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THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR, 
Plaintiff 

vs. 

. ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CHAR~ES B. LEFtER, JR., Attorney, ) 
Defendant ) 

F I ND,INGSOFF~Cr 
" 'AND" 

CONCLUSIONS :®FLAW' 

1 : • 

. , 

This caU$e was hea·r:d by the unqersigneq, ,duly. app0~nt;ed 
~earing Committee of the Disciplinary Hearing Comi:nis'siori b.;E the 
North 'Carolina State ear on Friday, NQvember 9." 1~84 •.. ' The' . '. " .. 
Plaintif~ was repre.sente.Q by t.. Thomas '~unsf.ord, II,. ?tnclthe 
Defendant proceedeq prq se ;i3ase.d upon theadtnlssions contained 
in the answer and the. st'ipulations0,:f; t.he pi=i.rtieswhich have bee:n 
placed qf record, the. Committee makes the folJ,owing FINDli'lGS 'OF" 
FACT relative to the Plaintiff's First,ClairrtfQr ·Rell.ef: 

~. The Plaintiff, the Nort'h c;.aro1inaState Bar; fs -i\ 
body duly org.ani ?:ed under the law$' of. North. ': . 
Carolina and i.s the proper party to pring, this 

. proceeding under the aut'hbrity' grahte.d ,it. in " • '. 
Chapter 84 of the G.e.rieral Statu.tes oe North 
Carolina, and the Rules and Reg·tilati,ods· ,.of ·the 
North Carolina State Bal:' prom~lga.t.eO,tl1ere,Undi';l~. 

2. The Defendant, Charles B. Le:f;ler, J~ .• ",was··· 
aomitted to the Not"th Carolina State Bar On! 
September 1, 1'974, and is and w:as ·at· aLl, times . 

3. 

, referred to herein, an A:ttorney at Law,: licensed 
·to practi.ce Igw ~n the St·?tte of North 'Cardltna 
subj ect "to the Rules, Regul'a tiqns, and Code of .... ' 
Professional ~esponSibiiity of the NorthOaroiina: 
Sta.te· Bar q-nd the 1.!3.wsof the Sta·te. e,:!; North, 
Carolina. 

.' . 
At and dUring all o·f the ·time's heretnaft.er, . 
refe.rred to, the Defendan·.t w'as activeiy'eI),gaged·:j:n· 
the practiceot law i.n th& Stat.~ of Northr Ca~o11pa 
and maintained a law office in the City 6£ .... 
Albemarle, Stanly County, .North Carolina, •. 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

.' . 
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On or about October 18, .1982, the Defendant was 
appointed b~ District Judge Ronald W. Burris to 
represent R~chard Dean Mills, an indigent crimina~ 
d~fendarit, relative to criminal charges which were 
then pending against Richard Dean Mills in Stanly 
County. The Defendant accepted the appointment· 
~nd undertook the representation of Richard Dean 
Mills in case no. 82-CRS-6l7l, Stanly County. 

I 

On or about! November 15, 1982, immediately before 
the schedul~d probable cause hearing in Ricihard 
Dean Mills'. case, the Defendant conferred , 
privately w~th Richard bean Mills and his father, 
William Alf~ed Mills. The Defendant told them 
that he wou!ld represent Ri.cha.rd Dean Mills in 
82-CRS-'61710n a private basis for a fee of 
$1 , 50 0 .0'0 • 

In response, to the Defendant's proposition, 
William Alf~ed Mills indicated to the Defendant 
that he had10nly $100.00 with him, but that he 
would try t¢ borrow additional sums to pay the 
Defend~nt tne f~e quoted. William Alfred Mills 
then paid the Defendant $100.00 cash and received 
from the Defendant a handwritten receipt for 
$100.0.0 dat.e.d November 15, 1982, and signed by the 
Defendant on the bac~ o,f one of his business 
cards. 

7. On or about December 16, 1982, William Alfred 
Mills tende~ed a check in the amount of $l,dOO.OO 
to the Defendant.in payment of the legal fee 
charged to ~ichard Dean Mills by the Defendant in 
82-CRS-617l. The Defendant accepted the check, 
endorsed it;with his signature, and deposited it 
at First Union National Bank in charlotte, North 
Carolina for the payment of a personal loan. 

