IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, : No. 2091 Disciplinary Docket No. 3
Petitioner :
No. 106 DB 2013
V. ;
. Aftorney Registration No. 59395
CHRISTOPHER ROULHAC BOOTH, JR., :
Respondent : (Philadelphia)

ORDER
PER CURIAM:

AND NOW, this 13" day of November, 2014, upon consideration of the
Recommendation of the Three-Member Panel of the Disciplinary Board dated July 29,
2014, the Joint Petition in Support of Discipline on Consent is hereby granted pursuant
to Rule 215(g), Pa.R.D.E., and it is

ORDERED that Christopher Roulhac Booth, Jr., is suspended on consent from
the Bar of this Commonwealth for a period of two years, the suspension is stayed in its
entirety, and he is placed on probation for a period of two years, subject to the following
conditions:

1. Respondent shall continue freatment with Thomas A. Bartlett, M.A., or
another similarly qualified mental healthcare professional, who is to direct
and supervise his activities.

- 2. Respondent shali cooperate with direétions of the mental healthcare
professional supetvising his treatment, take medications as prescribed
and engage in therapy and counseling sessions as directed.

3. Respondent shall file quarterly written reports with the Secretary of the
Board and shall attach physician's reports verifying the above counseling
and treatment.

Mr. Justice Stevens dissents and would deny the Joint Petition in Support of

UCPRT A True Copy Patricia Nicola
Discipline on Consent. s OF L1/ 13/5614

Attest: ‘g 4 £ 1858
Chief Clerlc=" " ]
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania



BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL : No. 106 DB 2013
Petitioner

V. Attorney Registration No.59385

CHRISTOPHER ROULHAC BOOTH, JR.
Respondent . (Philadelphia)

RECOMMENDATION OF THREE-MEMBER PANEL
OF THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

The Three-Member Panal of the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court of

Pennsylvania, consisting of Board Members Brian John Cali, R. Burke McLemore, Jr.,

and Tracey McCants Lewis has reviewed the Joint Petition in Support of Discipline on

Consent filed in the above4captioned matter on March 31, 2014.

The Panel approves the Petition consenting to a two year stayed suspension and

two years' probation as set forth in the Joint Petition and recommends fo the Supreme

Ceurt of Pennsylvania that the attached Joint Petition be Granted,

The Panel further recommends that any necessary expenses incurred in the

investigation and prosecution of this matter shall be paid by the respondent-attorney as

a condition to the grant of the Pstition.

Brian John Cali, Panel Chair
The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania

Date: 7/29/—20 i




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL : No. 106 DB 2013
Fetitioner

v, Attorney Registration No.53395

CHRISTOPHER ROULHAC BOOTH, JR,
Respondent . (Philadelphia)

RECOMMENDATION OF THREE-MEMBER PANEL
OF THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

The Three-Member Pansl of the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania, consisting of Beard Members Brian John Cali, R. Burke McLemore, Jr.,

and Tracey McCants Lewls has reviewed the Joint Petition in Support of Discipline on

Consent filed in the above-captioned matter on March 31, 2014.

The Panel approves the Petition consenting to a two year stayed suspension and

two years’ probation as set forth in the Joint Petition and recommends to the Supreme

Court of Pennsylvania that the attached Joint Petition be Granted.

The Panel further recommends that any necessary expenses incurred in the

investigation and prosecution of this matter shall be paid by the respondent-attorney as

a condition to the grant of the Petition.

Brtan John Cali, Panel Chair
The Disciplinary Board of the

o N | Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
Date: 7/29/.20 /¥




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In the Matter of
No. 106 DB 2013
CHRISTOPHER ROULHAC BOQOTH, Jr.: ' ,
ODC File No, Cl-09-479

. Atty. Reg. No. 59395
(Philadelphia) -

JOINT PETITION IN SUPPORT OF DISCIPLINE
ON CONSENT UNDER RULE 215(d), Pa.R.D.E.

