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LAWYERS WITH JUDGES GETTING COFFEE: HON. KAREN F. GREEN

Massachusetts Superior Court Justice Karen 
F. Green sat down for coffee recently with 
Jonathan Plaut, a long-standing member of 
the Massachusetts Bar Association, to dis-
cuss her views from the bench after having 
spent many years at the bar. Prior to her judi-
cial appointment, Judge Green was a senior 
partner at Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and 
Dorr LLP’s Boston office, where she focused 
her practice on complex business litigation, 
including the defense of white-collar criminal 
and False Claims Act litigation. The follow-
ing are excerpts from their 90-minute con-
versation.
PLAUT: Thank you for sitting down with us.
JUDGE GREEN: My pleasure.

PLAUT: How is the perspective from the bench 
different from the perspective at the bar?
JUDGE GREEN: The perspective of the 
courtroom is very different from the bench 
than from the bar. From the bench, you can 
see everyone in the courtroom — lawyers, 
litigants, jurors, court officers and witness-
es. You also can see what kinds of behavior 
works, and what turns jurors off. Lawyers are 
trained to advocate, which often involves a lot 
of talking. As a judge, it’s my job to observe 
and to listen, as opposed to speak. That’s not 
to say that I never speak, but that my job pri-
marily is to listen and then to decide. I also 
have to be careful not to think out loud.

The best lawyers understand and solve 
their clients’ problems. Judges resolve dis-
putes when the lawyers are unable to do so.

PLAUT: Do you have any tips for the practi-
tioner as to what works and what doesn’t?
JUDGE GREEN: When advocating for a cli-
ent, be as reasonable as you possibly can. 
Lawyers who take unreasonable positions 
and/or overpromise risk losing credibility. Ju-
ries and judges are hyper-aware of everything 
lawyers do and say in the courtroom. 

I don’t have any pet peeves, but if I did, 
it would be lawyers who appear in court less 
than fully prepared, including by failing to 
confer in advance with counsel for the other 
parties. 

PLAUT: What made you want to leave the bar 
for the bench?

JUDGE GREEN: First, I very 
much enjoyed practicing 
law. The longer I practiced, 
though, the more I came to 
appreciate that I’ve always 

been happiest when my work has been both 
challenging and socially useful. Surviving 
cancer and a one-year fellowship at Har-
vard’s Advanced Leadership Initiative only 
strengthened my desire to be of more use. 
One of the things that attracted me to the 
bench is its mission: to do justice with dignity 
and speed. There’s something pretty wonder-
ful about having that as one’s mission.

PLAUT: Can you share with us some of the 
ways you approach your role on the bench?
JUDGE GREEN: I strive to perform my role 
on the bench with equanimity and to treat ev-
ery person who appears before me with re-
spect. My sense is that when I do so, I inevi-
tably learn more about the parties and their 
dispute and am in a better position to resolve 
it. My approach has been influenced by the 
examples of Judge W. Arthur Garrity Jr., for 
whom I clerked after law school, and of re-
tired Judge Paul Chernoff, who is the epitome 
of equanimity. 

PLAUT: What are the key elements to making 
good judicial decisions?
JUDGE GREEN: There’s no question in my 
mind that the best decisions are made only af-
ter all parties have been given a full and fair 
opportunity to be heard. It’s the genius of due 
process. 

PLAUT: You worked on numerous criminal 
cases while at the bar. Is dismissing a case on 
the basis of the exclusionary rule hard to do?
JUDGE GREEN: No. I believe there’s a huge 
public benefit to ensuring that the rule of law 
applies equally to everyone and that everyone 
plays by the same rules. And I say that as the 
daughter of a police officer, whom I suspect 
would tell you the same thing, if asked. 

PLAUT: Do you believe that judges should be 
elected or appointed?
JUDGE GREEN: Generally, I believe that 
judges should be appointed and not elected 
to ensure judicial independence. The skills 
needed to be a good judge are not the same 
as those needed to run for public office. As an 
example, elected officials need to make po-
litical compromises to garner public support. 
Judges need to have the courage to apply the 
law equally regardless of the potential per-
sonal consequences.

PLAUT: In moving from the bench to the bar, 
did you have to let go of some professional 
friendships?

JUDGE GREEN: There is a bit of isolation as 
a judge. My close friends are still my friends, 
but I am very conscious of the canons of ju-
dicial ethics, including the one that requires 
impartiality in decision making. 

