fAll/WinteR 2013-14 neWSletteR

in thiS iSSue:
SINGLE ASSET REAL ESTATE
BANKRUPTCIES: INCREASED
LEVERAGE FOR LENDER ...... 4

By Thomas W. Stilley
MEDIATION: A NONADVERSARIAL WAY TO
PRESERVE A VALUABLE
BUSINESS RELATIONSHIP .... 5

By Jeff D. Brecht
LEGAL NEWS ........................ 6
IN THE COMMUNITY ........... 7

legAl iMplicAtiOnS Of the
DOMA DeciSiOn
By clifford S. Davidson and heather A. kmetz

O

n June 26, 2013, the Supreme
Court affirmed lower federal
court decisions in United States
v. Windsor, striking down section 3 of
the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA)
as unconstitutional on equal protection
grounds, thus requiring legally-sanctioned
same-sex couples to be recognized under
federal law and implicating approximately
1,100 individual federal provisions that
affect spouses.
On August 29, 2013, the U.S. Department of the Treasury and the Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) ruled (Revenue
Ruling 2013-17) that same-sex couples,
legally married in jurisdictions that recognize their marriages, will be treated as
married for all federal tax purposes. The
ruling applies regardless of whether or
not the couple currently lives in a jurisdiction that recognizes marriage of samesex couples.
On September 19, 2013, the U.S.
Department of Labor issued guidance
confirming that benefits under the
Employee Retirement Income Security
Act will be available to same-sex couples.
In practical terms, the court decision
and federal agency guidance mean that
all legally-married couples will have the
same rights (and obligations) with respect
to income, gift and estate tax and in other
federally-regulated areas of law. It does not
apply to individuals joined under same-sex
civil unions and domestic partnerships.
SUPREME COURT DECISION.
Section 3 of DOMA prohibited federal
recognition of valid state marriage between persons of the same sex. Section
3 defined “marriage” for purposes of all
federal statutes, regulations, rulings, and

interpretations as “a legal union between
one man and one woman as husband and
wife,” and “spouse” as “a person of the opposite sex who is a husband or a wife.”
The Windsor Court did not hold that
the states must permit same-sex couples to
marry. Rather, the decision means that if a
state permits a same-sex couple to marry,
then the federal government must recognize same-sex marriages on the same terms
as opposite-sex marriages. Justice Anthony
Kennedy wrote for the majority that, while
the federal government has “no legitimate
purpose” in refusing to acknowledge marriages that states have made legal, “[this]
opinion and its holding are confined to
those lawful marriages.” The DOMA
decision also did not address Section 2
of DOMA, which specifies that states
need not recognize out-of-state marriages
between spouses of the same sex.
(continued on page 2)

DOMA
(continued from page 1)
Despite the majority opinion’s attempt
to confine its opinion, many believe it is
likely that the Windsor decision will be
the basis for requiring marriage equality
nationwide. On September 27, 2013,
New Jersey was the first state to react to
the federal ruling by ordering a change
in its laws.
Most states presently prohibit marriages between individuals of the same
sex or are silent on the issue. However,
the following jurisdictions allow samesex couples to marry:
• California – effective June 26, 2013
(date of the Supreme Court’s Hollingsworth v. Perry decision); also effective
June 16, 2008, through November 5,
2008 (prior to passage of Proposition 8)
• Connecticut – effective November 12,
2008 (effective date of operative court
decision)
• Delaware – effective July 1, 2013
• District of Columbia – effective
March 9, 2010
• Iowa – effective April 27, 2009 (effective date of operative court decision)
• Maine – effective December 29, 2012
• Maryland – effective January 1, 2013
• Massachusetts – effective May 17,
2004 (date of operative court decision)
• Minnesota – effective August 1, 2013
• New Hampshire – effective January 1,
2010
• New Jersey – effective September 27,
2013 (date of operative court decision)
• New York – effective July 24, 2011
• Rhode Island – effective August 1,
2013
• Washington – effective December 6,
2012
• Vermont – effective September 1, 2009
• Foreign Jurisdictions – Argentina,
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark,
France, Iceland, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, South Africa,
Spain, Sweden, Uruguay, parts of Mexico
APPLICABLE WITHOUT REGARD
TO STATE RESIDENCY.
The federal agency guidance is clear that
Windsor applies to all federal tax provi2

