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NORTH CAROLINA

WAKE COUNTY

NORTH CAROLINA  STATE BAR

Plaintiff,

vs.

HARRY DUMONT, Attorney, )

Defendant.

NORTH CAROLINA STATE BAR, ) 78 DHC 19

BEFORE THE
------DISCIPLINARY  HEARING  COMMISSION

OF THE

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

THIS CAUSE coming on to be heard and being heard at the

tr:a.l of the captioned action commencing on March 3, 1980, in the

offices of the North Carolina State Bar, 208 Fayetteville Street

Mall, Raleigh, North Carolina, before the undersigned Hearing

Committee of the Disciplinary Hearing Commission of the North

Carolina State Bar; and said' Hearing Committee having heard evi-

dence and argument and contentions of counsel for Plaintiff and for De-

-fendant, and it appearing to said Hearing Committee that the

Plaintiff has failed to establish by the greater weight of the

evidence that the Defendant engaged in the conduct alleged in

Plaintiff's Complaint and Amendment to Complaint or that the

Defendant violated G-.S.#84-28(2)(f) or the Canons of Ethics in

,effect in 1972, and it futher appearing that judgment should

therfore be rendered in favor of the Defendant, the Hearing Com-

mittee makes the following:

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Plaintiff' North Carolina State Bar is a body duly

organized under the laws of North Carolina and is the proper

party to bring this proceeding.

2.

The Defendant: Harry DuMont is a citizen and resident of

Buncombe County, North Carolina, and was admitted to the North
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Carolina State Bar  in 1947. At all  times relevant to this

action ,  the Defendant was and is an attorney  at law  Licensed

to practice law in the State of North Carolina ',  and; was

subject to the rules, regulations  and Canons  of Ethics

of the North Carolina State Bar and the laws of the State of

North Carolina.

3.

in or about April of 1972 the Defendant represented the

defendant in a civil  case -entitled "Steve Robert._TaA'or-,vs.

Carol L nn Crom ton, et:. al " 70 CvS 235, which was, tried in the

Superior Court of Buncombe County.

4.

I

At no time during his representation in .said civil case did

the Defendant request William J. Crompton or'Johhsie Lee-Crompton

to communicate-with any juror or jurors in said case for the'

purpose of obtaining certain information from any juror or

jurors concerning the trial of said civil case . or for any other,

purpose.

5.

The plaintiff has failed to show by competent evidence

that the Defendant engaged in conduct violative of G.., S-: #84-

28(2)(f) or of  Canons  15,22, 23, or 32 Of the Canons Of.Ethics

promulagated by the Council of the North Carolina State Bar, in

effect in 1972, as alleged in Plain'tiff's Amendment.to Complaint

now did the Defendant violate any other statute-Or law-of, the

State of North Carolina or any other rule or Canon of Ethics of

the North Carolina State. Bar.

Based  upon the foregoing Findings of Fac-t, the Hearing',_

Committee makes the following:

CONCLUSIONS.OF LAW



1.

The Plaintiff has failed to establish by the greater

weight of the evidence that the Defendant engaged in the

conduct alleged in Plaintiff ' s Complaint and Amendment to

Complaint.

2.

The Plaintiff has failed to establish by the greater

weight of the evidence that the Defendant violated G.S.#

84-28(2)(f) or Canons 15, 22, 23, or 32 of the Canons of Ethics

of the North Carolina State Bar , in effect in 1972, as alleged

in Plaintiff's:Amendment to Complaint.

3.

Based upon the facts and the law, the Plaintiff has shown

no right to felief in the captioned action.

4.

The Defendant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

NOW, THEREFORE,  11T IS ORDERED that the captioned action be

and hereby is, dismissed with prejudice and that judgment'be,

hereby is , entered herein in favor of the Defendant.

This t ' > day of April, 1980.

E. J s, Moore, chairman
Hear g Committee-of the
Disciplinary Hearing Commission
of the North Carolina State Bar

i

Jerry Jarvis

c

Fred Mo it Byer

181


