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February 5, 2018 

 

Mr. Daniel P. Atkinson 
Oregon State Bar 
16037 SW Upper Boones Ferry Road 
Tigard, Oregon 97281 
 
Re: DPA 1501568 
 
Mr. Atkinson: 
 

My Response to Christiansen and Marshall. 

Christiansen and Marshall (C&M) have provided exhibits for your consideration, offering them as 

support for the statements they made to Judge Jones Deputy Clerk. The candor owed to the tribunal 

was truth, honestly & disclosure, not the strategic withholding of evidence. Again I reference the U.S. 

Marshals Evidence as previously submitted. 

I would ask the Bar to consider how the deputy clerk and others receiving this information would react 

when C&M provided information knowing the info to be lacking completeness. A partial truth example 

would be telling someone they need to be careful of say Chester Marshall because he was arrested for 

child molesting without also disclosing that he was never charged or prosecuted let alone convicted and 

that the arrest record was expunged. Withholding that undisclosed information was designed to illicit a 

response of grave concern when no such concern was warranted but was rather intended to serve their 

interests by claiming hero status in the cases before the court. Perhaps even worse is that these 

attorneys, C&M, honestly believe the court will show them favor unwarranted by evidence. If the courts 

are in fact acting with this kind of bias, then God help us all. 

1. C Ex 1 is a transcript from a case in which Judge Jones was the triar, but retained jurisdiction on 

the subsequent Judgment. You will note at the top of the page the law firms that received the 

documents with a stamp date. The first is Blumberg and Lindner, where Zweizig’s girlfriend 

Sandra Ware was a staff attorney. The second was the Costello law firm, which represented 

Zweizig in his NJ action. You can see from the very beginning that the Zweizig team intended to 

call upon the court to set the facts aside and find in Zweizig’s favor over a discontented Judge. 

The arbitrator received this evidence over our objection. It was irrelevant to the case but has 

formed the basis for our arguments of judicial bias by the arbitrator and subsequently by Judge 

Papak. Christiansen offered it again in the 3:15-cv-2410 case and again for the same reason. I 

presume that Marshall offered it to arbitrator Crow anticipating that there would be a challenge 

of bias in the arbitration as neither she nor Crow disclosed that they had been partners together 

at Miller Nash for 7 of the 14 years Marshall worked there. Based on the conversations between 

them during the arbitration, the past relationship appeared to be much more intimate.  

2. C Ex 2 is a copy of a blog post, with reference to the last paragraph, that apparently incited the 

C&M team to their destructive actions, contacting the deputy clerk and maligning my reputation 
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with whatever they could come up with. The blog was published some 14 years after the Ex 1 

Transcript. 

3. C Ex 3 is a deposition of a police officer in my case against the city of West Linn. It is evident that 

the Zweizig team anticipated going to this extreme to search for something to hurt me, 

something unrelated to the Zweizig case. These events happened during my divorce some 16 

years ago and yes Christiansen did try to get them into the 3:15 trial as did Marshall. On two 

occasions Zweizig counsel used this document to attempt to extort a settlement, first in the 

Zweizig arbitration and again in the 3:15-cv-2401 case. This has to do with an arrest record that 

was expunged. I was arrested, released that night without bail. I was the one who called the 

police. I was not charged or prosecuted. I called the police to remove items placed in my 

suburban while I was knocking at the door of my home. None of the evidence removed was 

found to be mine. I am deeply concerned that C&M continue to persecute me and attempt to 

extort settlements on judgments. I believe this was part of the body of documents provided to 

arbitrator Crow ex-parte. 

4. C Ex 4 is an email from my brother to Max asking his girlfriend Sandra Ware and Max to assist 

him in his lawsuit and jumping on the band wagon he saw Zweizig’s team using. He had publicly 

and through an affidavit withdrawn his EX 4 statements as knowingly false when he made them. 

That did not stop C&M from using this information to try to garner influence in the us district 

court of oregon.  

5. M Ex 1 is the Crow opinion and award. Crow had recused himself, Marshall told him he could 

not, he reengaged, the ASP concluded that Zweizig would be prejudiced by a new hearing, Crow 

them summarily dismissed the testimony of our 8 witnesses, the testimony and reports of our 2 

forensic experts and the testimony and reports of Zweizig’s forensic expert, all who confirmed 

that Zweizig had been terminated before his complaint, that he destroyed or withheld his email 

file, that he had withheld and destroyed programming leading to his employer’s shutdown 

following Zweizig’s last day. The public threat is probably more accurately aligned with the fact 

that Crow was ascending to Chair of the Disciplinary Board. 

6. M Ex 2 is also the Crow Opinion and Award. Note below in that opinion the ridiculousness of the 

justifications for awarding Zweizig, the justification of not considering the forensic evidence, of 

not considering the witnesss testimony offered by the employer (8 witnesses v 1 for Zweizig), 

and that Zweizig was awarded $5,000 for a letter allegedly written by me to Chris Cox. I was not 

examined on the letter and I did not send a letter. Chris Cox testified but was not examined on 

the letter. The letter was not an exhibit in the arbitration. I suspect that Zweizig manufactured 

some letter and Marshall gave it to Crow, again ex-parte. See Cox Testimony as Rote Rebuttal Ex 

1. 

