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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF HAWAI‘I

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL,
Petitioner,

VS.

CURTIS RAY HUSSEY (BAR NO. 8296),
Respondent.

ORIGINAL PROCEEDING
(ODC Case No. 25-0153)

ORDER OF PUBLIC REPRIMAND
(By: Devens, C.J., McKenna, Eddins, and Ginoza, JJ.,
and Intermediate Court of Appeals Associate Judge Guidry,
assigned by reason of wvacancy)

Upon consideration of the Office of Disciplinary
Counsel’s (ODC) July 15, 2025 petition for reciprocal action
pursuant to Rule 2.15 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of the
State of Hawai‘i (RSCH); Respondent Curtis Ray Hussey’s
(Respondent) August 28, 2025 response; ODC’s January 20, 2026
supplemental brief; Respondent’s February 13, 2026 supplemental

response; and the record, it appears that:




(1) This reciprocal disciplinary proceeding arises
from the United States Patent and Trademark Office’s (USPTO)
Final Order approving Respondent’s Affidavit of Resignation and
ordering that Respondent be excluded on consent from practice
before the USPTO.

(2) RSCH Rule 2.15 requires the court to impose the
same or substantially equivalent discipline unless ODC or the
respondent demonstrates, or it clearly appears upon the face of
the other jurisdiction’s record, that (a) the procedures in the
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foreign jurisdiction that imposed the discipline were “so
lacking in notice or opportunity to be heard as to constitute a
deprivation of due process”; (b) that “there was such an
infirmity of proof establishing the factual basis for the
discipline . . . as to give rise to the clear conviction that
the supreme court could not, consistent with its duty, accept as
final the other jurisdiction’s conclusion on that subject”;
(c) “the reason for the other jurisdiction’s discipline, or
restrictions or conditions no longer exist”; or (d) “the conduct
established warrants substantially different discipline . . . in
this state.” RSCH Rule 2.15(c).

(3) In its petition, ODC states that disbarment or an

offer to resign in lieu of discipline is equivalent to the USPTO

action.



(4) Based on the record, it appears that Respondent
failed to supervise the work of non-attorneys who prepared and
filed trademark applications and other documents for foreign
applicants in the USPTO under Respondent’s name, and that such
conduct would violate Hawai‘i Rules of Professional Conduct
(HRPC) Rule 5.5(b) (“[a] lawyer shall not . . . assist a person
who is not a member of the bar in the performance of activity
that constitutes the unauthorized practice of law”) and HRPC
Rule 8.4 (c) (“[i]lt is professional misconduct for a lawyer to

engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or
misrepresentation”) .

(5) The record indicates that Respondent has
substantial experience in the practice of law and was
disciplined via public reprimand in Alabama in 2016. 1In
mitigation, it appears that Respondent’s 2016 discipline is
remote in time, Respondent cooperated with the USPTO, and
Respondent expressed remorse.

(6) In its supplemental brief, ODC concedes that the
record before this court is “limited.” The record does not
clearly evidence that Respondent acted intentionally or
knowingly. Considering all of the circumstances, including a
lack of clarity in certain aspects of the record, the court

concludes that a public reprimand is warranted.

3



IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

A. Respondent Curtis Ray Hussey is publicly
reprimanded.
B. Respondent Hussey shall bear the costs of these

reciprocal disciplinary proceedings upon approval of a timely
filed verified bill of costs submitted by ODC. See RSCH 2.3(c).
DATED: Honolulu, Hawai‘i, May 21, 2026.
/s/ Vladimir P. Devens
/s/ Sabrina S. McKenna

/s/ Todd W. Eddins

/s/ Lisa M. Ginoza

/s/ Kimberly T. Guidry