sions where marriage is a factor, including
filing status, claiming personal and dependency exemptions, taking the standard
deduction, employee benefits, contributing to an IRA, and claiming the earned
income tax credit or child tax credit.
“This ruling. . .assures legally married
same-sex couples that they can move freely
throughout the country knowing that
their federal filing status will not change,”
said Treasury Secretary Jacob J. Lew.
RETROACTIVITY.
The federal agency guidance also allows
for effect prior to the Court’s publication
of its decision, for some purposes. Samesex couples who were legally married in
prior years may, but are not required to,
file original or amended returns, choosing to be treated as married for federal tax
purposes for one or more prior tax years
still open under the statute of limitations.
Additionally, employees who purchased
same-sex spouse health insurance coverage
from their employers on an after-tax basis
may treat the amounts paid for that coverage as pre-tax and excludable from income, and file an original return, amended
return, adjusted return, or claim for credit
or refund of an overpayment of tax.
ESTATE TAX.
The Windsor case involved imposition of
the estate tax:
Edith Windsor, who is 83, and Thea
Spyer, married in Canada in 2007 after
40 years of romantic partnership. In 2009,
Ms. Spyer died after a long battle with
multiple sclerosis. At that time, New York
considered the women married because
New York law recognized marriages of
same-sex couples who were legally married in other jurisdictions. Ms. Spyer left
her estate to Ms. Windsor. Had Ms. Spyer
married a man, her estate would have been
permitted to pass without taxation. But because Ms. Windsor was Ms. Spyer’s spouse,
DOMA precluded application of the spousal exemption, and Ms. Windsor was stuck
with a tax bill of $363,053. Ms. Windsor
successfully sued for a refund of the estate
tax paid, alleging that imposition of the estate tax violated her Constitutional right to
equal protection under the law.

