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Three separate disciplinary complaints have been filed by the Indiana Supreme Court 

Disciplinary Commission against Respondent.  Pursuant to Indiana Admission and Discipline 

Rule 23(12.1)(b), the Commission and Respondent have submitted for approval a “Statement of 

Circumstances and Conditional Agreement for Discipline” stipulating agreed facts and 

proposed discipline for all three cases.  We summarize those facts and agreed rule violations 

globally below. 

Stipulated Facts:  Respondent was retained in six different client representations to handle 

various matters such as post-death estate administration, property title transfer, drafting of trust 

and power-of-attorney instruments, and applications for benefits from the Veterans 

Administration (VA).  Although the particulars of each count vary, the common thread in each 

is that Respondent accepted retainers and thereafter failed to adequately communicate with his 

clients or appropriately advance their cases.  In two of these representations, Respondent took 

actions constituting the practice of law while he was administratively suspended for dues 

nonpayment and noncompliance with continuing legal education requirements.  In one 

representation, Respondent failed to properly supervise a paralegal to whom he had delegated 

client work.  After most of these clients filed grievances with the Commission, Respondent 

failed to timely respond to demands for information from the Commission, leading to the 

initiation of multiple show cause proceedings against Respondent and a suspension for 

noncooperation.       

The parties cite as aggravating circumstances Respondent’s pattern of misconduct, his 

commission of multiple violations, and his obstruction of the disciplinary process.  The parties 

cite as mitigating circumstances Respondent’s lack of prior discipline apart from the show cause 

proceedings, his early acceptance of responsibility for his noncooperation, his lack of dishonest 

or selfish motive, his voluntary involvement with JLAP to address factors contributing to his 

misconduct, and his full restitution made to all aggrieved clients. 

Violations:  The parties agree that Respondent violated these Indiana Professional 

Conduct Rules prohibiting the following misconduct: 

1.1:  Failing to provide competent representation. 
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1.3:  Failing to act with reasonable diligence and promptness. 

1.4(a)(2):  Failing to reasonably consult with a client about the means by which the client's 

objectives are to be accomplished. 

1.4(a)(3):  Failing to keep a client reasonably informed about the status of a matter.  

1.4(a)(4):  Failing to comply promptly with a client's reasonable requests for information. 

5.3(b):  Failing to make reasonable efforts to ensure that the conduct of a nonlawyer 

employee over whom the lawyer has direct supervisory authority is compatible with 

the professional obligations of the lawyer. 

5.5(a):  Engaging in the unauthorized practice of law. 

8.1(b):  Failing to respond in a timely manner to the Commission’s demands for 

information. 

Discipline:  The Court, having considered the submission of the parties, now approves the 

following agreed discipline. 

For Respondent’s professional misconduct, the Court suspends Respondent from the 

practice of law for a period of 180 days, beginning February 22, 2019, with 60 days actively 

served and the remainder stayed subject to completion of at least two years of probation with 

JLAP monitoring.  The Court incorporates by reference the terms and conditions of probation 

set forth in the parties’ Conditional Agreement, which include among other things: 

(1) Respondent shall continue to comply with JLAP’s prescribed course of treatment for 

the entirety of his probationary period. 

(2) Respondent shall provide the Commission with an unlimited and irrevocable 

authorization and release form, to remain effective for the entirety of Respondent’s 

probationary period, allowing JLAP to provide the Commission with information 

regarding Respondent’s treatment and progress. 

(3) If Respondent violates the terms of his probation, the stay of his suspension shall be 

vacated and the suspension shall be actively served without automatic reinstatement. 

Respondent shall not undertake any new legal matters between service of this order and 

the effective date of the suspension, and Respondent shall fulfill all the duties of a suspended 

attorney under Admission and Discipline Rule 23(26).  Notwithstanding the expiration of the 

minimum term of probation set forth above, Respondent’s probation shall remain in effect until 

it is terminated pursuant to Admission and Discipline Rule 23(16). 

The costs of these three proceedings are assessed against Respondent.  With the 

acceptance of this agreement, the hearing officer appointed in these three cases is discharged. 

Done at Indianapolis, Indiana, on  ___________ . 

Loretta H. Rush 

Chief Justice of Indiana 

All Justices concur. 
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