PLAUT: What kinds of interactions do you 
have with other members of the bench?
JUDGE GREEN: The Superior Court bench is 
a very collegial bench and I enjoy and appre-
ciate the friendship of my colleagues. Chief 
Justice Fabricant places a huge emphasis on 
judicial education, collaboration and peer 
observation, despite the fact that we work in 
different courtrooms. In some courthouses, 
judges meet over lunch — it’s not fancy, and 
most of us bring our own lunches. While we 
consult with each other, we also understand 
that the presiding judge is ultimately respon-
sible for deciding the cases before him or her. 
My husband is chief justice of the Appeals 
Court, so between us we have developed 
friendships with many other judges over the 
years. My husband is recused from all of my 
cases.

PLAUT: Are you concerned when one of your 
decisions is appealed?
JUDGE GREEN: Not really. As a judge, I 
know it’s not about me, but about correctly 
deciding the parties’ case. I’m glad they have 
a right of appeal. If I make a mistake, I hope 
the Appeals Court or the SJC will correct it 
— that’s the reason we have appellate courts.

PLAUT: Regarding caseload, how do you feel 
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about the federal system where one judge 
keeps a case from inception to judgment?
JUDGE GREEN: I think it’s beneficial for one 
judge to keep a case from inception to con-
clusion, if only to ensure familiarity with its 
facts and consistency in its management over 
time. As a general matter, I’d also prefer to be 
responsible for a case from the time it is filed, 
but that may be because I practiced primarily 
within the federal courts before I became a 
judge.

PLAUT: How do you balance your workload 
between hearing cases and writing opinions?
JUDGE GREEN: There’s a constant inflow of 
cases on a session’s docket. On weekdays, I 
generally preside over trials in the morning 
and hear motions and prepare for the next 
day’s hearings in the afternoon, which means 

I do most of my writing in the 
evening and on weekends. To 
keep up with the workload, 
I try to state the reasons for 
rulings as succinctly as I can. 

PLAUT: Can we expect to see e-filing be-
come more widely adopted in Massachusetts 
courts?
JUDGE GREEN: The Superior Court is cer-
tainly moving in that direction. E-filing will 
require more resources than the court cur-
rently has, but I am a big fan of it, based on 
experience in the federal system. I still re-
member that when the federal court switched 
to e-filing, some worried that it would be a 
disaster, but that’s not what happened — law-
yers, clients, judges and clerks made the tran-
sition and are now very accustomed to e-fil-
ing. It’s faster, easier, less expensive and more 
efficient than paper filing. It obviously also 
decreases the amount of office space needed 
and is better for the environment.

PLAUT: Do you have tips on discovery prac-
tice?
JUDGE GREEN: First, be strategic. Think up 
front about what information you will actu-
ally need to prove your client’s claim or de-
fense at trial and then ask for that informa-
tion in discovery. Avoid costly disputes over 
discovery that are unlikely to affect the case’s 

outcome. Second, confer early with opposing 
counsel on electronic search terms. Third, if 
you claim a privilege for one or more docu-
ments, prepare and produce a privilege log. 
Lastly, confer with opposing counsel, as re-
quired by Superior Court Rule 9C, in a good-
faith effort to resolve discovery disputes be-
fore filing any motion to compel.

PLAUT: What advice would you have for a 
young lawyer who wants to become a judge?
JUDGE GREEN: Look for opportunities to 
try cases and to make decisions. You will find 
them in a wide variety of settings. 

PLAUT: Thank you for your time.
JUDGE GREEN: You’re very welcome. 
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From left: Hon. Brian A. Davis, Manleen K. Singh, Conna A. Weiner, Patricia R. Rich and Robert F. Callahan Jr. (at podium).

On Feb. 24, 2020, the Complex 
Commercial Litigation and Dispute Res-
olution section councils hosted a panel 
discussion at Goulston & Storrs PC on 
“Navigating Complex Commercial Me-
diations and Settlements.” 

The panel featured Judge Brian A. 
Davis of the Massachusetts Superior 
Court, who has served in the Business 
Litigation Session. Judge Davis was 
joined on the panel by Patricia R. Rich 
of Fresenius Medical Care, Manleen 
K. Singh of Robins Kaplan LLP and 
Conna A. Weiner of JAMS. The panel 
was moderated by Complex Commer-
cial Litigation Section Council member 
Robert F. Callahan Jr. of Robins Kaplan 
LLP. 

