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The Orange County Lawyer has played a leading role in the Orange County legal community for years – even digitally. 
The award-winning magazine presents a multifaceted range of topics in a thought-provoking way. Orange County Lawyer 
features writers, who are the principal legal minds and represent the highest level of legal knowledge, and combines 
them with great visuality and exclusivity for Orange County Bar Association members.

ORANGE COUNTY LAWYER IS REACHING MORE THAN 40%  
OF ATTORNEYS IN ORANGE COUNTY 
Orange County Lawyer was first published in 1988, making it 
one of the longest running legal-based magazines in the state of 
California.

A vehicle for delivering engaging editorial content written by 
lawyers for lawyers, Orange County Lawyer features articles 
authored by legal professionals, attorneys, and judges. Content 
provides analysis, discussion, and advice on everything from 
evolving statutes and laws to emerging changes in legal business 
practices, making Orange County Lawyer a go-to resource for 
anyone in the practice of law.

Today, Orange County Lawyer is the #1 legal publication in Orange 
County, distributed monthly in both print and a fully web-enabled 
digital edition to an audience of more than 7,000 readers.

ORANGE COUNTY LAWYER READERS
Advertise your brand and business in Orange County Lawyer, 
and connect with a powerful demographic of influential 
professionals in one of the wealthiest counties in the United 
States. Our demographic reach ranges from several of 
Southern California’s American Bar Association accredited 
law schools to members of the most established law firms in 
the state, as well as local and state judiciary.

“Advertising in Orange County Lawyer has been phenomenal for my business. As a service provider to  
other attorneys, Orange County Lawyer has given me unparalleled access to my target market via a reputable, 

engaging, thought-provoking, and stylish publication. For those looking to grow their business, 
I would absolutely recommend advertising in Orange County Lawyer.”

~Meghan Dohoney, Esq.
Freelance Attorney

“I found the Orange County Lawyer and OCBA staff a pleasure to work with. They helped with the layout, 
timing of my advertising placements, and their rates were reasonable.”

~Dean Steward
Federal Criminal Defense

PUBLICATION PERFORMANCE 
•	Orange County Lawyer readership is roughly 

55% male and 45% female
•	6,000+ digital readers reached per month
•	More than 7,000 readers have digital access to 

Orange County Lawyer on a smartphone or tablet

GROW YOUR
BRAND & BUSINESS
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Attorney Disqualification
ESC-Toy LTD. v. Sony Interactive 

Entertainment LLC, No. 21-cv-00778-
EMC, 2024 WL 1335079 (N.D. Cal. Mar. 
27, 2024), is an attorney disqualification 
case. Sony Interactive Entertainment (Sony) 
moved to disqualify plaintiff’s counsel, 
Maschoff Brennan (MB), on the ground that 
it improperly obtained Sony’s confidential 
information from Sony’s former in-house 
counsel, Gayner, who was now serving as 
outside non-litigation counsel for the adverse 
party, ESC-Toy, Ltd. Gayner had worked as in-
house counsel at Sony for sixteen years, during 
which she acted as lead counsel reviewing and 
drafting transactional agreements. While at 
Sony, she negotiated the license agreement 
that was the subject matter of this litigation. 
She then left Sony in 2014, and commenced 
performing outside legal services for ESC, 
including advising ESC about its relationship 
with Sony, and attempting to facilitate a 
resolution of the disputes between the parties 
concerning the license agreement. While 
the extent of her legal services for ESC was 
disputed, ESC claimed attorney-client 
privilege for its communications with her, 
conceding that she was acting as counsel. 
Gayner therefore had switched sides and 
her current role for ESC was substantially 
related to the legal work she had performed 
for Sony. In addition, she was working closely 
with ESC’s litigation counsel, thereby at least 
creating the presumption that confidential 
information was being shared. Sony had not 
waived Gayner’s conflicts. 

The court analyzed the substantial 
relationship test and imputation of her conflicts 
to MB. Although the sharing of confidential 
information was presumed, the court found 
that privileged information was in fact shared. 
Although Gayner was not formally a co-
counsel with MB, a formal association or entry 
of appearance in the case was not necessary. 
MB was consulting with an attorney who 
had confidential information by virtue of her 
prior representation, and therefore MB was 
disqualified. Applying its inherent powers, the 
court also found an appearance of impropriety 
in Gayner’s actions, such that it would be 
prejudicial to the administration of justice 
to permit MB to continue as ESC’s counsel, 
having purposefully and wrongfully obtained 
privileged information from Gayner. MB was 
disqualified from further representation.

