
2012 WI 100 
 

SUPREME COURT OF WISCONSIN 
 

 
 

  CASE NO. :  2011AP737- D 
COMPLETE TI TLE:   
 I n t he Mat t er  of  Di sci pl i nar y Pr oceedi ngs  

Agai nst  Daynel  L.  Hooker ,  At t or ney at  Law:  
 
Of f i ce of  Lawyer  Regul at i on,  
          Compl ai nant ,  
     v.  
Daynel  L.  Hooker ,  
          Respondent .  
 

   DI SCI PLI NARY PROCEEDI NGS AGAI NST HOOKER 
  
OPI NI ON FI LED:  Jul y 18,  2012   
SUBMI TTED ON BRI EFS:          
ORAL ARGUMENT:          
  
SOURCE OF APPEAL:   
 COURT:          
 COUNTY:          
 JUDGE:          
   
JUSTI CES:   
 CONCURRED:          
 DI SSENTED:     
 NOT PARTI CI PATI NG:          
   
ATTORNEYS:   

      
 
 



 

 

2012 WI 100

NOTI CE 
This opinion is subject to further 
editing and modification.  The final 
version will appear in the bound 
volume of the official reports.   
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ATTORNEY di sci pl i nar y pr oceedi ng.    At t or ney' s l i cense 

suspended.    

 

¶1 PER CURI AM.    I n t hi s r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne mat t er ,  we 

r evi ew whet her  t o i mpose a s i x- mont h suspensi on and condi t i ons 

on t he l i cense of  At t or ney Daynel  L.  Hooker  t o pr act i ce l aw i n 

Wi sconsi n,  as di sci pl i ne r eci pr ocal  t o t hat  i mposed by t he St at e 

of  Col or ado.    

¶2 Consi st ent  wi t h our  deci s i on i mposi ng r eci pr ocal  

di sci pl i ne on At t or ney Hooker  i n a pr i or  case,  I n r e 

Di sci pl i nar y Pr oceedi ngs Agai nst  Hooker ,  2010 WI  13,  322 



No.  2011AP737- D   

 

2 
 

Wi s.  2d 552,  779 N. W. 2d 419 ( " Hooker  I " ) ,  we det er mi ne t hat  

At t or ney Hooker ' s l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n shoul d be 

suspended f or  a per i od of  s i x mont hs,  r et r oact i ve t o t he dat e of  

her  Col or ado suspensi on;  t hat  she shoul d be r equi r ed t o compl y 

wi t h t he t er ms and condi t i ons of  t he pr obat i on i mposed i n 

Col or ado;  t hat  despi t e t he s i x- mont h suspensi on,  she shoul d be 

r ei nst at ed wi t hout  havi ng t o compl et e t he f or mal  r ei nst at ement  

pr ocess;  and t hat  she shoul d not  be r equi r ed t o pay t he cost s of  

t hi s pr oceedi ng.  

¶3 The Of f i ce of  Lawyer  Regul at i on ( OLR)  f i l ed a 

compl ai nt  agai nst  At t or ney Hooker  and an or der  t o answer  on 

Apr i l  4,  2011.   Embedded wi t hi n t he compl ai nt  was a mot i on 

aski ng t hi s cour t  t o i ssue an or der  di r ect i ng At t or ney Hooker  t o 

show cause why any of  t he except i ons t o r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne i n 

SCR 22. 22( 3) 1 appl i es and why r ec i pr ocal  di sci pl i ne shoul d not  be 

                                                 
1 SCR 22. 22( 3)  st at es:    

 The supr eme cour t  shal l  i mpose t he i dent i cal  
di sci pl i ne or  l i cense suspensi on unl ess one or  mor e of  
t he f ol l owi ng i s pr esent :  

 ( a)   The pr ocedur e i n t he ot her  j ur i sdi ct i on was 
so l acki ng i n not i ce or  oppor t uni t y t o be hear d as t o 
const i t ut e a depr i vat i on of  due pr ocess.  

 ( b)   Ther e was such an i nf i r mi t y of  pr oof  
est abl i shi ng t he mi sconduct  or  medi cal  i ncapaci t y t hat  
t he supr eme cour t  coul d not  accept  as f i nal  t he 
concl usi on i n r espect  t o t he mi sconduct  or  medi cal  
i ncapaci t y.  