Petitioner, Office of Disciplinary Counsel (“ODC”), by
Paul J. Killion, Chief Disciplinary Counsel, and Robert P.
Fulton, Esquire, Disgciplinary Counsel, and Respondent,
Christopher Roulhac Booth, Jr., file this Joint Petition In
Support of Discipline On Consent Under Rule 215(d) of the
Pennsylvania Rules of‘ Digciplinary Enforcement
(*Pa.R.D.E.”) and respectfully represent that: |

1.’ Petitioner, whose principal office is located at
the Pennsylvania Judicial Center, Suite 2700, 601
Commonwealth Avenue, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17106, is
vested, pursuant to Pa.R.D.E. 207, with the power and the
duty to investigate all matters involving alleged
misconduct of an attorney admitted to practice law in the
Commonwealth of  Pennsylvania  and to prosecute all
disciplinary proceedings brought in accordan%g %@EF@E E@e

various provisions of the aforesaid Rules. MAR 81 2014

Qffica of tho Secretary

The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania



2. ~ Respondent, Christopher Roulhac Booth, J:., was
born in 1965 and was admitted to practice law in the
Commonwealth on December 13, 1990. At zll times relevant
hereto, Respondent’s registered offilce address was Booth &
Tucker, L.L.P (B & T#), 1617 JFK Boulevard, Suite 1700,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103. Reépondent is subject to
the disciplinary jurisdiction of the Disciplinary Board of
the Sﬁpreme Coﬁrt of Pennsylvania.

SPECIFIC FACTUAL ADMISSIONS AND
RULES OF PROFESSTIONAL CONDUCT VIOLATED

3. Respoﬁdent stipulates that the following factual
allegations are true and correct and that he violated the
Rules of Professional Conduct set forth iﬁ. paragraph 24,
infra. |

4. At all relevant times and for approximately_nine
years, Respondent was a partner with Joe H. Tucker, Jr.,
‘Esquire (“Tucker”), at the.law firm of B & T.

5. Beginning in.approximately 2007 anﬁ continuing to
approximately 2009, Respondent: |

a. neglected his clients’ cases;
b. failed to communicate with his clients
regarding the status of their respective

cases;



c. failed to provide discovery to opposing
counsel in .his clients’ cases;

d. failed to appear for hearings; and

e. failed to apprise his partner, Tucker, of
his neglect of the details.of his clients’
respective cases.

6. Respondent aamittedly failed to act  diligently
in his representation of his clients including, but not
limited to, Wachovia Bank (“Wachovia”).

7. Respondent admittedly faiied to effectively
Vcommunicate with hig c¢lients, including Wachovia, rega:ding
the status of their litigation matters.

8. As a result of Respondent’s failuré to supply
discovery to opposing counsel, opposing counsel filed
sanctions motions against Respondent’s clients.

9. As a result of Respondent’s failure to appear at
the hearings on rthese gsanctions motions, Respondent’s
clients were assessed an aggregate of $65,000 in sanctions.

10. As a Iesﬁlt of his neglect and inattention to
some of his cases, Respondent had court-ordered sanctions
assessed against him and default judgments entered against
B & T.

11. Respondent paid the sanctions and defaults from

his firm’'s operating account without informing Tucker or



the clieﬁts. ‘The total amount paid from firm funds was
approximately $65,000 and was made without Tucker’s
knowledge or assent.

12. Respondent misrepresented to fucker the true
reagson for the expenditure of the aggregate of $65,000 of
operating funds from.B & T.

13. A bill was submitted through . Respondent to
Wachovia for $15,000, which amount represented dne sanction
order.

14. At the time the bill was submitted to Wachovia,
Respondent knew that the sanction order had been entered.

15. At the time the bill was submitted to Wachovia,
Respondent failed to inform.Tucker of the sanction order.

16, The bill that was sﬁbmitted to .Wachovia was
submitted as a bill for services rendered by B & T.

17. Wachovia rejected the bill that Respondent
caused to be sent for payment beéause the bill was for
sanctiong against Respondent. This ~ rejection revealed
Respondent’s behavior to his partner. Wachovia asserted a
claim against Resgpondent, which was submitted to

Respondent’s malpractice insurer. The claim was settled

and paid using Respondent’s personal funds.