7. M Ex 3 is a portion of the 2010 hearing, wherein Marshall examined John Weil, former counsel 

for the employer, on the Jones hearing. Again, M appears to offering this as evidence of her 

stance in contacting Judge Jones without considering that she is in fact asking the arbitrator to 

find in her favor because Judge Jones had utter contempt for me. I’m not sure if Judge Jones 

asked her to get that into evidence but if so, she should so admit to the BAR. Weil was called to 

testify on his letter and other communication with James Egan, then counsel for Zweizig.  
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8. M Ex 4 is a Motion For Relief of Judgment, based on new evidence acquired in a meeting with 

Bill Crow approximately 1 year ago in February 2017. 

9. M Ex 5 is a declaration by Bill Crow. It was not signed or notarized and while I am reticent to 

publish the transcript of my recording of the meeting between me and Bill Crow, I will do so if 

necessary. On a related note I have made a Freedom of Information Request with the Oregon 

State Bar on whether Marshall was part of the lawyer referral service in 2008 and 2009. In spite 

of numerous written requests, the Bar Association has not responded and I would therefore 

conclude that M was not. While it’s unlikely that I misinterpreted Crow’s statement to me, when 

asked for an alternative explanation Marshall has not ever explained who referred Zweizig to 

her or her to Zweizig. In so far as Marshall entered the arbitration case without disclosing her 

past relationship with Crow and in so far as Crow did not disclose it either, I would ask the Bar to 

take note that Marshall is simply choosing to lie and omit material evidence to this investigation. 

There is a reason that Zweizig committed 17 separate acts of perjury and destroyed evidence. 

My guess is that an attorney could be disbarred for that. You have my blog Chapter 90 which 

references to specific documents filed in the 3:15 and 3:14 cases.   

10. M Ex 6 is a Declaration from Zweizig. It is an incomplete statement and avoids the question of 

whether the referral went directly to Marshall. Neither have a history of honesty. 

11. M Ex 7 is the ASP Rules document and would have you note that rule 11 requires continued 

disclosure. As noted in the confirmation opinion, it is undisputed that Crow did not disclose. See 

the Opinion Attached herein as Rote Rebuttal Ex 2. 

12. M Ex 8 is the Relief of Judgment Opinion. The Motion For Relief was denied because the FRCP 60 

(b) petition was more than one year after judgment. I will be filing a 60 (b) (6) Motion based on 

Zwezig’s testimony in the 3:15-CV-2401 trial, wherein he admitted to withholding and 

destroying software leading to the employers shutdown. Once that transcript is available I will 

submit to you. 

 

Marshall maintains that she disclosed to Scott Cliff her past work experience with Crow, but I have 

provided you an email from Cliff denying that. Let Marshall produce correspondence to Scott Cliff. She 

can’t. Introducing the Judge Jones hearing to influence Crow and now maintaining that it was to argue 

against judicial bias supports the conclusion that but for their (Marshall and Crow) collective decision to 

not disclose their prior partnership the Jones hearing document would have been unnecessary. After all 

the document and cross of Weil was intended to preserve a future arbitration result Marshall knew was 

corrupted even before the first hearing in May 2010.  

The attorneys C&M have not denied the accuracy of the subpoena evidence that was transmitted to 

Rote from the U.S. Marshals Service and subsequently published; however, before that the statements 

and declarations to the court were intended to mislead the tribunal into believing that they made 

statements about the “blog post.” Thus they were able to implicate their statements as being made on a 

topic of public interest (arbitrator corruption) and in a public forum (the blog). Not true, they made 

statements about Rote personally that they knew were false or should have known were false with the 

diligence they are required to exercise as officers of the court. Alternatively they could have made a 5th 
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amendment statement from which the court could have reached a conclusion based on its necessary 

inferences. Not all statements they made were even relevant to contacting the deputy clerk—such as 

Rote having been ruled against by Judges Brown, Papak and Hernandez, or even allegations of a 

fraudulent transfer. And yet the weight of the evidence points to intentionally misleading the court, to 

omit their true statements and represent their statements were innocent critiques of the blog. Marshall 

did the same thing in the arbitration and Christiansen continued his abuse in the 3:15-cv case.  

The central issue for each of them is that in pursuing 50% of $1 million, they are willing to abandon 

advocacy and instead create record upon record of perjury, seeking influence from Judges in the district, 

and engaging in whatever behavior seems to work.  

In addition I’m providing a number of Declarations provided in the 3:15-CV-2410. As in the arbitration I 

do expect to be able to set aside the judgment on a multitude of challenges not the least of which is 

perjury by the plaintiff.  

 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
/s/ Timothy C. Rote  
Timothy C. Rote    
 
Attachments: 
Rebuttal Exhibits 1-2 
Doc # 116 
Doc # 120 
Doc # 125 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