8. On December,17, 1982, 82-CRS-6171 was called by 
the Dis't'rict Attorney. Th'e Defendant represented 
Richard Dean Mills in pleading guilty .to a 
misdemeanor'pursuant to a plea bargain which 
provided that Richard Dean Mills would receive a 
suspended s~ntence. The Court accepted the plea 
~nd sentenc~d Rich~rd Dean Mills to not less than 
twelve months nor more than twenty-four months in 
prison, said sentence being suspended for two 
years during a period of supervis,ed probation. 
Richard Dea~ Mills was also fined $100.00 and 
court costs :and ordered to pay the State of North 
Carolina $195.00 as restitution for the fee 
aw~rded'by the Court to his appointed aftorney, 
the Defendant, Charles B. Lefler, Jr. 
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9. Incident to the setting of the fee fo~ the , 
Defendant'§ services as a~pointed attorney ,for ' 
Richard Dean Mills, Presiding Superior court 
Judge, Melzer A. Morgan~ Jr., inquire¢.of the 
Defendant whether he wa$ appo;int~d or: prtva'tely , 
retained and what amount o;f time he' had spent on 
82-CRS-6171. the Defendant responde'd that ,he 'was' 
appointed and had spent, 6.,5 hqur9 on ,the ca$e., ' 
Judge Morgan then executed an Order ot Payinen't 'f9r 
Legal Services for Indigent UpOTl For,m AOC'-A9,O ,in 
which he approved ~nd o~de~ed the State of ~orth, 
Carolina to pay a, fee of $195;00 to t~e 
Defendant. 

10. At no time "prior to the en,try, of theOr,Qe·r ,of 
Payment or afterwards did the Defendant infD~m 
Juqge Morgan, the Administ;:;r:a t:i, ve Office o;f'the, 
Cou'rts, or any other judic,ial official t,h~t he hCl.d 

-received any money fr9m his cJ;ient6r pis Q'l.ierit i s 
family t9ward payment of a pr:Lvately~egotiated 
fee. ' ' , 

".-: 
11. In January, 1983,' the De,fen-dant, redeive4 a\ pheck' 

dated December JO, 19'82, from'the Admini$trativ;e, 
,Office ,o;f the C,ourts in the amount ,of $~9:5,.QO 
which represented payment to him f,rom'''l!he'S,tCl,te 0,;f, 
NOl;th Carolina of legal feeS' award~d by the Cou'rt' 
in 82-CRS-617 ~. The, Defendant <;1epQsited,t;he check 
into his firm's gen'er,al account. It was 
subse'quently collected and the res,ult:i,ng'f,tihcts, ' 
were used to sa,tisfy fLrmoblig~tions.i ' 

12'.T.he Defendant hasre'fun¢ed ali f,ees, rece:Lveq from 
the State of North Carolina and the ;f~milY of 
Richard Dean Mills since the in'stitutioho'f; 'the'sa , ' 
,proceedings. 

Based upon the, foregoing F~NDINGS OF fACT" the Cbmrclti.;t,t,ee, 
enters the following CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

The pefendant, by soliciting and accepting a leg'c?l ~,ee in, 
addition to that solicited ano l;"eceived .from th~'s.t~.:te·"Qf North 
Carolina a,nd by misrepresent,ing :his s'tatus to 'Judg~. M:01;'9Cl.n; " 
engaged in conduct involving dis'hon'esty , fraud" dece:i, b,'anCi" 
mLsreptesentation" engaged in pro,fessional cOnguct, tl;l:ail: ,was' 
prejudicial to the admini.stration Of justice" 'engaged in, 
pro,fessional conduct that adversely 're'f leetS', orr his' f,j: thesS, t,o'" 
pra.qtice law, concealed and knowingly failed to di$close, that ' 
which' he was required by law' to' reveal, ' and' knowingly. 'eng~ge(rin" 
illegal conduct in v:i,olation of Oisciplinary Rule~. 1~IDa(A~(4,)~ 
(,5), and' (6), and 7-102(A)(3) and (8), respe<;:tively, o';f the~ North 
Carol ina Code of Professional Respons ibili ty, a,j1d;', relat,ive to . 
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Disciplinary Rule 7-lb~ (A) (8'), §6 •• 6 of Article VI of Appendix 
VIII to the General Statutes of North Carolina. 

