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This matter coming before the undersigned Hearing Committee of the 
Disciplinary Hearing Coml1).ission pursuant to Seeton 14(8) of Article IX of 
the Rules and Regulations of t,he North Carolina State Bar; and it appearing 
that both parties have agreed to waive a formal hearing in this matte,r; and 
it further appearing tha~ both parties stipulate and agree to the following 
findings of Fact and Con~lusions of' Law recited in this Consent Order and 
to the discipline imposecl. herein, the Hearing Committee therefore enters 
the' following': 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Plaintiff, the North Carolina State Bar, is a body duly 
organized under the laws' of the State of North Carolina and is the proper 
party to bring this proc~eding under the authority granted it in Chapter 84 
of the General Statutes of North Carolina, and the Rule~ and Regulations of 
the North Carolina State Bar promulgated thereunder. 

2. The Defendant, Christopher T. Watkins (hereafter, Watkins), was 
admitted to the North Carolina State Bar in 1984, and is, and was at all 
times referred to herein~ an Attorney at Law licensed to practice in North 
Carolina, subject to the rules, regulations, and Rules 0·£ Pro,fessional 
Conduct of the North Carolina State Bar and the laws of the State of North 

Carolina. 

3. During all of the periods referred to herein, Watkins was actively 
engaged in the practice of law in the State of North Carolina and 
maintained a law office in th~ City of Graham, Alamance County, North 

Carolina. 

4. In November or December of 19'88, Watkins was ap'Proached by Roger 
Stanfield (hereafter, Stanfield), who asked if Watkins would provide th~ 
necessary legal services to handle the closing of the purchase of real 
property by Stanfield. l>latkins agreed to do so • .... 

5. Sometime thereafter Watkins received from Stanfield a partly 
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h:an d,vr it ten, partly typed Offer to' Purchase and .Centract dateq Sept. 22, 
1988 and signed by St:anfield'en behalf ef Inst! Spec Inc. as buyer and Earl 
and Nellie Sutphen as sellers. The Offer to' Purchase provided that the 
centract sales price was $40,000 and that the Offe-r was subject to 'a 
censtruction loan commit!llent ef &;65,000. The document served ·to i.dent.ify 
for Watkins the property being purchased and the current owners in order to . 
begin the title examination. 

6. The title examination proved to be comp1ex •. The property was the 
subjec.t of a life estate in favor of Parmelee C.Luca,s Perry; one· of the 
o~rners of the fee title to the property, Neliie D.Sutphen, wa~ appointed 
Attorney-in-Fact for ·the life tenant; there w~re IRS liens on the prope.rty 
for failure to pay varieus taxes owed by a business operated by the life 
tenant; and there ,.;rere judgments a.gainstEarl. B. Sutphen, .J!'., whiGh 
appeared to en~umber the property. ~he work n~c:essary to clear the tiitle 
was involve'd and delays resulted from dealing w:i;th the IRS on t.ax lien. 
payoffs. The' closing was eventually scheduled for friday, Jan. 20, 1989. 

7. Shortly before January 20, 1989,'Watk:tns received a loan closing 
package from Stone Mertgage Campany (hereafter 1 st:one), which incl,ude<;l, . 
among other items, an Offer to' Purchas'e and Contract campleted in 
type-,rritten farm and dated Sept. 22, 1988, which was sig~ed by Roger L. 
Stanfield, and Sarah S. Stanfield, as buyers, and Eat'l B. S\':!tphen and Nellie 
D. Sutphen as sellers, and reciting a purchase price af $65; 000. ., '.~ 

.. ~ 

8. Stane had issued a loan commitment to' Stanfield in the amount of " -.:.. ... :~:~:;:, 
$50,600 after receiving the typelrritten Offer to' Purchase wh:i,.ch rec·:!.ted.a .. ', ¥. 

$65, 000 purchas~ price and an appraisal ,by a lim) appr;:dser of $65,000 ... ~'. 

9. Prial" to' the closing, Stanfield told Watkins that t;he cont'ra¢.t .. '-' , 
sales price for the house was $65, 000 and that theSutph~ns ,,,,auld r~c·eive . 
$35,000 at c~asing fer thehause. St;anfield.tbld Watkins that Sutphefls .i}acl- . 
also agreed to' give Stanfield the $15, 000, differeI;lce hetweeu the .loan~ .. 
amount and the .sales price as an allowanC!e for ·impl"ovements to get th.e' 
hause prepared far sale at ar above $65, 000. Stanfield told Wa·tk;l.ns that 

. he had agreed to give the Sutphens a secand deed of trust; on, the pro;perty ~ 

lO.· Stanfie14 tald 1-1a,tkins that the. Sutphens had agr~ed to st'rQcture 
the sa],e to' Stanfield as set o.ut in Paragraph 9. 

