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NORTH CAROLINA 

WAKE COUNTY 

THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR, ) 
Plaintiff ) 

) 
vs. ) 

) 
REGINALD L. FRAZIER, Attorney, ) 

Defendant ) 

J" ,... .. ,. 
----'--~--.-. , 

, 
'-_ .. ---.---~-,---- -.. - -.-~ ',' 

BEFORE THE 
DISCIPLINARY HEARING COMMISS:lON 'OF'TH£ " .. ' ., 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR 
78 DHC12 

FINDINGSOP FACT 
AND' 

CONCL.U$IONS OF LAW 

Thi s cause comi ng on to be heard and bei ng hea'rd: befO,re the under-

. s.i:gned Heari.n,g Committee of the Disci·pl inary Hearing Cqmm;fssi on .. ,of The No.rth 

Carolina State Bar at a regl!larly scheduled hearing held on December: 12, 1978, 

in the office of The North Carolina State Bar, 107 Fayetteville. Street Natl, 

Raleigh, North Carolina, and said Hearing Committee having heard the .evidence 

and arguments and contentions of couns~l, makes thefoT'low~ng 'findings of 

fact: 

1. The 'pla'intiff, The 'North Carolina State Bar, is a body duly 

organized under the laws of North Carolina and is the proper party to bri'ng 

thi s proceeding under the authori ty granted it in Chapter84 of the Genera 1 

Statutes of North Carolina. 

2. The defendant., ~egjnald L. Frazier, is. qciti~en .. and resident .. of , 

Craven County, North Carolina and was admitted to The North Carolina, State 

Bar in 1960 and is, and was at all times relevant tb thfs proceedi;ng, an 

attorney at law licensed to practice law in the State of North. Carolina and 

was and is subject to the Rules, Regu·lations, C~nons>of Ethics,·and Co.d,e o.f 

Professional Responsibility of The North Carolina State, Bar gnd the laws of 

the State of North Carolina. 

3. On January 21,1977, Thurman Boykin, alias Albert J-oyner, was 

convicted iii the Superi br Court of Edgecombe County of robbery wi tha 

fi'rearm from which notice of appeal to the Supreme CQurt~f. North. Carol i;na 

was given.. George A.Goodwyn, attorney at law of Tarboro, NorthCaroliria was 

appointed .by the Court to perfect the appeal and was gl10wed 55 days to file 

record of case on appeal. 



4. - Mary Washington, mother of Thurman Boykin, contacted Reginald L. 

Frazi'er on January 22, 1977 and requested Mr. Frazier to represent her son 

on appeal. 

5. Mary Washington again contacted Mr. Frazier at some time 

prior·to March 15, 1977 at which time Mr. Frazier requested a fee of $500.00. 

6. On Ma·rch 15, 1977, three days pri or to the expi ra ti on of the 55 

days allowed to file: record of case on appeal, Mary Washington telephoned 

Reginald Frazier and agreed to send the requested fee. $50Q.00 was sent to 

Reginald Frazier on March 15, 1977. 

7. Upon receipt. lof ~h~ fee Reginald' Frazi~r determined .that ~hu:rntan Boykin 

had adequate represen:tation at, his trial aJ:id on h:i:s appeal but did nothing 
further. . 

8. During April 1971 Thurman Boykin contacted Reg;-nald Frazier 

who represented to Thurman Boykin that he had 'not performed any services on 

the appeal. Upon Mrl Boykin's request of a refund of the fee, Mr. Frazier 

agreed to send $350 .• 00 to Mr. Boyki n. The refund was never sent to ei theY' 

Mrs. Washi.ngton or to Mr. Boykin. 

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact., the Hearing Committee 

her~by makes the following CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

. 1. The defendant, a duly licensed attorney in the State of North 

Carolina subject to the Code of Professional Responsibility and oT the laws 

of the State of North Carolina failed to refund the part of the fee he had 

not earned and that such acts involved proJessional conduct prejudicial to 

the administration of justice and professional conduct that adversely refletts 

upon his fitness to practice 1aw, all in violation of Disciplinary Rules 

2-110(A)(3) and 1"10~(A)(5)(6) of the Code of Professional Responsibility 

of The North Carolina State Bar. 

dayOf~ 
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NORTH' CAROLINA 

WAKE COI,JNTY 

'r'-J" J'll '"'I. "" 2' -, - BEFORE THE ' , 
:01 j ;;- l4 nl ';::j)~SCIPLINARY I-IEARIN(l, COMMISSION 

8. ~:. ,.l i' '. t <; c: ;:) I ,:; C (;, NORTH CARgr /N"'~, E STATE ~BAR 
T!,l"- id l' "-"1'"' * ..... ,- f ... "I n . 
: i'i:: l~. \). ~):;-oJ 1: t}AH 78 DHCe 

]8 DHC· 12, 

THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR, 
Plaintiff 

) 
) 
) 
) 
), 

vs. 