The discussion covered a number of 
issues arising from complex commercial 
mediations and offered practice tips for 
drafting and enforcing settlement agree-
ments. Goulston & Storrs PC hosted a 
reception for the panelists and attendees 
following the discussion. 

COMCOM AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION SECTIONS HOST ‘NAVIGATING COMPLEX 
COMMERCIAL MEDIATIONS AND SETTLEMENTS’ PANEL DISCUSSION
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BY MIKE PERRY AND SHAUNA TWOHIG 

I. DIGITAL ASSETS HAVE BECOME LEGAL 
LIABILITIES

The last several years have seen an ex-
plosion of web accessibility litigation initiat-
ed by both individuals and advocacy groups. 
Plaintiffs in these lawsuits typically allege 
that a company’s website violates Title III of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
because it is not designed to work with as-
sistive technologies — such as screen readers 
for the visually impaired, or closed-caption-
ing for the hearing-impaired — and is there-
fore inaccessible to persons with disabilities. 

There are three main causes for the re-
cent proliferation of web accessibility liti-
gation: First, because people have become 
increasingly dependent on the internet to 
facilitate nearly every aspect of their daily 
lives, businesses large and small have in-
creased their digital asset portfolios. As a 
result, the potential for ADA accessibility 
litigation now extends beyond a company’s 
website to include everything from mobile 
applications and email correspondence to 
social media and even video games. Second, 
despite this ever-growing dependence on the 
internet as a means of facilitating commerce, 
the Department of Justice (DOJ) — the fed-
eral agency responsible for administering and 
enforcing Title III of the ADA — has failed 
to enact regulations establishing accessibility 
standards for company websites. Third, in the 
absence of specific direction from the DOJ, 
courts have been left to decide whether Title 
III applies to digital assets and, if so, what is 
required to make those assets ADA compli-
ant. Given the lack of direction from the DOJ, 
federal circuit courts remain divided on this 
issue, and the U.S. Supreme Court has de-
clined to settle the debate. 

In the wake of this uncertainty, aggres-
sive plaintiffs’ attorneys have filed thousands 
of web accessibility lawsuits.1 In previous 
years, New York and Florida were the most 
prolific jurisdictions for web accessibility 
lawsuits. However, as plaintiffs’ attorneys in 

those states turn their atten-
tion to emerging theories of 
liability,2 Massachusetts has 
witnessed a recent surge of 
web accessibility litigation. 

II. THE DOJ’S FAILURE TO ESTABLISH 
ACCESSIBILITY STANDARDS FOR 
WEBSITE COMPLIANCE

Title III of the ADA was designed to 
prevent discrimination against persons with 
disabilities at “public accommodations” — 
a broad term that encompasses everything 
from retail businesses and restaurants to ser-
vice establishments and transportation termi-
nals. The ADA was enacted in 1990 — long 
before the use of the internet to conduct busi-
ness transactions became commonplace. As 
a result, the ADA does not expressly address 
whether, and to what extent, websites qualify 
as places of “public accommodation,” much 
less provide guidelines for website compli-
ance.

Although the ADA does not address this 
issue directly, the DOJ has long concluded 
that websites are places of public accom-
modation, and therefore, company websites 
subject to the ADA must provide “effective 
communication to individuals with disabili-
ties.”3 In 2010, the DOJ announced its con-
sideration of regulations designed to estab-
lish website accessibility requirements. The 
proposed rulemaking notice signaled that the 
DOJ might adopt a set of Web Content Acces-
sibility Guidelines (WCAG) developed by the 
World Wide Web Consortium (W3C). In par-
ticular, WCAG 2.0 sets forth 12 guidelines, 
each containing objectively verifiable criteria 
for determining if web content satisfies the 
relevant guidelines. In order for a website to 
conform to the WCAG 2.0, the entire website 
needed to satisfy all 12 guidelines under one 
of three conformance levels: A, AA or AAA.4 
The DOJ’s 2010 proposed rulemaking notice 
pronounced W3C’s WCAG 2.0 AA as “well-
established industry guidelines” to render 
web content accessible. 

In 2017, the DOJ withdrew this proposed 
rulemaking notice.5 The withdrawal was 
unwelcome news to businesses — many of 
which had delayed making expensive chang-
es to their websites pending the DOJ’s an-
ticipated promulgation of specific guidelines. 
Moreover, the withdrawal of these proposed 
guidelines served as an impetus for creative 
plaintiffs’ attorneys who used this opportu-
nity to file ADA accessibility lawsuits against 
vulnerable businesses. 