11. Wat·kins pr.epared a R'[JD-1 Settlement Statement which he submit·teci 
to' Stone after the clasing. 

12 •. The HUD-ISettlement Statement signed by Watkins, the Stanfields 
and the Sutphens l"ecited that the Sutphens rece'ived $52,359.30 .at the, 
closing. In fact, the Sutphens received ,$10,·3~2.47 .1,n cash at ··t'i1e c:L9sin~i. ". 

13. The HU])""'! Settlement Stat,ement a,is~ recited. that· 'the :Stanfie1d~i.:;;.'" 
p~id $15,746.37 at the clasing. In fact, the ·Stanfields received ":> :\ ." . , 
$24,970.14 in cash at the clasing." 

14. As af the time ef closing, "Stone and i~s agents and, ~i)lpioyees we-p9..: 
not aware that the funds were nat disbursed asset out in the·HUD ... l 
Settlement Statement nar were they aware af the -fact that Stanfield had 
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signed a second deed of trust on the house. 

15. The documents necessary to effect the closing ~.,rere signed by 
Stanfield and his wife, and taken by Stanfield to the Sutphens for 
signature, all on January 20, 1989. 

16. After t~e closing documents were signed, Stanfield told Watkins 
that Stanfield would pay for all closing costs rather than require the 
Sutphens to pay the closi~g costs as set out o~ the typewritten Offer to 
Purchase. Watkins did not revise the HUD-1 Settlement Statement to reflect 
this change in allocation of closing costs. 

17. Watkins believedat'the time of the closing and preparation of the 
HUD-l Settlement Statement that the buyers, sellers and lender fu~ly 
understood the nature of the transaction.. He d'id not pr~pa'ce the 
Settlement Statement with the expectation or intention 01: defrauding or 
deceiving the lender or any other person or entity, and he had no 
expectation or intention that .his preparation of the Settlement Statement 
would benefit any effort to deceive or misrepresent the nature of the 
transaction. 

18. Payments due on the loan by Stone have been paid and the loan has 
not been declared in default. 

19. Watkins did not :reco'gnize at the time of the closing and 
preparation of the HUD-l :Settlement Statement that -the natUre of the 
transaction could prove tio have adverse consequences to the int'erests of 
the lender. Upon hecoming fully avIare of those conseque.nces and .the 
potential harm ea:used by the inc'orrect recitals in the HUD..,..l Settlement 
Statement, Watkins cause~ the statement to be corrected, reported that 
correction to Stone, and ireported the circumstances to the North Carolina 
State Bar. . 

20. Watkins' law practice invoives principally personal injury 'and 
District Court matters. 'He has limited experience in closing real estate 
transactions, especially.HUD insured loans. The closing in question is the 
only transaction he has ever handled for Stanfield or Stone. Watkins" 
charged a normal closirtg.fee for the transaction and did not benefit 
personally by the manner in which tpe Settlement Statemen,t was prepared or 
how the closing ~ .. as handled. 

Based on the foregoing findin~s of fac,t I the Committee enters the 
following: 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. By preparing and forwarding to Stone a cloSling, statement containing 
incorre"ct information, and by failing to otherwise advise Stone of the . 
existence of the second deed of trust and the actua1 payment going to the 
sellers prior to the closing and dis·bursement of the loan proceeds, Watkins 
failed to explain a matter sufficiently to enable Stone to make an informed 
decision on going forward "Tith the loan co!Umitment and d:~:sbursing the loan 
proceeds, in violation of Rule 6(B)(2), and undertook representation of a 
legal matter which ,he knew or should have known he was not competent to 
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handle, in violation of Rule 6(A)(1). 

2,. :6y, continu:i,.ng to, represent Stone as closing agent and the horrowe·r. 
at the closing after he learned of the actual payment going 'to the. sel;LeJ:s 
and after he should have known of or recognized the potential advers~ 
imp'c,tct on Stone, Watkins represented clients with adverse intereSlts,' itl' 
violc,ttion of Rule 5.1(B) and (C). 

