
Change is al-
ways tough,
but at times it

is necessary. This
year has already
brought about a
number of changes
for LBA. I am not so

naive to think that everyone will love
the changes, but I do think that
changes must be made in order for LBA
to continue to be beneficial and rele-
vant to its members. Probably the most
drastic change that the board has
taken so far is by removing the
Barristers Show from this year’s sched-
ule of events (see “Gone but Not
Forgotten…” on page 9). Despite the
thankless hours volunteers worked to
provide members with a very entertain-
ing show, attendance consistently
dropped over the last few years and
grumblings from the members became
louder and more frequent. Listening to
our members, the board realized the
need to try something new, so this year
we are replacing Barristers with anoth-
er CLE opportunity. The final topic has
not been decided—so if you have any
ideas, please contact me at presi-
dent@lincolnbarassociation.com.
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Another change that the board has
been discussing is looking at ways to
improve our Annual Meet the Judges
event. We have raised the possibility of
continuing to make this an opportuni-
ty to meet the judges, but also provide
additional benefit of a CLE hour that
can be earned by both the judges and
attorneys. This would provide members
one more CLE hour, as well as provide
some benefit to the judges who take
time out of their schedule to join us. If
you are in favor of changing the Annual
Meet the Judges reception to a CLE
clinic, or have other ideas on how to
make it even more beneficial to all,
please let me know.

The rest of our schedule has been
set, and is packed full of new topics
and old standbys. The CLE schedule
kicks off in November with an ethics
presentation, so that attorneys may get
that last-minute ethics hour before the
end of the year reporting deadline hits.
Then in 2015 we will have a clinic on
employment law and our annual leg-
islative update. Finally, mark your cal-
endar for February 19, because that
night someone from the Lancaster
County Courts will be explaining the

soon-to-be announced Updated
Attorney Appointment Rules. This year
you will find a copy of all CLE materials
and handouts posted on our website at
www.lincolnbarassociation.com.

And finally, last but definitely not
least, this year we have changed the
start time of our clinics: presentations
will begin promptly at 5:30 p.m., with
the social hour and dinner to follow at
6:30 p.m. My hope is this later start
will allow for more members to attend
our clinics and get those much-needed
free CLE hours. 

Although I’m excited about all the
changes we are making, I am also
pleased to say that some things never
change—we will once again kick off
our year with the Annual Field Day.
Just as it has been for years, Field Day
will be held on Columbus Day (October
13)—rain (sometimes even snow) or
shine. We are scheduled for a noon
shotgun start at Hi-Mark. Dinner will
begin around 5:30 p.m. Feel free to
join us for a whole afternoon of fun or
just dinner—either way, it’s a great
way to say goodbye to summer and to
welcome in a great new year of LBA
events. n

The world hates change, yet it is the only
thing that has brought progress.

Charles Kettering
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Oversight of Charitable Institutions 
and Assets by the Nebraska Attorney
General’s Office 
By Daniel Russell and Collin Kessner, Assistant Attorneys General 

Each year, Nebraskans make gener-
ous donations to charities by vol-
unteering time and making finan-

cial contributions. In order to ensure
these valuable donations are appropri-
ately utilized, Nebraska law provides for
enhanced regulation of charitable
institutions and assets beyond that
required of the non-charitable sector.
The policy behind this additional regu-
lation is based largely on the nature of
charity itself: such institutions receive
the benefit of favorable tax treatment
and philanthropy in exchange for
heightened scrutiny. As the Nebraska
Supreme Court has said, “The privileges
provided by law to public benefit cor-
porations, and other charitable institu-
tions, carry a corresponding obligation
to be accountable to the public for the
actions such institutions undertake.”
Gilbert M. & Martha H. Hitchcock Found.
v. Kountze, 272 Neb. 251, 259 (Neb.
2006). 

The power to oversee such charita-
ble institutions and assets is vested in
the Nebraska Attorney General’s Office
Consumer Protection Division, based on
both Nebraska statutory law and parens
patriae authority under common law. A
commonly overlooked obligation under
Nebraska law is the duty to inform the
Attorney General’s Office of certain
actions undertaken by charitable insti-
tutions or with respect to charitable
assets. This article will examine notice
provisions related to three different
sources of charitable assets: nonprofit
corporations, charitable trusts, and
institutional funds. 