Thus, married same-sex couples can
now take advantage of the unlimited federal estate tax marital deduction under
Section 2056 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as amended (“Code”).
GIFT TAX.
Married same-sex couples can now take
advantage of the unlimited federal gift
tax marital deduction under Section 2523
of the Code, allowing spouses to transfer
assets between them without any gift tax
implications, and of the gift-splitting provisions under Section 2513 of the Code.
There are three requirements that must be
met in order for a married couple to elect
for all gifts to third parties to be considered
as made one-half by the donor spouse and
one-half by the non-donor spouse: 1) each
spouse must be a U.S. citizen or a U.S.
resident; 2) the spouses must be married
(if during the same year the gift was made,
the spouses divorce, they may still elect to
split gifts made while they were married,
provided neither of them remarry during
the same calendar year); and 3) both the
donor spouse and the nondonor spouse
must signify their consent to the election
to gift-split.
INCOME TAX.
Individuals should assess whether it would
be advantageous to be treated as married
for federal tax purposes for one or more
prior tax years still open under the statute
of limitations. Taxpayers generally have
three years from the date the return was
filed, or two years from the date the tax was
paid, whichever is later, to file for an income tax refund. Some taxpayers may have
special circumstances (such as signing an
agreement with the IRS to keep the statute
of limitations open) that permit them to
file refund claims for earlier tax years.
Starting in 2013, legally-married samesex couples generally must file their federal
income tax return using either the “married filing jointly” or “married filing
separately” filing status, a status that may
increase or decrease their joint income tax
liability (compared to filing as unmarried
individuals) depending on each spouse’s
financial circumstances. This change of tax
status will make married same-sex spouses
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eligible for income tax benefits including
exclusion of up to $500,000 of gain attributable to the sale of the couple’s personal
principal residence from taxable income
(Section 121 of the Code).
CAMPAIGN FINANCE.
Married same-sex candidates who run for
federal office will now be able to fund their
campaigns using their spouse’s personal resources. This may be significant because
over 40 percent of the 3,061 federal congressional candidates relied on personal
resources to fund their campaigns during
the 2012 election cycle.
CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION.
Since the elimination of quotas, family
unity has been a cornerstone of U.S.
immigration policy. Under the current
system, two-thirds of all legal immigration is family-sponsored, and roughly
two-thirds of that involves applications
for marriage-based permanent residence.
Although U.S. citizens and permanent
residents have sponsored foreign-born
spouses for green cards for decades, for just
as long, immigration benefits have been
denied to same-sex couples.
Within hours of the Supreme Court’s
decision, the White House issued a statement declaring support for marriage equality. Soon after, Department of Homeland
Security Secretary Napolitano announced
that the agencies within her department,
including Citizenship and Immigration
Services, would begin to implement
the ruling. On June 28, 2013, the CIS
approved the marriage-based petition of
Julian Marsh (a 55-year-old Americanborn music producer) and his husband
Traian Popov (a 41-year-old Bulgarian
graduate student) – making Popov the first
spouse in a married same-sex couple to be
granted a U.S. green card.
EMPLOYMENT AND RETIREMENT.
Employers will have to revamp their tax
reporting and withholding systems (as
well as medical benefits), as payments for
same-sex spouses will no longer be on an
“after-tax” basis.
Payroll Contributions: Taxes will no
longer be deducted from paycheck con-
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tributions employees make for medical,
dental, and vision coverage for a same-sex
spouse. Employees can benefit a same-sex
spouse with tax-free contributions made to
a Flexible Spending Account and a Health
Savings Account.
Retirement Plans: The definition of
“spouse” is often critical in evaluating
administration of 401(k) and other
retirement plans. Most employee benefit
plans do not define who constitutes a
spouse for plan purposes, and the Court’s
decision does not dictate how the term
must be defined in all circumstances.
Plan sponsors should consider that:
• A plan participant’s spouse generally
must be the primary death beneficiary
unless the spouse waives such status.
• Pension plans must pay benefits in the
form of a qualified joint and survivor
annuity with the surviving spouse as the
contingent annuitant, unless waived by
the spouse.
• If the participant dies before starting
benefits, a pension plan must pay benefits in the form of a qualified preretirement survivor annuity to the surviving
spouse, unless the spouse has waived
such coverage.
• A plan generally must pay benefits to an
“alternate payee” pursuant to a qualified
domestic relations order.
• Qualified plan benefits generally must
start at the later of age 70½ or when the
participant retires, and the amount of
the benefits that must be paid annually
depends in part on whether the participant has a spousal beneficiary.
• Surviving spouses have more flexibility
to “roll over” qualified plan distributions
than non-spouse beneficiaries.
HEALTHCARE / MEDICAL
BENEFITS.
Married same-sex spouses (now qualifying as tax “dependents”) generally will
qualify for tax-free medical benefits and
COBRA coverage provided to spouses,
as well as time off under the Family and
Medical Leave Act to care for a same-sex
spouse. Married same-sex couples will be
able to receive a tax deduction on dependent employer-sponsored coverage. Such