18. As a result of Respondent’s neglect, Wachovia
" requested that itse files be trangferred to another law
firm.

19. On or about April 27, 2009, Respondent resigned
ffom B & T. After this resignation, Reépondent’s partner
transferred Respondent’s cases either to the client or to
other counsel. | Respondent has had no contact with his
former clients since his resignation. Respondent's partner
‘has dissolved the firm.

20. During hig tenure with _B & T, Respondent
dispersed, or caused to be dispersed, ﬁonies from the
firm’s operating account in an amount in excess of
$117,000, which disbursements he concealed from the firm
and which were in excess of thé fees and profits of the
partnership to-which he would have been entitled under the
partnership agreement.

21. Respondent has repaid the firm the amount of
540,000 and has arranged for the repayment of the remainder
of the funds by relinquishing fees that were due to
Regpondent. In particular, by letter dated Nbvémber 17;
2009, to Joseph M. Donley, Esquire, who ‘was Tucker’'s
attorney, Respondent proposed that Reépondent “receive 50%
of the account receivables generated by [Resgpondent] and

collected by [B & T] after [Respondent’s] departure, and



15% of the contingent fees generated solely from the [ 1
personal injury case.” However, by letter dated December
22, 2009, Respondent Enformed Tucker that " [Respondent is]
withdrawing the financial terms contained in [Respondent’ s]
letter to Joe Donley, Bsquire of November 17, 2009”.énd “in
consideration of myvvmiver of any‘and all claimg to the
ascets, account receivables and/or contingency fee cases
originated with [B & TJ, [Respondent] request[s] that
[Respondent’s] proportionate interest in such assets or
fees Dbe credited agéinst any future claims against
[Respondent] or [B & T] (if any) before any contribution by
[Reépondent].” Respondent has represented to ODC that his
share of the contingent fee in the [ ] personal injury
7 matter alone was approximately $450,000.

22. Oﬁ or about May 6, 2009, Respondent self-reported
to the ODC that he had engaged in unethical conduct.

23. Respondent was a former Hearing Committee Member
in District I.

24. Respondent admits that by his conduct as detailed
above in 'Paragraphs 3 through 20 above, Respondent has
violated the following Rules of Professional Conduct

( \\RPC” ) '



a. RPC 1.3, which states that a lawyer shall act
with reasonable diligénce and proﬁptness ig
representing a client;

b.  RPEC 1.4(a)(3)[ which states that a lawyer shall
keep the client reasonably informed about the
status of thé ¢lient’s matter;

c. RPC 1.4(b), which states that a ‘1awyer shall
explain a matter to the extent reascnably
necesgary to permit the client to make informed
decisions regarding the representation;

d. RPC 3.2, which states that a lawyer shall make
reasonable efforts to expedite litigation
congistent with the interests of the_client;

e. RPC 8.4(c), which states that it is professional
misconduct for a lawyer to engége in conduct
involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit _or
misrepresentation; énd

£. RPC 8.4(d), which states that it is professiocnal
misconduct for a lawyer to engage in conduct that
is prejudicial to the administration of justice.

SPECIFIC JOINT RECOMMENDATION FOR DISCIPLINE

Petitioner and Respondent jointly recommend that the
appropriate discipline for Respondent’s admitted misconduct

is a two-year suspension, sgtayed in its entirety, and two



years of probation to be monifored by the Board Secretary
during which time Respondent shall be fequired to seek and
maintain treatment for his depression. Az conditions of
Respondent’s probation, Respondent shall éontinue with
mental health treatment and medication ag directed by his
treating mental health provider, and provide the Board
Secretary with quarterly zxeports from hisg treating wmental
health provider during the period of probation.

Respondent hereby consents to the discipline being
imposed: upon him. Attached to this Petition is
Regpondent’s executed Affidavit required by Pa.R.D.E.
215(d), stating that he congents to the recommended
discipline and including the mandatory acknow;edgements_
contained in Pa.R.D.E. 215(d) (1) through (4). |

‘There is one aggravating factor. Respondent received
a Private Reprimand in 2005 for neglect lbased upon
Resporident’'s failure to respond to preliminary objectionsg
‘that were filed in a civil action. As a zregult of this
neglect, the objections were sustained and the civil
complaint was dismissed with prejudice. Respondent took no
further action, did not advise the client that the matter
had been dismissed, and did not return the client’s several

telephone calls.