The Attorney General has oversight
over nonprofit corporations as set forth
in the Nebraska Nonprofit Corporation
Act, Neb. Rev. Stat. § 21-1901 et seq.,
and common law. This duty to protect

charitable assets includes oversight of
certain nonprofit corporation transac-
tions such as: dissolution of a public
benefit or religious nonprofit corpora-
tion; sale of assets other than in the
regular course of activities by a public
benefit or religious nonprofit corpora-
tion; and merger by a public benefit or
religious nonprofit corporation with
another entity. In extreme situations of
misconduct, the Attorney General can
apply to judicially dissolve a nonprofit
corporation or remove directors of a
public benefit corporation. Please refer
to the Nebraska Nonprofit Corporation
Act for other instances where notice to
the Nebraska Attorney General’s Office
is required and our website
(www.ago.ne.gov/about/non_profit)
for more information regarding dissolu-
tion, including a dissolution checklist
to assist with the process. 

The Nebraska Attorney General’s
Office also works to protect charitable
assets through oversight of charitable
trusts under the Nebraska Uniform Trust
Code, Neb. Rev. Stat. § 30-3801 et seq.
(“UTC”). The UTC defines a charitable
trust as “a trust, or portion of a trust,
created for a charitable purpose…” and
gives the Attorney General the rights of
a qualified beneficiary with respect to a
charitable trust having its principal
place of administration in this state.
Among other obligations, this provision
requires the trustee of a charitable
trust to keep the Attorney General’s
Office reasonably informed about the
administration of the trust and of the
material facts necessary to protect the
public interest, including potential
modifications and changes in trustee.
In addition, the trustee of a charitable
trust, within 60 days after accepting a
trusteeship, shall notify the Attorney

General’s Office of the trustee’s name
and contact information. Furthermore,
a trustee of a charitable trust shall pro-
vide the Attorney General’s Office cer-
tain information about the trust within
sixty days after the date the trustee
acquires knowledge of the creation of
an irrevocable charitable trust, or the
date the trustee acquires knowledge
that a formerly revocable trust has
become irrevocable.

Moreover, as a qualified beneficiary,
the Attorney General can—and often
does—request an annual accounting of
a charitable trust. Similarly, the
Nebraska Uniform Prudent Management
of Institutional Funds Act, Neb. Rev.
Stat. § 58-610 et seq. (“UPMIFA”),
requires notice to the Attorney General
in certain instances such as release or
modification of restrictions on the
management, investment, or purpose of
institutional funds. Private Foundations
that file IRS Form 990-PF must also
send a copy of the 990-PF to the
Attorney General per IRS rules. Please
refer to the UTC and UPMIFA for addi-
tional situations where notice to the
Nebraska Attorney General’s Office is
required in regards to the administra-
tion or modification of charitable trusts
and institutional funds. 

Finally, the Nebraska Attorney
General’s Office seeks to protect chari-
table assets through investigating
fraudulent charitable solicitations.  For
example, these investigations may
involve the solicitation of funds on
behalf of a nonexistent charitable
institution or misrepresentations dur-
ing the solicitation of charitable dona-
tions. Our office encourages people
who suspect fraudulent charitable
solicitations to file a complaint with

(continued on page 3)
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our office. A copy of the Nonprofit and
Charitable Trust Complaint Form can
be found online at
www.ago.ne.gov/complaint.   

To assist attorneys, accountants,
directors and others interested in
state regulation of charitable assets
and institutions, the Nebraska
Attorney General’s Office will be host-
ing the 2014 Nebraska Charities
Conference: “The Regulators View on
Best Practices” in Lincoln on
November 18th. The Conference will
also be hosted in Grand Island on

November 7th and in Omaha on
November 21st. The Conference will
highlight many of the issues discussed
above, along with best practices and
duties for nonprofit corporate direc-
tors and trustees, and will feature pre-
sentations by the Nebraska Secretary
of State’s Office, the Nebraska
Department of Revenue, and the
Nebraska Attorney General’s Office.
The Lincoln Conference will cost $24
for non-attorneys and $29 for attor-
neys, which includes breakfast and
lunch, and has been approved for 7.5

hours of CLE for attorneys.
Application pending regarding
approval for CPE credits for account-
ants.   More information regarding the
Conferences can be found on the
Nebraska Attorney General’s website
at www.ago.ne.gov. Our office hopes
that you find these references helpful,
and we look forward to working with
you in the future to ensure that char-
itable assets are stewarded appropri-
ately so that they may continue to
enrich our communities. n