Based upon the admissions contained in the answer. the 
Commi"ttee makes' the following FtNDINGS OF FACT relative to the 
Plaintiff's Second Cl~im for Relief: 

·726· 

1. Ort F~bruary! 13, 1984, the North Carolina State ~ar 
received a grievance against the Defendant from 
Richard Dean Mills. 

2. 

3. 

On March 9, 1984, the,Chairman of the Grievance 
Committee, Rivers ·D. Johnson, J,r., sent. the 
Defendant a'Letter of Notice by' certifi.ed mail 
pur~uant to;Rul~ 12(2) of Article IX of the Rules 
and Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar 
con'cerning Discipline and Disbarment of Attorneys 
along with a summary or "S ubstance of Grievance". 
The Defendant received the Letter of Notice and 
the Substan6e of Grievance on March 16, 1984. 

By letter adidressed to Rivers D. Johnson, Jr., 
dated M.arch· 19, 1984, the 'De fend an t responded to 
the Letter 6f Notice. In his response, the 
Defendant s~ated that the only fee he received for 
representing Richard Dean Mills was $195.00 paid 
from the indigency fund. He further st~ted that, 
relativ-e to the $1,000.00 check, he merely 
assi.sted WiLliam Mills (the father) in cashing the 
check at his (Lefler's) bank so that William 
Mills could;use the money topurcha~e Some 
equipment that he said he had located in 
Albemarle f6r use in hi~ business. 

, . 
4. On June 29,i984, the North Carolina St-ate Bar 

5. 

received another letter from the Defendant 
addressed t6 Rivers D~ Johnson, Jr., dated June 

- 28, 19 .. 84, in which the Defendant offered 
additional information bearing upon the Grievance 
not included in his letter of March 19, 1984. tn 
this letter~ the Defendant admitted Soliciting 
from his client a fee of $1.500.00. He further 
admitted redeiving from William Alfred Mills a 
check for $1,000.00 for application toward a 
" re tainer tee"'during the ~eek of December 13, 
1982. 

The statements of the Defendant described in 
paragraph 3 :above were false and were known by the 
Def.endant to: be false w):1en the Defendant included 
said statements in his initial response to tha 
Letter of NOftice; They were included in the 
Defendan·t's '.response for the purpose' of misleading 
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the Grievance Commi ttee as to the Defendant '.s 
conduct in regard to the Mills case. 

Bq.sed upon the foregoing FINDINGS OF FACT, the Committee 
enters the following CONCLUSIONS .OF LA.w: i 

The Defendant, by denying the receipt of morethan:~t9'5~ 60 
for representing Richa,rd' Dean Mills and. by stating :that his qnly: 
involvement with the $1,000.00 check was to assist Wil~ia~Alf~ed 
Mills in cashing said check when in fact he ;received th~ ch~ck . 
from William Alfred Mills in Payment of legal fees fQ~ Richard 
Dean Mills# knowingly misrepresented' the facts and· ci':J:;'cums-i:ances 
surrounding allegations and chargas of miscond?ct being. : .' 
investigated by the Grieva.nce Commi ttee in violation of . Nortn 
Carolina General Statute §8-4-28 (h) (3 );,: anq engaged ·incondlJ,ct· 
involving dishonei;?ty, .fraud, deceit, and misrepresen~ta·t:Lon,·. . 

. engaged in professional conduct prejudicial 'to' the a<ilminiSt;ratid.Hl 
of j.ustice, engaged in pro:eessional .conduct that adv.El:r~ely·, . . 
r'eflects on his fitness' to practice law, . co'nce.alect ~nd knciwi'ngly' 
failedt.o disclose that which he WaS requ.:Lred to l;e,v'eal,i' and 
knowingly made a tals.e statement of fact in violation:' of 
Disciplinary' Rules 1-102(A)(4), (5)·, and (6); and 7·;...102(A).('3)\ ·an.d 
(5) of the North Carolina Code o.f Profess·ional 'Responsibility;. 