REGINALD L. FRAZIER, Attorney, 
Defendant 

ORDER Of PUBLIC" CENSURE 

~ 

Thi s cause comi ng on to be heard and betng hea·rd befOre the 

undersigned Hearing Committee of the Disciplinary Hearing Commission ,of The 

NOrth Carol ina State Bar on December 11, 1978 in the off;'C'e of The N.orth 

Carolina State Bar, 107 Fayetteville Stre~t Mall, Ralefgh, North Carolina at 
ten o'clock a.m., and 

The p 1 a inti ff repre~ented by its co'unse 1, M. .Bays Shoaf, Jt~· and 

C. Chri stopher Bean and, the defendant by James E. ferguson, II,. and the 

Hearing Committee havi:ng heard the evidence and argument: of .cOl,insel , and 

having made certain findings of fact and conclusions of law, allapp,ea;ring 

of record herein; 

NOW, THEREFORE, ba$ed upon such findi.ngs' of fact and concl,usi'ons 

of law" the Hearing Committee of the Disciplinary \-Iea·ri.ng Commiss'ion hereby 

issues the following Order of Public Censure to Reginald L. fra'z,ier, Attorney: 

Pursuant t,o Sect,i on 23 of the Di·sci pl ;ne and Di sbarrnent Pro~edures 

of The North Carol ina State Bar this Puhl ie Censure is c1eiivered to you. You 

have been found to have violated the Code of Professi'ona1 ResponSi'bi'li,ty of 

The North Carolina State Bar by a Hearing Committee of the Disci'plinary 

Hearing Commission sitting on December 11,1978. 

The fact that this Public Censure is not the 'most setious of 

possible discipline provided for in General Statute$ 84~28 should not be 

taken by you to indicate that the North Carolina .State Bar, ina:py way feelS 

, . 
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that your conduct in ,this matter was excusable or was considered by the 

members of the Hearing. Committee of the Disciplinary Hearing Commission to 

be any less than a v~ry serious and substantial violation of the Code of 

Professi ona 1 Responsi:bi 1 i ty. 

In 78 DHC 8 you prejudiced and damaged your client John Teel by 

allowing the time during which he had the right to appeal to lapse, and you 

failed to refund to John Teel the part of the fee that you had not earned. 

Your conduct in this imatter adversely reflects on your fitness to practice 

law in this State. 

In 78 DHC 112 you fail ed to refund the unearned part of the fee pai d 

to you by Mary Washin:gton to represent her son, Thurman Boykin, when you 

det~rmined that Thurman Boykin had competent counsel representing him on 

appeal and that the services that you could render to Thurman Boykin were 

limited. 

Your conduct was prejudicial to the administration of justice. This 

conduct is a direct Violation of the Code of Professional -Responsibility and 

i'n addition is a reflection upon you and entire Bar of this State. Your 

conduct. .wa~s unprofess!ional. It violated not only the letter but also the 

spi'rit of the Code of Professional Responsibility of The North Carolina 

State Bar. It was not such conduct as is expected of a member of the legal 

profession. It bring:s discr.edit upon you and tends to place the courts of 

this State and your fellow members of the Bar in disrepute and further 

damages b.oth in the eyes of the public. 

Failur.eofattorneys to represent clients within the law and within 
, 

the bounds of the Code of Professional Responsibility is the most serious 

complaint ~gainst ou~ profession, and your failure to represent John Teel 

and Thurman Boykin adequately was your error here. You placed a privilege 

that you hold as a lawyer to- serve the public tn serious jeopardy. 

The North Carolina State Bar is confident that this Public Censure 

wi 11 be heeded by you" that i-t will be remembered by you, and that it 

will be beneficial to,you. We are confideh~ that you will never again 

allow yourself to depart from strict adherence to the highest standards of 
I 
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the legal profession. Accordi.ngly, we sincerely trust that thi$ pub.He. 

Censure, instead of being a burden, will actually serv.e as.·a profitatHe 

,reminder to weigh carefully your responsibility to the public, ,your cli.ents, 
. 

your fellow attorneys, and the court, with the result that you will be 

known as a respected memb~r of our profession whose Wordan~' condut~ may ':be 

relied upon without qUestion. 

Pursuant to Sect; on 23 of the Rules of Di sci pl inary Procedure, it 
, " " 

. is ordered that a c~rtified copy of th.is Public Censure be entered upon the 

judgment docket of the Superior Court of Craven County and also upon the 

minutes of the Supreme Court of North Carolina. 

IT IS ORDERED that the defendant makerestitutiQn to: John Ieel in 

tbe amount of $250.00. 

IT IS ORDERED that the defendant make restituti-oli to Mary .Wash-ingt(:ln 

in' the amount of $350.00. 

IT IS' FURTHER ORDERED that the costs of this d+sciplinary action 

be paid by the defendant, Reginald L. Frazier. 

.-a ~. - ' - , '., . 

~:. :~ 
Jer·ry L. Jarv'; s' . .... '.' 

aY-yllce Warren . 
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