 ( c)   The mi sconduct  j ust i f i es subst ant i al l y  
di f f er ent  di sci pl i ne i n t hi s st at e.  
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i mposed.   The compl ai nt  and or der  t o answer  wer e per sonal l y 

ser ved on At t or ney Hooker  on June 9,  2011.  

¶4 Or di nar i l y ,  when an OLR compl ai nt  seeks r eci pr ocal  

di sci pl i ne,  t he cour t  i mmedi at el y i ssues an or der  t o show cause.   

I n most  i nst ances,  af t er  t he r espondent  at t or ney has f i l ed a 

r esponse t o t he or der  or  t he t i me t o r espond has expi r ed,  t hi s  

cour t  t hen consi der s t he mat t er  di r ect l y ( wi t hout  t he 

appoi nt ment  of  a r ef er ee)  and i ssues a f i nal  deci s i on.   I n t hi s 

case,  however ,  a r ef er ee was i nadver t ent l y appoi nt ed.  

¶5 Af t er  hi s appoi nt ment ,  t he r ef er ee sent  a l et t er  t o 

t he par t i es di r ect i ng t hem t o consul t  about  some pr oposed t i mes 

f or  a t el ephoni c  schedul i ng conf er ence.   The OLR' s counsel  sent  

a l et t er  t o At t or ney Hooker  at  t wo di f f er ent  addr esses pr oposi ng 

f our  dat es f or  t he schedul i ng conf er ence.   Nei t her  l et t er  was 

r et ur ned,  but  At t or ney Hooker  di d not  r espond.  

¶6 Because At t or ney Hooker  had al so not  f i l ed an answer  

or  ot her  r esponsi ve pl eadi ng t o t he compl ai nt ,  t he OLR t hen 

f i l ed a mot i on f or  a decl ar at i on of  def aul t .   The r ef er ee sent  

out  an or der  schedul i ng t he def aul t  mot i on f or  a hear i ng on 

Sept ember  14,  2011.   At  t he hear i ng,  t he r ef er ee i ndi cat ed t hat  

he had sent  t he or der  t o t wo addr esses i n Col or ado and t hat  

whi l e one of  t he envel opes had been r et ur ned as undel i ver abl e,  

t he ot her  envel ope had not  been r et ur ned.   At t or ney Hooker  di d 

not  f i l e any r esponse t o t he OLR' s def aul t  mot i on nor  di d she 

appear  at  t he Sept ember  14,  2011 hear i ng.   The r ef er ee t her ef or e 

decl ar ed At t or ney Hooker  t o be i n def aul t  and pr oceeded on t he 

basi s of  t he al l egat i ons i n t he OLR' s compl ai nt .  
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¶7 The r ef er ee subsequent l y i ssued hi s r epor t  and 

r ecommendat i on.   No appeal  f r om t hat  r epor t  has been f i l ed,  

whi ch br i ngs t he mat t er  t o us f or  consi der at i on pur suant  t o 

SCR 22. 17( 2) . 2  Accor di ngl y,  we t ur n t o At t or ney Hooker ' s 

di sci pl i nar y hi st or y and t he r ef er ee' s f act ual  f i ndi ngs as t o 

At t or ney Hooker ' s conduct .  

¶8 At t or ney Hooker  was admi t t ed t o t he pr act i ce of  l aw i n 

Wi sconsi n i n June 2001.   She i s not  l i censed i n Col or ado,  but  

has nonet hel ess mai nt ai ned a l aw of f i ce i n t hat  st at e f or  a 

number  of  year s.   Col or ado l aw per mi t s an at t or ney t o oper at e a 

l aw of f i ce i n t hat  st at e even i f  l i censed onl y i n anot her  st at e 

as l ong as t he at t or ney pr act i ces sol el y i n ar eas of  f eder al  

l aw.   At t or ney Hooker ' s pr act i ce f ocused on f eder al  i mmi gr at i on 

l aw,  bankr upt cy l aw,  and i nt el l ect ual  pr oper t y l aw.   Under  

Col or ado Rul e of  Pr of essi onal  Conduct  ( Col o.  RPC)  8. 5,  a l awyer  

who pr ovi des or  of f er s t o pr ovi de any l egal  ser vi ces i n Col or ado 

i s subj ect  t o t he di sci pl i nar y aut hor i t y of  t hat  st at e even i f  

t he at t or ney i s not  l i censed i n t hat  st at e.   