In support of Petitioner and Respondent’s Jjoint
recommendétion, it is :espeétfully submitted that there are
 several mitigating ¢ircumstances:

a. Respondent voluntarily seif—reported. his conduct
to ODC and has cooperated with the investigation;

b. Regpondent has expressed remorse;

c. To date, Respondent has repaid the firm the
amount of $40,000 and has arranged for the
répayment of funds by relinquishing fees that
were due to him;

4. Respéndent cooperated with Mr. Tucker o resolve
outsténding legai matters and the dissolution of
the firm;

e. 'Respondent has zregularly been  involved in

numerous community activities;

f. Respondent suffers from depression; and
g. Respondent has sought ongoing weékly
psychotherapy with a licensed psychologist. A

copy of the reports and treatment regimen is
attached heretof made a part hereof, and marked
“Appendix A."

h. Respondent has undergone pastoral counseling in
addition to weekly psychotherapy. A copy o©of the

report from Respondent’s pastoral counselor is



attached hereto, made a part hereof, and marked
“Appendix B."

In ODC v. Michael D. Rentschler, 33 and 127 DB 2009
(5.Ct. Order 8/27/2610), the Supreme Court of‘Pennsylvania
imposed on the respondent a susgpension of one year and one
day, stayed in its entirety, and two years of probation
with a sobriety monitor. The respondent neglected to take
action on three different client matters: one immigration
matter, one harassment sguit, and one criminal matter. The
respondent had two instances of prior discipline {(informal
admonition, ?rivate reprimand) fér similar conduct. The
respondent met his burden of establishing mitigation under
opC v. Braun, 520 Pa. 127., 553 A.2d 894 (19289), as the
respondent suffered from depregsion and alcchol abuse.

In ODC v. Stephen R. Greenberg, 146 DB 2007 (s8.Ct.
Order 2/25/2009), the regpondent allowed the statute. of
limitatlons to run in a client matter and then engaged in a
course of deceptive practices with regard to the clients,
who were husband and wife, including, but not limited to:
1) having the c¢lientes drive 95 miles to *“meet with a
judge”; 2) falsely telling the c¢lients that they had
prevailed on their claim because no witnesses appeared for
the defensge; 3) filing a complaint but never sgerving it; 4)

having the clients come to a “settlement conference” with a

10



“Judge” aﬁd an “insuranqe adjuster” rand conveying
settlement wvalues, all of which was a hoax; and B5)
communicating with the clients that they would have a
“green” Christmas. One client sued the regpondent for
malpractice and obtained a $240,600 judgment . The Couft.
imposed a two-year suspension, stayed in its entirety, and
four years of probation with the condition that the
respondent continue -to remit monthly payments of $5,000
under a restitution agreement with one of hisg clients.

Although the instant matter does not involve the
misappropriation of client funds the following cases lend
gsuppert to the recommended consent digcipline.

iann re Anonymous No. 101 DB 1990 (Gerald J. Wassil),
18 Pa. D.&C.4%™ 11 (1992), the regpondent received a two-
year suspension, six months to be served and eighteen

‘months to be stayed with two vyears of prcbhation with a
sobriety monitor and a financial/précﬁice monitor for
‘neglect and the misappropriation of client funds.

In In re Anonymous No. 67 DB 1988, 18 Pa. D.&C.4™ 360
(1993), the respondent receivéd a two-year suspension,
stayed in its entirety, and two years of substance abuse
probation for neglecting élient matters, including allowing
a statute of limitations to expire, and misappropriation of

client funds.

11



In In re Anonymous No. 168 DB 2002, 68 Pa. D.&C.4™ 562
(2004), the respondgnt received a five-year suspénsion,
stayed in its entirety, and five years of probation with
substance abuse treatment and a sobriety monitor for
misappropriating and converting client funds.

In. In re Anonymous No. 18 DB 1999 (S.Ct. Order
12/14/2000),' the respondent received a four-year
suspension, stayed in its entirety, and four yéars of
probation with a sobriety and practice monitor for
misappropriating c¢lient funds and for allo@ing his escrow
account to be out-of-trﬁst For significant periocds of time.