couples will also be able to jointly apply
for subsidies to purchase health insurance
coverage under the Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act.
SECURITIES.
Many provisions of the securities laws
include definitions or rules that take an
individual’s marital status into consideration, including:
• Section 16 of the Securities Exchange
Act. A same-sex spouse married to an
officer or director of a public company
subject to Section 16 of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 may also be
subject to the filing requirements and
short-swing profit liability rules of
Section 16 as an “immediate family
member.” A same-sex spouse’s securities holdings may be required to be
included in Section 16 reports.
• Rule 701. Rule 701 under the Securities
Act of 1933 exempts from the Securities Act’s registration requirements offers
and sales of securities by private companies to their employees under compensatory plans or written compensatory
agreements, including immediate family members who acquire the securities
through a gift or domestic relations order.
• Accredited Investor. The definition of
“Accredited Investor” can be an important consideration in meeting the
requirements of an exemption from
registration under the federal securities laws for private company equity
compensation plans. An individual
“accredited investor” is defined in part
with reference to the individual’s net
worth and yearly income along with
that of the individual’s spouse.
• Disclosure under federal securities laws,
including proxy disclosures.
SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE BENEFITS.
President Barack Obama has promised
that all relevant federal benefits and obligations will be implemented “swiftly and
smoothly,” including valuable spousal and
survivor benefits under Social Security
and Medicare.
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Single Asset
Real Estate
Bankruptcies:
Increased
Leverage for
Lender
By Thomas W. Stilley
For very good
reasons, it is
common practice for commercial
real
estate owners
and developers to form a
separate entity
to own each of
their real estate
projects. Separate entities help limit liability, allow for
different investors in each project, and
otherwise facilitate business succession
planning. However, if a project runs into
financial hardship, it could be substantially more difficult to reorganize an entity’s
financial obligations in bankruptcy.

The Single Asset Real Estate Debtor

A “single asset real estate” (or “SARE”)
debtor under the Bankruptcy Code is an
entity that generates substantially all of
its income from its ownership of a single
real property project (excluding residential
property with less than four units).
Historically, debtors whose property had
little or no value in excess of the lender’s
claim might file a Chapter 11 bankruptcy
to delay foreclosure in hopes that the real
estate market would improve and the
debtor would be able to formulate an
acceptable plan of reorganization.
On the bankruptcy filing, an automatic
stay immediately took effect that prevented
the lender from foreclosing or taking any
further action to collect its debt.
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To obtain relief from the stay, the
lender had to convince the bankruptcy
court that (1) the debtor had no equity
in the property and (2) the property was
not necessary for the debtor’s successful
reorganization. Although the first prong
might easily be proved, satisfying the
second prong was much more difficult
because the debtor could argue that its
reorganization prospects would be rendered impossible if its only asset was lost
to foreclosure. This resulted in substantial delay for the lender even though a
reorganization plan might never be approved by the Bankruptcy Court.

SARE Relief from Stay Provisions

Congress sought to provide relief to lenders and, in 2005, added more stringent
provisions to the Bankruptcy Code for
a SARE debtor. Those provisions require
the Bankruptcy Court to grant relief
from the stay unless, within 90 days after
the bankruptcy filing, the debtor starts
monthly interest payments to the lender
or files a plan of reorganization that has a
reasonable possibility of being confirmed
within a reasonable amount of time. If
the debtor’s property generates sufficient
income to make the required interest
payments, it will be given more time to
negotiate a plan with its creditors. If it
does not, the debtor must promptly file
its plan and seek confirmation. If the
debtor fails to timely file a plan that the
Bankruptcy Court finds has a reasonable
possibility of being confirmed, the Bankruptcy Court must grant the lender relief
from stay.

Avoiding SARE Designation

In order to avoid SARE designation, the
debtor must be engaged in some substantial business other than operation of
the real property. Operating a golf course
or marina, harvesting timber, or running
a restaurant on the property have been
held to be substantial other business,
but merely owning an office building,
shopping center, apartment complex, or
warehouse, and collecting rents and paying expenses, have not.

