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Citation
Hagen v. Kassler Escrow, Inc., 96Wn.2d 443 P.2d 730 (1981)
Facts
Kassler Escrow Inc. (a real estate company) carried out multiple real estate transactions that involved the preparation of documents and other operations; most of the deals involved sincere monetary contracts that were to be carried out within a law firm. The law firm is accusing Escrow Inc. of engaging in the practice of law as a lay person which is unconstitutional. The company is alleged to have been involved in activities that violated the practice of legislative power that separated powers doctrines. However, the company claimed that they adhered to the RWC 19.62 statue that authorized laypersons to identify, prepare, and fill documents related to legal rights. The law firm thinks otherwise since the statue does not protect the interest of the public and should be redefined to prevent lay persons from performing the practice of law.
Procedure  
The trial court declined the motion to dismiss the action for injunctive relief that RWC 19.62 was unconstitutional.
Kassler Escrow Inc. appealed the trial court's ruling to the Supreme Court.
Issue/ Answer
Do Escrow Inc.’s activities comprise the unauthorized practice of law?
No.
Decision 
The Supreme Court overruled the decision of the trial court since Escrow's activities constituted authorized practice of the law as enshrined in the RCW 19.62; therefore, it has no exceptions.
Rule
The court is endowed with the authority to determine activities that constitute authorized practice of law. Cont. Art. IV Rule no. 1 stipulates that the Supreme Court is vested with judicial powers and can exercise them inherently independent of other branches of the government. Inherent power refers to the authority not expressly provided for in the constitution but which is derived from the creation of a separate branch of government and which may be exercised by the branch to protect itself in the performance of its constitutional duties (In re Juvenile Director, 87 Wash. 2d 232, 552 P.2d 163 (1976).
Court’s Rule Reasoning
In this litigation process, the Court reasoned Escrow Inc. meet the regulations enshrined in the RCW 19.62 that authorizes laypersons in the real estate business to carry out various transactions that impact on the legal rights of the company. In this regard, their activities lie within the authorized practice of law boundaries; therefore, the trial court violated the separation of powers doctrine which is an essential principle of the American political system.
Consequently, the Court disagrees with the law firm since Escrow's transactions prescribe to the realms of constitutionality and are protected by the RCW 19.62. 


Citation 
In re Estate of Divine, 263 3. App.3d 799, 635 N. E. 2d 581 (1994). 
Facts
The petitioners alleged that Attorney Poznanovich and his part-time secretary Giancola actions that led Richard to give them $3000 each in his will were intertwined. Richard gives the latter two bank accounts’ passbooks also raised legal concerns since she had offered tax income services to Richard and his wife, Lila while working as a paralegal employee under Poznanovich. Poznanovich himself had participated in the drafting of the will. Besides, they alleged that Poznanovich breached the fiduciary code of conduct requiring attorneys to maintain confidentiality and privacy of their clients’ personal information. Besides, they accused Poznanovich of deriving financial benefits from the transactions that gifted Giancola the two bank accounts’ passbooks. The petitioners alleged that Poznanovich’s status as an attorney made Giancola accountable for his actions.
Procedure
The circuit court dismissed the motion since no law supported that Giancola should be held accountable for Poznanovich's actions. 
The petitioners appealed to the decision of the circuit court to the trial court.
Issue/ Answer
Does Giancola have a fiduciary responsibility to Poznanovich's clients and is she liable to her employer’s action?
No

Decision 
The trial court ruled that the Giancola who is a paralegal employee to Poznanovich is not liable to his clients, but only accountable to the attorney himself.
Rule 
A paralegal employee cannot be sued for the actions of legal malpractices of their attorney employers. However, the attorney can be held responsible for the ethical and legal malpractices of their paralegal employees.
Court’s Rule Reasoning
 The trial court reasoned that holding Giancola responsible for the actions of her employer as if she was an attorney violated the respondeat superior law. In this regard, she is only considered as a subordinate employee to the attorney and cannot independently practice law. As a result, the petitioners’ claims are null and void since Giancola is only a servant and not equal partners to the attorney. Again, she does not have a fiduciary obligation to Poznanovich’s clients since she is under her employer and not legally bonded to do so. Despite, the fiduciary in question did not receive joint accounts from Richard; therefore, there is no burden of proof on him. Nonetheless, there are no pieces of evidence to prove that there were irregularities in the transactions that involved the transfer.
	In this regard, the trial court upheld the judgment of the circuit since the allegations were based on speculation, suspicion, conjecture, and guess.
Citation
The Florida Bar v. Furman, 376 So. 2d 378 (Fla. 1979).
Facts
The Florida Bar accused Furman of engaging in unauthorized practice of the law since she was involved in giving pieces of legal advice relating to marriage dissolutions. Furman is faced with allegations that she extended legal advice to at least seven of the bar's customers. As a result, she collected information that would help her prepare pleadings that would meet the interests of her clients unlawfully. Besides, the bar reiterated that since she advertised herself as a legal expert in the Jacksonville Journal, she knowingly deceived the Florida public. She also sold divorce kits that reinforced her messages; therefore, she presented herself as a lawyer, and the customers were likely to get harmed from services. Again, the customers had to pay for the services.
Procedure
The Florida Bar petitioned to the Arizona circuit court that Furman was performing the unauthorized practice of law.
The circuit court’s decision was final.
Issue/ Answer
Do Furman's actions constitute the authorized practice of law?
No

Decision
The court found Furman guilty of the unauthorized practice of law, and she was banned permanently from engaging in such activities within the State of Florida.
Rule 
The court had the authority to exercise their judicial powers when deciding Furman’s case since she did not follow the guidelines stipulated in the Florida v. Brumbaugh ruling.
Court’s Rule Reasoning  
From the findings and conclusions from the study carried on Furman’s activities, the court reasoned that there is enough evidence that she was guilty of the unauthorized practice of law. Nonetheless, she admitted herself that she was unable to tailor her "do-it-yourself divorce kit" business to align with the requirements of the Brumbaugh guidelines. In this regard, she acted outside the realms the court defined to regulate the actions of non-lawyers. Therefore, the court rendered the services she was offering unlawful. For instance, she did not present concrete proof that the customers that came to her did so out of several reasons. She purported that they were unfamiliar with technical legal terms that were used in marriage disposition proceedings. Also, she simulated court proceedings to obtain dissolutions in marriage using a systematic procedure that she admits that did not comply with the guidelines enshrined in Florida Bar v. Brumbaugh.
 In this regard, by virtue of the activities she carried out to help her clients to obtain marriage dispositions made her guilty of the unauthorized practice of law. 

