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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS
No. 99-BG-823
IN RE JAMES R. BOYKINS, RESPONDENT.

A Member of the Bar of the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals

On Report and Recommendation of the
Board on Professional Responsibility

(Submitted March 7, 2000 Decided March 30, 2000)

Before GLickMAN, Associate Judge, and PRYOR and GALLAGHER, Senior Judges.

Per CuriAM: The Board on Professond Responghility (“Board”) hasfound that respondent,
JamesR. Boykins, violated saveral Rules of Professonad Conduct in the course of hisrepresentation of a
co-conservator of an estate, and his subsequent representation of the hairsof that estate, beginningin
March of 1992." Respondent failed to provide awritten fee agreement; failed to educate himsdlf and
comply with hisdutiesas counsd to aconsarvator, induding billing the esate for his sarviceswithout court
gpprovd; falled to advise hisdient regarding thefee shewas entitled to as consarvator; failed to withdraw
ascounsd for the conservator; failed to percelvethe conflict of interest between the conservator and the
heirsof theestate; and most importantly, failed tocomply for nearly oneyear with the court and itsagents

in repaying to the estate, improperly received funds for legal services.

1 Spedifically, regpondent violated Rules 1.1 (a), 1.1 (b), 1.3 (a), 1.3(), 15 (b), 1.7 (b), and 8.4
(d).
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Inmitigation, theBoard condderedthat dl of theseviolationsbut one, Rule 1.5 (b), semmed from
respondent’ sinexperience a thetime of the representation. Moreover, the Board was careful to note thet
thiscasedid notinvolvedishonesty. Inshort, whilerespondent wasquite ddlinquent inrepaying theestate
(apparently for reasonsof financid hardship that hewasloatheto disclosetothe court), hewasnot defiant

of the court’ s orders.

The Board recommendsthat respondent be suspended from the practice of law for thirty (30) days,
and that theimpaosition of thissuspens on be stayed, and that respondent be placed on probation for one
year with thefollowing conditions: “ (1) that Respondent not undertakeany dient representationin maiters
that heisnot competent to handle; (2) that Respondent enrall inand completeat least two continuing legd
education courses (3x hours), oneof which must bein professond responghility and the second in probate
adminigtration, as soon as practica during the probation period; (3) that Respondent provide written
certification to Bar Counsd and the Board that he hascompleted such courses, (4) that, inthe event that
Issues arise in an existing representation that involve unanticipated areas of expertise, asto which
Respondent doubtshiscompetency, heshdl consult with, and seek advicefromamember of theD.C. Bar
with experiencein such new areg; and (5) that during the pendency of thisproceeding beforethe Board
and the Court, Respondent not be the subject of adisciplinary complaint that eventuatesin thefiling of a

spedification of charges™? Neither Bar Counsd, nor respondent, havefiled any exception to the Board's

2 The Hearing Committee was split asto its recommendation: the chair and one member
recommended a public censure and aoneyear probation; the third member recommended aBoard
reprimand.



report and recommendation.

Thiscourt will accept the Board' sfindingsaslong asthey are supported by substantid evidence
intherecord. D.C. Bar R. X1, 89(g)(1). Moreover, weimpose the sanction recommended by the Board
“unlessto do so would foster atendency toward incons stent dispositionsfor comparable conduct or would
otherwise be unwarranted.” 1d. Respondent’ sfailure to file exceptionsto the Board' s report and
recommendation increasesthis court’ sadready subgtantia deferencetotheBoard. D.C. Bar R. X1, 89
(9)(2); Inre Ddaney, 697 A.2d 1212, 1214 (D.C. 1997). Giventhelimited scope of review, we adopt

the Board’' s recommendation. Accordingly, it is

ORDERED that JamesR. Boykinsbe, and hereby is suspended from the practice of law for thirty

(30) days; it is

FURTHER ORDERED that theimpogtion of thet suspenson be, and hereby is, ayed and thet

JamesR. Boykinsbe, and hereby is, placed on probation, with the above recommended provisions, for

one year, effective immediately.

So ordered.





