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he practical and ethical limitations and implications of attorney exemption from the Texas Real Estate
License Act (“TRELA”), as they apply to attorneys involved in real estate transactions, are factors of
which all lawyers need to be aware.  This article will discuss and analyze these issues.  Part I will provide
background information regarding TRELA followed by the relevant interpretations of the attorney ex-
emption from TRELA in Part II.  The practical considerations involved when attorneys obtain a real
estate salesperson or brokerage license will be covered in Part III, followed by an assessment of important
ethical considerations for attorneys and attorney-brokers in Part IV.  For purposes of this article, the
reader should assume that any discussion regarding “attorneys” involves only those attorneys duly li-
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censed to practice law in the State of Texas.  In connection with this assumption, any discussions regarding “brokers” or “salesper-
sons” shall mean duly licensed brokers and duly licensed salespersons under TRELA.

I. TRELA – BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Since its enactment in 1939, TRELA has undergone several substantive and non-substantive changes and interpreta-
tions.1  As with most state statutes regulating the licensure of real estate salespersons and brokers, TRELA was enacted with the
purpose of eliminating or reducing fraud against the public by “unlicensed, unscrupulous, or unqualified persons” involved in real
estate transactions.2  TRELA is administered and enforced by the Texas Real Estate Commission (“TREC”).3

In its current form, TRELA defines the term “broker” as follows:
(1) “Broker”:

(A) means a person who, in exchange for a commission or other valuable consideration or with the expectation
of receiving a commission or other valuable consideration, performs for another person one of the follow-
ing acts:

(i) sells, exchanges, purchases, or leases real estate;
(ii) offers to sell, exchange, purchase, or lease real estate;
(iii) negotiates or attempts to negotiate the listing, sale, exchange, purchase, or lease of real estate;
(iv) lists or offers, attempts, or agrees to list real estate for sale, lease, or exchange;
(v) appraises or offers, attempts, or agrees to appraise real estate;
(vi) auctions or offers, attempts, or agrees to auction real estate;
(vii) deals in options on real estate, including buying, selling, or offering to buy or sell options on real estate;
(viii) aids or offers or attempts to aid in locating or obtaining real estate for purchase or lease;
(ix) procures or assists in procuring a prospect to effect the sale, exchange, or lease of real estate;  or
(x) procures or assists in procuring property to effect the sale, exchange, or lease of real estate;  and
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(B)  includes a person who:
(i) is employed by or for an owner of real estate

to sell any portion of the real estate;  or
(ii) engages in the business of charging an ad-

vance fee or contracting to collect a fee un-
der a contract that requires the person pri-
marily to promote the sale of real estate by:

(a) listing the real estate in a publication pri-
marily used for listing real estate;  or

(b) referring information about the real estate
to brokers.4

Unless otherwise specified in TRELA, a person who performs
any of the above activities must be a licensed broker.  To be
eligible for a brokerage license an individual must have two or
more years of active experience as a licensed salesperson in
Texas coupled with at least sixty semester hours of post-sec-
ondary education in core real estate courses approved by
TREC.5  To become a licensed salesperson, an individual must
be eighteen years of age, a United States citizen, a resident of
the State of Texas, and must establish his honesty, trustwor-
thiness, and integrity to the satisfaction of TREC.6  In addi-
tion, an applicant for a salesperson license must meet the edu-
cation requirements of TRELA,7 demonstrate competency by
passing the real estate licensing examination,8 and be spon-
sored by a licensed broker who has notified TREC of the po-
tential sponsorship.9  After obtaining a salesperson or broker-
age license, licensees are required to renew their license ac-
cording to TREC guidelines, which, in most cases, occurs bi-
annually.10  In order to renew a license with TREC, licensees
must meet requirements similar to those required of attorneys,
including the payment of dues or renewal fees,11 participating
in annual mandatory continuing education,12 and making rel-
evant disclosures regarding moral fitness and character.13  Only
upon meeting these requirements may an individual engage in
the activities of a broker as defined by TRELA.