Oversight of Charitable Institutions and Assets …
(continued from page 2)

Tentative 2015 Jury Terms and Docket Call Dates
Lancaster County District Court

Jury Term Dates
Docket Call Dates

Judge Maret: 1:30
Judge Merritt: 2:15

Docket Call Dates
Judge Burns: 1:30

Judge Colborn: 2:30

Panel A: Judge Merritt, Judge Maret, Judge Burns, Judge Colborn

January 5-16

March 2-13

May 4-15

July 6-17

September 8-18

November 2-13

December 3, 2014

February 18, 2015

April 22, 2015

June 17, 2015

August 19, 2015

October 21, 2015

December 11, 2014

February 19, 2015

April 23, 2015

June 18, 2015

August 20, 2015

October 22, 2015

Jury Term Dates
Docket Call Dates

Judge Nelson: 1:30
Judge Jacobsen: 2:30

Docket Call Dates
Judge Otte: 1:30
Judge Stacy: 2:30

Panel B: Judge Nelson, Judge Jacobsen, Judge Otte, Judge Stacy

February 2-13

April 6-17

June 8-19

August 3-14

October 13-23

December 7-18

January 14, 2015

May 20, 2014

July 15, 2015

September 23, 2015

November 18, 2015

January 15, 2015

March 19, 2015

May 21, 2015

July 16, 2015

September 24, 2015

November 19, 2015

Nelson: March 4, 2015 – 1:30
Jacobsen: March 18, 2015 – 2:30
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Looking Back at the LBA
Selections from more than 20 years of  
Lincoln Bar Association Newsletters

This issue’s feature: 1995

Vol. II, Issue 4 – March 
• This issue contained a short profile

of then-new Chief Justice of the
Nebraska Supreme Court, C. Thomas
White. Chief Justice White had been
the Platte County Attorney, as well
as a private practice attorney, before
being appointed to the bench. He
served as a district judge, and was
sworn in as chief justice on February
8, 1995.

Vol. III, Issue 2 – September 
• The front page recognized volun-

teers for the “Thursday Night
Lawyers Program,” launched by the
LBA in February 1994, which provid-

ed “telephonic advice for a two-hour
shift on Thursday nights to persons
seeking legal advice from Legal
Services” (Legal Services of
Southeast Nebraska). 

Vol. III, Issue 2 – September 
• The UNL College of Law, in an article

written by then-Assistant Dean Sue
Kirkland, welcomed new faculty
members Brian Lepard and Matt
Schaefer.

Vol. III, Issue 2 – September
• A notice that, during the Nebraska

State Bar Association Annual
Meeting—held at the Cornhusker
Hotel in Lincoln—there would be an
English judge and barrister, as well

as an Irish barrister, who “will
demonstrate the British method of
cross examination and comment on
the American method of cross exam-
ination.” n

BOUCHER
L A W  F I R M

Since 1980

TRIAL LAWYERS & TRUSTED LEGAL ADVISORS

Health Care Investigations
Licensure and Credentialing 

False Medicaid Claims Act Defense
402.475.HELP

Toll Free 888.825.6555        Fax 402.475.2326
RBoucher@BoucherLawFirm.com

 
 

www.BoucherLawFirm.com

27th & Old Cheney                          Lincoln

www.lincolnbarassociation.com
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CONTESTED CASES

Honorable Karen B. Flowers

Term of alimony: 10 years

Total alimony: $6,000/month for 120
months = $720,000

Term of alimony as a percentage of
length of marriage:  42%

Husband’s age: Unknown; Wife’s age:
Unknown; Length of marriage: 24 years

Husband’s income: $312,852 to
$339,996/year; Wife’s income: 0; One
minor child, age 16

Judge’s reasons for alimony award:  

• Took into account the tax conse-
quences of the alimony, child sup-
port and the income Wife would
receive from her non-marital assets;

• Wife would have spendable income
to meet her needs while the parties’
child was still a minor;

• Child support would stop about the
time Wife finished school, if that
was what she ultimately decided to
do;

• At that point, it would not be unrea-
sonable to expect Wife to make a
contribution to her own support;

• While Wife’s income from employ-
ment may not have equaled the
$2,300 of child support she would
lose, she wouldn’t have many of the
expenses associated with having a
minor child living full-time in her
household either and her expenses
for school would be over;

• Wife would have her non-marital
assets and half of Husband’s retire-
ment;

• Wife wouldn’t have to start from
scratch saving for retirement;

• Wife would have about $5,700 per
month in spendable income when
child support stopped, plus whatev-
er she would earn from employment;

• While Husband may have been able
to pay more alimony, the evidence
was not convincing that Wife need-
ed more alimony than that.

