
any

individual
attorney.

3



0
0

U
.

FIN
D
IN
G
S
O
F
FA

C
T

A
.
T
he

F
irst

P
etitio

n
(C
ase

N
o.
02S

A
286)

S
luyter

W
as

H
olding

H
erself

O
ut
as

an
A
ttorney

to
the

G
eneral

Public

S
luyter

m
aintained

listings
in
the

D
urango-C

ortez
area

Q
w
est

D
ex

and
D
irectory

P
lus

telephone
directories.

T
hese

listings
w
ere

in
the

yellow
pages

section
under

the
heading

for
“attorneys.”

T
he

listing
in

Q
w
est

D
ex

stated
“S
luyter

C
rystal

D
.,
C
ortez

560-1239.”
T
he

listing
in
D
irectory

P
lus

stated
“Sluyter,

C
rystal

D
.
A
TTY

D
olrs

560-1239.”

Prior
to
O
ctober

2001,
Sluyter’s

letterhead
did

not
describe

the
courts

in
w
hich

she
w
as

licensed.
W
hen

contacted
by

the
O
ffice

ofA
ttorney

R
egulation

C
ounsel

in
O
ctober

2001,
S
luyter

m
odified

her
letterhead.

Sluyter’s
letterhead

after
O
ctober

22,
2001

and
continuing

until
July

2002
stated:

L
aw

O
ffice

of
C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

P.O
.
B
ox

786
C
ortez,

C
olorado

81321
T
elephone:

(970)
560-1239

facsim
ile:

(970)
565-6678

C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

adm
itted

in
all

C
alifornia

S
tate

and
federal

C
ourts,

C
olorado

F
ederal

C
ourt,

E
astern

and
W
estern

O
klahom

a
F
ederal

C
ourts,

9
th
and

10th
C
ircuit

C
ourt

ofA
ppeals,

U
te

M
ountain

U
te
T
ribal

C
ourt,

and
U
nited

S
tates

T
ax

C
ourt

R
ebecca

A.
P
escador

adm
itted

in
all

C
olorado

S
tate

C
ourts,

C
olorado

F
ederal

C
ourt,

U
nited

S
tates

T
ax

C
ourt,

and
the

U
te
M
ountain

U
te
T
ribal

C
ourt

Sluyter’s
letterhead

failed
to

specifically
state

that
she

w
as
not

licensed
to
practice

law
in
the

state
of
C
olorado,

despite
requests

by
petitioner

and
a

verbal
representation

from
S
luyter

th
at

she
w
ould

include
a
specific

disclaim
er.

In
July

2002,
S
luyter

m
odified

her
letterhead

once
again.

T
he

July
2002

m
odified

letterhead
states

“C
olorado

federal
court

not
in
state

courts”
as

a
new

disclaim
er.

S
luyter

did
not,

how
ever,

consistently
use

the
new

ly
m
odified

letterhead.

4



0
B
illing

statem
ents

used
by

both
Sluyter

and
M
s.
P
escador

also
failed

to
disclose

Sluyter’s
lack

of licensure
in
C
olorado.

The
billing

statem
ents

stated:

Law
O
ffice

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter

P.O
.
B
ox

786
C
ortez,

C
olorado

81321

N
o
description

of
licensure

w
as

set
forth

either
for

Sluyter
or

M
s.
Pescador

in
the

billing
statem

ents.
In

addition,
Sluyter’s

facsim
ile

transm
ission

cover
sheets

failed
to
disclose

her
lim

ited
licensure.

Prior
to

M
ay

2002,
Sluyter’s

law
office

telephone
num

ber
(970)

560-1239
w
as

answ
ered

“Law
O
ffice

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter”

W
hen

no
one

responded,
the

voice
m
ail

m
essage

stated
in
part:

Y
ou

have
reached

the
Law

O
ffice

of C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter.

Ifyou
have

reached
this

num
ber

during
business

hours,
M
s.
Sluyter

is
either

aw
ay

from
her

desk
or

on
the

other
line.

Please
leave

your
nam

e
and

num
ber

and
your

call
w
ill

be
returned.