WHEREFORE J the Committee, enters the following: 

ORDER OF DISCIPLINE 

1. The defendant, Christopher T. Watkins, is her~by.public~y 
reprimanded for the condu'ct recited herein. In addition it i,s ordere'd 
that: 

a. The Defendant shall violate no provisions of the Ru;les of 
Professional Conduct during the 12,..month period follow:!-ng; the E;!ffectiv~' 
date of this oreier; , . 

b. The Defendant shall take f,or each of ,the 1=lext three year.s'~' ~ , " 
(1991, 1992 and 1993) at least six hours of continuing legal education' 
courses, over and above the mandatory CLE requirements applicable to all '" 

. attor,neys, dealing with the subjects of ,real ,estate ane'!. 'ethical" " 
,co'nsiderations affecting the practice of ,real' estate 1<,;,07. pefendant sh;a:{.l 
submit proof of completion of su.ch c;:oursesto the Office 0,£ GounselQ:f ,eh;~ 
Nor·th Carolina St-ate Bar; ,..:> 

c. The Defendant shall select an experienced, member of the' 
Alamance County Bar, to be approved 'Qy the Secretary of the .North oarol.:i:ilB: 
St'ate Bar, who will agree to be available to serve as a mentor for ,the 
Defendant and to assist and advise ttim regarding l1is law practice fO.r a 
period of one year following the effective date of this order; 

2. The North Carolina State Bar, shall retain jurbdiction ov~rt;h:t:s.> 
disciplinary proceeding pending' ~ompliance w,ith'the terms, of this, erder" 
and a knowing and willful v,iolation of the foregoing ,requirements shall, be 
deemed a violation of an atd'er of The North Carolina State Bar and shail' 
result in an active suspension .of the defendant's law license for 'six (6) 
months; and 

3. The defendant shall pay the costs of these proceedings. 

Signed by the Chairman with the consent of the Call1Iliittee,' thi$ .t'he,' :c':c 

day of ___ ~=--~ ___ /._-:--,o---' 1990. 

Mp.tireen Demate$t Mur:ray,. 
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I CONSENT: 

~tJa1t:~~ 
ChriStopher T. Hatk~""'n-s---

' .. -r ',-;' 

APPROVED': 

Brock, 
Young, Moore,. Henderson & Alvis, PA. 
Attorneys for the Defendant 

.w;;; ;14r,/~" . _ " .' . ~:i!.'Ifo; ___ .:.\,...._ ..... ____ _ 
C'arolin Bakewell 
Attorney fO'r the Plaintiff 
The North Carolina State Bar 
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NOR'rH CAROLINA 

WAKE COUNTY 

.:> 
'rHE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR 

Plaintiff 

v. 

CHRISTOPHER T. WATKINS,. ATTORNEY 
Defendant 

.i .~I 

" 

'.­
" 

) 
) 
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BEFORE THE 
DISCIPLINARY REARTNG COHMISSION' 

OF THE 
NORTH C!ROLINA STArE BAR 

90 DHC 17 

PUBLIC REERIM:AND. 

. 
This Public Reprimand is delivered to you pursuant to .Section 14(18) of. 

Article IX of the Rules and Regulations o£th~ North Carolina State )3-ar and 
pursuant to the consent order of the Disciplinary Hearing Committee .. of th~ 
Disciplinary Hearing Commission 'entered herein on'Wednesday, December 5, . 
1990, \olhich order included Findin~s of Fact ang Conc·lusions. of .~aw. .: .. I ,.' '. ~ ''', , 

1p. November or December of 1988,' you undertook to"provide th~'l~~~l'> 
services to close the purchase of real prop~rty by Roger Stanfie14. 
Sometime thereafter, you received f~om Stahfield'a partly handwritten, 
partly typed Offer to Purchase and Contract; dated Sept. Z2., 198.8 and sign.e:d 
by Stanfield on behalf of Insu Spec Inc. as buyer and Earl and .Nellie 
Sutphen as sellers. The Offer to Purchase provided that the, contract sales 
price was $40,000 a-qd that the Offer was subject to a construction loan 
commitment of $65,000. The document s~rved to idel!-tify for you t.he property 
being purchased and the current owners in order' to begin the title . ' 
examination. 

The title examination proved to be' complex. the prgperty was the' 
stibjec·t, of a life estate in favor 0,£ ParmeleeG~~Lucas Perry; one 0'£ the 

. owners if the fee title to the property, Nel·lie D·. S-qtphen, was appointed 
Attorney-in-Fac·t for t'he life tenant; there were IRS1:Lens· on the property 
for failure to pay various· taxes ovlep by a business' oper:ated by the J,.:L,fe ' 
tenant; and there were. judgments against Earl ~. Sutphen, Jr., .which' , 
app'eared to encumber the property. ·T.he work necessary ,to clear' 'the titie 
was involved and delays resulted from de?ling with the IRS on.' t·a.~ lien... ' .. 
payoffs. The closing wap event\lally sche'duled for Friday 1 Jan •. 20~ 19a~.·' :.'. 