¶9 At t or ney Hooker  has r ecei ved publ i c di sci pl i ne i n 

Wi sconsi n on one pr evi ous occasi on.   I n Hooker  I  t hi s cour t  was 

                                                 
2 SCR 22. 17( 2)  st at es:    

 I f  no appeal  i s  f i l ed t i mel y,  t he supr eme cour t  
shal l  r evi ew t he r ef er ee' s r epor t ;  adopt ,  r ej ect  or  
modi f y t he r ef er ee' s f i ndi ngs and concl usi ons or  
r emand t he mat t er  t o t he r ef er ee f or  addi t i onal  
f i ndi ngs;  and det er mi ne and i mpose appr opr i at e 
di sci pl i ne.   The cour t ,  on i t s own mot i on,  may or der  
t he par t i es t o f i l e br i ef s i n t he mat t er .  
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conf r ont ed wi t h t he s i t uat i on wher e t he Col or ado di sci pl i nar y 

aut hor i t i es had suspended At t or ney Hooker ' s pr i v i l ege t o 

pr act i ce l aw i n Col or ado f or  a per i od of  one year  and one day,  

but  had st ayed si x mont hs and one day of  t hat  suspensi on per i od 

so l ong as At t or ney Hooker  successf ul l y compl et ed a t wo- year  

per i od of  pr obat i on.   322 Wi s.  2d 552,  ¶1.   At t or ney Hooker ' s 

mi sconduct  i n t hat  case i nvol ved f ai l i ng t o r et ur n unear ned 

advance f ees t o her  f or mer  c l i ent s i n a t i mel y manner ,  f ai l i ng 

t o mai nt ai n c l i ent  f unds i n a t r ust  account ,  t empor ar i l y  

conver t i ng c l i ent  f unds t o her  own per sonal  use,  and mi sl eadi ng 

a f or mer  associ at e at t or ney about  t he r et ur n of  t he unear ned 

f ees.   I d. ,  ¶¶4- 8.    

¶10 I n or der  t o i mpose an ef f ect i vel y i dent i cal  sanct i on,  

t hi s cour t  suspended At t or ney Hooker ' s l i cense f or  a per i od of  

s i x mont hs.   I d. ,  ¶14.   Because of  At t or ney Hooker ' s uni que 

si t uat i on wher e she was pr act i c i ng i n Col or ado on t he basi s of  a 

Wi sconsi n l i cense,  we made her  suspensi on r et r oact i ve t o t he 

dat e of  t he suspensi on i mposed i n Col or ado,  and we el i mi nat ed 

t he usual  r equi r ement  of  a f or mal  r ei nst at ement  pr oceedi ng f or  

suspensi ons of  s i x mont hs or  mor e.   I d. ,  ¶¶10,  12;  see al so 

SCRs 22. 29 t o 22. 33.   Because t hi s cour t  does not  ut i l i ze 

pr obat i on as a f or m of  di sci pl i ne,  we f ur t her  di r ect ed At t or ney 

Hooker  t o compl y wi t h t he t er ms and condi t i ons of  t he Col or ado 

pr obat i on.   322 Wi s.  2d 552,  ¶15.   Fi nal l y,  we di d not  i mpose 

t he cost s of  t hat  pr oceedi ng on At t or ney Hooker  as i t  had 

f ol l owed t he nor mal  pr ocedur e f or  r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne cases 

wher e no r ef er ee i s appoi nt ed.   I d. ,  ¶13.    
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¶11 I n addi t i on t o t he pr i or  di sci pl i nar y suspensi on,  

At t or ney Hooker ' s l i cense was t empor ar i l y  suspended i n Mar ch 

2012 due t o her  wi l l f ul  f ai l ur e t o cooper at e wi t h anot her  

gr i evance i nvest i gat i on by t he OLR.   Her  Wi sconsi n l i cense was 

al so admi ni st r at i vel y suspended i n Oct ober  2011 due t o her  

f ai l ur e t o pay bar  dues and assessment s and her  f ai l ur e t o f i l e 

t he r equi r ed t r ust  account  cer t i f i cat i on,  and i n June 2012 due 

t o her  f ai l ur e t o compl y wi t h mandat or y cont i nui ng l egal  

educat i on r epor t i ng r equi r ement s.   Her  l i cense r emai ns subj ect  

t o t hese t empor ar y and admi ni st r at i ve suspensi ons.  