Follow
ing

the
com

m
encem

ent
of
these

proceedings,
Sluyter

listed
a
new

phone
num

ber
on

the
pleadings

subm
itted

to
this

court.
T
hat

phone
num

ber
w
as

answ
ered

“law
offices.”

Sluyter
E
ntered

Into
A
ttorney-C

lientA
greem

ents
and

R
elationships

on
C
olorado

M
atters.

T
he

Law
O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter

had
approxim

ately
100

clients,
43

of w
hich

w
ere

C
olorado

clients.2

T
he

standard
fee

agreem
ent

betw
een

clients
and

“The
Law

O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter

(“attorney”)”
states

that
“client is

retaining
a
law

firm
,
not

any
particular

attorney,
and

the
attorney

services
to

be
provided

to
clientw

ill
not

necessarily
be

perform
ed

by
any

particular
attorney.”

T
he

fee
agreem

ent
further

states
“client

consents
and

authorizes
attorney

to
associate

or
em

ploy
attorneys,

legal
associates,

legal
assistants,

and
other

support
staff

in
pursuing

client’s
claim

s.”
Sluyter

signed
som

e
of
the

fee
agreem

ents
pertaining

to
C
olorado

m
atters

on
behalf

of the
Law

O
ffices

of C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter.

T
he

selective
billing

statem
ents

provided
by

$luyter
regarding

C
olorado

2Sluyterclaim
s
that she

only
handled

m
atters

for C
olorado

clients
in
federal courts

or by
pro

hac
vice

adm
ission

and
thatM

s.
Pescadorhandled

all otherC
olorado

clientm
atters.

By
virtue

ofher adm
issions

regarding
the

N
uessle,

A
llison

and
Sm

ith
m
atters,that claim

is
notcredible.
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clients
do

not
disclose

w
hich

attorney
from

“The
Law

O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.

Sluyter”
perform

ed
that

client’s
w
ork.

R
egardless

of w
ho

actually
perform

ed
the

w
ork,

the
fee

agreem
ents

and
billing

statem
ents

m
ake

clear
that

the
client

had
an

attorney-client
relationship

on
C
olorado

legal
m
atters

w
ith

Sluyter’s
law

firm
,
including

Sluyter.

Sluyter
Prepared

Pleadings
and

G
ave

Legal A
dvice

to
C
lient

L
inda

N
uessle.

S
luyter

adm
itted

“helping”
C
olorado

resident,
L
inda

N
uessle,

prepare
legal

docum
ents

(“an
appeal

brief’)
for

filing
w
ith

the
C
olorado

C
ourt

of A
ppeals

in
the

case
captioned

In
re:

T
he

M
arriage

of N
uesste

and
S
uvada,

C
ase

N
o.

00C
A
663.

Sluyter
charged

M
s.
N
uessle

$2,600
for

assistance
in
preparing

the
appeal

brief.
Sluyter

w
as

not
acting

under
the

supervision
or
direction

of
another

attorney
at
the

tim
e
she

assisted
M
s.
N
uessle.

Sluyter
w
as

not
authorized

by
the

C
olorado

C
ourt

of A
ppeals

to
represent

M
s.
N
uessle.

T
he

record
of
the

C
olorado

C
ourt

ofA
ppeals

reflects
that

all
pleadings

w
ere

filed
by

M
s.
N
uessle

pro
se
w
ithout

disclosure
that

Sluyter
assisted

in
the

preparation
of the

appeal
brief.

B
.
T
he

S
econd

P
etitio

n
(C
ase

N
o.
02S

A
359)

Sluyter
H
eld

H
erself

O
ut
as

an
A
ttorney,

Provided
Legal A

dvice,
and

Prepared
Pleadings

on
B
ehalf

of C
lients

Steve
and

M
iscelle

A
llision.

O
n
July

10,
2001,

Steve
and

M
iscelle

A
llison

m
et
w
ith

Sluyter
at
her

office.
T
he

A
llisons

w
anted

to
hire

Sluyter
to
represent

them
in
a
dispute

w
ith

their
contractor

concerning
dam

ages
to
their

garage
floor.

D
uring

the
course

of
that

m
eeting,

Sluyter
gave

legal
advice

to
the

A
llisons

concerning
their

C
olorado

legal
m
atter.

