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STATE ,OF NORTH CAROLINA i B l : BEFORE THE

L | GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE
COUNTY OF WAKE ' . R OF THE .= -
) '  NORTH CAROLINA STATE. BAR

92G0190(I)

IN THE MATTER OF

ANTONIA TAWRENCE REPRIMAND .

N i N Nt

ATTORNEY AT LAW
l . on July 16, 1992, the Grievance Committee of the North Carolina

State Bar met and cons1dered the grievance filed agalnst you by
Stephen Jones. .

qursuant to sectlon 13(A) of article IX of the Rules and

Regulations of the North Carolina State Bar, the Grievance :
Committee conducted a prellmlnary hearing. After considering the
information available to it, including your response to-the = . -
letter of notlce, the Grlevance Committee found probable cause.

Probable cause is defined in the rules as "reasonable cause to

believe that a member of the North Carolina State Bar is- gullty

of misconduct justifying disciplinary actlon.“ ‘ - :

The rules prov1de that after a finding of probable cause, the
Grievance Committee may determine that the filing of a complalnt
and a -hearing before the DlSClpllnary Hearlng Commissién aré not
requlred and the Grievance Committee may issue various levels 6f .
"dlSClpllne depending upon the misconduct, the actual or potentlal A
1njury caused, and any aggravatlng or mltlgatlng factors.: ~ The
Grievance Commlttee may issue an admonition, reprimand,. or
- censure to the respondent attorney. -

A reprlmand is a wrltten form of discipline more serlous than anu'
‘ ‘ admonition issued 'in cases in which an attorney has violated one .
‘ ‘ or more provisions of the Rules of Professional Conduct and haSz'f,
- caused harm or potentlal harm to a client, the administration of U
justlce the profession, or a member of the publlc, but the
. misconduct does not require a censure. L .

The Grievance Committee was of the oplnlon that a censure 1s not
«requlred in this case and issues this reprimand to yous - CAS
chairman of the Grievance Committee of the North Carolina ‘State
Bar, it is now my duty to issue this reprlmand and I am- certaln .
that you will understand fully the Splrlt 1n which this - duty lS i
performed. -

The Committee found that Stephen Jones hired you to appeal a
summary judgment entered against Mr. Jones; that the recerd on .
appeal was settled on June 7, 1990; that by letter dated June 15,~
~1990 Judge Watts informed you that ". . . your proposed record‘on
appeal is deemed to constitute the record . e e . Accordlngly,

is not necessary for me to settle the record on appeal by -
judlClal order and you can proceed to file your record on appeal
with the appellate division'; that despite receiving this :
information, you failed to file the record on appeal with the
Court of Appeals until July 5, 1990; that on Aprll 16, 1991 the -
Court of Appeals dismissed thls appeal for failure. to comply with-
"Rule 12(a) of the North Carolina Rules of Appeallate procedure E
which requires an appellant to file the record on appeal w1th1n
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.- 15-days after it has been settled; and that you failed to fully
‘dlsclose ‘to Mr. Jones why the court had ruled against hlm.

The Committee determlned that this conduct violated Rule 6(B) (3)
of the Rules of Professional Conduct which states that "a lawyer
‘'shall act with reasonable diligence and promptness in
representlng the client", and Rule 1.2(C) which states that "it
is profess1onal mlsconduct for a lawyer to engage in conduct
involving dlshonesty, fraud deceit or mlsrepresentatlon "

The Committee found as an aggravating factor the Letter of
Warnlng issued to you on June 27, 1992 for similar misconduct
concerning your representation of Calvin Kearny, Jr.

As stated in the comment to Rule 6, perhaps no profes51onal
shortcomlng is more widely resented than procrastination. A
client’s interests often can be adversely affected by the passage
~of time or the change of conditions. Unreasonable delay can also
cause a client needless anxiety and undermine confidence in the
lawyer s trustworthiness.

You are hereby reprimanded by the North Carolina State Bar due té
your professional misconduct. The Grievance Committee trusts
that you will heed this reprimand, that it will be remembered by
you, that it will be beneficial to you, and that you will never
again allow yourself to depart from adherence to the high ethical
standards of the legal profession.

In accordance with the policy adopted October 15, 1981 by the
Council ‘of the North Carolina State Bar regardlng the taxing of
the administrative and investigative costs to any attorney issued
a reprimand by the Grievance Committee, the costs of this actlon
in the amount of $50.00 are hereby taxed to you.

day of C}*ﬁS*Zfi , 1992.

‘Done and ordered, this

- Fred H. Mdody,‘Jr§g ngirmah
The Grievance Com _

North Carolina State Bar
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