Thi·s the day of ;VvV~ ,1984 •. 

C\ ..Q.-J~, it., ~~"'i--
J'oJ;ip B. McMillan, .. : '. . ..... 
Hecfring .C·omm·i ~tee:Chairman' " 
.( for the Comml ttee) '.' . , ' ~, , " , : " 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

WAKE COUNTY 

THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR, 
Plaintiff 

vs. 

BEFORE THE 
DISCIPLINARY HEARING COMMISSION 

OF THE 

) 
) 
) 

NORTH CAROLINA pTATE BAR 
. 84 DHC 8 

) ,ORDER OF DISCIPLINE 
) 

Cfj-ARLES B. LEF'LER, JR + , Attorney, 
Defendant 

) 
) 

This cause was h$ard by the undersigned, duly'appointed 
Hearing Committee of the Disciplinary Hearing Commission of the 
North Carolina State Bar on Friday, November 9, 1984. Based upon 
the FINDINGS OF FACT and CONCLUSIONS OF LAW entered in this cause 
and the evidence pres~nted relative to the appropriate 
disc ipl inary s'anc,t ion ~ including all aggravating and mi t i'ga ting 
evidence, the Hearing, Gommi ttee' enters this ORDER OF DISCIPLINE: 

1) The Defendant shall be Publicly Censured for·his 
misconduct in accorda~ce with §23(A)(2) of Article IX of the 
Rules and Regulation~,of the North Carolina State Bar bearing 
upon Discipline and Disbarment of Attorneys. 

728 

2) The Defendant shall pay the costs of this proceeding. 

This the , day of ,k' '+-_________ , 1984. 

Jd n B. MCMillan, 
He ring Committee Chairman 
(for the Committee) 
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NORTH CAROLINA 

WAKE COUNTY 

THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR, 
Plaintift 

vs. 

CHARLES B. LEFLER, JR • ., A'ttcrney; 
Def.endan't 

) 
) 
) 
) 

') 
) 
) 

," 

! 

PUBLIC 'CE;NSURE 
, I: 

" 

This Public Cens~re is deli ver,ed to. ycu, pu:r~uqnt tbS,ectio.n 
23cf the Rules of Discipline and Disbarment cf th~ Nd~th 
Carcl~na State Bar a.nd pursuant ,to. an ,Order of Disc;i,pli.ne "', • , 
entered in the above-captioned 'a,ction by 'a Hearing Cbintnl ttee; O:f 
the Disciplinary Hearing Cbmm.iss~on of ,the NCrth' C;?'rc;L,i'na~St);ite , 

'Bar bearing date cf November 20, ' 1~84,' wh'ich' O:rde,r wa's' 'based 
upcn Find~ngs cf, Fact andConclusion§ of Law result,ing ,f;J.7Qm ,~ , 
hearing in the cause cn Nc~emb~r 9,' 1984~ ~t which'ycUadmtt~ed 
certain viclat.,icns Of the Code cf Prcfessio'nal Res:pprh"?ib:t.l,it;y 
which are set fcrth belcw. ' . ' , 

The f'act that t'his Public' Censure is n,ot t~he' :in0S-E ,se_r'~ous :! 

d,iscipline prcvided, for in Ncrth ,Carclina Gene:r:al ,Sta,tut,e §84-28 
should nct be taken Oy ycu to. indicate that ,the North' Ca'r'oliha" 
State Bar in any way feels th,a,t ycur'conduct ,in thif3 IUa,tt"er was 
excus~ble cr was ccnsidered by the membets cftih,e E~~riri~' 
Ccmmittee cf, th,e Discipl,inary aearing Ccmmission, to be le;ss't.han 
a very f3erious and subs,tantial violati.on cfthe Code cf ' 
Pro,fessic,nal Respcpsibili t1. 