In the face of this onslaught of litigation, 

members of both houses of Congress wrote 
letters to the DOJ requesting guidance with 
respect to website accessibility under the 
ADA.6 In response, on Sept. 25, 2018, then-
Assistant Attorney General Stephen E. Boyd 
issued a letter confirming the DOJ’s earlier 
position that the ADA applies to the websites 
of public accommodations. AAG Boyd’s let-
ter also called for “flexibility” in assessing 
website compliance with Title III of the ADA, 
and stated that “noncompliance with a volun-
tary technical standard for website accessibil-
ity does not necessarily indicate noncompli-
ance with the ADA.”7 

III. THE CIRCUIT COURTS REMAIN SPLIT, 
AND THE U.S. SUPREME COURT HAS 
DECLINED TO WEIGH IN

In the face of the DOJ’s lack of regula-
tion on this issue, significant differences 
have emerged among federal circuit courts as 
to whether the ADA limits places of public 
accommodation to physical spaces, thereby 
excluding websites from the ambit of Title 
III. Courts in the First, Second and Seventh 
Circuits have found that the ADA can apply 
to a website independent of any connection 
between the website and a physical loca-
tion.8 Conversely, courts in the Third, Sixth, 
Ninth and Eleventh Circuits have concluded 
that places of public accommodation must be 
physical places, but that the goods and ser-
vices provided by a place of public accommo-
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dation (including through its website) may be 
covered by the ADA if they have a sufficient 
nexus to a physical location.9 

The U.S. Supreme Court recently had an 
opportunity to resolve this split in the case of 
Robles v. Domino’s Pizza LLC, 913 F.3d 898 
(9th Cir. Jan. 15, 2019), cert. denied, 140 S. 
Ct. 122 (Oct. 7, 2019). In Robles, the Ninth 
Circuit affirmed the district court’s ruling 
that the ADA encompassed both the defen-
dant’s website and mobile application, ex-
plaining that Title III of the ADA “applies to 
the services of a place of public accommoda-
tion, not services in a place of public accom-
modation.”10 Domino’s subsequently sought 
certiori review of the Ninth Circuit’s deci-
sion; however, on Oct. 7, 2019, the Supreme 
Court declined to accept the case. 

IV. THE FIRST CIRCUIT’S VIEW ON WEB 
ACCESSIBILITY LAWSUITS

As noted above, the First Circuit has 
held that imposition of liability under Title 
III of the ADA does not depend on any nexus 
to a physical location. For example, in Car-
parts Distribution Center Inc. v. Automotive 
Wholesaler’s Association of New England 
Inc., 37 F.3d 12 (1st Cir. 1994), the First Cir-
cuit ruled that the ADA’s prohibition on dis-
crimination in a place of public accommoda-
tion applied to medical reimbursement plans. 
In so ruling, the court noted that the “plain 
meaning of the terms do not require ‘public 
accommodations’ to have physical structures 
for persons to enter.”11 

Since then, Massachusetts federal courts 
have consistently interpreted Carparts to 
mean that Title III of the ADA applies to 
websites and other digital assets. For exam-
ple, in Nat’l Ass’n of the Deaf v. Netflix Inc., 
869 F. Supp. 2d 196 (D. Mass. 2012), the dis-
trict court (Ponsor, D.J.) ruled that the ADA 
applied to the defendant’s video streaming 
service, stating that “[u]nder the Carparts 
decision, the Watch Instantly web site is a 
place of public accommodation and Defen-
dant may not discriminate in the provision of 
the services of that public accommodation — 
streaming video — even if those services are 
accessed exclusively in the home.”12 Follow-
ing Netflix, federal judges in Massachusetts 
have routinely declined to dispose of website 
liability lawsuits at the motion to dismiss 
stage.13 

