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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT Fﬂﬂ%
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS CTerk -5

Westg'rn 'Dis.‘tﬁmmt‘cf?u

EL PASO DIVISION By Lof fepps/

IN THE MATTER OF THE 8 *puty
REPRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE ~ §
TARGETS: §  EP-06-CR-1369-FM

| § EP-07-CR-1761-FM
CHARLES ROARK, MILTON §
“MICKEY” DUNTLEY, ANDERNIE ~ §
LOPEZ. §

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

REGARDING ATTORNEY STILLINGER’S MOTION REQUESTING
CLARIFICATION AND FOR MISCELLANEOUS RELIEF

Before the Court is attorney Mary Stillinger’s (“Stillinger™) “Motion Requesting
Clarification and for Miscellaneous Relief” (“Motioﬁ”) [Rec. No. 25], filed in cause number EP-
06-CR-1369-FM on July 27, 2007. Therein, Stillinger asks the Court clarify several issues
discussed in the Court’s “Memorandum Opinion and Order Regarding Attorney Stillinger’s
Motion to Strike and the Government’s Motion to Disqualify” [Rec. No. 24] (“Disqualification
Order”) entered on July 26, 2007. Stillinger also seeks an order requiring the Clerk of this Court
to consolidate all pleadings related to the Motion to Strike into the new cause number EP-O7-CR-‘
1761-FM. Stillinger further seeks an order prohibiting the Government or its agents from
contacting Charles Roark (“Roark™), Milton “Mickey” Duntley (“Duntley”), and Ernie Lopez
(“Lopez”) (collectively, “Clients™) regarding the investigation at issue in cause number EP-06-
CR-1369-FM while these individuals seek new counsel. After due consideration and as
discussed below, the Court will grant Stillinger’s Motion in part and deny it in part.

The Court first addresses Stillinger’s requests for clarification.! Through its

! In footnote number three of her Motion, Stillinger poses several rhetorical questions for the
Court. In footnote number four of her Motion, Stillinger asserts, without any discernable foundation, that
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Disqualification Order, the Court granted the Government’s motion to disqualify Stillinger from
simultaneously or serially representing Roark, Duntley, and Lopez regarding the cause number
EP-06-CR-1369-FM or any substantially related matter. In her instant Motion, Stillinger asks the
Court to clarify whether she may meet with Roark, Duntley, and Lopez “to advise them of the
content and consequences 0f the Court’s order, and advise them of their options with respect to
retaining new counsel or appealing the Court’s order.”® The Court hereby ADVISES Stillinger
that she may meet with and counsel Roark, Duntley, and Lopez regarding the content and
consequences of the Court’s Disqualification Order. Additionally, Stillinger may inform Roartk,
Duntley, and Lopez of their options with respect to relaining new counsel or appealing the
Disqualification Order.

Stillinger next asks the Court to clarify whether she may represent Clients on appeal “if
one or more of Ms. Stillinger’s clients wishes to appeal}the Court’s order (and can afford to take
this course of action).”™ The Court ADVISES Stillinger that she may represent one or more of
the Clients on appeal. Howevef, if Stillinger does in fact appeal this cause for one or more of
her Clients, those Clients must engage separate counsel to represent them regarding the ongoing
criminal investigation associated with cause number EP-06-CR-1369-FM.

The Court now turns to Stillinger’s requests for miscellaneous relief. Due to the Court’s

earlier ruling, Stillinger may no longer represent Roark, Duntley, and Lopez regarding the

~ the Court has presumed Lopez’s involvement in a fraudulent charitable plan. The Court chooses to
consider the contents of these footnotes as mere irrelevant surplusage and will accordingly disregard
them.

2 Mot. Requesting Clarification and for Miscellaneous Relief (hereafter, “Mot. for
Clarification”), Rec. No. 25, at 1.

3 Mot. for Clarification, Rec. No. 25, at 2.
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