¶12 The mi sconduct  t hat  l ed t o t he Col or ado suspensi on 

t hat  i s at  i ssue i n t hi s pr oceedi ng r el at ed t o t wo separ at e 

c l i ent  r epr esent at i ons.   The speci f i c  f act s r egar di ng At t or ney 

Hooker ' s mi sconduct  ar e set  f or t h i n t wo document s f r om t he 

Col or ado di sci pl i nar y pr oceedi ng t hat  wer e at t ached t o t he OLR' s 

compl ai nt  and admi t t ed by At t or ney Hooker ' s def aul t :   ( 1)  

" St i pul at i on,  Agr eement  and Af f i davi t  Cont ai ni ng t he 

Respondent ' s Condi t i onal  Admi ssi on of  Mi sconduct "  ( t he Col or ado 

St i pul at i on)  and ( 2)  " Or der  Appr ovi ng Condi t i onal  Admi ssi on of  

Mi sconduct  and I mposi ng Sanct i ons Pur suant  t o C. R. C. P.  251. 22"  

( t he Col or ado Or der ) .  

¶13 I n t he f i r st  r epr esent at i on,  At t or ney Hooker  was 

r et ai ned t o r eopen a bankr upt cy pr oceedi ng t hat  had been 

di smi ssed wi t hout  pr ej udi ce.   At t or ney Hooker  was abl e t o have 

t he pr oceedi ng r eopened,  but  made a number  of  mi sst eps.   She 

f ai l ed t o f i l e a cer t i f i cat e r egar di ng obj ect i ons t o an amended 

Chapt er  13 pl an she had submi t t ed.   At t or ney Hooker  t hen f ai l ed 
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t o appear  at  a conf i r mat i on hear i ng f or  t he amended pl an,  whi ch 

r esul t ed i n t he deni al  of  conf i r mat i on f or  t he pl an.   The 

bankr upt cy cour t  or der ed At t or ney Hooker  t o f i l e anot her  amended 

pl an i n l at e December  2009.   At t or ney Hooker  was out  of  t he 

of f i ce f or  appar ent l y an ext ended per i od of  t i me t hat  mont h,  and 

nei t her  she nor  her  associ at es f i l ed t he amended pl an by t he 

deadl i ne,  whi ch r esul t ed i n t he bankr upt cy cour t  agai n 

di smi ssi ng t he cl i ent ' s bankr upt cy pet i t i on.   When one of  

At t or ney Hooker ' s associ at es moved t o r ei nst at e t he case,  t he 

bankr upt cy cour t  deni ed t he mot i on,  not i ng At t or ney Hooker ' s 

" per si st ent  pat t er n of  i nat t ent i on t o cour t  or der s and 

Bankr upt cy Code r equi r ement s dat i ng f r om at t or ney Hooker ' s f i r st  

appear ance i n t he case. "   I n t he Col or ado St i pul at i on At t or ney 

Hooker  admi t t ed t hat  her  conduct  i n t hi s r epr esent at i on had 

vi ol at ed Col o.  RPCs 1. 1 ( compet ence)  and 1. 3 ( negl ect ) .  

¶14 As not ed above,  by v i r t ue of  her  Wi sconsi n l i cense,  

At t or ney Hooker  coul d pr act i ce l aw i n t he f eder al  cour t s i n 

Col or ado,  but  coul d not  mai nt ai n a gener al  pr act i ce i nvol v i ng 

Col or ado l aw.   The second r epr esent at i on i nvol ved At t or ney 

Hooker ' s pr act i ce of  Col or ado l aw despi t e t he l ack of  a l aw 

l i cense i ssued by t hat  st at e.   Speci f i cal l y,  At t or ney Hooker  

dr af t ed wi l l s  f or  a Col or ado husband and wi f e and al so counsel ed 

t he coupl e on basi c est at e pl anni ng mat t er s,  i ncl udi ng power s of  

at t or ney,  r eal  pr oper t y,  bank account s,  and st ocks.   At t or ney 

Hooker  st i pul at ed t hat  her  conduct  i n t hi s mat t er  had vi ol at ed 

Col o.  RPC 5. 5( a)  ( 2007 and pr i or ) ,  whi ch st at ed t hat  " [ a]  l awyer  
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shal l  not  pr act i ce l aw i n a j ur i sdi ct i on wher e doi ng so vi ol at es 

t he r egul at i ons of  t he l egal  pr of essi on i n t hat  j ur i sdi ct i on. "  