Recently a large real estate development company in Los Angeles named
Meruelo Maddux Properties, Inc. (MMPI)
filed Chapter 11 bankruptcies for itself
and 53 of its subsidiaries. Each of the
subsidiaries owned a separate project,
with all of the projects being developed by
MMPI. MMPI asserted a “whole business
enterprise” exception to each entity’s SARE
designation, claiming that MMPI and all
of its subsidiaries were a “fully-integrated
business.” MMPI based its theory on the
fact that all of the entities operated as a
single enterprise by: (1) utilizing a single
operating account for payment of expenses, (2) filing consolidated financial reports
with the SEC, (3) filing consolidated tax
returns, and (4) operating with a centralized management team. The bankruptcy
court agreed, but the Ninth Circuit Court
of Appeals reversed, stating “we must accept [one of the debtor subsidiary’s] chosen legal status as a separate and distinct
entity from its parent corporation and sister subsidiaries, and look only to its assets,
income and operations in determining
whether [the property] is single asset real
estate.” Meruelo Maddux is the first circuit court decision to address the “whole
business enterprise” exception; thus it
is only binding on bankruptcy courts in
the Ninth Circuit (Oregon, Washington,
Alaska, California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Arizona, and Hawaii). The United
States Supreme Court has yet to rule on
the issue.

Lessons for Real Estate Owners,
Developers, and Lenders

The above highlights some of the issues
owners, developers, and lenders should
be cognizant of in structuring real estate
ownership and loan transactions. Owners and developers must carefully evaluate their options and circumstances both
at the entity formation stage and before
seeking bankruptcy protection, while
lenders must be aware of their borrowers’ organizational structure, assets, and
operations to ensure they do not lose the
SARE bankruptcy protections.
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Mediation:
A NonAdversarial
Way to Preserve
a Valuable
Business
Relationship
By Jeff D. Brecht
Business owners and
managers are generally aware of the potential advantages of
binding arbitration
of disputes. Arbitrators, for instance,
are considered less
likely than jurors
to be influenced by
a party’s emotional
appeal. Also, arbitration can often be
resolved in a number of months, compared to court litigation, which commonly lasts more than a year — and
sometimes many years. Since arbitration
documents are generally not “filed” as
they are in court litigation, the privacy
can often be appealing to businesses that
do not wish the other party’s unproved
(and maybe unfounded) allegations to
be public. Finally, “binding” arbitration
typically means an arbitrator’s decision
cannot be appealed.
Lawsuits also are expensive to prosecute
and defend. Very expensive. Arbitration’s
speedier process, with its generally abbreviated discovery, often translates to less
legal expense.
Businesses should also consider binding arbitration’s often under-appreciated
cousin: mediation.
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Consider the following:

• Like arbitration, mediation is relatively
inexpensive (though the financial
burden on parties to mediation will
vary depending on factors including
the mediator’s hourly rate or flat fee).
If mediation succeeds, then the participating businesses will likely have
avoided costly discovery and court or
arbitration fees.
• It’s no secret that parties to a lawsuit
cannot select the judge who will decide
their case. But parties who agree to try
mediation may (and should) choose
the mediator who is most likely to help
the parties (and their counsel) effectively resolve the business dispute. For
example, a retired judge who has overseen the trial of hundreds of business
disputes may effectively mediate by
educating the parties about just how
unpredictable trials can be — ensuring
they appreciate the risk of not reaching
a mediated settlement.
• Although parties are often resistent to
compromise, those who have agreed in
advance to mediate a business matter are
often motivated to resolve the dispute.
• Mediation gives businesses a window
of opportunity in which to control their
destiny. If the matter fails to settle, and
proceeds to arbitration or trial, then an
arbitrator, judge, or jury will resolve
the matter instead.
• Mediation is relatively swift. Although
the best mediators generally have busy
schedules, they are still not as likely as
the courts to have their calendars fully
clogged for months on end.
• Mediation is relatively simple. Although
mediators may have preferred methods,
there will be no complex procedural or
evidentiary rules involved.
• By its nature, mediation also allows
for flexible solutions and settlements.
Mediating businesses may agree to virtually any (lawful) settlement terms
that get the job done — even on