On cr abcut Octcber 18,,1982, ycu were ,appointeqbyDist.rict 
Judge Rcnald W. Burris to. 'represe'ntRichardDea.:r'l Mills, an , 
indigent criminal defendant, re~a',tive to. criminCllcharge's wh:i.ch, 
were then pending against him in St~nlY Ccunty.' : 'You .acc~,pibedthe, ' 
appointment a,nd undettcck the :t:;'epresent.aticn cf R:j.ch'a;rdl)ean ' 
Mills in case no.. 82 CRS 6'171, Stanly Ccunty:.,: 

On or abcut Ncvember 15" 1982, iimmediately 'ber,fb,re ,tne '", " 
sCl1eduled prcbable c;al:lse hearing in the Mills case" 'you qcnf'~rred 
privately' with' Richard Dean Millsar'ld his father" Willia~ 'Alf+"e·d ' 
Mills. Ycu tcld them ycuwculd represent ;RichardPeanMLll,s' on a 
private basis fcr a fe~ Df $l,50Q.OO. 
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In respon~e to YQur proposition, William Alfred Mills 
~ndicated to you that;he nad only $100.00 with him, but that he 'I 
would try to borrow additional sums to pay you the fee quoted. 
William Alfred Mills then pai~ you $100.00 cash and received from 
you a handwritten receipt for $100.00 dated November 15, 1982, 
and signed by you on the'back of one of your business cardS. 

On or about Decer(lber 16, 1982, William Alfred Mills tendered 
a check in the amount ,of $l,DOO.OO to yo~ in payment of the legal 
fee: charged in his S0l1 1 s case. You accepted the check, endorsed 
it with your signatur~, and deposited it at First Union National 
Bank·in Charlotte, No~th Carolina for the payment of a personal 
loan. ' 

On December 17, 1982, the Mills case was called by the 
District Attorney. You represeAted Richard Dean Mills in 
pleading guilty to a rtrisdemeanor pursuant to a plea bargain which 
provided that he wou14 receive a suspended sentence. The Court 
accepted the plea and :sentenced Mills to not less than twelye 
months nor more than ~wenty-four mOhths in prison, said sentence 
being suspended for two yearS during a period of sup.ervised 
probation. Mills waS also fined $100.00 and court costs and 
ordered to pay the State of North .Carolina $195.00 as restitution 
for the fee awarded b~ the Court to you. 

Incident to the ~etting of the fee for your services as 
appointed .attorney fori Richard Dean Mills, Pres iding Superi.or I' 
Court Judge, Mel.zer A •. Morgan, Jr., inquired of you whether you J 

were appointed -or retcdned and what amount of time you had spent 
oh the' Mills case. Y~u responded that you were appointed and had 
spent 6·.5. hours on the: case. Judge Morgan then e:xequted ~m Order 
of Payment in which he: approved and ordered the State of North 
Carolina ·t.O pay you a ifee of $195.00. 

At no time prior ito the entry of the Order of Payment or 
afterwards did you in~orm Judge Morgan, the Administrative Office 
of the Courts, or any fother jUdicial offic'ial that you had 
received any money from your client or your client's family 
towa-rd payment of a priiva.tely negotiated fee. 

In January., 1983,: you received a check aated December 30, 
1982, from the AdminLs:trative Office of the Courts in the amount 
of $195,00 Which reprE:l:sented payment to you from the State of 
North Carolina of legal fees aw~rded by the Court in the Mills 
case. You deposited tp~ check into your firm's general account. 
It was subsequently coll~cted and the resulting funds were used 
to satisfy firm obliga~ions. 

On ·February 13, 198'4, the North Carolina State Bar received 
a gri~v~nce againSt yo6 from Richard D~anMil1~ concerning your 
actions in his criminal case. 

On Marcp 9, 1984, the Chairman of the Grievance Committee, 
Rivers D. John~on, Jr.~ sent you a Letter of Notice by certified 
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mail pursuant to Section 12 (2) of the Rules of 'Disci,p'liri$and· 
Disbarment along with a summary or "$ubstanqe o;f Grieva·nce;." Yqu 
received the Letter of Notice and the SUbstanc.e bf Grie·vande. on 
March 16, 1984. 