¶15 Pur suant  t o t he Col or ado St i pul at i on,  t he Col or ado 

Pr esi di ng Di sci pl i nar y Judge3 i ssued an or der  suspendi ng At t or ney 

Hooker ' s pr i v i l ege t o pr act i ce l aw i n Col or ado f or  a per i od of  

one year  and one day,  wi t h s i x mont hs and one day of  t hat  

suspensi on st ayed pendi ng her  successf ul  compl et i on of  a t wo-

year  per i od of  pr obat i on.   The or der  i mposed a number  of  

condi t i ons t hat  At t or ney Hooker  was r equi r ed t o sat i sf y as par t  

of  her  pr obat i on.   The or der  al so r equi r ed At t or ney Hooker  t o 

pay an agr eed upon amount  of  cost s ( $91. 00) .  

¶16 Based on At t or ney Hooker ' s def aul t ,  t he r ef er ee i n 

t hi s case f ound t he al l egat i ons of  t he OLR' s compl ai nt  t o have 

been deemed admi t t ed f or  pur poses of  t hi s pr oceedi ng.   The 

r ef er ee concl uded t hat  At t or ney Hooker  had not  made any cl ai m or  

showi ng t hat  any of  t he except i ons t o t he i mposi t i on of  

r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne set  f or t h i n SCR 22. 22( 3)  appl i ed t o t hi s  

case.   Thus,  t he r ef er ee f ur t her  concl uded t hat ,  due t o t he 

i mposi t i on of  publ i c di sci pl i ne i n Col or ado,  At t or ney Hooker  was 

                                                 
3 Accor di ng t o t he web si t e of  t he Supr eme Cour t  of  

Col or ado,  i t  cr eat ed t he Of f i ce of  t he Pr esi di ng Di sci pl i nar y 
Judge t o hear  at t or ney di sci pl i ne cases.   The Pr esi di ng 
Di sci pl i nar y Judge i s empower ed t o i ssue or der s i mposi ng 
di sci pl i ne on at t or neys i n t hat  st at e.   An at t or ney subj ect  t o 
such an or der  i s  abl e t o f i l e an appeal  t o t he Supr eme Cour t  of  
Col or ado,  but  i s not  obl i gat ed t o do so.   Thus,  as i n t he 
Col or ado di sci pl i nar y pr oceedi ng at  i ssue her e,  wher e t he or der  
i mposi ng di sci pl i ne was t he r esul t  of  a s t i pul at i on,  t he 
di sci pl i nar y or der  was i ssued by t he Col or ado Pr esi di ng 
Di sci pl i nar y Judge r at her  t han t he Supr eme Cour t  of  Col or ado.  
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subj ect  t o t he i mposi t i on of  r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne i n t hi s  

st at e.  

¶17 The r ef er ee i n t hi s case r ecommended t hat  t he cour t  

t r eat  t hi s mat t er  t he same way i t  handl ed t he r eci pr ocal  

di sci pl i ne i n Hooker  I .   Speci f i cal l y,  t he r ef er ee r ecommended 

t hat  t hi s cour t  i mpose a s i x- mont h suspensi on of  At t or ney 

Hooker ' s l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n and r equi r e her  t o 

compl y wi t h t he t er ms and condi t i ons of  t he Col or ado pr obat i on.   

The r ef er ee f ur t her  r ecommended t hat  t he suspensi on be made 

r et r oact i ve t o t he dat e of  t he Col or ado suspensi on.    

