DY INARY HEARING COMMISSION
Pt NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR

THE NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR,

Plaintiff, | ANSWER
v. | Docket#24 DHC 13

ai ANSWER" is meant asa. pmf'asmnﬁl gonrtesy notice and does not waive of
'acquiﬁsca 1o the J;unsdmmn of the State of Nowth Caroling, the North Caraling Bar,.or aiy agents,
assigns, or otherwise thereof,

1. Admitted to the extent that the North Carolina State Bat is a body ﬁrgamzﬁd underthe laws ef

North. Caroling, denied ag to the temainder of the allegations contained in this Paragraph of the
Comiplaint.

2. Admitted to-the extent that Patﬂck N

M. Megaro was ad th Carolina Bar in
December 2013 by comity, deny- ..ji;’.'-i'ﬂwié&ge ‘or information sufficient to form a belief as 10-the

remainder of the alleg ations contained in this Paragraph of the Complaint.

dmiitted to the North

3, A.' '_'_5'tted 10 the extan‘t thﬂt Ja:tme T Haiseat; was adm;ﬁed m the F iﬁﬂﬂa Bar m 291 3 ami was

;smte of Fimda, denicd 25 fo the mmr af e ﬂl&ganﬁns mtaamﬁ in. ’l:' ' f”n”'"” ': of f‘
Complaint,

6. Deny knowledg e or information sufficient to-form
Hhis Paragraph of the Complain,

7. Deny knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the-allegations contained in
this Paragraph of the Complaint.




8. Deny’ knowledge or information sufficient to formia belief as to the allegations Sontained in
this Paragraph of the Cmmgﬁlaiﬁt

9. Deny knowledge or information sufficient to farm, abelief as to the allegations contained in
this ?amgmph of the Complaint.

10. Denied'as worded.

11. Denjedias-worded,
13. Admitted.
14, Admmed

15 Admmecl t@ the extent ."f_i"f'jt Halsmtt Mﬂgm, P.A. entered info a representation agreement

| Ransom, denied a3 to the remainder of the
allegamns mntam@d i ﬂus Pax:ag """ ran Qfﬂlg ﬂmplamt

18. Denied.
19, Admitted.
21. Admitted.

22. Admitted to the-extent that 4 petition was filed in the North Carolina Industrial Commission
th&t was umppﬁsﬂd and that McCﬂilmn and Erwm were awarded the maximum statutory amount

gful convictions, denied as to the remainder of
a-..ﬁd in ﬂm ngfaﬁh ﬁf tha Cﬁmplamt

ﬂ-‘-ﬁ- ﬂﬂﬁgmﬁmmﬁ 4
23. Denied.

24. Admitted to the extent that Patrick M. ‘Mzegaro negotiated a settlement with gt least two of the
defendants: in the EDNC civil case to settle McCollum and Beown's clau'ﬁs agaitist those
deferidants for $1 Million, denied as to the remainder of the allegations contained in this Para raph

of the Compldint.




26. Deny knowledge or information suffigient to- form a belief as o the allegations contained in
this Paragraph of the Camjalaim

27. Admigted.
28. Admitted,

29. Denied as worded,

30, Denied as worded.

31, Dﬂﬁ? Lnnwleégc or information sufficient to-form & belief a8 to the. gllegations contained in

this Patagraph of the Complaint.

32, Deny knowledge or information sufficient to ﬂ:arm abelief as16 the ellégations ¢ontained in

R

this Paragtaph of the Complaint.

33, Admitted: to the extent that Halscoit Megdre, P.A.s ser vices-were termifiated by McCollum
a‘mﬁ Br@m s guardians 4t a fater tiftie, denied as to: the remainder of the aﬂegamnﬁ gontained-in

arags ‘gh ﬂf the Cﬁmplamt

itted to/the extent that the DHC filed an Order of I liﬁﬁzipiine :ct:;m:aimng certain findings
§ ':.if;f- ﬂen;&ﬁ a8 o the remainder of the d legations-contained in this Paragraph of the Complaint.

: itted that the DHC filed an Order of Ersazplmg containing
wmmgmns :aflaw, damed asta the remainder of the allagatmns tais this Pasaove
Complaint,

rder of Discipline suspended Patrick M. Mégaro, denied a
6 ¥ ;:'-;_ﬁz i _'j_r ﬁif ﬂ:w ailagﬁtiﬂm ﬁﬁﬁt&imﬂ in this Paragraph of the Complaint,

it to form a belief as to the allegations contained in

40, Deny knowledge or information sufficier

‘this Paragraph of the Complairit.

¥

41 Admitted o the xsent that Jalme T. 1
of Qmﬁ County, F
Paragra ,..h of the Eamplaint,




42, Admitted,

43. Denied as wotded.
44, Denied.
45, ‘Denied,

47. Denied ay worded..

49, Denied as worded.