The court in Clear View West, LLC v. 
Steinberg, Hall & Assocs., Inc., No. 23-cv-
04774-SI, 2024 WL 1354522 (N.D. Cal. 
Mar. 29, 2024), explores how California 

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 1.9, 
which addresses conflicts in successive 
representations (as opposed to concurrent 
conflicts), applies in the context of a former 
joint representation. In this case, Attorney 
jointly represented Clients A and B in an 
arbitration in 2013. That case ended in 2014 
and Attorney continued to represent only 
Client A for the next ten years. Then, in 2023, 
a dispute arose between Client A and Client B 
involving similar issues as the 2013 arbitration. 
Attorney represented Client A in that dispute. 
Client B moved to disqualify Attorney based 
on the joint representation in 2013. In denying 
the motion, the District Court focused on 
whether there was a “substantial relationship” 
between the two representations. Noting,  
“[w]here the potential conflict is one that arises 
from the successive representation of clients 
with potentially adverse interests, the courts 
have recognized that the chief fiduciary value 
jeopardized is that of client confidentiality,” 
the court found the two matters were not 
substantially related. Id. at *5. While the court 
presumed that Attorney obtained confidential 
information from Client B as part of the joint 
representation in 2013, Client B agreed at the 
time that all confidential information obtained 
from Client B during the joint representation 
could be shared with Client A. Thus, even if 
Attorney was disqualified, Client A would 
still be in possession of all the confidential 
information, so confidentiality was not at 
issue where Attorney jointly represented 
Clients A and B. 

This case does not necessarily hold that a 
conflict under rule 1.9 could never arise from 
a former joint representation as the court’s 
decision depended on the “unique facts of 
[the] case,” including that Attorney only 
represented Client B for a short time and 
continued to serve as Client A’s attorney for 
the next ten years. 

Malicious Prosecution: Statute of 
Limitations

In Escamilla v. Vannucci, 97 Cal. App. 
5th 175 (2023), Escamilla sued an opposing 
attorney, Vannucci, for malicious prosecution. 
In response, Vannucci filed an anti-SLAPP 
motion, arguing in part that Escamilla would 
not be able to prove a probability of prevailing 
on the merits because his malicious prosecution 
claim was time-barred by the one-year 
statute of limitations period in Code of Civil 
Procedure section 340.6. Escamilla argued 
that his malicious prosecution claim was not 
untimely because it was governed by the two-
year limitations period in section 335.1. 

ETHICALLY SPEAKING 
by Members of the OCBA Professionalism & Ethics Committee

T
he OCBA’s Professionalism and Ethics 
Committee has scoured opinions from 2024 in 
order to summarize the more important ethics 

opinions of the year. These opinions, described 
below, include opinions about disqualification, 
malicious prosecution, litigation privilege, State 
Bar immunity, attorney work product, flat fees, 
legal duty, and even include a case about 
sanctions on a former law firm from our 
own Fourth/Third appellate district. 

Ethics Update:
2024 Year in Review

UNICORNS,  
KITTENS,  

AND TRENCH  
WARFARE: 
IP Lessons from  

Board Game 
Crowdfunding
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by DAVID C. BAKER

F
or college friends Molly, Devon, Marie, and Alphonse, weekly game night had 
been the perfect way to unwind from the stress of studying, papers, and exams—a 
favorite tradition that carried over into their professional careers. It usually called 

for spicy tacos, cold beer, and silly jokes, not to mention the obligatory dice, cards, 
and miniatures, but it never involved a discussion of copyrights, trademarks, and 
other forms of intellectual property. Well, almost never. 

One night, as that week’s gaming session 
was winding down, one of them (they never 
could agree on who had come up with the 
idea) asked the question they often would 
later regret as well as just as often celebrate, 
depending on the circumstances: “What if we 
made our own game?”

Not knowing what they didn’t know, 
they fleshed out their idea for a fast-paced, 
explosively whimsical card game. It featured 
magical unicorns with combustible tendencies 
set in an alternate universe of worldwide 
trench warfare, drawing heavily on other 
successful game funding campaigns. They 
eventually settled on the name Exploding 
Unicorn Crusade for their game, and within 
a few weeks they had a working prototype, a 
growing pile of glitter-coated playtest notes, 
and a firm belief that if Exploding Kittens, 
Unstable Unicorns, and even Trench Crusade 
could raise millions on Kickstarter, surely, 
they could too. All they had to do was put the 
campaign online, wait for backers to flood in, 
and figure out the rest later.

The “rest,” unfortunately, included things 
like copyrights, trademarks, trade dress, and 
domain names—none of which they had 
thought much about. They were not alone. 
Many creators launching crowdfunded 
board games spend months perfecting their 
gameplay mechanics and character art, only 
to discover too late that the most valuable 
part of their project might not be the deck of 
cards but the intellectual property those cards 
embody. Without a clear legal strategy, success 
can turn into a legal headache faster than you 
can say “cease and desist.”

In a global marketplace with annual sales 
revenues exceeding $15 billion, crowdfunding 
has become a proving ground for independent 
game developers. Kickstarter campaigns 
like Exploding Kittens (which raised over 
$8.7 million) and Unstable Unicorns (which 
brought in $1.8 million) have shown how 
powerful a catchy name and quirky art can 
be. More recently, Trench Crusade, a grim, 
alternate-history World War I miniatures 
game, generated over $3.3 million in pledges. 
These campaigns prove that compelling 
themes, strong branding, and the right timing 

can create household names out of thin air. 
But they also prove that those names, images, 
and creative elements are worth protecting 
from the start.

