
VIRGINIA:

Before the Virginia State Bar Disciplinary Board

In the Matter of
Patrick Richard Blasz, Esquire VSB Docket No. 17-052-107961

CONSENT TO REVOCATION ORDER

On September 27, 2018, came Patrick Richard Blasz and presented to the Board an 

Affidavit Declaring Consent to Revocation (hereinafter “Affidavit”) of his license to practice law 

in the courts of this Commonwealth. By tendering his Consent to Revocation at a time when 

allegations of misconduct are pending, the nature of which are specifically set forth in the 

attached Affidavit and Certification, Respondent acknowledges that that the material facts upon 

which the allegations of misconduct are pending are true.

The Board having considered the Affidavit, and Bar Counsel having no objection, the 

Board accepts his Consent to Revocation. 

Upon consideration whereof, it is therefore ordered that Patrick Richard Blasz ‘s license 

to practice law in the courts of this Commonwealth be and the same hereby is revoked, and that 

the name of Patrick Richard Blasz be stricken from the Roll of Attorneys of this Commonwealth.

Entered this 27th day of September, 2018.

Virginia State Bar Disciplinary Board

By: _______________________________________________
Sandra L. Havrilak, First Vice Chair

Sandra L. Havrilak
Digitally signed by Sandra L. Havrilak 
DN: cn=Sandra L. Havrilak, o, ou, 
email=slhavrilak@havrilaklaw.com, c=US 
Date: 2018.09.27 13:47:14 -04'00'



RECEIVED

VIRGINIA STATE BAR 
CLERK'S OFFICE

Sep 27, 2018

VIRGINIA: 

BEFORE THE VIRGINIA ST ATE BAR DISCIPLINARY BOARD 

IN THE MATTER OF 
PATRICK RICHARD BLASZ VSB Docket No. 17-052-107961 

1999. 

A-F~_IDAVIT DECLARIN(LCONSENT TO.REVOCATION 

I, Patrick Richard Blasz. after being duly sworn, state as follows: 

I. I was licensed to practice law in the Commonwealth of Virginia on September 10, 

2. I submit this Affidavit Declaring Consent to Revocation pursuant to Rule of 

Court, Part 6, Section IV. Paragraph 13-28. 

3. My consent to revocation is freely and voluntarily rendered. I am not being 

subjected to coercion or duress, and I am fully aware of the implications of consenting to the 

revocation of my license to practice law in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

4. I am aware that there is currently pending a Certification, VSB Docket No. l 7-

052-107961, which is attached as Exhibit 1 and is incorporated as if fully set forth herein. I 

acknowledge that the material facts in the Certification, upon which the allegations of 

misconduct are predicated, are true. 

6. I submit this Affidavit Md consent to the revocation .of my license to practice law 

in the Commonwealth of Virginia because I know that if the Certification was brought to a 

conclusion, I could not successfully defend it. 

Executedanddatedon ¥~ ¢, '2: .Zt2./lf 



p~~ 
Respondent 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINI.Aj 
CITY/COUNTY OF FtJ.tt"~(A '/... 

I 
• to wit: 

The foregoing Affidavit Declaring Consent to. Revocation was subscribed and sworn to before 

meby Patrick Richard Blasz on -----.LZ4-l...::J=· ._.:+:.....1t...!d=...:o:..alt..:;B ____ _ 

Notary Public 

My Commission expires: 
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RECEIVED 
Oct 30, 2017 

VIRGINIA ST.ATE BAR 
CLER1<•s OFFICE 

VIRGINIA: 

BEFORE THE FIFTH DISTRICT,. SECTION II SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF TIIRVlRGINIA STATE BAR 

IN THE MA TIER OF 
PATRICK R1CHARD BLASZ VSB DocketNo. 17~052-107961 

SUBCOMN1ITTEE DETERMINATION 
cCERTIFICA'fIONl 

On October 17, 2017, a meeting in thiS l'.llatter was held before a duly convened Fifth 

District, Section II Subcommittee consisting of Robert Marshall Worster, III, Subcommittee 

Chait; Catherine Mary Reese, Member,.· and Reba H. Davis, Lay Member; Pursuant to Part 6, §. 
. . 

IV, 1 f 3;.15.B.3 of the Rules or the Supreme Court of Virginia, the Fifth District, Section II 

Subcomtnittee of the Virginia State Bar hereby serves upon P&trick Richard Blasz, 

("Respondent") the following Certification: 

l. ALLEGATIONS OFFACT 

l. AtaU relevant times, Respondent was a member in good stan<;Iing ofthe Virginia State 
Bar(''VSB"). 