At diat to reuse was filed, supported by affidavit, denied as'10 the remainds
Bllegatmns mmamed in this Paragmph of the Complaint

51. Denied as worded.
52, Denied as worded.

33. Denied as worded.

. Denied as worded.

55, Denied as worded.

60. ‘Denied.

63. Deny knowledge or information sufficient to form. a belief as to the allegations contained in.
this Paragraph of the Complaint.




this Paragraph of thie Complalat.

The North Carolina Bar has nio jurisdiction of auth
matter. Halscott-does not now possess, and has not ever passessed i I}aense o} ;_j.amw lawin
the State of North Carolina. This fact is undisputed; Halscott does not.seek clients nor solicit
legal services in the State of North Camhﬁamfintmdt@ ever do so. '

5“3.'5 pfﬂceeﬂmg .

subchapﬁea, wﬁi havae} l;niéss the context eleariy mdmates aﬁwmw, the meanings given
to-them in this rule,

the gomumission againsta. momiber of the North Ca
probable cause.
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not yet beer
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§ 84.28, Discipline and disbarment,
(a)“Any atramey admitte -

(b) Thﬂ j&?lewfz:g acts-or ﬁmiﬁsiam by a member of the North-Carolina State Bar

ted ractice wder G.5 84-4.1, indvidully r in concers




E’ﬁ 1gnﬁrmg thes apap] icable. ﬁnbsﬁmmﬂ (.,ag and (b),; thé Nﬁrth Cam!znﬂrfff’: mswpmmt&
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ofre
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Il'

:' }f Caréﬂzna,
aﬁd estahimhaﬂ byﬁm laws and

e - jtiﬂ Sdlﬁfiﬁjl ﬁ};_":.}_:. agreement af
ng the fees ane &ﬁpe:nm 3
prcmﬂed b 'j- a lawarer licensed to practicedaw in N

not.in dispute. mrdingly the con “
A olient-lawyer

relationship. cﬂmemmg thefees orexp

services that may have been rendered by Halscott.




Pro hac viee adinission into the federal district coutts is:subject to thie rules and
regulations of the district court and required no action, o periiiission, ior even notice 1o the State
of North Caroling, nor the Notiti Carolina Bar. The Notth Cacolina Bar has o statatory authority
1o ititervene of interfere with federal pro‘hac vice admission. That process fs sepatate-and distinet

from ¢

el

any anﬂ‘lﬁrfty of Jur:sdmm to the th C";i_f.s.;:_.f :
adopted tulés that address discipline for sstions eccurring inthe mtmtﬂa it aseuﬂmd in
Local Rule 33 7 gnd associated subsections;
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eheﬂt-lawﬂr rﬁianﬂnshap cﬁmemmg thﬁ feaﬁ or expenses: charg&d ot ingttred £

€ concermir $ Or-EXpenses established by a coutrt, fﬁdeml or:state |
dministrative agmay, fed. ral or state official car pmate arbitrator or-ar strator panel;

(2) adxspute over fees or axpcﬁmr that are or were the subject of litigation ot atbitration

tion panel directs the matterto the State Bar for

W

(I) a murt, arbitrator, or arbifis
e 1o dismiss the |

itigation ararbitration without

(u} balh p  th IBICE 10
prejudice and pursue tesolution rough-the State Bat's Fee: Dispite Resolution,

program; or e o e
(i) litigation was: eommenced pursuantto 27 N, Admin. Code 1




«AIGCE ﬁnﬂlyﬂwﬂf boti sections ﬁfﬁj NC.A *{:*C apter 4D, ,702 theNorth Carolina Bar
S TR R T
isidenied jorisdi

ction and authorlty to proteed further against Halscott.

The North Carolina State Bar seeks disciplific tindér Rule 1.5 for failure to notify clients

of the mulabzhty of the fee dispute resolution program, but ignores the relevant notes to Rule
.5, which state s follows:

Rule 1.5, Note 10 - (Final Sentenice). Hﬁhﬁaatiﬁn {saiot (ﬁ:qzﬂmd invthose instane

‘ ces where:
?‘f g?fggﬁaf doies not have jurisdiction over the fee dispute as set forthin 27 N.CAC.

Ritle 1.5; Note 12 ~ -{Final Sentence) Therefore, a tribunal's reduction or deniial ofa
petition or-claim for a fee is not evidence that the fee requiest violates this Rule:and iz not

.....

admissibie in.a disciplinary proceeding brought under this Rute.
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nplamt fails to properly all: gim upon which relief mayhegranted
The conduet alleged in the Complaint does fmmij;e out grounds for discipline pu
Gm.S’tat § 34“33 Rules 1 5(-;:':'._ Rule 3.1, Rule B.A4(d); orany o

s 5ﬂ1 day of August, 2024
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Patrick Murphy
Attomey for Plaintity
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