TRELA does, however, provide exemptions from
the requirements of the Act.  These exemptions make TRE-
LA inapplicable to the following:

(1) attorneys licensed in any state;
(2) attorneys-in-fact authorized under a power of attor-

ney to conduct a real estate transaction;
(3) a public official while engaged in official duties,
(4) an auctioneer licensed under Chapter 1802 while

conducting the sale of real estate by auction if the
auctioneer does not perform another act of a broker
or salesperson;

(5) a person acting under a court order or the authority
of a will or written trust instrument;

(6) a person employed by an owner in the sale of struc-
tures and land on which structures are located if the
structures are erected by the owner in the course of
the owner’s business;

(7) an on-site manager of an apartment complex;
(8) an owner or the owner’s employee who leases the

owner’s improved or unimproved real estate;
(9) a partnership or limited liability partnership acting

as a broker or salesperson through a partner who is a
licensed broker; or

(10)a transaction involving:
(a) the sale, lease, or transfer of a mineral or mining in-

terest in real property,
(b) the sale, lease, or transfer of a cemetery lot, or
(c) the lease or management of a hotel or motel.14

These exemptions are not absolute, and much has been left to
Texas courts in determining their breadth.

II. THE ATTORNEY EXEMPTION UNDER TRELA

For attorneys, especially those specializing in real es-
tate law, it is common to perform activities that fall within the
definition of brokerage as an integral part of their practice.15

Not exempting attorneys from TRELA would require many
attorneys to obtain a salesperson or brokerage license in addi-
tion to their license to practice law.16  Necessarily, most states
exempt attorneys from their real estate licensure statutes.17

Although TRELA does not contain any language limiting the
attorney exemption, Texas courts, as well as the courts of oth-
er jurisdictions, have offered their own interpretations of the
extent to which attorneys are exempt from real estate licen-
sure statutes.

A. INTERPRETATIONS OF EXEMPTIONS IN STATES OTH-
ER THAN TEXAS

In Krebs v. Jackson,18 the Pennsylvania Supreme Court
interpreted the attorney exemption from the state’s real estate
licensure statute by noting, in dicta, that attorneys have the
right, as an incident of their legal profession, to engage in the
leasing of real estate, and they could enter into a proper agree-
ment concerning their fees for such services.19  The attorney
in Kribbs, however, engaged in otherwise illegal and fraudu-
lent behavior during the transaction, which voided the agree-
ment and persuaded the court to deny the attorney his right to
the agreed fee.20

The New Jersey Superior Court took issue with an
attorney who claimed he was wholly exempt from the state’s
licensure statute in Spirito v. New Jersey Real Estate Comm’n.21

The attorney wrote a letter to the commission requesting the
issuance of a broker’s license, claiming a right to the license by
virtue of his license to practice law.22  The commission noti-
fied the attorney that his request would be denied until he
complied with the state’s apprenticeship and testing require-
ments.23  The court interpreted the legislative purpose behind
the attorney exemption as authorizing attorneys to sell or lease
real estate incidental to the normal practice of their profes-
sion.24  The court further held that an attorney is not entitled
to a real estate broker’s license solely by virtue of his license to
practice law.25

Subsequently, the New Jersey Supreme Court offered
a similar interpretation.26  The court analyzed a situation in-
volving an attorney who was also a licensed salesperson, but
not a licensed broker.27  The attorney-salesperson represented
a prospective purchaser of residential real estate, and he sought
fifty percent of the listing broker’s commission to be applied to
the purchase price.28  In holding that it was not per se unlawful
for an attorney to engage in the business of a real estate broker,
the court noted that such practices by an attorney who is not
also a licensed broker must only be incidental to his practice
of law.29  The court held, however, that an attorney who un-
dertakes brokerage activities pursuant to the attorney exemp-
tion, with such activities being incidental to his practice of
law, may not be compensated as a broker (i.e. receive a com-
mission).30

The courts of California have also held that attorneys
are exempt from the state’s licensure requirements so long as
they are acting within the scope of their duties as attorneys.31

Activities such as examining real property and commencing
negotiations regarding the purchase or sale of real property were
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held to be activities within the scope of an attorney’s duties
and did not require a broker’s license.32  California courts, how-
ever, have held that compensation for such services must be
sought from a principal to the transaction and cannot be sought
from a broker involved in the transaction.33  The courts rea-
soned that such services are performed for the attorney’s cli-
ent, not the broker.34