Honorable Paul D. Merritt, Jr.

Alimony:  None ordered – Husband had
requested $1,000 a month for 4 years

Husband’s age:  35; Wife’s age:  33;
Length of marriage:  8 years

Husband’s income: $50,000/year
(imputed); Wife’s income: $53,604/
year. Two minor children, ages 6 and 4

Judge’s reasons for non-award:

• Husband testified that, with an
award of spousal support in the
amount of $1,000 per month, he
would then be able to pay the child
support requested by Wife;

• Husband misunderstood the purpose
of spousal support;

• The Court ordered neither party
would receive spousal support.

Unusual circumstance:

• Husband appealed the Court’s deci-
sion to the Court of Appeals.

Court of Appeals’ reasons for affirm-
ing the district court’s decision:

• Parties were married for eight years;

• At the time of trial, Husband was 35
years old and Wife was 33 years old;

• The parties’ children were 6 years old
and almost 4 years old;

• Both parties contributed to the mar-
riage through their employment and
by caring for their children;

• Neither party interrupted a career or
education to care for the children;

• Also, both parties had been able to
engage in gainful employment with-
out interfering with the interests of
the children;

• The district court found that
Husband had an annual earning
capacity of $50,000 and assigned a
gross monthly income of $4,166.66
for purposes of setting child sup-
port;

• Wife’s gross monthly income was
$4,467;

• There was not much disparity in the
parties’ abilities to earn income;

• The Court of Appeals found no abuse
of discretion in the court’s decision
to not award alimony to either party.

LANCASTER COUNTY ALIMONY

RR EE PP OO RRTT EE RR
Send your contributions to the County Alimony Reporter to:  Deanna Lubken, Office
Manager/Legal Assistant, University of Nebraska College of Law, Civil Clinical Law
Program, 172 Welpton Courtroom, Lincoln, NE 68583-0902

(continued)
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Honorable Paul D. Merritt, Jr.

Term of alimony:  7 years

Total alimony: $300/month for 84
months = $25,200

Term of alimony as a percentage of
length of marriage:  44%

Husband’s age:  47; Wife’s age:  45;
Length of marriage:  16 years

Husband’s income:  $50,257/year;
Wife’s income:  $23,100/year

Recipient’s income as percentage of
payor’s income: 46%. Two minor chil-
dren, ages 14 and 11

Judge’s reasons for alimony award:  

• Husband agreed that Wife should
receive some spousal support;

• Question was how much and for how
long;

• Parties were married in May 1996
and separated for the final time in
March 2012;

• Wife had not been employed since
1995 and had been receiving Social
Security Disability since March 1995;

• Wife had been diagnosed with sys-
temic mastocytosis and interstitial
cystitis;

• Wife had also had two surgeries on
her right hip and breast cancer, and
had serious bladder problems, and
was sugar intolerant;

• There was no evidence that Wife was
able to seek employment at the time
of trial;

• The Child Support Worksheet attrib-
uted to Wife a net monthly income
of $1,908;

• Wife would be receiving child sup-
port of $882 per month for two chil-
dren and then $580 per month when
only one of the children was with
her;

• The amount Wife received due to her
disabilities for the children would
not decrease when she only had one
child living with her;

• Wife showed monthly expenses of
$4,074;

• Husband was 46 years old;

• Husband was a high school graduate,
with several years of college;

• Husband was employed for the same
employer during virtually the entire-
ty of the parties’ marriage and con-
tinued to be so employed at the
time of trial;

• Husband was in good health;

• The Child Support Worksheet attrib-
uted to Husband a net monthly
income of $3,179;

• Husband would be paying child sup-
port of $882 per month when both
children lived with Wife and $580
per month when only one child lives
with Wife;

• Husband showed monthly expenses
of $3,812, which he testified was
based upon him having physical cus-
tody of the children.

