IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

MONTGOVERY COUNTY, : CIVIL ACTI ON
Plaintiff, :
v. : No. 97- 6331
M CROVOTE CORPORATI ON. et al ., :
CARSON MANUFACTURI NG COVPANY. | NC. | :
and WESTCHESTER FI RE | NSURANCE :
COVPANY,

Def endant s.

VEMORANDUM

R F. KELLY, J. MARCH 16, 2000

Presently before the Court is the Mtion of Defendant,
M crovote Corporation (“Mcrovote”), for Adm ssion of Loren J.
Const ock, Esquire as counsel pro hac vice for purposes of this
case. Mcrovote brings this Mtion pursuant to the Local Rule of
G vil Procedure of the United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Pennsylvania (“Local Rule”) 83.5.2.
Plaintiff, in its Response, objects to the pro hac vice adm ssion
of Attorney Constock and requests relief fromthis Court pursuant
Local Rule 83.5. Based on the notions received and pursuant to
Federal Rule of G vil Procedure 52, | nmake the foll ow ng:

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Samuel E. Klein, Esquire, is a nenber in good
standi ng of the bar of this Court and currently serves as

M crovote’s associate counsel in this action pursuant to Local



Rule 83.5.2(a). Attorney Klein submtted Mcrovote' s Mtion for
this Court’s consideration.

2. Loren J. Constock, Esquire, is a nenber in good
standing of the Bar of the State of Indiana, to which he was
admtted in 1972. Attorney Constock has been admtted to
practice before the United States District Court for the Southern
District of Indiana and the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals.

3. Attorney Constock has submtted a Certification
whi ch reveals his prior suspension fromthe practice of |aw for
violating the Indiana Bar D sciplinary Rul es of Professional
Conduct. Since his reinstatenent, Attorney Constock has been a
menber in good standing of the Bar of the State of | ndiana.

4. Plaintiff cites Local Rule 83.5 as the appropriate
| ocal rule governing the current notion for adm ssion pro hac
Vi ce.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

1. The power to grant or deny a pro hac vice notion
is within this Court’s discretion.

2. Local Rule 83.5.2(b) provides: “An attorney who is
not a nmenber of the bar of this Court shall not actively
participate in the conduct of any trial or any pretrial or post-
trial proceeding before this Court unless, upon application,
| eave to do so shall have been granted.”

3. Local Rule 83.5(f) provides, in pertinent part,



t hat :

An attorney applying for first-tinme adm ssion
to the bar of this court nust sinultaneously
informthe court of any previous public

di sci pline by any other Court of the United
States . . . or by a court of any state .

and of any conviction for a “serious crine”
as defined in these rules.

Petitions for first-tinme adm ssion filed by
an attorney who has been previously publicly
di sci plined by another court or convicted of
a serious crine shall be filed with the Chief
Judge of this court. Upon receipt of the
petition, the Chief Judge shall assign the
matter for pronpt hearing before one or nore
judges of this court appointed by the Chief
Judge. The judge or judges assigned to the
matter shall thereafter schedule a hearing at
whi ch the petitioner shall have the burden of
denonstrating, by clear and convinci ng

evi dence, that the petitioner has the noral
qualifications, conpetency and learning in
the law required for adm ssion to practice

| aw before this court, and that the
petitioner’s adm ssion shall not be
detrinmental to the integrity and standi ng of
the bar or to the admnistration of justice,
or subversive of the public interest.

5. The Local Rule which governs this Court’s
determ nation of an application for adm ssion pro hac vice is
Local Rule 83.5. 2.

6. The requirenents of 83.5.2 have been net in this
case. Loren J. Constock, Esquire has net the character and
adm ssion requirements permtting this Court to allow himto

practice before the Court pro hac vice.

Because of the foregoing, | enter the foll ow ng O der.






IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

NONTGOVERY COUNTY, : ClVIL ACTI ON
Plaintiff, :
v. : No. 97-6331
M CROVOTE CORPORATI ON, et al .. :
CARSON MANUFACTURI NG COVPANY, | NC. |
and WESTCHESTER FI RE | NSURANCE :
COVPANY,

Def endant s.

ORDER
AND NOW this 16th day of March, 2000, upon
consi deration of the Mtion of Defendant, M crovote Corporation,
for Adm ssion Pro Hac Vice of Loren J. Constock, Esquire, and
Plaintiff’s Opposition thereto, it is hereby ORDERED t hat
Def endant’ s Motion is GRANTED and Loren J. Constock, Esquire is

admtted to practice before this Court Pro Hac Vice.

BY THE COURT:

Robert F. Kelly, J.