Finally, the First Circuit Court of Appeals has con-
sidered arguments involving Massachusetts and New Hamp-
shire real estate licensure statutes that did not exempt attor-
neys.35  In Shinberg v. Burk, an attorney claimed he was acting
as a “finder” in a real estate transaction, not as a “broker,” and,
therefore, did not fall within the scope of the licensure stat-
utes.36  The court looked to Black’s Law Dictionary to define
“finder,” “broker,” and “finder’s fee,” concluding that a “find-
er” is a “special type of broker that deals in personal proper-
ty.”37  Since the transaction at issue dealt with real property,
the court held that the attorney was subject to the two states’
licensing requirements, and therefore not entitled to the dis-
puted fee.38

B. INTERPRETATIONS OF THE ATTORNEY EXEMPTION

IN TEXAS

In Burchfield v. Markham,39 an attorney advised a real
estate broker that he had a client interested in purchasing a
piece of property.  In order to escape the provisions of TRELA,
the broker agreed to split the commission with the attorney
provided the attorney nominated another broker to receive
his half of the commission.40  Ultimately, the broker refused to
pay the promised commission.41  At the time of Markham, the
1951 version of TRELA controlled.42  In 1951, TRELA made
it unlawful for brokers to split their fees with anyone other
than a salesperson or broker.43  Because brokers were forbidden
from entering into agreements with non-brokers, the Texas Su-
preme Court held that the agreement between the broker and
the attorney was unlawful and unenforceable.44

Twenty years later, the Dallas Court of Appeals also
refused to exempt attorneys, when it interpreted the attorney
exemption to TRELA in the case of Sherman v. Bruton.45  The
court examined the history of TRELA to determine the legis-
lature’s intent regarding the exemption for attorneys.46  The
original exemption excluded “licensed and registered attorneys”
from the definition of “real estate dealer.”47  A 1955 amend-
ment to TRELA excluded this broad exemption, thus evidenc-
ing a legislative intent to limit the exemption to services ren-
dered by the attorney “in the course of an attorney-client rela-
tionship.”48  The court rejected the argument that an attorney,
solely by virtue of his license to practice law, is authorized to
engage generally in the business of a real-estate broker.49

In 1986, the court in Elin v. Neal50 took a different
and more liberal approach to the attorney exemption.  In Elin,
an attorney sought to obtain a commission from a broker based
on an oral agreement.51  The broker refused to pay the attor-
ney, contending that the attorney did not meet TRELA’s stat-
ute of frauds requirement regarding the payment of a commis-
sion.52  The broker further asserted that attorneys are only ex-
empt from the licensing provisions of TRELA, not the entire
act.53  In applying the “plain meaning” rule to TRELA, the
court found an absolute exemption for attorneys under TRE-
LA and held that attorneys are exempt from TRELA for all
purposes.54  However, the court declined to overrule any previ-
ous cases interpreting the attorney exemption.

Controversy over the attorney exemption is spurred
when an attorney, who is not a salesperson or broker, engages

in a real estate transaction on behalf of a client, and thereafter
attempts to recover a commission for his services or to enforce
an agreement entered into with a salesperson or broker to split
a commission.  As evidenced by the Texas decisions, a sales-
person or broker will typically argue that they cannot split a
commission with an attorney who is not also a salesperson or
broker without violating TRELA, even though they have en-
tered into such an agreement.  The attorney, however, will
typically argue that he is wholly exempt from TRELA.  The
Texas legislature addressed such situations when it re-evaluat-
ed TRELA in 1991.  In its review, the legislature retained the
provisions of TRELA that forebode salespersons and brokers
from sharing their fees for performing a brokerage function with
anyone other than a salesperson or broker.55  Furthermore,
TREC remained authorized under this amendment to suspend
or revoke an issued license or take other disciplinary action if
the salesperson or broker shares such a fee in violation of TRE-
LA.56

C. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE TRELA

EXEMPTION

The interpretations of attorney exemptions from real
estate licensure statutes offered by Texas courts and courts in
other jurisdictions, coupled with the current TRELA provi-
sions, provide a framework to discuss the attorney exemption.
Although attorneys are exempt from the majority of TRELA
provisions, certain practical implications of performing bro-
kerage services do exist.  For example, one direct limitation on
the attorney exemption is found in the Rules of TREC.57  Un-
der these rules, an attorney is not allowed to sponsor salesper-
sons or serve as the designated officer or manager of a licensed
corporation or limited liability company unless the attorney is
also licensed as a real estate broker.58  The primary concern for
an attorney, however, as evidenced by the noted judicial deci-
sions, involves the sharing of fees with a broker.  Additionally,
attorneys must remember that they are bound by the Ethical
Considerations and Disciplinary Rules of the Texas Code of
Professional Responsibility.59  A discussion regarding these eth-
ical concerns will follow in Part IV.