T
his

advice
consisted

in
part

ofan
explanation

of
their

legal
rights

and
rem

edies
regarding

their
dispute

w
ith

the
contractor,

and
potential

effects
ofthe

statute
of
lim

itations
on

their
case.

Sluyter
told

the
A
llisons

that
she

w
as
an

attorney
and

could
practice

law
in

C
olorado

as
could

other
attorneys

in
her

firm
,
and

that
she

had
perm

ission
to
practice

law
in
C
olorado.

T
he

A
llisons

believed
that

Sluyter
w
as

going
to

handle
their

case.

O
n
July

13,
2001,

the
A
llisons

entered
into

an
attorney/client

agreem
ent

w
ith

the
Law

O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter.

Sluyter
signed

the
agreem

ent
on

behalf
of
the

firm
.
A
n
attorney/client

relationship
w
as

form
ed

on
this

C
olorado

m
atter

betw
een

S
luyter

and
the

A
llisons.

Sluyter
inform

ed
the

A
llisons

that

6
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she
w
ould

be
handling

their
case

but
m
ay

also
have

another
attorney

available
for

assistance.

O
n
A
ugust

22,
2001,

Sluyter
sent

a
letter

to
her

clients
stating

that
“[un

order
to
prepare

the
proper

docum
ents

for
your

case,
I w

ill
need

the
follow

ing
inform

ation”
and

set
forth

thirty-eight
questions

to
the

A
llisons

regarding
their

C
olorado

legal
m
atter.

T
he

letter
requested

all
supporting

docum
ents

for
the

clients’
answ

ers.
The

letter
stated

that
the

A
llisons’

filing
fee

w
ould

be
ninety-

one
dollars

and
Sluyter

signed
the

letter,
“Law

O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter

by
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter,

A
ttorney

at
Law

.”

O
n
Septem

ber
17,

2001,
a
com

plaint
for

dam
ages

w
as

filed
in

Steve
and

M
iscelle

A
llison

v.
B
rettElliott,

B
&
C
C
onstruction,

et
at.,

C
ase

N
o.
01C

V
162,

M
ontezum

a
C
ounty

D
istrict

C
ourt.

T
he

com
plaintw

as
signed

by
R
ebecca

Pescador.
A
t
that

tim
e,
the

A
llisons

w
ere

unaw
are

ofPescador’s
participation

in
their

legal
m
atter.

O
n
O
ctober

17,
2001,

Sluyter
sent

another
letter

to
the

clients,.updating
them

on
the

status
of their

case.
Sluyter

stated
that

the
sheriffs

office
had

tried
to
serve

defendant
B
rett

E
lliot

but
could

not
find

him
.
T
he

letter
stated

that
from

the
date

that
the

defendant
w
as

served,
he

had
tw
enty

days
to

answ
er
the

com
plaint,

and
that

if he
failed

to
answ

er:

w
e
w
ill
request

the
court

enter
a
default.

A
fter

they
enter

a
default

w
e
w
ill
request

a
default judgm

ent
w
hich

w
ill

be
accom

panied
by

affidavits
from

you
both

as
to
your

dam
ages

and
other

docum
ents

w
hich

w
ill

show
your

dam
ages.

A
s
w
ith

the
first

letter,
Sluyter

signed
her

nam
e

“Law
O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.

Sluyter
by

C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter,

A
ttorney

at
Law

.”

S
ubsequent

letters
sent

to
the

A
llisons

had
the

signature
line

of “Law
O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.
Sluyter,

by
R
ebecca

Pescador,
A
ttorney

at
Law

,”
w
ith

a
stam

ped
signature

ofM
s.
Pescador.

Sluyter
did

not
disclose

her
representation

ofthe
A
llisons

to
the

M
ontezum

a
C
ounty

D
istrict

C
ourt.

T
he

court
file

reflects
that

all
pleadings

w
ere

either
signature-stam

ped
by

M
s.
Pescador

or
(after

objections
w
ere

m
ade

to
the

signature
stam

p
by

opposing
counsel)

signed
by

M
s.
Pescador.

