WILLIAM R. DIMENTO
Public Reprimand No. 2013-6
Order (public reprimand) entered by the Board on May 8, 2013.
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settlement proceeds to little or nothing. Following the settlement, the respondent
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surveillance of the law clerk that the attorney had participated in arranging.

The client died in January 2009. The respondent filed a petition for administration, and
These cases are particularly noteworthy for their rejection of the attorneys’ arguments that
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daughter was appointed administratrix in May 2009. From early 2009 until late
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late 2012, the respondent spoke to Medicare personnel about the lien on a few occasions, but
still made no progress in resolving the lien.
In December 2012, the respondent hired an experienced personal injury attorney who
was able to settle the Medicare lien immediately for $3,688.31. In January 2013, the
respondent received a settlement check from the insurer in the amount of $146,311.69. The
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respondent agreed to take a reduced fee of $30,000 representing 20% of the overall
settlement. After expenses, the estate received over $115,000.
The respondent’s failure to settle the Medicare lien from 2008 to 2012 was in violation
of Mass. R. Prof. C. 1.1, 1.2(a), and 1.3. The respondent’s failure to advise his client of his
inability to settle the lien and his repeated misrepresentation to the client that he was working
on the matter and would soon have it resolved was in violation of Mass. R. Prof. C. 8.4(c).
The matter came before the Board of Bar Overseers on a stipulation of facts and
disciplinary violations and a joint recommendation for discipline by a public reprimand. On
April 22, 2013, the board voted unanimously to accept the stipulation and impose the
recommended discipline.