In the typical residential real estate transaction,60 a
seller approaches a salesperson or broker (the “listing agent”)
who then agrees to list the property for sale for a standard com-
mission of six percent.  If the subsequent purchaser is repre-
sented by a salesperson or broker (the “buyer’s agent”), the list-
ing agent will typically agree to split the six percent commis-
sion with the buyer’s agent.  If the subsequent purchaser is rep-
resented by an attorney who is not also a licensed salesperson
or broker, the listing agent is precluded from splitting his com-
mission with the attorney.  Instead, the attorney must seek
direct compensation for his services from either the seller or
the purchaser.  In seeking compensation for his services, an
attorney could request the listing agent to reduce his fee agree-
ment with the seller.  This would allow the attorney’s fee to be
paid by the seller or would allow the seller to reduce the pur-
chase price in an amount equal to the proposed reduction.
However, an agreement to reduce the listing agent’s commis-
sion would be a matter of a private agreement between the
seller and the listing agent.61  It should be noted that attorneys
must not insist that a broker lower his fees in this situation,
since such insistence could be construed as interference with
the contract between the seller and the listing agent.62  Fur-
thermore, while the listing agent is not required to forego his
right to compensation under a listing agreement, doing so might
be appropriate when balancing his right to a fee against the
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best interest of his client.63  It should also be noted that for any
agreement in which an attorney, salesperson, or broker is to be
paid a commission to be enforceable, such agreement must be
in writing.64  Although at least two Texas courts have offered
what appear to be conflicting opinions regarding this require-
ment for attorneys,65 an attorney should strongly consider put-
ting a commission agreement in writing in order to forego any
potential litigation on the issue.  Additional considerations
have arisen in the context of the listing agent sharing his fee
with a purchaser who is either unrepresented or who is repre-
sented by an attorney.  Such an agreement could allow a pur-
chaser who is represented by an attorney to pay his own attor-
ney’s fees without the attorney having to request the listing
agent to reduce his commission with the seller.

The law governing the sharing of fees with a princi-
pal to a real estate transaction is much more relaxed.  In Mc-
Call v. Johns,66 a broker entered into an oral agreement with an
attorney-purchaser promising to share his commission in the
form of a reduction in the purchase price.67  Later, the broker
refused to pay, arguing that TRELA prohibited him from do-
ing so.68  The attorney contended that, as an attorney, he was
exempt under the terms of TRELA, and thus entitled to his
share of the commission.69  The court disagreed with the attor-
ney’s reasoning, even though an attorney who rendered bro-
kerage services was exempt and needed no license under the
provisions of TRELA.70  The court, however, ruled in favor of
the attorney. The court reasoned that in this case, the attor-
ney was acting for himself and not providing real estate servic-
es.71  The court held that the agreement between the attorney-
purchaser and the broker was valid and enforceable, not be-

acter required of applicants.  For the attorney who has com-
plied with these requirements to the satisfaction of TREC, the
remaining tasks for salesperson licensure include passing the
licensing examination and finding a sponsoring broker.  As-
suming that the attorney-salesperson adheres to the minimum
requirements for licensure renewal, he will typically become
eligible for his brokerage license after two years of experience
as a salesperson.

IV. ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE ATTOR-
NEY AND THE ATTORNEY-BROKER

Although becoming an attorney-broker is a relatively
simple procedure, there are important ethical, statutory, and
regulatory concerns attorney-brokers should consider.78  These
concerns require a substantial awareness of potential conflicts
of interest, confidentiality, and the collection of unconsciona-
ble or unreasonable fees.  One should also note that the ethi-
cal considerations discussed in this section are equally appli-
cable to all attorneys, regardless of their additional status as
salesperson or broker.

A. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The most common type of conflict of interest in the
real estate context arises when the attorney-broker represents
more than one party to a transaction.  Generally speaking, a
lawyer may represent multiple parties in a particular matter if:
“(1) the lawyer believes that such representation will not ad-
versely affect [his] ability to exercise independent professional

Attorneys could avoid many of the controversies
posed by the TRELA exemption by becoming
licensed brokers.   No state forbids lawyers from
practicing both as attorneys and brokers.

cause the attorney was exempt from
TRELA, but because a broker is al-
lowed to advance the interests of the
principal in a real estate transac-
tion.72  It follows that a broker or
salesperson may share his fee with
the principal to a transaction,
whether that principal is an attor-
ney, teacher, or an accountant.  For
the principal who is a seller in this
situation, a salesperson or broker
could certainly avoid the prohibitions contained in TRELA.73

However, for the principal who is a buyer in this situation, the
salesperson or broker should consider sharing the fee only with
full disclosure to all parties involved in the transaction.74  Such
fee sharing could affect the lender’s loan-to-value ratio or pos-
sibly violate the lender’s underwriting guidelines.75  By making
full disclosure, the broker can ensure that he has obtained the
lender’s permission for sharing his fee with a principal to the
transaction.  Additionally, a principal receiving such a fee
should be provided with a 1099 form reporting the income to
the Internal Revenue Service.76

III. BECOMING AN ATTORNEY-BROKER

As a practical matter, attorneys could avoid many of
the controversies posed by the TRELA exemption by becom-
ing licensed brokers.  Even though licensing statutes vary from
state to state, no state forbids lawyers from practicing both as
attorneys and brokers.77

For attorneys, becoming a licensed broker should not
prove too difficult.  Many law school courses will meet the
minimum educational requirements of TREC, and by becom-
ing licensed to practice law in the State of Texas, attorneys
have already demonstrated the requisite moral fitness and char-

judgment as to the interests of each client; and (2) if all cli-
ents consent to the representation [preferably in writing] after
full disclosure of the potential conflicts.”79

This typical conflict of interest was examined in Dil-
lard v. Broyles,80 where an attorney represented both the seller
and buyer in a residential real estate transaction and was named
as trustee in the deed of trust.  After defaulting on the note,
the attorney commenced foreclosure proceedings and sold the
property pursuant to his authority under the deed of trust.81

The purchaser sought to set aside the foreclosure sale alleging
fraud on the part of the attorney.82  The Court of Appeals held
that the attorney had not acted improperly or unethically be-
cause he had disclosed the conflict and obtained the parties’
consent to proceed.83  Although the attorney in Dillard was
exonerated by the court, disciplinary actions in cases of this
sort can range from reprimands to indefinite suspensions of
attorneys who fail to adequately disclose potential conflicts of
interest.84  Such problems can be avoided in most scenarios if
the attorney either declines representation or provides his cli-
ents with full disclosure and obtains the clients’ informed con-
sent. With respect to such waivers, however, the New Jersey
Superior Court has held that the representation of a purchas-
er and a seller in connection with a real estate transaction “is
so fraught with obvious situations where a conflict may arise
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that [the] attorney shall not undertake to represent both par-
ties….”85  The court further held that “consent to continued
representation is immaterial.”86

B. CONFIDENTIALITY CONSERNS

Akin to the potential for a conflict of interest are issues
relating to the confidentiality of client information or secrets.  This
situation is likely to arise when an attorney-broker is representing
either the purchaser or seller in a real estate transaction.  An at-
torney’s fiduciary duty will usually extend only to his client (i.e.,
the purchaser or the seller), though TRELA requires brokers to
disclose some information to both parties.87  The attorney-broker
could become caught between two conflicting positions. If the
attorney-broker maintains confidentiality, he could place his bro-
kerage license in jeopardy or harm his client.  However, if the
attorney-broker does not maintain confidentiality, he could place
his license to practice law in jeopardy if he harms his client.  An
attorney-broker could avoid this situation by advising his client
of the potential conflict before undertaking representation.88  An
attorney could also ask the client to waive, preferably in writing,
the duty of confidentiality concerning information the attorney-
broker might be required to disclose to the other parties to the
transaction.89

An additional problem tends to arise when the other
party to such transactions is not represented by an attorney.
In this situation, it is preferable not to give advice to the un-
represented party other than to obtain counsel.90