Honorable Paul D. Merritt, Jr.

Term of alimony:  4.25 years

Total alimony: $1,000/month for 16
months and $1/year for 3 years =
$16,003

Term of alimony as a percentage of
length of marriage: 39%

Husband’s age: 67; Wife’s age: 59;
Length of marriage:  11 years

Husband’s income: $221,000/year aver-
age; Wife’s income: $12,177/year

Recipient’s income as percentage of
payor’s income: 6%. No minor children

Judge’s reasons for alimony award:  

• Parties were married in March 2002
and separated in September 2011;

• Wife filed her Complaint for
Dissolution on November 18, 2011;

• Wife was 59 years old and Husband
was 67 years old;

• No children were born during the
parties’ marriage;

• Wife was in good health;

• Husband had received treatment and
continued to receive treatment for
macular degeneration, a chronic eye
disease, and had some minor health
issues, however, no health issue
interfered with his ability to work;

• Wife was a high school graduate;

• Wife started working upon her grad-
uation;

• Wife worked in the daycare field for
16 years and then she and her first
husband owned and operated a bak-
ery for 6 years;

• When the parties married in 2002,
Wife was employed at a nursery;

• Wife worked at the nursery between
1998 and 2006, working 40 to 45
hours per week;

• During that time period, Wife earned
$13.00 per hour, which was the
highest rate of pay she had earned
to date;

• Between 2006 and 2009, Wife
worked for her son and daughter-in-
law as a receptionist working
between 30 to 40 hours a week and
being paid $12.00 per hour;

• During the parties’ marriage, Wife
worked all but one to two years,
intermittently, always working at
least 30 to 35 hours per week;

• At the time of trial, Wife worked in a
school cafeteria and earned $11.07
an hour, working 20 hours a week;

• According to Wife, the job was con-
sidered full time and she received
medical and dental insurance, which
was a big factor in her deciding to
take the job;

• Wife was hopeful a position would
open that would allow her more
hours;

• In 2012, Wife earned $6,177.04;

(continued)
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• In addition, in 2012, Wife worked a
summer job from which she earned
approximately $6,000;

• Husband earned a bachelor’s degree
in 1969 and a Master’s degree in
English in 1970;

• In approximately 1989, Husband
received a Chartered Life
Underwriter (CLU) degree, which
refers to mostly insurance but also
to some securities, and an
Associate’s degree in Investments;

• Husband had been involved in the
insurance and securities industries
since 1982;

• Husband began working for his cur-
rent employer in 1982 and by 2008
he had become vice president of the
company;

• Between 2007 and 2011, Husband
was always in the top 10 of the 80
financial services firms, averaging
over $221,000 per year;

• Husband grossed around $140,000
in 2010 and $187,500 in 2011;

• In April 2008, the parties began
building a new home, which cost
them around $683,000;

• The parties moved into the home in
October 2008;

• The loans on the home were in the
neighborhood of $650,000;

• Monthly mortgage payments alone
were over $5,600;

• Prior to September 2011, things,
financially and personally, were not
going very well for the parties;

• In September 2011, Husband was
feeling pressures from his employ-
ment, his relationship with Wife,
and their personal finances;

• In 2011, Husband suffered some
severe mental health issues for
which he received treatment;

• According to Wife, prior to their
moving into the home, Husband
never talked about retiring;

• In fact, Wife testified that Husband
specifically said he was not going to
retire and would be able to do the
type of work he did from the home;

• According to Husband, prior to
December 2009 he talked with Wife
about retirement and in December
2009 he began to talk to the busi-
ness owner about retirement;

• The business owner confirmed that
Husband talked “off and on” about
retirement, becoming more serious
about it when he turned 65;

• Husband attributed his conversa-
tions about retirement to the down-
turn in the economy and the stress
created by the parties’ financial con-
dition;

• Husband filed bankruptcy and
resigned from his employment in
July 2012;

• In July, Husband also gave up his
insurance and securities licenses;

• In September, Husband moved to
California, and began living with his
brother, where he was living at the
time of trial;

• Other than doing some minor chores
for his brother, Husband had not
been employed since leaving his job
in July 2012;

• In October 2012, Husband was
granted a discharge in the bankrupt-
cy, with all of his personal debt,
except $46,630 in federal and state
taxes, being discharged;