More recently, in Nat’l Ass’n of the Deaf 

v. Harvard Univ., 377 F. Supp. 3d 49 (D. Mass. 
2019), the U.S. District Court for the District 
of Massachusetts (Robertson, M.J.) ruled 
that Title III of the ADA applies not only to 
content contained on a company’s own web-
site, but also to content hosted on third-party 
websites and platforms. In that case, Plaintiff 
brought a putative class action against Har-
vard University under Title III of ADA, seek-
ing declaratory and injunctive relief requiring 
Harvard to provide timely, accurate caption-
ing of the audio and audiovisual content that 
Harvard makes available online to the gener-
al public for free. Harvard moved to dismiss, 
asserting, inter alia, that it could not be held 
responsible under Title III for content posted 
on third-party websites such as YouTube, 
iTunes U, or SoundCloud. The district court 
rejected Harvard’s argument, reasoning that 
the “[i]mplementing regulations applicable to 
Title III … prohibit disability discrimination 
by a public accommodation or a federal fund 
recipient ‘directly or through contractual, li-
censing, or other arrangements.’”14 

V. MASSACHUSETTS BUSINESSES 
SHOULD PREPARE FOR ADA WEBSITE 
ACCESSIBILITY LITIGATION

Perhaps encouraged by the success of 
plaintiffs in jurisdictions such as New York 
and Florida, the increase in lawsuits filed over 
the past year suggests that Massachusetts is 
now poised to be the next hotspot for website 
accessibility litigation. The sudden increase 
in website accessibility cases in Massachu-
setts, coupled with a seeming reluctance by 
district court judges to dispose of these cases 
at the motion to dismiss stage, suggests that 
Massachusetts companies with public-facing 
websites — including retailers, service pro-
viders, entertainment venues, restaurants, 
and professional service firms — should as-
sume that those websites (and any other ac-
companying digital assets) are subject to Title 
III of the ADA, and therefore, these compa-
nies must take steps necessary to ensure that 
their websites are compliant with commonly 
accepted standards of accessibility. Other-
wise, they may find themselves on the wrong 
end of an ADA accessibility lawsuit. 
                                                                      

  1. See “Number of Federal Website Accessibility Lawsuits 
Nearly Triple, Exceeding 2250 in 2018,” supra, available at: 
https://www.adatitleiii.com/2019/01/number-of-federal-
website-accessibility-lawsuits-nearly-triple-exceeding-
2250-in-2018/.

 2. See Ryan P. Phair, M. Brett Burns & Torsten M. Kracht, “The 
Next Wave of Accessibility Litigation in the Retail Industry: 

Braille Gift Cards” (Nov. 5, 2019), available at: https://
www.huntonretailindustryblog.com/2019/11/articles/
advertising-marketing/the-next-wave-of-accessibility-
litigation-in-the-retail-industry-braille-gift-cards/.

 3. Letter from Deval L. Patrick, Assistant Attorney General, 
Civil Rights Division, Department of Justice, to Tom Harkin, 
U.S. Senator (Sept. 9, 1996), available at: https://www.
justice.gov/crt/foia/file/666366/download.

4. See WCAG 2.0 Guidelines, available at: https://www.
w3.org/TR/WCAG20/.

5. Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Disability; Notice of 
Withdrawal of Four Previously Announced Rulemaking 
Actions, 28 C.F.R. Parts 35 and 36 (2017), available at: 
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2017-12-26/
pdf/2017-27510.pdf.

6. See Letter from Hon. Ted Budd, Member of Congress, 
et al., to Hon. Jeff Sessions, U.S. Attorney General (June 
20, 2018), available at: https://www.adatitleiii.com/
wp-content/uploads/sites/121/2018/06/ADA-Final-003.
pdf; Letter from Hon. Chuck Grassley, U.S. Senator, et 
al., to Hon. Jeff Sessions, U.S. Attorney General (Sept. 
4, 2018), available at: https://www.judiciary.senate.
gov/imo/media/doc/2018-10-04%20Grassley,%20
Rounds,%20Tillis,%20Crapo,%20Cornyn,%20Ernst%20
to%20Justice%20Dept.%20-%20ADA%20Website%20
Accessibility.pdf.

 7. Letter from Stephen E. Boyd, U.S. Assistant Attorney 
General, to Hon. Ted Budd, Member of Congress, et al. 
(Sept. 25, 2018), available at: https://www.adatitleiii.com/
wp-content/uploads/sites/121/2018/10/DOJ-letter-to-
congress.pdf.