In
response

to
a
subpoena

duces
tecum

served
upon

her
in
this

proceeding,
Sluyter

explained,
in
part,

w
hy

substantial
portions

of
the

billing
statem

ents
w
ere

redacted.
Sluyter

stated:
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T
hat

inform
ation

is
inform

ation
about

the
case

w
hich

falls
inside

the
attorney-client

privilege
.

.
.[and]

all
w
ork

product
has

to
be

protected
and

that
unless

I
receive

a
request

to
provide

it
in
cam

era
that

Ihave
to

redact
it
.
.
.
m
zj clients’

have
not

w
aived

that.
(em

phasis
added).

Sluyter’s
reference

to
“m

y
clients”

constitutes
an

adm
ission

that
she

had
an

attorney/client
relationship

w
ith

the
A
llisons

on
their

C
olorado

legal
m
atter.

Sluyter
Prepared

Legal
D
ocum

ents
on

B
ehalf

of
C
lient M

arvin
Sm

ith.

S
luyter

set
up

a
C
olorado

corporation
on

behalf
of
C
olorado

resident
M
arvin

Sm
ith.

Sluyter
w
as

not
adm

itted
to
practice

law
in
C
olorado

w
hen

she
provided

those
legal

services.
Sluyter

w
as

not
acting

under
the

supervision
or

direction
of
another

attorney
at
the

tim
e
she

prepared
the

incorporation
docum

ents
on

behalf
ofM

r.
Sm

ith.

III.
C
O
N
C
L
U
SIO

N
S
O
F
LA

W

“The
C
olorado

Suprem
e
C
ourt,

as
part

ofits
inherent

and
plenary

pow
ers,

has
exclusive

jurisdiction
over

attorneys
and

the
authority

to
regulate,

govern,
and

supervise
the

practice
of law

in
C
olorado

to
protect

the
public.”

People
v.

V
arallo,

913
P.2d

1,
3
(C
ob.

1996),
citing

C
olorado

Suprem
e
C
ourt

G
rievance

C
om

m
.
v.
D
istrict

C
ourt,

850
P.2d

150,
152

(C
ob.

1993).
T
his

authority
includes

the
pow

er
to
prohibit

the
unauthorized

practice
of law

and
to
prom

ulgate
rules

in
furtherance

of that
end.

Id.
T
he

determ
ination

ofw
hat

acts
do

or
do

not
constitute

the
practice

of
law

is
a
judicial

function.
U
nauthorized

Practice
of L

aw
C
om

m
ittee

ofthe
Suprem

e
C
ourt

v.
Frog,

761
P.2d

1111,
1115

(C
ob.

1998);
C
.R
.C
.P.

228.
T
he

purpose
of
the

requirem
ent

that
a

person
m
ust

obtain
a
license

from
[the

S
uprem

e
C
ourt]

is
to
protect

the
public

from
unqualified

persons
w
ho

provide
incom

petent
legal

services.
U
nauthorized

Practice
of L

aw
C
om

m
.
V.
G
rim

es,
654

P.2d
822,

826
(C
ob.

1982).

Sluyter
engaged

in
the

unauthorized
practice

of law
in
C
olorado

by
holding

herself
out

to
an

extent
that

a
consum

er
w
ould

reasonably
believe

that
she

w
as

a
C
olorado

law
yer

by:
(1)

operating
“The

Law
O
ffices

of
C
rystal

D
.

Sluyter”
physically

located
in
C
olorado

w
ithout

sufficientnotice
that

Sluyter
w
as

not
licensed

to
practice

law
in

C
olorado;

(2)
using

yellow
page

advertisem
ents

in
C
olorado

telephone
directories

for
a
C
olorado

location
under

$
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the
“attorneys”

section,
w
hich

in
one

of
the

directories
specifically

described
the

respondent
as

an
attorney,

w
ith

no
disclaim

er
that

Sluyter
w
as
not

licensed
to

practice
law

in
C
olorado;

(3)
using

letterheads
in
stationery

and
billing

statem
ents

that
failed

to
sufficiently

disclose
to
the

intended
recipient

that
Sluyter

w
as

not
licensed

to
practice

law
in

C
olorado;

and
(4)

by
using

telephone
greetings

and
m
essages

that
describe

her
office

as
a
law

office.

