





Life in the Law
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Every attorney contemplates life without the practice of law. Whether pondered after a acrimonious exchange with an adversary,
in a moment of idyllic fantasy, or even under threat of professional discipline, we have all had occasion to wonder what we would
do and what life would be like if we were not practicing.

Two years ago, a colleague and I made the decision to resign from our litigation firm, leave the practice of law, and start a business.
Whenever I tell other attorneys about the decision, even before I describe the business, I am invariably met by an immediate and
visceral response reflecting the attorney’s feelings about the practice of law. The responses, as you might guess, are varied, but are
almost always summed up in a look, a single word, or the tone by which they ask the imminent “why?”. Many attorneys are genu-
inely perplexed by the notion that an attorney would voluntarily leave the practice. Others ask why, with clear disdain in their voice,
as if to suggest that I had elected to somehow become less of a person by leaving the practice. Many are just plain curious. However,
a significant number make comments evidencing their own wishes or fascination with leaving the practice. Regardless of the
particular reaction, it is obvious that the idea of leaving the practice is emotionally charged for attorneys. It is equally apparent that
lawyers are fascinated by “life on the other side” and what causes another attorney to leave the practice.

I believe that at the heart of this curiosity is the reason many of us go into law in the first place — the desire to help others. That may
be why for so many lawyers, the law is such an integral piece of who they are, and why the idea of not practicing seems contrary to
their very being.

Interestingly, I fall within that category. So, what happened? After only eight years as a practicing attorney, I grew tired of long
days, missing time with my wife and children, big billable hours requirements, attorney marketing meetings, unreasonably hostile
adversaries, firm politics and cases that never went to trial. In other words, the practice of law had become anything but. It was
nothing more than a business, and not one where I seemed to be doing much good for anyone, including my family and myself.

Probably my biggest complaint about practicing law was the hourly billing system. As the practice of law becomes more and more
integrated with the business world, the efficiencies sought by the business community do not mesh well with the artisan-type nature
of the legal practice, at least under the hourly billing system. Neither client nor law firm is willing to pay for the time it takes to craft
the masterful brief, thereby leaving the attorney with the quandary of either settling for a lesser product or sacrificing personal time
to achieve the product the attorney desires. Conversely, the hourly billing system fails to provide an appropriate way to compensate
the attorney for being efficient, i.e. recycling pleadings or using knowledge gained in a previous case. In other words, in the carefully
measured world of business, the hourly billing system fails to quantify the essential component of quality in the practice of law.

This is not a new issue, and I am hardly the only attorney to struggle with the inherent inconsistencies of the system. However, it
seemed to bog me down more than most of my colleagues. Yet, in this era defined by an increased influence of technology and
business on the practice of law, one of the positive changes has been recognition of the need to maximize resources. Lawyers
delegate more and more of the tasks that they previously accomplished on their own. From using paralegals, to retaining copying
services, to hiring technology services for trial presentation, we are seeing more and more outsourcing of traditional attorney (or
law firm) tasks in the presentation of clients’ cases. Despite the obvious changes to the practice that were occurring right under my
nose, I continued to toil away trying to do everything.

One of the most frustrating components of my work as a litigator was trying to find good, objective expert witnesses. I could spend
days trying to run down a single expert for a case. The usual method would entail sending an e-mail to the other attorneys in my
firm, followed by a few e-mails to outside attorney friends. This would be followed by a bunch of telephone calls, and a huge waste
of time that my client would not pay for and my firm would not give me credit for towards my billing requirements. It was not that
I'was bad at finding expert witnesses, I was simply not equipped to do so in an efficient manner. What I needed was somebody who
knew what I needed and specialized in finding it.

Recognizing my struggles with the traditional practice of law and tired of hearing me complain about these issues, my then colleague
and now business partner, Ingrid Vinci, approached me with the suggestion of starting a company doing exactly that. What a
concept — using my legal knowledge, training and experience to help others, without the restrictions that had so frustrated me.

After nine months of preparations, on April 3, 2006, Ingrid and I opened Expert Consulting Services, Inc. (“ECS”), a litigation
support business where we facilitate the attorney-expert witness relationship. We help the legal community find expert witnesses
and we help expert witnesses provide their services to the legal community.

It has been an incredibly rewarding experience. We have a great time networking and building our existing base of expert witnesses,
while continually searching out new experts. I can spend as much time as I feel is necessary to accomplish my work, and do not have
to worry about whether the time is “reasonable.” Our clients (attorneys) greatly appreciate our work and the help we provide them,
and the experts enjoy having our experience as attorneys to help guide them in their work, which for me, makes it all worthwhile.