8. See, e.g., Carparts Distrib. Ctr. Inc. v. Auto. Wholesaler’s Ass’n 
of New England Inc., 37 F.3d 12, 19 (1st Cir. 1994); Nat’l Ass’n 
of the Deaf v. Netflix Inc., 869 F. Supp. 2d 196, 200 (D. Mass. 
2012); Nat’l Fed’n of the Blind v. Scribd Inc., 97 F. Supp. 3d 
565, 576 (D. Vt. 2015); Andrews v. Blick Art Materials LLC, 
268 F. Supp. 3d 381, 393 (E.D.N.Y. 2017); Morgan v. Joint 
Admin. Bd., Ret. Plan of Pillsbury Co. & Am. Fed’n of Grain 
Millers, AFL-CIO CLC, 268 F.3d 456, 459 (7th Cir. 2001); Doe 
v. Mut. of Omaha Ins. Co., 179 F.3d 557, 558 (7th Cir. 1999). 

9. See, e.g., Gil v. Winn-Dixie Stores Inc., 257 F. Supp. 3d 1340, 
1349 (S.D. Fla. 2017); Haynes v. Dunkin’ Donuts LLC, 2018 WL 
3634720, at *2 (11th Cir. July 31, 2018); Weyer v. Twentieth 
Century Fox Film Corp., 198 F.3d 1104, 1114 (9th Cir. 2000); 
Earll v. eBay Inc., 599 F. App’x 695, 696 (9th Cir. 2015); Ford 
v. Schering-Plough Corp., 145 F.3d 601, 614 (3d Cir. 1998); 
Peoples v. Discover Fin. Servs. Inc., 387 F. App’x 179, 183 
(3d Cir. 2010); Parker v. Metro. Life Ins. Co., 121 F.3d 1006, 
1010 (6th Cir. 1997); Brintley v. Aeroquip Credit Union, 321 F. 
Supp. 3d 785 (E.D. Mich. 2018). 

10. 913 F.3d at 905 (emphasis in 
original).  

11. Id. at 19. 

12. 869 F. Supp. 2d at 202. 

13. See, e.g., Gathers v. 1-800-Flowers.com Inc., No. 17-CV-
10273-IT, 2018 WL 839381 (D. Mass. Feb. 12, 2018); Nat’l 
Ass’n of the Deaf v. Mass. Inst. of Tech., C.A. No. 3:15-30024-
KAR, 2019 WL 1409301, at *1 (D. Mass. Mar. 28, 2019). 

14. 377 F. Supp. 3d at 63.
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https://www.judiciary.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/2018-10-04%20Grassley,%20Rounds,%20Tillis,%20Crapo,%20Cornyn,%20Ernst%20to%20Justice%20Dept.%20-%20ADA%20Website%20Accessibility.pdf
https://www.adatitleiii.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/121/2018/10/DOJ-letter-to-congress.pdf
https://www.adatitleiii.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/121/2018/10/DOJ-letter-to-congress.pdf
https://www.adatitleiii.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/121/2018/10/DOJ-letter-to-congress.pdf
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2019–20 COMPLEX COMMERCIAL LITIGATION SECTION COUNCIL

Matthew J. Ginsburg, chair 
Ascendant Law Group LLC

Derek B. Domian, vice chair 
Goulston & Storrs PC

Robert F. Callahan Jr. 
Robins Kaplan LLP

 Christopher M. Condon 
Murphy & King PC

Euripides D. Dalmanieras 
Foley Hoag LLP 

Hon. Brian A. Davis 
Suffolk Superior Court 

Jared L. Hubbard 
Fitch Law Partners LLP

Jessica G. Kelly 
Sherin and Lodgen LLP

Andrea Kramer 
Kramer Law LLC 

Ryan P. McManus 
Hemenway & Barnes LLP 

Francis C. Morrissey 
Morrissey, Wilson & Zafiropoulos LLP 

Andrew T. O’Connor 
Goulston & Storrs PC

 Hon. Christopher J. Panos 
United States Bankruptcy Court  

District of Massachusetts

Michael R. Perry 
Hunton Andrews Kurth LLP 

Amanda R. Phillips 
Morse Barnes-Brown & Pendleton PC 

 

Jonathan D. Plaut 
Cohan Rasnick Myerson Plaut LLP 

Svetlana Revina 
Hubspot

Laurence A. Schoen 
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo PC

Nicholas Stellakis 
Hunton Andrews Kurth LLP 

Kenneth N. Thayer 
Sugarman Rogers Barshak & Cohen PC

 Andrew T. Warren 
Trenholm Warren LLC

Courtney Shea Winters 
Travelers Companies Inc.
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VISIT 
WWW.MASSBAR.ORG/COMCOMSECTION 

FOR MORE INFORMATION  
AND PAST ISSUES.

http://www.MassBar.org/comcomsection