In In re. Anonymous No. 49 DB 2004 (8.Ct, Ordef
3/23/06), the respondent received a one-year suspension,
stayeq in ite entirety, and two years of probation with a
practice monitor for ‘“borrowing” approximately $229,000
from his elderly and infirm mother; after the respondent’s
mother passed aWay, the respondent failed to provide an
accounting to hig gisters, who were beneficiarieg of the
egtate, and then migrepresented to his sisters the status
of the mother’s estate.

In ODC v. John F. Mizner, 46 DB 2007 (D.Bd. Rpt.
3/14/08) (S.Ct. Order 8/29/08), the respondent received a
five-year suspension, stayed in its entirety, with £five

years of probation with mental health treatment for

12



misappropriating and converting $69,600 frqm hig law fixrm
using false travel.vouchers.- That respondent self-reported
his misconduct to ODC, made full restitution{'and showed
remorse. The respondent ‘prbved that he suffered ffom
obgegsive compulgive disorder that “substantially” causged
his misconduct. D.Bd. Rpt. p. 11.

In ODC v. Jarett Rand Smith, 4 DB 2011 (S.Ct. Order
5/4/11), the respondent received a suspension of one year
and one day, stayed. in its entirety, and three years of
probation with conditions, including a mental health
evaluation and treatment as recommendéd, for the neglect of
client matters, misrepresentation to a court, and contempt
of court..

-The instant matter does. not involvé the
misappropriation of client funde; rather it involves the
“misdirection” of operating .funds and subsequent
misrepresentation to R68pondent’s partner of the, true
purpose of the use of the operating funds, which was to
satisfy sanctions orders resulting from Respondent’s
neglect, Furthermore, Respondent failed to inform the
client, Wachovia, that Respondent’s biliings were not for

services rendered but rather for services and sanctions.

13



Respondent’s neglect lasted for a longer time period
than the neglect of the respondent in Rentschier; Based on
the facts, mitigating éircumstances, and  supporting
caselaw, the appropriate discipline is a ﬁwo-year
suspension, stayed in its entirety, and two years of
probation with mental health evaluation and treatment to be
monitored by the 8Secretary of the Board through dquarterly
repoxrts from Respondent's'treating mental health provider.

WHEREFORE, Peﬁitioner and Respondent respeétfully
request that:

a. Pursuant tc Rule 215{(e) and 215(g), Pa.R.D.E., a
three-member pénel of the Disciplinary Board
review and approve the above Joint Petition In
Support of Discipline' On Consent. for the
imposition of a two~year suspension, stayed in
its entirety, and p%obation with mental health
evaluation and treatment to be monitored by the

Secretary of the Becard through quarterly reports

from Respondent’s ~ treating mental health
prdvider.
b. Pursuant to Rule 215(i), the three-member panel

of the Disciplinary Board order Respondent to pay
the necessary expenses incurred in the

investigation o©of this matter as a condition to

14



the grant of the Petition and that all expenses

be paid by Respondent before the imposition of

discipline under Rule 215(g), Pa.R.D.E.

27 Mak. zoss

Date

ot
Dafe f

Respectfully submitted,

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

PAUL J., KILLION
ITEF D)SEIPLIV

‘ 4 d g
Roberk P. Fultol, Esquire
Disciplinary Counsel
Attorney Regis. No. 37935
Seven Penn Center, 16™ Floor
1635 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 560-6296"

By

s

A Le & P ¢
wFistgpher’ Roulhac ];ﬁbth, Jr.
Attorpey Regis. No. 395

Regpondent

15



BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

In the Matter of :
: No. 106 DB 2013 .
CHRISTOPHER RCULHAC BOOTH, Jr.:

K : ODC File No. C1-09-479
¢ Atty. Reg. No. 59385

(Philadelphia)

AFFIDAVIT UNDER RULE 215(d), Pa.R.D.E.