C. UNCONSCIONABLE OR UNREASONABLE FEES

A third matter with which the attorney-broker should
be concerned is the method in which the attorney-broker is to
be compensated for his services.  If the attorney-broker is to be
paid a commission, there is a possibility of having his fee ad-
judged unconscionable or unreasonable in violation of the
Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct.91  Under Rule
1.04(a), “[a] fee is unconscionable if a competent lawyer could
not form a reasonable belief that the fee is reasonable.”92  Al-
though no Texas court has ruled that an attorney receiving a
commission as his fee is unreasonable or unconscionable per
se, Rule 1.04(b) sets forth the factors that may be considered
in determining the reasonableness of a fee as follows:

(1) the time and labor required, the novelty and difficul-
ty of the questions involved, and the skill requisite to
perform the legal service properly;

(2) the likelihood, if apparent to the client, that the ac-
ceptance of the particular employment will preclude
other employment by the lawyer;

(3) the fee customarily charged in the locality for similar
legal services;

(4) the amount involved and the results obtained;
(5) the time limitations imposed by the client or by the

circumstances;
(6) the nature and length of the professional relationship

with the client;
(7) the experience, reputation, and ability of the lawyer

or lawyers performing the services; and
(8) whether the fee is fixed or contingent on the results

obtained or uncertainty of collection before the legal
services have been rendered.93

Rule 1.04(b) also provides that other factors may be consid-
ered to determine the reasonableness of a fee.94

The most important factors to be considered by the
attorney or the attorney-broker seeking a commission as his

fee include the sophistication of the parties, the complexity of
the transaction, and the difference between the commission
and a possible fixed or hourly fee.  For the simple residential
transaction requiring an attorney only to fill in the blanks of a
form contract, a commission would likely be much higher than
a fixed or hourly fee.  However, for a more complex transac-
tion involving substantial supplemental matters, a commission
could conceivably amount to much less than a fixed or hourly
fee.  Generally speaking, a split commission will be much more
than an attorney’s fixed or hourly fee, especially in “high dol-
lar” real estate transactions.  Therefore, attorneys who repre-
sent clients involved in “high dollar” real estate transactions
find that being compensated based on a commission to be much
more desirous.  Such a situation could place the attorney in a
position of conflict with his client – that is, does closing the
transaction in order to be paid a commission become more
important than giving sound legal advice to his client?  Attor-
neys in such a situation must, therefore, be able to substitute
what could easily be classified as selfish motives for and in fa-
vor of the best interests of their client.  This is not to say that
attorneys should avoid the possibility of being paid a commis-
sion from a real estate transaction at all costs.  Such arrange-
ments could be much more preferable to clients.  Regardless,
the attorney and the attorney-broker must consider all factors
and consequences in order to form a reasonable belief that re-
ceiving a commission is reasonable, while noting that such rea-
sonable belief will always be open to potential criticism or in-
terpretation.  Arguably, if such an agreement could be held
enforceable, an attorney-broker could avoid such circumstances
by providing adequate disclosure to his client that he is repre-
senting his client solely as a salesperson or broker, and not his
attorney.

V. CONCLUSION

Despite changes in the TRELA and somewhat liberal
court decisions, it appears that several problems and concerns
still exist for real estate attorneys operating under the attorney
exemption to TRELA. Nonetheless, most of these problems
can be solved and the concerns alleviated provided attorneys
take appropriate steps. Many of the pitfalls associated with the
attorney exemption to TRELA can be overcome by becoming
a licensed salesperson or broker. Remembering to look only to
the principals to the transaction for the payment of fees, or
negotiating a reduced sales price in exchange for a broker’s
commission reduction, are two essential steps an attorney can
take to avoid the fee sharing controversy. However, attorney-
brokers will continue to face certain ethical, statutory, and reg-
ulatory considerations.  By declining representation or disclos-
ing any potential conflicts of interest and obtaining a client’s
informed consent, many disciplinary actions can easily be
avoided.  Likewise, when an attorney-broker feels compelled
to breach his client’s confidentiality, obtaining a waiver from
the client will be necessary.  Finally, an attorney or attorney-
broker must remain cautious of collecting a commission from
the proceeds if such payment could be considered unconscio-
nable or unreasonable.  By evaluating the complexity of the
transaction and the sophistication of his client, an attorney
will be better able to determine what form of fee agreement is
appropriate.  With caution, communication, and careful as-
sessment, a real estate lawyer can establish a lucrative career
by performing brokerage services as either an attorney or as an
attorney-broker.
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