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FRANCIS YOUNG, Attorney,
- Defendant.
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THIS CAUSE coming on to be heard and being heard befere ‘the undersigned' |
Hearing Committee -of the Disciplinary Hearing Commission of The North :
Carolina State Bar on January 11, 1980, in the office of The Notth Carolina
State Bar, 208 Fayetteville Street Mall, Raleigh, North Caroiina at 10:00 -
o'clock p.m., and said Hearing Committee hav;Lng considered Stlpulatlons
presented, and argument of counsel and testimony _[ of Francis Young, make the
following flndlngs of fact:

1. The North Carolina State Bar is a body duly orér‘anized unt‘{er the laws |
of North Carolina, and is the proper party to brlng this vprogee&ing:uﬁder
the authority granted in Chapter 84 of the General ';Statutes of North .Carolinah E

2. The Defendant, Francis Young, is a citizen and resident ef Buncombe
County, North Carolina, and was adm:.tted to The North Carol:.na State Bar in

August, 1965, and is, and was at all times relevant to this proceed:.ng,

attorney at law licensed to practice in the State of North Qaro.l::na and is
.subject to the Rules, Requlations, Canons of Ethics and Code of Professional

‘Responsibility of The North Carolina State Bar and the laws of tlhie State of

North Carolina. At and during the times hereafter ‘refe‘rred' to, Mr. Young was
employed by Akzona, Incorporated as Corporate Couns‘el

3. A duly verlfled Complalnt, setting forth the charges aga:l.nst the
Defendant, was flled in the offlce of The North C‘arollna State Bar on
October 25, 1979. Notice thereof was given to the Defe:-ndant tog‘ether with
notice that this matter would be heard by a Hearlng Ccmnlttee of the
Disciplinary Hearing Camission of The North Carolina S«.ate Bar, at a time
and place to be determined by the Chairman of said Coz,rm_.ttee, by _personal
service upon the Defendant of a. copy of the »Complaint, S’imno’ns and Notic‘e,-

4. On November 9, 1979, the Chairman of the DJ.SCJ.le.nary Hear:.ng | ”
Commission notified Counsel for the State Bar and Defendant of the compos1tlon

of the Hearing Comittee and of the time and place of the Hearlnq.
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5. An Answer to the Complaint was filed in the office of The North

Carolina State Bar on November 15, 1979.
. 6. In March, 1979, the Defendant, in his capacity as attormey for
AkZona was in comﬁunication with Mr. Hamilton C. Horton, Jr., an attorney
w&ho was representjing a Mr. Hugh Whitted, III. Mr. Whitted was an employee of
Akzona who Had invented a device which Defendant's employer wished to patenjil
7. On Marcﬁ 326, 1979, while Mr. Horton was vacationing in Florida, he

was contacted by telephone, being advised that an urgent situation had arisen

concerning the patent application for the invention mentioned above. Mr. Horton

was advised that his client, Mr. Whitted, needed to sign an application for
a patent and that Akzona would also request that he assign his rights to the
invention to Akzonza. Mr. Horton expressed his willingness to cooperate but
advised the repr‘eséntative fram Akzona that he must protect his client's
rights and needed to see copies of the documents. Copies were delivered to
Mr. Horton for hlS consideration. In a subsequent telephone conversation,
Mr. Horton a‘;dviseds a Mr. ADavid Carter, an attorney with 2Akzona, that he would
permit his client :1:0 execute the application only. Thereafter, the Defendant
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called Mr. Horton and obtained permission to drive from Asheville to the R
Winston-Salem areaj. to have, the applicatién signed by Mr. Horton's client. l
8. On March 27, 1979, the Defendant visited the home of Mr. Hugh
Whitted, III's parénts and in the presense of Mr. Whitted, III and his parents
requested and succ?eded ih having Mr. Whitted, III sign the patent application}
| 9. Thereafte:f, Mr. Young initiated a conversation concerning
Mr. Whitted, III's assigning his rights to the patent to Akzona, Inc. Without
Having previously 6btained specific permission frcem Mr. Horton, the Defendant
asked Mr. Whitted, ‘iIII if he would consider executing the assignment éf his
rights to the pateﬁt to Akzona. Mr. Whitted refused. The conversation
continued, and at same point thereafter, Mrs. Whitted asked Defendant to

leave her home, which he promptly did.

the Defendant as sét forth above constitutes a violation of the Code of

The question now before the Committee is whether or not the conduct of .

Professional Responsibility of The North Carolina State Bar. Based upon the
foregoing findings of fact, the ﬁe’aring Committee makes the following
conclusicns of laws

That during an authorized visit with an adverse party whom he knew was
represented by an aﬁ:tomey, thé Defendant exceeded his authoritv by discussing

another aspect of the matter for which he did not have specific pexmission of




~ counsel to discuss, in violation of Di sca.pllnary Rule 7—104 A) (l) of the (‘ode

of Professional Respons:.blllty of The North Carolina State Bar

vy Hearlng Comnlttee ‘
The North Carol:l.na State Bar

Tl Lot /(/ng/

- Winifred Mells

|

S
Colon Byrd, Jr.
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THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR,
Plaintiff,

—7 G

ORDER '

FRANCIS YOUNG, Attorney,
.Defendant.

THE HEARING COB;,LM.I'I'I‘EE having found the facts and made conclusions cf law
in the above-entitled action;

IT IS NOW, THEREFORE,; ORDERED:

1. That the Defendant, Francis Young, be disciplméd under the provision
of North Carolina General Statutes 84-28(C) (4); to wit: a Private Reprimand,
and that the Lettei' of Reprimand be prepared by the Chairman of the Disciplinary
Hearing Commission and delivered to the Secretary of The North Carolina State
Bar, 208 Fayetteville Street Mall, Raleigh, North Carolina, and thereafter

t

served on the Defendant as provided by law. A copy of said Reprimand shall b'

filed with the Secretary of The North Carolina State Bar.
2. That the costs of this disciplinary action be paid by the Defendant,

Francis Young.

This the H"'k day of

Discip ary Hearing ittee
The North Carolina State Bar

ﬂ/@wﬁw@z Mg ll

WinifredﬂWells

Colon Byrd J r ' l