2. On December 28, 2016, the VSB received notice from WellsFargo Bank th.at a check for 
$2,194.00, which was written against Respondent's trust account, was teturn~d for 
insufficient funds, 

3. On December 28, 2016, the VSB sent Respondent a letter enclo~ing the tn1st overdraft 
notice. · The letter demanded that Respondent submit a response, in writing, within 21 
days. 

4. Respondent did not submit a timely responseto the Bar complaint. The VSB referred 
this matter to the Fifth District Committee., Section II for furthednvestigation. 

5. OnJanuary.24,2017,.VSB Investigator Brian Callen called Respo11dent and requested 
that he submit a written response to the. trust overd~ft notjce; · Respondent acknowledged 
that he had not submitted a response, but said that he would do so. Despite this 
assurance, Respondentnevcr provided a written response to the trust overdraft notice. 

VSB 
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6. Also on January 24, 2017, Respondent was served with a subpoena duces te-0um 
requesting his trust account records between January I, 20[5 and the presenL The 
subpoena statedthatReswndent•s·responsewas due on or before February 14, 2017. 

7. Respondent did not respond to the subpo.ena duces tecum by the deadline. Accordingly, 
on February~2, 2017, the VSB notified Respondent that he was not in colllpliance with 
the subpoena. 

· 8. On March 13, 2017, Respondent provided a partial response to the subpoena duces 
tecum. On March 15. 2017, ·theVSB sent a letter to Respondent stating that he had not 
provided general· I~dgers or client subsidiary ledgers for his trust account The letter 
asked Respondent to "either provide the ledgers or let me know that you do not have 
them.,, 

9. Twq weeks later. on March 27, 2017, Respondent supplemented his response with a 
purported general ledger and client subsidiary ledgers for his tru.st account. 

10. Although the· subpoena duces tecum spedticaUy requested it. Respondent did n.ot pr<>vide 
evidence ofreconci1iat1on of his trust account. 

I l. The trust accollflt records that Respondent prepared and sent to the VSB reflected that on 
Dece1nber 21, 20161 Respondent \WOte a check for the matter of Fertig v . . Jenkins in the 
amount of$2,l94.00. Upon information and belief,this check was written in orderto 
pay an appeal bond. The trust account records that Respondent provided did not indicate 
that any money had been deposited into the trust account on behalf of a client tuuned 
.. Fertig'' or °'Jenkins/' Afthe time Respondent wrote the check, bis trust account had a 
balance of only $721.86. This resulted in the check being returned for insufficient funds. 

J 2. The .client subsidiary ledgers that Respondent submitted to the \1$B indicated that :money 
that Respondent should have been holding in his• trust account was not there. For 
example, Respondent provided a client .subsidiary ledger for a client called Dictation 
Transcdpts. The ledger reflected an ending. balance of $10,122.86 M of December 22, 
2014. Therewer~ no entries on the Dictation Transcripts ledger after Decemocr 22, 
2014. In January 2017,just two months before Respondent provided this subsidiary 
ledger ttr the VSB, his trust account had a balance ofless than $1,000. Therefore, based 
on Respondent's own records, either the ctient subsidiary ledger was incorrect or 
Respond.ent's trust account is missing thousands of dollars. 

13. After receiving trust account records frorti both Respondent and Wells Pargo Bank; VSB 
Investigator Callen attempted to ~~hc;qule an interview with Respondent. Qn May 19, 
2017, Investigator Callen emailed Respondent to arrange an interview. Investigator 
Callen called or emailed Respondent at least four additional times before Respondent 
finally replied. Re~pondentagreed.to be interviewed at hi~ home offic.eonJuly 7, 2017. 
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l fowever, on July 6, 2017, Respondtnt emailed Jnvestisator Callen and asked to po.sfpone 
the inrerview; 

14. At ResJ)O'rt<tent•s request. InvestigatorCaUen resc;heduled the interview two more times. 
On August 7, 2017i Respondent failed to appc-ar for his sdteduJed interview and did not 
respond to Investigator Callen•s attempts to conf8Cl him. 

1.5. On August s. 201?, the'VSB issued a summons to Respondent to appear for an interview 
at his home office on August 24, 2017 at 11 :00 a.m. In the cover letter enclosing the 
surmnons, Bar Counsel ~eed to withdraw the summons if and only if Respondent 
appeared for an interview with Investigator Callen before the summons date. Respondent 
made no attempt to contact Investigator Callen or Bar Counsel. 

t 6. Investigator CaUen arrived at Respondent's home on Augu.1t 24, 2017 at ll :00 a.m . ., 
which was the date. time and location for which Respondent was required to appear. The 
person who answered the door advised Investigator Callen that Respondent was .not there. 