By letter addressed to Rivers D. Johnsqn, ~r" ~~t~d Ma~ch 
19, 1984, you responded to the Lettel:' of Notice. In y01;.lr 
response, you stated that the only fee ·you rE;!.ceiveq fo~ 
representing Richard Dean Mills was $195.00 paid from tpe 
inctigency fund. You further st~tedthat, relative' 'to. the' 
$1,000.00 check, you merely assisted Wil;Li'Cl.mMill~ (the father) 
in cashing the check at your bank SQ th,at Wil1.iamM·ill:ls. could· use 
the money to purchase some equipment that he said he haq 16ca.t·e.d 
in Albemarle for use in h'is busin'~s.s.' .' :,. 

On June 29, 1984, the North Carot.ina St'a1;e :BarreQe.iv.~d 
,anothe+ letter from you add':t:"es'sed to Rivers D. J.ql1I1p~:m, J:t;: ~, . 
dated June 28, 1984, in' which you' offered addi t.i6nal·~nfO'rmCl.ti.oh 

. bea·ring llpon the Grievance not inclucjed in your le,tter: o,fl1Cl.l:'.c.p 
19, 1984.' In this letter, you admitted s.olicit.ing f'rom your' . 
c.lient a fee of $1,500.QO. You fllrther acimitte.d recE;living:.·,e;r.om. 
William Alfred Mills a check f·or $1,000.00 for app:\..ic:,:!rt'ion' tiow·aJ;d 
a ~retainer fee" during the week of December 1~~1.9$2. 

Thus, several of your sta:tements in y.ou-r'·]'.etb3r'0ct: .. tvtGi.·r.cl1:· l~, 
1984 were false. They were included i~ your res~6n$e for the 
purpose o·f mislea·di.ng the G,'rievance Committee as to your; cond:tlq:t: . 
in rega-rq to the Mills case.. '. .' 

:(3y soliciting and accepttng a legal fee in addit.ion tot,pat 
solicited and received from tne Statl9 'Of North Carolina: and',by . 
misre.presenting your status to Judge Mqrgan,' you 'engageQ; i):'t ' .. ' 
pro·fessional conduct that was prejudi.cial to the' acimi.ni:s'tta::t;.io'ri· 
of ju!:?tice, engaged in pro,eessional c.onciuqtt.nat .ady~r$~l¥ " . , 
re·flects ori your fitness to practice Ia,w, conc~aleCi. and Kl;i9Wi,rigiy . 
fa·,iled to disclose tn-at whiC;h YQuwer:e r~qu:ired by' l~w. 1;0 1:7evea~.; . 
and knm~·ingly engaged in illegal condvct in viola-tion o:f . 
DLs'ciplinary Rules 1 ... lO·2(A}(4)., (5), and (61, and 7~1,02~(A·H,3) ~riq, 
(8), respectively, of the North Carqlina Code of PrQfe$siQnal . 
Responsibility; and, re:/,ativ8' to Disciplinftry,Rule.'7:"';lO:2(A,)(8),' 
§6.6 of ArtLcle· VI of A,ppendix VIII to the GeneralS:t.atui::e;;:; of 
North Carolina. . 

By Cienying the receipt of more than $1'95.00 for rep're.$ent.irig: ' 
Ri.cha:t;"d Dean I'1il1s and by sti?-1;ing that your onlyinvolv.emen.t with, 
the $1, 000.00 check was to 'assist WilliainAl·f.r~d. ':M·il.Xs· irrca's'ni:ng . 
said check when, in fact., you r:eceived the checkfro~,W!il;\;i.am . 
Alfred Mills in payment of legal fees for Richar<:fDean' Mil1s; yo\,.l 
knowingly misrepre.sen·ted the facts andqircumstance.S.s:ur:rQUf1ding. 
allegations and charges of misconduct being investigated by'the' 
Grievance Committee in vi.olat.ion of North Carolina·. Geoe.r.al 
Statute §84-28(b)(~), and iou engaged in c6nduct'i~~~lvin~ 
dishone$.ty, fraud, deceit and misrepre$~nt·Cl.tion, engaged .~,n,. 
professional conduct prejudicial to the administration of 
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justice, engaged in professional conduct that adversely reflec,ts I 
on your fitness to practice law, concealed and knowingly fa~led 
to disclose that'which you were required to reveal, and knowingly 

, made a false ,statemen~ of fact in violation of Disciplinary Rules 
1...:.102(A)(4), (5), and (6), and 7-102(A)(3) and (5) of the Nor'th 
Carolina Code of profes~ional Responsibility. 