Respondent, .Christopher ‘Roulhac Booth, hereby states
that he consents _tb the imposition of a two-year
suspension, stayed in its entirety, and two vyears of
prqbaticn with conditions to be monitored by the Secretar?
of the Board, as jointly_recommended.by Petitioner, Office
of Disciplinéry Counsel, and Respéndent in the. Joint
Petition In Support Of Discipline .On. Consent and further
states that: |

1. His consent is freely and vnluntgril& rendered;
he is not being éubjected to.coercién or duress; and he is
fully aware of the implications of'submittihg the conéent;

2, He acknowledges that he -is fully aware of his
right to consult'and employ counsel to represent him in the
instant proceeding. He has knowingly and voluntarily.
chosen mnot to retain c¢ounsel 1in connection with his

decision to consent to discipline;



3, He 1is ax;vare that there is presently pending an
investigation at ODC File No, Cl-09—479 into allegations
that he has been guilty of misconduct as set forth in the
Joint Petition; |

4. He acknowledges tbat the material facts set forth
in therJoint Petition are true; and

5. He consents because he knows that. if charges
predicated upoﬁ the mé.tter under investigatioﬁ were' filed,

he could not successfully defend against them,

W 2!

hris her Roulhac Bgoth, Jr.
Respo

Sworn to and subscribed

before me this %7 day
%,M‘J I
Notary;#ubllc
commonszLndorpuuwwuxmmA__
| OB c%lﬁhgﬂ%lnlary Public
ROSEMARY 3.0 1a.P c

Gy of P
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| Tommwoms  215782-3108 mmmin SThEET
Fax; 215 722.8504 PHILADEL?HIA{PA. 19146-1558
EMAL tfiomasabardew@gmezil.com
PA Liggnst: PS-005747-L ' /
Soc, Srg: 527-96-1034
NPL: 1008930479

THOMAS A. BARTLETT, M.A.
LICENSED CLINICAL PSYCROLOGIST

Christopher Booth
3365 Bent Road

Wyncote, PA 19l095- HEGER ED

0CT - 4 201
Offige ot

Octobex 4, 2013

860 _
the ntggi%mrﬁ

To Whom It May Concern,

This is a follow-up to my letter of June le, 2012 [Ho

psychotherapy beginning last Ju1y, 2012, as mentig
letter. {In that letter, I had mistyped that ‘We I
to begin ongoing once weekly psychotherapy starting
week of July, 2010.’).

that Mr. Christopher Booth and I have wet for weeﬁly.
jv

50 to review, I met with Mr. Booth in Bprll and May
again in May and June 2012, resuming regular ohce we
psychotherapy, from July, 2012 to today.

Yours sincerely,

Thomas B Bartlett, MA

Licensed Psychologist PS~-005737-1

- Co + TAB

APPENDIX A

d

D
w‘”’ﬁ

confirm

ed in that
e agreed
the first

of 2009,
ekly




. Jun-15 2012 2:57PM HP LRSERJET FAX

TELERIGHE; 215 732-3100 1735 LoMmarn STREET

Fax: 215 7328583 PHILADELTHIA FA 19146- 158
EMAR: thomasabartlet @oomoast. net

PA LicENSE: PS-0O573T-L

§aC. SEC. 327-96-1834

NPI 1003030479

THOMAS A. BARTLETT, M.A.
LicENSED CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGIST

Christopher Booth
335 Bent Rcad
Wyncots, BPA 19085

June 16, 2012

To Whom It May Concern,

This is a follow-up te my letier of May 22nd (attached), to
confirm that Mr. Christopher Booth and I have agreed to begin
ongoing once weekly psychotherapy starting the first weak of
July, 2010, '

Yours sincerely,

Thomas A Bartlett, MA

Licensed Psychologist PS-005737-L

Cc : TAB



Jun 15 2012 2:57PM HP LASERJET FAX

THLERHONE: 215732-3104 1733 LOMBARD STREBT

FAX: 213 1328594 PHILADELPHLA, PA 19146-1518
BMAIL; thomasabars|ett@oomast et

PA LICBWSE: PR-005737-1.

