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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS
No. 97-PR-2003

IN RE ESTATE OF BERNARD C. MASON
RHONDA CHAPPELLE, APPELLANT.

Appeal from the Superior Court
of the District of Columbia

(Hon. Kaye K. Christian, Motions Judge)
(Submitted June 16, 1999 Decided July 8, 1999)
Rhonda Chappelle, pro se, was on the brief for appellant.
Evan J. Krame was on the brief for appellee.

Before TERRY and ScHWELB, Associate Judges, and PRYOR, Senior Judge.

PerCuUrIAM: Appdlant requested the Probate Divig on of the Superior Court to order appelles,
adient, to pay atorneys feesfor legd services performed by gppdlant in connection with the probate of
anedate. Thetrid court approved some of the fees requested, but denied compensation for services

performed prior to the time appellant was permitted to appear in this case pro hac vice. We affirm.

On February 9, 1994, Catherine Mason hired appellant Rhonda Chappelleto be her attorney in
the probate of the Edtate of Bernard C. Mason. On April 11, 1994, gppellant filedwith the court apetition
for probatewhich gppointed her dient Ms. Mason persond representative of theedtate. Inthe petition for
probate, gopd lant included her name, sgnature, Didrict of Columbiaaddress, and anon-exigent Unified
Bar Number. On June 10, 1994, appdlant filed a praecipe for admisson to gppear pro hac vicein the
Didrict of Columbiato represent Ms. Mason in her capacity aspersond representative. On September

9, 1994, the probate court granted appellant's request to appear pro hac vice.
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Following the probate of theestate, gppelant petitioned the probate court to order Ms. Masonto
pay for 69.80 hoursof legd services performed from February 9, 1994 to October 31, 1996. The court
denied thepetitioninpart. Ingtead, the court ordered Ms. Mason to compensate gppellant for 50.25 hours
of legal services performed after shewas permitted to practicein thisjurisdiction pro hac vice, from
September 9, 1994 to October 31, 1996. The court denied compensation for the 19.55 hours of
gppellant'slegd services performed prior to her admisson pro hac vice. Appellant gpped sthe court's

order of compensation.*

Appdlant arguesthat the probate court erred by dernying compensation for the 19.55 hours of legdl
sarvices performed from February 9, 1994 to August 26, 1994. Although appellant acknowledges that
shewas not permitted to gppear pro hac vice until September 9, 1994, she contends that she should be

compensated for al work performed because it was essential to the final disposition of the estate.

Accordingto Didrict of ColumbiaCourt of AppedsR. 49 (a), "[n]o person shdl engageinthe
practice of law in the Didtrict of Columbia. . . unlessenrolled as an active member of the Didrict of
ColumbiaBa." Oneexceptionto thisgenera prohibition allowsaperson to "provid[€g] legd sarvicesin
the courts of the Didtrict of Columbia, following admissonprohacvice” D.C. App. R.49(c)(7). The
term"legd sarvices' encompassesabroad range of sarvicestoadlient. Indead, inthe context of thiscase,
"legd services' comprise[p]reparing any legd document, including . . . instrumentsintended to affect the
disposition of property of decedents estates." D.C. App. R. 49 (b)(2).

! In addition to her request for compensation as an attorney, gppe lant's brief aso suggests, dbetin
passng, that she"isentitled to be compensated for services rendered prior to September 9, 1994 under
acontractud theory of quantummeruit.” Thisissuewasnot raised in the probate court, and we decline
to consider it here. See Southall v. United Sates, 716 A.2d 183, 189 (D.C. 1998) ("Itisabasicrule
in our jurigorudential system that issues, points, and theories not advanced in the trial court will not be
consdered on gpped except in exceptiond Stuationswhereaclear miscarriage of justice would result
otherwise.").
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"A request for atorneys fees. . . [is) committed to thediscretion of thetrid court, and actionon

such arequest will not be reversed but for an abuse of discretion.” Brownv. Carr, 503 A.2d 1241, 1249

n.7 (D.C. 1986) (citing Super. Ct. Civ. R. 41 (3)(2)). Here, the probate court found appellant had not

been permitted to practicein the Didrict of Columbiapro hacviceuntil September 9, 1994. Furthermore,

by her request to the probate court for attorneys feesfrom February 9, 1994 to August 26, 1994,

appd lant concedesthat thework sheperformed during thisperiod condtituted legal sarvices? Therefore,

thetrial court did not abuseitsdiscretion in finding appellant wasnot entitled to the 19.55 hours of

attorney'sfeesaccrued prior to her admisson to thisjurisdiction pro hac vice, from February 9, 1994 to
August 26, 1994.

Affirmed.

2 Inher brief, Ms. Mason notesthat gppd lant waslessthan candid by falling to explain, throughout the
entire representation, that she was not amember of the Didtrict of ColumbiaBar. Thisaleged lack of
candor iscorroborated by gppellant'sfiling of the petition for probate which indicated that gppellant was
licensed to practice law in the District of Columbia.