¶18 The r ef er ee di d devi at e f r om t hi s cour t ' s pr i or  

deci s i on i n Hooker  I  by r ecommendi ng t hat  t he cour t  i n t hi s 

mat t er  r equi r e At t or ney Hooker  t o pay t he f ul l  cost s of  t hi s 

pr oceedi ng.   As suppor t  f or  t hat  r ecommendat i on,  t he r ef er ee 

poi nt ed t o t he f act  t hat  cost s had been i mposed i n t he Col or ado 

pr oceedi ng,  and suggest ed t hat  r eci pr oci t y r equi r ed t he 

i mposi t i on of  cost s i n Wi sconsi n.   Mor eover ,  al t hough t he 

r ef er ee acknowl edged t hat  cost s  had not  been i mposed by t hi s 

cour t  i n t he pr i or  deci s i on,  he sai d t hat  At t or ney Hooker  had 

been on not i ce i n t he pr esent  case t hat  t he OLR was seeki ng an 

awar d of  cost s,  at  l east  by v i r t ue of  t he OLR' s def aul t  mot i on. 4 

¶19 When r evi ewi ng a r ef er ee' s r epor t  and r ecommendat i on,  

we af f i r m a r ef er ee' s f i ndi ngs of  f act  unl ess t hey ar e f ound t o 

be cl ear l y er r oneous,  but  we r evi ew t he r ef er ee' s concl usi ons of  

                                                 
4 The OLR' s def aul t  mot i on di d i ncl ude a r equest  t hat  t he 

r ef er ee r ecommend t hat  At t or ney Hooker  be r equi r ed t o pay t he 
f ul l  cost s of  t hi s pr oceedi ng.  
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l aw on a de novo basi s.   I n r e Di sci pl i nar y Pr oceedi ngs Agai nst  

I ngl i mo,  2007 WI  126,  ¶5,  305 Wi s.  2d 71,  740 N. W. 2d 125.   We 

det er mi ne t he appr opr i at e l evel  of  di sci pl i ne gi ven t he 

par t i cul ar  f act s of  each case,  i ndependent  of  t he r ef er ee' s 

r ecommendat i on,  but  benef i t i ng f r om i t .   I n r e Di sci pl i nar y 

Pr oceedi ngs Agai nst  Wi dul e,  2003 WI  34,  ¶44,  261 Wi s.  2d 45,  660 

N. W. 2d 686.   Because t he pr esent  case i nvol ves t he i mposi t i on of  

r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne,  t he appl i cabl e r ul e st at es t hat  we " shal l  

i mpose"  i dent i cal  di sci pl i ne unl ess one of  t he t hr ee l i s t ed 

except i ons appl i es.   SCR 22. 22( 3) .  

¶20 I n t hi s case we adopt  t he r ef er ee' s f i ndi ngs of  f act  

and agr ee wi t h t he r ef er ee t hat  At t or ney Hooker  f ai l ed t o j oi n 

i ssue wi t h t he OLR' s compl ai nt .   She was t her ef or e pr oper l y 

f ound t o be i n def aul t ,  and t he al l egat i ons of  t he OLR' s 

compl ai nt  ar e deemed admi t t ed.   Thus,  i t  i s  accept ed as t r ue 

t hat  At t or ney Hooker  r ecei ved publ i c pr of essi onal  di sci pl i ne i n 

t he st at e of  Col or ado.   Fur t her ,  we al so concl ude t hat  none of  

t he t hr ee except i ons t o t he i mposi t i on of  r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne 

appl i es.   

¶21 We agr ee wi t h t he r ef er ee t hat  we shoul d f ol l ow t he 

same pat h we t ook i n Hooker  I  f or  i mposi ng di sc i pl i ne t hat  has 

an i dent i cal  ef f ect  as t he par t i al l y  st ayed suspensi on i mposed 

i n Col or ado.   We wi l l  t her ef or e suspend At t or ney Hooker ' s 

l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n f or  a per i od of  s i x mont hs,  

as t hat  i s  t he act ual  amount  of  t i me t hat  At t or ney Hooker  coul d 

not  pr act i ce l aw i n any f or m i n Col or ado under  t hat  st at e' s 

suspensi on.  
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¶22 As we di d i n Hooker  I ,  we wi l l  make t he suspensi on 

r et r oact i ve t o Mar ch 1,  2011,  t he ef f ect i ve dat e of  t he Col or ado 

suspensi on.   Because of  t he uni que ci r cumst ance wher e At t or ney 

Hooker  has been di sci pl i ned i n a j ur i sdi ct i on wher e she i s not  

l i censed t o pr act i ce l aw,  maki ng t he suspensi on pr ospect i ve 

woul d ef f ect i vel y make t he per i od of  suspensi on much l onger  t han 

i n t he usual  r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne s i t uat i on because she woul d 

not  be abl e,  as a pr act i cal  mat t er ,  t o pr act i ce l aw at  al l  

dur i ng t he per i od of  bot h t he Col or ado and Wi sconsi n 

suspensi ons.   A pr ospect i ve suspensi on woul d t her ef or e not  

r esul t  i n an i dent i cal  sanct i on.   See Hooker  I ,  322 Wi s.  2d 552,  

¶10.   Maki ng t he cur r ent  suspensi on r et r oact i ve wi l l  mai nt ai n 

consi st ency wi t h our  pr evi ous deci s i on.    