Soc. 810 527-96- 1934

MNPE 30030404 75

THOMAS A, BARTLETT, MLA.
LicENsED CLRICAL PSYCHOLOGIT

Christopher Booth
335 Bent Road .
Wyncote, PA 18085

May 22, 2012

To Whom It May Concern,

Mr. Christopher Booth has asked that I write to describe his
psychigtric status at the time that I met with him, in April
and May, 2008. For the purposes of this letter, I also met
with him today, to review changes since that time,

Mr. Booth first came to see me after turning himself into the
legal disciplinary board. 1In brief, he exlained that he was
at the time a partner in a small law f£irm and had gotten
himself into sericus trouble by neglecting a number of his
legal cases, secretly paying sanctions for late £ilings, etc,
while devoting his attention to other, more demanding and

more complex cases and transactions.

Ironically, Mr. Booth struck me as a man with a tremendous
ganse of personal respeasibility, whe, under a series of
Financial and personal stressors, had grown depressed and
disenchanted but mestly overwhelmed by the minutiae of some
agpects of his work. Whét atarted out as procrastination and
ordipary avoidance grew into outright denial as the problem

grew ever larger.



Jun-15 2012 2:57PM HP LASERJET FAX p.-5

His depréssion began at the time of his move ta a new office
in 2005, vacillated but mostly increased in intensity the
subsequent years. In hindsight, had he been his normal self,
he could at any peoint have turned to coclleagues for help, I
think it fair to say he had not been himself, and that he had
been ¢linically depressed (296.22 Major Depression)
throughout this period.

We met only briefly, at which point Mr. Booth opted to obtain
therapy that was more affordable and not such a leong travel
from his home. I gather from our meeting today that he
continued in therapy with a Pastoral Counseler, once or twice
weekly for the following one to two years. He appears to
have benefited greatly from his therapy and from his time of
raflection. I strongly doubt he would let himself be
negligent in this way again, but more importantly, I think
thls experience has led to reappraising his life and his
pricrities in such a way that he would not let himself take
on more than he could conscientiously handle,

I hope this letter will be kept as confidential as is
possible, within the limits of whatever purposes it needs

serve.

Yours sincerely,

Thomas A Bartlett, MA
Licensed Psychologist PS-005737-L

Ce : TAB



. Det ‘02 2013 9:0BAM HP LASERJET FERX

262 Bent Road

ALL HALLOWS CHURCH "izmric:™

In the Episcopal Diocese of Pennsylvania

October 2ad 2003
To wham it may concern:

M. Chis Booth has asked me to write a lotier about my pastoral work with iz, He has been gttending All
Hallown since 2008. After Church one Sunday in 2009 1 could tell that all was not well with him, and we met
u fow days Inter to talk shout his Efe. He was going through a majos arixis that affected his work and family.
In talléing to him I sought to both unrevel the various strands of that crixds, an well as offer pastoral direction,
Suifering from depression cansod Chris to nzglect his clients and his family, & spiml of mentsl paralysis left
him wable te handle Iife, even some of his most basic obligations. But he sought help, and clearly felt a Jevel
of culpability. He wes deeply tronbled and suddened by what he did, although be did not wallow in saff pity
por mis-directed blame.

Pusterrsl counseling is different: from the Mnd of help which & papchotherapist soeks to offer, Whilst
peychotheruyy is alnaost entirely based upun tutrospection, and is non directive, pastoral counneing seeku to
belp the perecn 1o go out of himsel or herself towards God, It seeks to address a transcendent st of co-

ordinetey sgainst which to reference [ife, a level of accountabitlity that la sxticolated in the Chuzech's scriptures
and wocship, As part of that counseling Chris made o formal confession, the detasls of which cannot be
divuliged, bist which bed a profound impact oa him,

Chrix met regnlarly with me from April 2008 through May 2012, Initislly we neet woekly, sfter s couple
months wo mat Jess frequently but 0o less regulary - around twice & month, As we looked st Chris's life, his
family, bis wack, his frieadships and so on, I tried to hold before him both his cbligations, and the need to
understand why thinga had ended up in such disartay. I reminded him that only with God's belp coold he
find u way forwerd, and thet » regular discipline of prayer was necesmory to help provide & Fumework for the
geneml disciplines of life, I believe that Cliris has made significant progress towards sddreming the desper
insness of his life und we contioue to meet from ticne to priy and to chat,

Pleuss: Int me ktvow I I can be of further essistancn,
Yomslnmdy.
Mark Ainswarth

Rector, All Hellows Church
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