.'., , 

;., 
,< '. 7" 
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Shortly before January 2.0, 1989, you 'receiv~d a lQan c'los±rtg' p~ck~g~. ": ,.': •. 
from Stone Mortgage Company (hereafter, St-on~) ,which includE}d:, ainQng' oth~.r' , " 
items, an Offer to Purchase and Contract co~pleted in type-writt<?n form and 
dated Sept. 22, 1988, v7hich was signed by Roge.rL! StaIi.!!i,eld ·and'Sarah S. 
Stanfield, as buyers, and Earl B. Sutphen and Nellie D.Sutphen as sellers, 
and reciting a purchase price pf $65,000. 

Stone had issued a loan commitment to Stanfield in the amount of 
$50,600 after receiving the type,rritten Offer ~o Purchase which 'recited. a 

'.' ,." 

. ' 

:. 



$65,000 purchase price and an appraisal by a HUD appraiser 'of $65,000. 

Prior to the closing, Stanfield told you ~hat the contract sales price 
for the house was $65,000 and that the Sutphens would receive $35,000 at 
closing for the house •. Stanfield al90 told you that the Sutphens had also 
agreed to give him the $1.;5,000 difference between ·the loan amount and the 
~ales price as an allO\yance for improvements to get the house prepared for 
sale at or above $65,000. Finally, S·tanfield told you that he had agreed 
to give the Sutphens a second deed of trust on the property and that the 
Sutphens had agreed to structure the sale to Stanfield as Stanfield had 
e~plained -it to you. 

Thereafter, 'you prepared and signed a HUD-l Settlement Statement which 
you submitted to Stone after the closing. The settlement statement 
recited that:: the Sutphens, received $52:.; 359. 30'at the c) .. asing., In fact, :the 
Sut?hens received $lO,:?5"2.47 in c~lsh'at the closing. The sett:lement 
st'<!itement also reCited th;at the Stanfields paid $1.5 , 746.37 at the closing. 
In fact, the Stanfields rBceiyed $24,970.14 in tash at the closing. 

As of the time of closing, Stone and its agents and employees were not 
avlare that the funds were hot disbursed as set out in the HUD-1 Settlement 
Statement nor were they aware of the fact that Stanfield had signed a 
second deed of trust on t,he house. 

:', 

The Committee found, however, that you believed at the titne of the 
closing and preparation of the HUD-,l Settlement Statement that the buyers,' 
sellers and lender fully understood the nature of the transaction and that 
you did not prepare the Settlement Statement with the expectation or 
intention of defrauding anyone or ,qith the intention of assisting anyone to 
misrepresent the nature of the transact~on. The Committee found further 
that you did not recognize at the 'time of the closing and preparation of 
the HUD-l Settlement Statement that the nature of the transaction could 
prove to have adverse consequences to Stone's interests. 

By preparing and forwarding to Stone a closing statement containing 
incorrect information, and by failing to othen.;rise advise Stone of the 
existence of the second deed of, trust and the actual payment going to t:he 
sellers prior to the closing a,nd disbur$ement of the loan proce~ds, you 
failed to explain a matter sufficiently to enable St'one to make an informed 
decision on going forward wit'h the loan commitment and qisbursing the Loan 
proeeeds, in violation of Rule 6(B)(2), and l,lRdertook representation of a 
legal matter which you k~ew or should have known you were not competent to 
handle, in violation of Rule 6(A)(l). . 

, By continuing to represent Stone as closing agent and Stanfield as the 
borrower a,t closing after you learned of the actual payment going to ,the .. 
Sutphens and after you spould have recognize,d the pptenti'al adverse impact 
on Stone, you repres.ented clients tqith adverse interests; in violation' of 
Rule 5.1(B) and (C),. 

Your misconduct in this situation was mitigated by the fact that, upon 
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becoming fully aware of the consequences artd the potential harm caused by I 
the incorrect recitals i~ the HUD-l Settlement Statetnent, you caused the . 
statement to be corrected, reported that correction to Stone, and reported ., 
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the circt.).mstances to the North Carolina State Bar. 

The Committee also noted in mitigation that you have limitec;l experience 
in closing real estate transactions, especially HUD insured loans, and that 
you did· not benefit personally by the manner in which the Settlement 
Statement ,vas prepared or hO'\v the closing was handled. 

The Disciplinary Hearing Commission is confident that f;:his Reprimanc!. 
will be heeded by you and will ultimately prove beneficial to you. -We 
trust that you will never again allow yourself to depart from $trtct 
adherence to the highest standards of the legal profession. 

This ~he ~~. day of 1990. 

Signed by the Chairman with the express consent of all Commit.tee 
members. 

A~~~' 
Maureen Demarest Mu~ray: ~ 
·For the Commit tee, .'" 
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