¶23 Mor eover ,  we not e t hat  t he OLR' s compl ai nt  di d not  

cont ai n a second count  al l egi ng t hat  At t or ney Hooker  had f ai l ed 

t o not i f y i t  of  t he Col or ado suspensi on,  i n v i ol at i on of  

SCR 22. 22( 1) . 5  The OLR r out i nel y i ncl udes such a count  i n i t s 

r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne compl ai nt s  when t he at t or ney has f ai l ed t o 

not i f y i t  of  t he publ i c di sci pl i ne i mposed i n anot her  

j ur i sdi ct i on.   Thus,  al t hough t her e i s no expl i c i t  st at ement  i n 

                                                 
5 SCR 22. 22( 1)  st at es:   

 An at t or ney on whom publ i c di sci pl i ne f or  
mi sconduct  or  a l i cense suspensi on f or  medi cal  
i ncapaci t y has been i mposed by anot her  j ur i sdi ct i on 
shal l  pr ompt l y not i f y t he di r ect or  of  t he mat t er .   
Fai l ur e t o f ur ni sh t he not i ce wi t hi n 20 days of  t he 
ef f ect i ve dat e of  t he or der  or  j udgment  of  t he ot her  
j ur i sdi ct i on const i t ut es mi sconduct .  
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t he r ef er ee' s r epor t  t hat  At t or ney Hooker  di d not i f y t he OLR of  

t he Col or ado suspensi on,  t hat  i s  a r easonabl e i nf er ence her e 

t hat  pr ovi des some addi t i onal  suppor t  f or  t he f ai r ness of  a 

r et r oact i ve suspensi on i n t hi s case.    

¶24 Gi ven t he same condi t i ons t hat  wer e pr esent  i n Hooker  

I ,  we wi l l  not  r equi r e At t or ney Hooker  t o compl et e t he f ul l  

r ei nst at ement  pr ocess t hat  a s i x- mont h suspensi on i n t hi s st at e 

nor mal l y r equi r es.   See Hooker  I ,  322 Wi s.  2d 552,  ¶12.   Upon 

At t or ney Hooker ' s showi ng t hat  Col or ado has appr oved At t or ney 

Hooker ' s r esumpt i on of  t he pr act i ce of  l aw i n Col or ado,  At t or ney 

Hooker ' s Wi sconsi n l i cense shal l  be r ei nst at ed f r om t he 

di sci pl i nar y suspensi on i mposed i n t hi s pr oceedi ng. 6 

¶25 To t he ext ent  t hat  At t or ney Hooker  cur r ent l y r emai ns 

subj ect  t o t he per i od of  pr obat i on i n Col or ado,  we wi l l  r equi r e 

At t or ney Hooker  t o compl y wi t h t he t er ms and condi t i ons of  t hat  

Col or ado pr obat i on.   Agai n,  t hi s i s consi st ent  wi t h our  deci s i on 

i n Hooker  I .   322 Wi s.  2d 552,  ¶11.  

                                                 
6 The r ei nst at ement  of  At t or ney Hooker ' s l i cense t o pr act i ce 

l aw i n Wi sconsi n f r om t he di sc i pl i nar y suspensi on i mposed i n 
t hi s opi ni on and or der  wi l l  not  aut omat i cal l y  al l ow At t or ney 
Hooker  t o pr act i ce l aw agai n.   Her  l i cense r emai ns subj ect  t o 
admi ni st r at i ve suspensi ons and a t empor ar y suspensi on f or  her  
f ai l ur e t o cooper at e i n anot her  gr i evance i nvest i gat i on.   
At t or ney Hooker  wi l l  need t o compl y wi t h t he r ei nst at ement  
pr ocedur es t hat  appl y t o such suspensi ons.   See I n r e 
Di sci pl i nar y Pr oceedi ngs Agai nst  Mar t i n,  2007 WI  44,  300 
Wi s.  2d 135,  137,  730 N. W. 2d 151 ( publ i shed or der ;  i mposi t i on of  
r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne di d not  af f ect  admi ni st r at i ve suspensi ons 
f or  f ai l ur e t o pay bar  dues and assessment s and f or  
noncompl i ance wi t h cont i nui ng l egal  educat i on r equi r ement s) .  
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¶26 We do not  agr ee wi t h t he r ef er ee' s r ecommendat i on t hat  