Sluyter
also

engaged
in
the

unauthorized
practice

oflaw
in

C
olorado

by
entering

into
attorney-client

agreem
ents

and
attorney-client

relationships
on

C
olorado

legal
m
atters

on
behalf

of
her

sole
proprietorship

law
firm

;
by

preparing
or
assisting

in
the

preparation
of
a
pleading

on
behalf

of
client

L
inda

N
uessle;

by
holding

herself
out

to
Steve

and
M
iscelle

A
llison

as
being

able
to

practice
law

in
C
olorado,

by
entering

into
an

attorney/client
relationship

w
ith

the
A
llisons

on
a
C
olorado

m
atter,

by
providing

the
A
llisons

w
ith

legal
advice,

by
preparing

legal
docum

ents
on

behalf
of the

A
llisons,

and
by

preparing
incorporation

docum
ents

on
behalf

of
M
arvin

Sm
ith.

A
llofthis

conduct
transpired

w
ithin

the
State

of C
olorado,

involved
clients

living
in

C
olorado

or
w
hose

need
for

legal
representation

involved
C
olorado

m
atters

and
w
hile

S
luyter

w
as

not
licensed

to
practice

law
in
this

state.

T
he

C
olorado

Suprem
e
C
ourt’s

rules
pertaining

to
the

unauthorized
practice

of law
only

require
that

petitioner
dem

onstrate
the

respondent
engaged

in
such

unauthorized
practice

in
order

to
establish

that
an

order
ofinjunction

should
be

issued.
T
he

rules
and

case
law

presum
e
that

unauthorized
practice

by
a
non-licensed

individual
creates

the
potential

for
harm

to
consum

ers
of

legal
services

in
C
olorado.

The
record

dem
onstrates,

how
ever,

that
unless

restrained,
Sluyter

w
ill
continue

to
engage

in
the

unauthorized
practice

of law
w
ith

the
likely

consequence
that

those
w
ho

rely
upon

her
for

legal
advice

and
assistance

w
ill
suffer

injury.
See

People
v. Frog,

761
P.2d

1111,
1116

(C
ob.

1988).
A
ccordingly,

Sluyter
should

be
enjoined

from
the

unauthorized
practice

of law
in
this

state.

IV
.

A
W
A
R
D
O
F
C
O
ST

S
A
N
D
E
X
PE

N
SE

S

Petitioner
subm

itted
a
statem

ent
of costs

and
expenses

w
ith

its
m
otion

for
default.

T
hat

statem
ent

set
forth

costs
and

expenses
in
the

am
ount

of
$2,465.67.

T
he

petitioner
w
ithdrew

its
request

for
orders

relating
to
refunds

and
restitution.

U
pon

a
finding

that
an

individual
has

engaged
in
the

unauthorized
practice

of law
,
the

Suprem
e
C
ourt

m
ay

enter
an

order
enjoining

the
respondent

from
further

conduct
found

to
constitute

the
unauthorized

practice

9
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of
law

,
and

m
ake

such
further

orders
as

it
m
ay

deem
appropriate,

including
w
ithout

lim
itation

the
assessm

ent
of
costs

of
the

proceeding.

T
he

PD
J
finds

that
petitioner’s

costs
are

reasonable
and

appropriate
for

the
underlying

investigation
authorized

by
C
.R
.C
.P.

232.5,
as

w
ell

as
the

tw
o

injunctive
proceedings

filed
under

C
.R
.C
.P.

234,
and

therefore
recom

m
ends

th
at
the

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

aw
ard

a
total

of
$2,465.67

in
costs

and
expenses

in
the

w
ithin

consolidated
m
atters.

V
.

R
E
C
O
M
M
E
N
D
A
T
IO
N

T
he

P
residing

D
isciplinary

Judge
recom

m
ends

th
at
the

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

of
the

S
tate

of
C
olorado

grant
the

petitions
for

injunction
in
the

w
ithin

m
atter,

enjoin
C
rystal

D
.
S
luyter

from
the

unauthorized
practice

of
law

in
the

S
tate

of
C
olorado,

and
order

that
the

costs
and

expenses
of
these

proceedings
be

assessed
against

S
luyter

in
the

am
ount

of
$2,465.67.
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