• At the time of trial, $26,870
remained due and owing on the
taxes;

• Husband’s last payment on the home
mortgages was in June 2012;

• In November 2012, Wife received
notice that foreclosure was going to
be commenced;

• As of the date of trial, no foreclosure
proceeding had been filed;

• Attempts to sell the home prior to

trial had not been successful;

• Wife had continued to live in the
home after the parties’ separation in
September 2011;

• Wife had not personally made any
payments on the mortgages and
planned to remain in the home as
long as possible;

• In December 2011, Husband was
ordered to pay Wife temporary
spousal support of $1,000 per
month, commencing January 2012;

• That amount was increased to
$1,500 per month effective
December 2012;

• The records of the clerk of the dis-
trict court reflected temporary
spousal support was current through
July 2013;

• Wife sought an award of permanent
spousal support, to help her with
living expenses;

• Wife estimated her monthly living
expenses to be $2,577.50;

• This estimation included $400 for
future rent, $191 for electricity, $5
for propane, $10 for garbage, $280
for gasoline, $250 for clothing, and
$100 for entertainment;

• In 2012, Wife grossed a little over
$12,000;

• Husband showed monthly expenses
totaling $3,725;

• Husband’s expenses included a pay-
ment, “if possible,” of $1,000 on the
delinquent income taxes, $277 on a
leased vehicle, $1,000 for “rent,”
$500 for food, and $200 for enter-
tainment;

• Husband’s net monthly income from
January 2013 through November
2014 would be $4,751;

• After November 2014, Husband esti-
mated his net income would
decrease to $2,599 per month;

(continued)
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• The Court did not find that
Husband’s retirement was done sole-
ly as some type of ruse to decrease
his income so he would not have to
pay Wife a significant amount of
spousal support;

• Also did not find that Husband was
precluded, due to his recent bank-
ruptcy and mental health issues,
from re-entering the insurance and
securities industries, if he desired,
although there would be hurdles
that would have to be cleared to do
so;

• Disagreed with Husband’s character-
ization that Wife’s “capabilities were
equal” to his;

• Did agree that Wife had the ability
to work more than 20 hours per
week, but understood her desire to
have employment that provided her
with health benefits, at a reasonable
cost, and afforded her some oppor-
tunity to increasing to more hours in
the future;

• Notwithstanding that, Wife could
not expect to have Husband supple-
ment her income to insure that all of
her estimated monthly expenses
were paid – that was not the func-
tion of spousal support;

• Found that this was an appropriate
case for an award of spousal sup-
port;

• Considered the income available to
each of the parties and their living
expenses and found that, commenc-
ing on August 1, 2013, Husband was
to pay to Wife, as spousal support,

the sum of $1,000 per month
through November 2014, and, com-
mencing on  December 1, 2014, the
sum of $1.00 a year for three con-
secutive years (i.e., due December 1,
2014, 2015 and 2016;

• Commencing with the tax year 2013,
Husband was ordered to annually
provide Wife with a copy of his fed-
eral income tax return, for so long as
he owed spousal support to Wife,
the copy to be provided not later
than June 1 of the year following
the tax year (e.g., a copy of his 2013
federal tax return to be provided to
Wife not later than June 1, 2014);

• Wife’s request that the spousal sup-
port be secured by life insurance was
denied.

Unusual circumstances as reported
by counsel (one counsel reporting):

• Two pensions owned by Husband
were awarded to him;

• One pension paid $500 per month
for life;

• The second pension paid $2,700 per
month until September 2014;

• Unpaid income taxes in the amount
of $46,630 were owed to the IRS and
Nebraska Department of Revenue
that during the pendency of the
divorce was reduced to $26,870;

• Husband was assigned debts in the
amount of $14,962;

• All other debt Husband discharged
in his Chapter 7 bankruptcy;

• Between 2007 and 2011, Husband

was a financial advisor making over
$221,000 per year;

• Husband grossed $140,000 in 2010
and $187,500 in 2011;

• The divorce was filed in November of
2011;

• During the next seven months, while
the divorce was pending, Husband:
Quit paying the first and second
mortgages on the parties’ $600,000
home as he was required to do under
the temporary order; Filed a Chapter
7 bankruptcy proceeding in July
2012, discharging all his responsi-
bility for marital debt; Resigned
from his $200,000/year job;
Relinquished all of his insurance and
investment broker licenses; and
Moved to California to live with his
brother where he remained voluntar-
ily unemployed except helping with
some lawn work.