17. After failing to appear for the interview for which he was summoned, Respondent did not 
contact Investigator Callen to explain his absence or to reschedule the interview. 

u. NATURE Of MISCO CT 

Such conduct by Respondent constitutes misconduct in viol.a.ti.on of the foUowing 

provisions of the Virginia Rules of Professional Conduct as set forth further below. 

IJy failing to perform the required reconciliations of his trust account, Respondent 

violated Rule J. J j(d)(Jj, as set forth be/()W. 

By failing to provide a written response to the Bar complaint and by failing to respond to 

the Bar Investigator 's numerous attempts to contact him, Respond.em vlolau:d Rule 8. l(c), as set 

jortlt below. 

By/ailing to appear in response to the wltntss summons tuued hy the PSB a,Mi by foiling 

ro ,m:1/w any attempt to cure !tis failure to appear, Respnndent violated Rule 8. l(d), as ~er forth 

below. 

By a11,.m1pting tn dlsbw-se fonds on uehalf of a client for whom he l1ad nt>t previously 

deposited funds intr, liis attornty trust ac.cowtl, Respondent attempted fq convenfllflfb or 
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property of a client or third party. This transaction, had it been allowed to go throtJgh as 

Respondent intended, wouldhave violated Rules l.15(b)(5) and8.4(b). Because the transaction 

was stopped as a result of the insufjJcientfunds in Respondent's trust account, Respondent's 

conduct violated Rule, 8.4(a}in that he attempted to violate Rules J.15{h)(5) and 8.4(b), as set 

fotth below. 

By attempting to convert fund! that, acconling to Respondent's own records, belonged to 

other clients and byproviding trust accounting records indicating that thousands of dollars of 

client funds are unaccounted for; RespondentviolatedRule 8.4(b), as set forth below. 

RULE 1.15 Safekeeping Property 

(b) Specific Duties. A lawyer: shall: 

( 5) Mt disburse funds or use property ofa client or third party without their 
consent or convert fu11ds or property of a client or third party, except as directed by a 
tribunal. 

( d) Required Trost Accountin~ Procedures. In addition to the requirements set forth 
in Rule 1.15 (a) through (c), the following minimum trust accounting procedures are applicable 
ti.:> all trust accoun4,. 

(3) Reconciliations. 

(i) At least quarterly a reconciliation shall be made that reflects the 
trust account b.alance fot each client, person ot other entity. 

(ii) A monthly reconciliation shall be made of the cash balance that is 
derived from the cash receipts journal, ca$h disbursementsjoumal, the trust 
account checkbook balance and the trust account bank statement balance. 

(iii) At least quarterly, a reconciliation shall be made that reconciles the 
cash balance from ( d)(3 )(ii) above and the subsidiary ledger balance from 
(d)(3)(i}. 
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(iv) Recon.ciliationsmust be approved by a lawyer in the law firm. 

RULE 8.1 Bar Admission And Disciplinary Matters 

An :applicant for admissfon to the bar. or a lawyer already admi.tted .to the bar, in 
connection with a bat admission application, any certification required to be filed as a condition 
ofmaintaining or renewing a license to practice law, or in connection with a disciplinary matter, 
shall uot: 

{ c) fail to re§pond to a lawful demand for information from an admissions or 
discipJinary authority. except that this Rule does not require disclosure of information othetwis~ 
protected by Rule l.6; or 

(d) obstruct a lawful in.vestigation by an admissions or disciplinary authority. 

RULE8.4 Misoonduct 

It is prof~ss.ional .misconduct.for a lawyer to: 

( a) violate or attempt to violate the Rules of Professional Conduct, knowingly assist 
or induce another to do so~ or doso through llie :act& of another[.] 

(b) commitacrimina:l or deliberately wrongful act that reflects adverSely on the. 
lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness or fitness to practice law[.] 

UL CERTIF1CA TJ;P..N 

Accordingly, it is the decision of the Subcommittee to certify this matter to the Virginia 

State Bar Disciplinary Board. 

FIFTH DISTRICT -
SECTION II SUBCOMMITI.EE 
OF 11IE VIRO:IN.IASTATEBAR 

By~~ 
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Robert Marshall Worstei:,. m 
Subcommittee Chait 



CERTlFICATEOF SERVICE 

. . f certify that on. _ ID LJQ_L~o t f , I mailed by certified mail a true and correct copy 
ofthe foregoing Subcommittee Detennination (Certification) to Patrick Richard Blasz, Esquire, 
Respondent, at LawOffic.es ofPatrickR. Blasz, 10224 Tamarack Drive, Vienna, VA 22182, 
Respondent's last address of record with the Vll'ginia State Bar. 
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