Play the Copyright Cards Early in the Game
In most cases, the intellectual property 

for a game like Exploding Unicorn Crusade 
begins with copyright. The original artwork, 
miniatures designs, card text, rulebook, story 
elements, and promotional materials are all 
potentially protectable expressions. What is 
not protected, however, is the core concept or 
game mechanics. Those ideas fall outside the 
scope of copyright law. 

Creators are often surprised to learn that the 
underlying rules of a game, unless expressed in 
an especially unique and creative way, cannot 
be shielded at all. The difference between 
“draw three cards and play one” and “draw 
three cards and read aloud the incantation of 
the Rainbow Llama Queen” is the difference 
between an unprotectable mechanic and a 
copyrighted narrative flourish.

This makes early registration critical. 
While copyright protection exists at the 

moment a work is created and fixed in a tangible 
medium, registration with the U.S. Copyright 
Office provides powerful enforcement tools, 
including statutory damages and attorney’s 
fees, that can be decisive in a dispute. The 
Copyright Office often reviews card and 
board game submissions, which should 
make the registration process that much 
easier. Indeed, a registration certificate is not 
only a valuable legal asset but also a badge 
of seriousness when someone else starts 
marketing a suspiciously similar game with 
suspiciously familiar unicorns.

A Brand by Any Other Name Will Still  
Get Sued

Equally important is trademark law. In the 
best-case scenario, a game title like Exploding 
Unicorn Crusade becomes the face of a brand. 
Just think of all the variations of Monopoly 
or, for the more serious gamer, Munchkin 
and Zombicide. If the name catches on, it 
can be used in expansions, merchandise, and 
even media licensing. But for that to happen 
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“O
PPORTUNITY FOR GREATNESS!!!” Anyone who has walked the halls with Judge Fred 
W. Slaughter or spent any amount of time with him knows this booming phrase well. But 
for Judge Slaughter, these words are far more than a catchy motto, they are a way of life. 

Rooted in a sense of purpose, connection, and community, his commitment to helping others see 
and achieve their fullest potential shines through in all that he does. His warmth, inclusiveness, 
and resolve to uplift others define not only his work as a judge but his life as a husband, father, 
mentor, and community leader.

Judge Slaughter’s approach to justice is personal and 
transformative. Rather than seeing the law as abstract, 
he views it as a deep human system meant to serve 
real people, each with their own story, challenges, and 
dreams. He has built bridges across the legal community, 
creating long-lasting relationships grounded in mutual 
respect and shared values. His leadership has helped 
shape a legal culture that more accurately reflects the 
diverse, dynamic communities it serves.

As one young student said after a school visit with 
Judge Slaughter, “Judge Slaughter empowered me to 
try my best in everything I do.”

Another added: “He reminded us that every day is a 
new day to be better, and to treat others with fairness 
and compassion.”

These simple but powerful reflections demonstrate 
why Judge Slaughter has been selected as the 2025 
recipient of the Lei Lei Wang Ekvall Award—an honor 
reserved for individuals who embody the values of 
diversity, equity, inclusion, and professional excellence.

Family and Foundation
The roots of Judge Slaughter’s compassion and 

leadership are planted firmly in family. With his 

beaming smile, he often shares that his family is 
everything to him. His beloved wife, Nicole, and 
their three children—Milla (18), Alina (16), and 
Dirk (14)—are his strength and joy. Whether they 
are hiking through Orange County trails, supporting 
local sports teams, or simply enjoying time together, 
the Slaughters are united by love, joy, and gratitude. 
These values are the compass by which Judge Slaughter 
navigates both his personal and professional life.

Many know Judge Slaughter as the son of Fred L. 
Slaughter, a Hall of Fame basketball player under 
the legendary Coach John Wooden and a pioneering 
African American attorney who broke barriers in law 
and sports. But equally impactful is the influence of 
Judge Slaughter’s mother, Kay, a lifelong nurse and 
proud UCLA alumna who dedicated over five decades 
to serving her community with compassion and care. 
Her example helped instill in Judge Slaughter a deep 
respect for service and empathy.

In 1964, Kay and Fred Sr. met on Bruin Walk as 
UCLA undergraduates and quickly fell in love. Fred 
studied marketing, and Kay studied nursing. They stayed 
in touch as Fred continued at Columbia Law School. By 
1970, they were married, and Fred returned to UCLA as 

THE HEART OF JUSTICE: 
A COLLABORATIVE 

CELEBRATION OF JUDGE 
FRED W. SLAUGHTER
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by THE HONORABLE DAVID O. CARTER and THE HONORABLE MARIA D. HERNANDEZ