terms that nobody even considered
before the mediation. And, at least in
theory, because a settlement arrived at
through mediation is voluntary, parties
are more likely to fulfill their respective
settlement obligations.
While mediation may be very useful
for resolving many different types of business issues and conflicts, like any other
significant decision about your business,
you must carefully weigh the pros and
cons of an alternative dispute resolution
method. You may consider these options
in advance and include a mandatory
mediation clause in contracts.
Of course, mediation does not always
result in a settlement agreement. A business that has agreed to mediation might
spend good time and money and still not
resolve the matter. However, even then,
your (and the other) business is likely to
have learned a thing or two during the
mediation that may be useful in presenting its case to an arbitrator, judge, or jury
— which could help that process along.
A proposal of mediation should be taken
at face value: a party’s good-faith wish to
pursue a cost-effective, informal resolution of the dispute. Nonetheless, mediation can be perceived as a weakness. For
this reason, legal counsel should make
it abundantly clear to your opponent
(and your opponent’s attorney) that your
business is fully prepared to present its
case to a judge, jury, or arbitrator if the
matter does not settle.
The bottom line is very few cases actually go all the way through litigation.
Instead, cases mostly settle through mediation, binding arbitration or some
other form of collaborative settlement.
Mediation may be the winning choice,
especially if your dispute involves a party
with whom you want or need to continue
doing business.
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LEGAL News
CONGRATULATIONS JEFF TARR
Jeff was selected
as the recipient of
the 2013 Mentor
of the Year Award
given by the New
Tax Lawyer Committee of the OSB
Taxation Section.
Jeff has generously
given time and
energy to improve
the tax section, not only as a mentor,
but also as a member of the Executive
Committee and as an editor of the newsletter. He is known for giving practical
advice that includes important lessons
about the business aspects of a law practice, the culture of the legal community,
and substantive tax issues, including
ethics and standards of practice.

Sussman Shank Partners
Named To The Best Lawyers
in America®
Sussman Shank LLP is pleased to
announce that seven of its partners were
selected by their peers for inclusion in
the 2014 edition of The Best Lawyers
in America®, the oldest, most respected
peer-review publication in the legal
profession. The attorneys selected are
Nena Cook, Susan S. Ford, Howard
M. Levine, Jeffrey C. Misley, John A.
Schwimmer, Thomas W. Stilley, and
David D. VanSpeybroeck.

Best Lawyers has come to be regarded by both the
legal profession and the public as the definitive guide
to legal excellence in the U.S. The 2014 Best Lawyers
in America list is based on a rigorous national survey
involving more than 4 million detailed evaluations of
lawyers by other lawyers. Bestlawyers.com
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WELCOME THOMAS A. HACKETT
Thomas will
practice in the
firm’s Business,
Tax, and Estate
Planning practice
groups. Thomas
represents families
and business owners. His experience
includes representing buyers and sellers in the sales of businesses and advising individuals and families on taxable
and non-taxable estates in Oregon and
Washington. Thomas earned his J.D.
from the University of Washington, a
B.A. from Seattle University, and studied at the London School of Economics.

100 BEST COMPANIES TO WORK
FOR IN OREGON 2013
For the 8th
consecutive year,
Sussman Shank has
made the 100 Best
Companies to Work
For in Oregon list.
We are honored to
make the list this
year, considering that 273 companies
participated in the survey.

DIANA MCDOUGLE JOINS THE
FIRM AS A LAW CLERK
Diana graduated cum laude
and received her
J.D. from Seattle
University School
of Law and her
B.A. from Antioch
University. Diana
completed an
International
Human Rights externship, where she
worked as part of an eight-person team
to draft a petition that will be submitted
to the Inter-American Commission of
Human Rights.