At t or ney Hooker  shoul d be r equi r ed t o pay t he f ul l  cost s of  t hi s  

pr oceedi ng.   I f  t hi s case had f ol l owed t he st andar d pr ocedur e 

f or  r eci pr ocal  di sci pl i ne compl ai nt s,  an or der  t o show cause 

under  SCR 22. 22( 2) ( b)  woul d have been i ssued i mmedi at el y  

f ol l owi ng t he ser vi ce of  t he compl ai nt  on At t or ney Hooker ,  and 

no r ef er ee woul d have been appoi nt ed.   I n such r eci pr ocal  

di sci pl i ne cases wher e a r ef er ee i s not  appoi nt ed,  cost s ar e 

gener al l y not  i mposed as t her e ar e no r ef er ee expenses and t he 

pr oceedi ngs ar e l ess i nvol ved.   See,  e. g. ,  I n r e Di sci pl i nar y 

Pr oceedi ngs Agai nst  Ei chhor n- Hi cks,  2012 WI  18,  ¶13,  338 

Wi s.  2d 753,  809 N. W. 2d 379;  I n r e Di sci pl i nar y Pr oceedi ngs 

Agai nst  Taber ,  2012 WI  9,  ¶13,  338 Wi s.  2d 534,  809 N. W. 2d 29.   

The OLR usual l y does not  even r equest  cost s i n such cases.   I t  

woul d not  be f ai r  t hat  At t or ney Hooker  shoul d be made t o pay t he 

cost s of  t hi s pr oceedi ng when ot her  at t or neys i n t he same 

si t uat i on have not  been made t o do so.   The pr oceedi ngs bef or e 

t he r ef er ee and t he concomi t ant  expenses r esul t ed f r om t he 

i nadver t ent  appoi nt ment  of  a r ef er ee i n t hi s pr oceedi ng,  whi ch 

At t or ney Hooker  di d not  cause.   Ther ef or e,  we do not  i mpose t he 

cost s of  t hi s pr oceedi ng on her .  

¶27 I T I S ORDERED t hat  t he l i cense of  Daynel  L.  Hooker  t o 

pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n shal l  be suspended f or  s i x mont hs,  

ef f ect i ve Mar ch 1,  2011.  

¶28 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  upon a compet ent  showi ng 

t hat  t he st at e of  Col or ado has aut hor i zed At t or ney Hooker  t o 

r esume t he pr act i ce of  l aw i n t hat  st at e based on her  Wi sconsi n 
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l i cense,  t he l i cense of  Daynel  L.  Hooker  t o pr act i ce l aw i n 

Wi sconsi n shal l  be r ei nst at ed f r om t he di sci pl i nar y suspensi on 

i mposed i n t hi s pr oceedi ng.   Such r ei nst at ement  shal l  not  

t er mi nat e or  af f ect  any t empor ar y or  admi ni st r at i ve suspensi ons 

t hat  r emai n pendi ng agai nst  At t or ney Daynel  L.  Hooker .  

¶29 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  Daynel  L.  Hooker  shal l  

compl y wi t h t he t er ms and condi t i ons of  pr obat i on set  f or t h i n 

t he " Or der  Appr ovi ng Condi t i onal  Admi ssi on of  Mi sconduct  and 

I mposi ng Sanct i ons Pur suant  t o C. R. C. P.  251. 22, "  whi ch was 

i ssued and ent er ed by t he Col or ado Pr esi di ng Di sci pl i nar y Judge 

on Mar ch 3,  2011,  i n Case No.  10PDJ062.  

¶30 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  t o t he ext ent  she has not  

al r eady done so,  Daynel  L.  Hooker  shal l  compl y wi t h t he 

pr ovi s i ons of  SCR 22. 26 concer ni ng t he dut i es of  a per son whose 

l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n has been suspended.  
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