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DI STRI CT OF COLUMBI A COURT OF APPEALS
No. 97-BG 1793
I N RE HOWARD MOORE, RESPONDENT,

A Member of the Bar of the
Di strict of Colunbia Court of Appeals.

On Report and Recomendati on of the
Board on Professional Responsibility

(Submitted April 8, 1999 Deci ded April 29, 1999)

Bef ore WAG\er, Chi ef Judge, SoweLB, Associ ate Judge, and BeLsoy, Seni or Judge.

PEr Curl AM Respondent, disbarred in late 1997 for m sappropriation of
funds, In re More, 704 A 2d 1187 (D.C. 1997), again appears before this court
for ethical violations. The Board on Professional Responsibility recomends that
no further sanctions be taken against respondent in light of his current
di sbarment. No exceptions have been filed by either Bar Counsel or respondent.

We adopt the Board's recomendati on.

Bar Counsel charged respondent with numerous ethical violations, including
commi ngling and m sappropriation (Rule 1.15 (a)), failure to pay third party
funds (Rule 1.15 (b)), failure to adequately supervise non-|lawer staff (Rule 5.3
(b) and (c)), theft (Rule 8.4 (b)), interfering with the admnistration of
justice, (Rule 8.4 (d)) and failure to respond to an order by the Board (Rule X,
Section 2 (b)(3)). The Hearing Conmittee found respondent to have comritted all
of the above charged violations wth the exception of comingling, and

reconmended di sbar nent .
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The Board, after reviewing the evidence, disagreed with the Committee in
that it found respondent's actions did amount to conmingling. It went on to
agree with all of the Cormmittee's remaining findings with the exception of theft.
As to the theft violation, because the Committee did not find that respondent had
the requisite intent, see D.C. Code § 22-3811 (b) (1996 Repl.), the Board
concl uded he could not be guilty of aiding and abetting this offense. Due to the
fact respondent is already disbarred, the Board concluded no further sanction is

necessary.

We agree with the Board's Report and Recommrendation. \While respondent's
ethical violations clearly warrant disbarnment, see In re Addans, 579 A 2d 190
191 (D.C. 1990) (en banc), no further sanction is necessary as a result of
respondent's current status. See In re Herndon, 609 A 2d 682, 683 (D.C. 1992)
(hol di ng that where already disbarred respondent was found to have conmtted an
additional ethical violation "it shall suffice that the Board's findings as to
m sconduct, . . . be published and nade part of the record to be considered by
the Board and the <court in the wevent that respondent petitions for

rei nstatenent").

So ordered.