SUSSMAN SHANK’S 2013 SUPER
LAWYERS AND RISING STARS
We are proud to announce that 16 of
our lawyers, or over 50 percent of the firm,
are recognized as 2013 Oregon Super
Lawyers® and Rising Stars®. Among
those selected, partner Susan Ford was
named in the Top 25 Women List and
Howard Levine and Thomas Stilley
were named in the Top 50 Oregon Super
Lawyers List.
Sussman Shank attorneys named 2013
Oregon Super Lawyers and Rising Stars:
Jason W. Alexander, Aaron J. Besen, Barry
P. Caplan, Robert L. Carlton, Nena Cook,
Susan S. Ford (Top 25 Women List), Laurie
R. Hager (Rising Stars List), Michael G.
Halligan, Darin D. Honn, Howard M.
Levine (Top 50 List), Jeffrey C. Misley,
Victor J. Roehm III (Rising Stars List),
Gabriela Sanchez (Rising Stars List), John
A. Schwimmer, Thomas W. Stilley (Top
50 List), and David D. VanSpeybroeck.
Super Lawyers is a rating service of outstanding
lawyers who have attained a high degree of peer
recognition and professional achievement. Only five
percent of attorneys in Oregon receive the honor of
Super Lawyer. superlawyers.com.
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SuSSMAn ShAnk in the cOMMunity
SuSSMAn ShAnk iS cOMMitteD tO Actively pARticipAting AnD giving BAck
tO ORgAniZAtiOnS With WORthWhile cAuSeS thROughOut the yeAR.

De lA SAlle nORth
year Round

DOgtOBeRfeSt
September 2013

Sussman Shank once again partnered with the De La Salle Corporate Internship Program. The program consists of four students working one day a week, five days per month, in a job
sharing team. These students have the opportunity to handle a
wide range of duties throughout the firm. Students receive academic credit and gain valuable real-world experience equipping
them for life beyond high school. We are proud to support this
program, and we enjoy having the students in our workplace.

Sussman Shank was proud
to sponsor the 19th Annual
Dogtoberfest® — Portland’s
biggest dog wash. Several
employees from Sussman
Shank joined 100 other volunteers at the Lucky Lab Brew Pub to help
wash and dry dogs for a good cause. A total of 294 furry
friends were washed, and the event raised over $21,000 to
benefit DoveLewis Animal Blood Bank Program. DoveLewis
Emergency Animal Hospital operates one of the nation’s
largest all-volunteer animal blood bank programs.

SchOOlhOuSe SupplieS
Summer 2013
For the fourth consecutive year, we
sponsored the Schoolhouse Supplies
Tools for Schools program. Volunteers helped pack and distribute
backpacks full of supplies for the students attending Marysville
School in SE Portland. We are proud to play a role in making sure
the students get off on the right track by having the supplies they
need to learn in the classroom. Schoolhouse Supplies is an awardwinning nonprofit that supports public education in Portland by
giving students and teachers free classroom supplies.

St. AnDReW legAl clinic
RAce fOR JuStice
June 2013
Our firm joined 630 walkers and
runners of all ages and sponsored the 13th annual Race for
Justice this year. The funds raised
through this race go directly to the clinic’s work, serving
Oregon families in need with low-cost and vital legal services.

pAWS fOR pARkinSOnS
A beneﬁt for the OhSu parkinson center
July 2013

cAnceR AWAReneSS
fall 2013
Fundraising activities are planned this fall including a happy
hour event, denim day, and other engaging ways to promote
cancer awareness. Our goal is to raise money to benefit the
American Cancer Society and other organizations dedicated
to cancer research and awareness. In November we are organizing a “Movember” fundraising campaign where many of
the men at Sussman Shank will boldly buck their razors and
gloriously grow their strongest stache, all to benefit awareness for men’s health, specifically prostate cancer.

ADOpteD fAMilieS
Winter 2013
Each year during the holiday season, Sussman Shank and its
employees support local organizations that provide for individuals and families in need. We help to make the season a
little brighter by purchasing and delivering household items
to organizations such as Morrison Kids; Raphael House; Big
Brother, Big Sister Columbia Northwest; and the Greater
Metro Foster Parent Association.

Sussman Shank organized a team (including some special fourlegged companions) to participate in this annual fund-raiser
walk. Our firm raised nearly $2,000 to benefit the OHSU
Parkinson Center.
SuSSmanShank.com
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