Your conduct tow:ard the Court and the Grievance Commi t tee 
was most unprofessional. It violated not only the· letter, but 
also the spirit of the Code of Professional Responsibility. It 
brought discredit upop you and tends to place the Courts and the 
ear in disrepute. ' 

Honesty is expec~ed ot every lawyer. Truth and, integrity 
are the cornerstones of our profession. A lawyer who cannot be 
trus ted, whose word cannot be re 1 ied upon, is o,f 1 i t tle use to 
~is clients and the Cpurt. By seeking to aeceive the Court and 
the Grievance ~ommittee concernihg your status as.an attorney 
dependent upon th~State for compen~ation, you display~d a casual 
disregard for the truth and a willingness to place consideration 
of your fee above you;t:' reputation and your- responsibi'lity as an 
officar of the Court. Such an additude is intolerable and is 
entirely inconsistentlwith our profession's traditional 
subordination of private gain to public service. 

It should also be mentioned that your failure to truthfu,lly 1_ " 
respond to the inqUiries of the Griev'ahce Coromi ttee dishonored 
another great traditi6n of the Bar, that, of self-reg~lation. The 
pro-fession is privileged to regulate its own members because it 
is deemed best able to formulate, interpret, and enforce high 
standards of ethics. iWheh you attempted to deceive the Grievance 
Commi ttee you compromised the effectiveness o'f the Bar's 
investigati~~ prodedu±es and the principie of self~regulation. 

I _ 

The Hearing Committee was hot insensitive to certain 
mitigating factors in:your-case. Although restitution can never 
excuse such tranegres$ions, it can ameliorate the conseqUences. 
The fa:ct ,that you hav$ reimbursed both the State and the Mills 
family is some testimony to your present good faith. More 
significant were your own personal expres~ions of r~morse and 
regret and your admis~ion of the facts alleged against you. 
These _manifes.tatione <pf your presen,t s,tate of mind, ,in 
combination with the tact that you have practiced for 10 years 
without having previo~sli run atoul of the Code of Professiopal' 
Responsibility, have ~onvinced the Disciplinary Hearing 
Commi$sion that suspension of your law license is no't 'necessary 
to protect the public~s interest. 

The North Carolina State Bar is confident that this Public 
Censure will be heeded by you, that it will be remembered by you, 
and that it will be beneficial to you. We are confident that you 
will never again allo~ yourself to depart from strict adherence 
to the highest standards of the legal profession. Accordingly, 
We sincerely trust that this Public Censure, instead of being a 



I 
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burd~n, will actually serve as a 'profi table rerriinci'er to wei..gh· 
carefully your responsibility to the public, your clients, your' 
fellow attorneys, and the Court,· with the result tha::t Y9U will.be 
known. .as a respected member of our .profe$sion who$eword and 
conduct may be relied upon wit~outquestion. ." 

Pursuant to Section 23 of the Rules of Disci.pli'nary 
Procedure , it is ordered· t'hat a certified copy o·f thisl?ubliq 
Censure be entered upon the j ud"gment docke~ of ·.the Superior (Cou1i'.t 
of Stanly County and also upon :the minutes 0fth~ .Su~pr~t(le:Cotirt 
of North Carolina. . 

.. 
This the 20th day o.f .. ~~cetnber ,/ - ., 19~4.,/ / r .' .~.- /; / '. -i~ , -~ 

, W~· OsbOrne'ree, Jr.'.:, Vide Chaifirlart 'for' 
-. ...- • .... .... '.... .. ~ -;" • > '. , 

N'aolni' E .• Morris ; . .chairm.a!I1 .... 
Disci.plin~ry Hearing Commiss.ion 
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