• The Court declined to view the above
“solely” as “some type of ruse”;

• Up until the date of trial, Wife had
refused to file a bankruptcy proceed-
ing but did so after receiving the
decision of the Court and discharged
her liability for the credit card debt
she was assigned and all of her
attorney fees for her representation
during trial.
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The series finale of the Barrister’s
show aired in April, 2014. The bas-
tard love child of local attorneys

and alcohol, its tender years were
marred by obscenity, nudity, and
misogyny.  However, certain sections of
it showed great promise and it contin-
ued to be renewed year after year,
despite being plagued by scandal and
constantly attacked by the descendants

of Carrie Nation and political correct-
ness.  Throughout its youth, it was the
shining star of a bar association that
existed for social interaction. During
wartime, it enlisted as Private Joke and
worked its way up to General Snark,
receiving two thumbs up. Barrister’s
then attended the Sally Struthers
School of Law, where it would have
made law review were it not for the F in

“Gone but Not Forgotten” 

The Barristers’ Show
by the Barristers’ Committee

Lincoln Bar Association 
2014-2015

Event and Clinic Schedule
All Clinics and Dinners will be held at the

Nebraska Club, 233 So. 13th St., 20th Floor (US Bank Bldg.)
5:30-6:30 MCLE Credit Program – 6:45 Dinner

October 13 (Columbus Day) – Field Day at HiMark Golf Course
12:00 Shotgun Start

5:00 Social Hour – 6:00 Dinner – 6:30 Awards and Prizes

November 20 – Ethics
5:30-6:30 MCLE Credit Program – 6:45 Dinner

December 16 – Meet the Judges – 5:30 Hors d’oeuvres

January 15 – Civil Topic – Employment Law
5:30-6:30 MCLE Credit Program – 6:45 Dinner

February 19 – Updated Attorney Appointment Rules
5:30-6:30 MCLE Credit Program – 6:45 Dinner

March 19 – Legislative Update
5:30-6:30 MCLE Credit Program – 6:45 Dinner

April 16 – Topic TBD
5:30-6:30 possible MCLE Credit Program – 6:45 Dinner

Dates are firm. Adjustment to topics may occur.

Civility. Its proudest educational
moment was when it received the CALI
in Profanity.

Barrister’s spent its career working
to root out hubris among local attor-
neys, and provide laughter in somber
situations and at wholly inappropriate
times. Sadly, the show began declining
when continuing education became
mandatory, as it could not compete
with any socially redeeming vehicle.
Despite repeated attempts at resusci-
tation, its promise of free beer for the
writers and actors no longer sufficed to
compensate its appointed caretakers.
Despite the rumors of its death being a
suicide over Dennis Carlson's retire-
ment, that is most certainly not true.
Barrister’s loved its life more than life
itself and never let the negative criti-
cism from those who said it wasn’t
funny get it down. It slipped away like
a BMW being towed by a homeowner's
association, with few tears being shed
over its loss.  Barristers is survived by
its progeny: Foul Language, Sarcasm,
and Snark.  Its beloved spouse, Gossip,
along with its mistress, Bad Taste, and
gay lover, Profanity, will continue to
reside in the courthouse halls. In lieu
of flowers, memorials may be made to
the “free beer for indebted lawyers”
fund. Memorial services will be held
nightly: Every time a lawyer shoves a
few bucks in a stripper’s thong, you'll
know you’re amongst friends. Gone but
not forgotten. n
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Lincoln Bar Association
Officers and Board of Trustees

Officers:
President: Elizabeth Elliott

president@lincolnbarassociation.com

Vice President: Milissa Johnson-Wiles
Secretary: Brittany Behrens
Treasurer: Matthew Kosmicki 

treasurer@lincolnbarassociation.com

Board of Trustees:
Hon. Susan Strong

Stanton Beeder
Andrea Snowden

Jeff Lapin
Sarah Newell
Greg Walklin
Adam Little

Tara Tesmer Paulson

Past President:
Frank Daley

LBA Website:
www.lincolnbarassociation.com

LBA Website Questions:
webmaster@lincolnbarassociation.com
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