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The respondent failed to answer the fornmal conpl ai nt whi ch was
filed in March 3, 1994, failed to answer the suppl enental conpl ai nt
for failure to answer which was filed March 30, 1994, and failed to
appear at the hearing conducted on April 22, 1994. The
respondent's default for failure to answer was treated as an
adm ssion to the charges in those conplaints that he was retained
to file suit in a civil matter but failed to file a conplaint or
take other action on his client's behalf; failed to respond to his
client's inquiries; failed to refund the unearned retai ner $2250;
made false statenments to his client regarding the status of her
case; failed to inform his client of his suspension from the
practice of law as the result of prior disciplinary action;
continued to hold hinself as an attorney after the suspension of
his license; failed to answer a Request for Investigation and
failed to answer the formal conplaint. H's conduct was found by
the panel to be in violation of MCR 9.103(C); MR 9.104(1-4, 7 &
9); MCR 9.113(A)(B); MCR 9.119(A C; ML 600.916; MSA 17A.916; and
the Mchigan Rules of Professional Conduct 1.1(c); 1.3; 1.4;
1.5(a); 1.15(b); 1.16(d); 3.2; 5.5(a); 8.1(b); and 8.4(a-c).

The panel's report entered June 3, 1994 noted that this
respondent had been t he subject of three prior orders of suspension
within the preceding year: Suspensions of 120 days and one year
effective June 9, 1993 and a suspension of three years and one day
ef fective Novenber 9, 1993. The panel ordered that the respondent
be suspended for three years and one day effective April 22, 1994
gnd that he make restitution to the conplainant in the anount of

2250.

The Grievance Adm nistrator has filed a petition for review



Board Qpinion re: Richard G Parchoc; 94-39-GA; 94-68-FA 2

seeking an increase in discipline. W agree that the respondent's
apparent indifference to his obligations and his | ack of
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under st andi ng of the standards that are inposed on nenbers of the
bar warrants the revocation of his license to practice |aw.

Upon the filing of the Gievance Adm nistrator's petition for
review, the Board directed the parties to appear before the Board
on Septenber 8, 1994 to show cause why the hearing panel order
should not be affirned. The respondent was notified that a
responsive brief was to be filed no |ater than August 24, 1994.
The respondent appeared at the revi ew hearing wi thout having fil ed
a brief. The Board granted his request for an adjournnment and
directed that he file a brief with ten days.

The Board considered the respondent's answer to the petition
for review, which incorporates a del ayed notion for rehearing, and
has consi dered the argunents submitted at the adjourned hearing on
Oct ober 20, 1994.

In his first and only pleading inthis matter, fil ed Septenber
19, 1994, the respondent enphasizes that on the day of the pane
proceeding in April, 1994, he was in Warsaw, Pol and. He denies the
inplication in the record that he was personally contacted during
the days i medi ately preceding the hearing or that he personally
advi sed the Board's staff that he did not intend to appear at the
heari ng. W understand the respondent’'s argunent and, for purposes
of these proceedings, accept his claimthat he did not explicitly
advise an enployee of the Board that he had no intention of
attendi ng the heari ng.

Neverthel ess, the record establishes that the respondent
i gnored a Request for Investigation and a final notice, failed to
answer the formal conplaint and failed to answer a second fornal
conpl aint served, failed to appear at the panel hearing and failed
to file any pleadings in this case until ordered to do so by the
Board on Septenber 8, 1994.

The respondent’'s failure to participate in this case nust be
consi der ed agai nst the backdrop of the prior discipline proceedi ngs
whi ch have resulted in three other suspension since June 1993.

In Matter of Richard G Parchoc, 93-14-GA, the respondent was
suspended for 120 days by a hearing panel which found the
respondent's failure to file necessary pleadings resulted in the
dism ssal of his client's case and that the respondent failed to
comuni cate adequately with his clients and failed to answer the
Request for I|nvestigation.

In Matter of Richard G Parchoc, 92-272-GA, the respondent
failed to answer the formal conplaint and failed to appear at
heari ngs conducted in Decenber 1992, February 1993 and June 1993.
The one-year suspension was based upon respondent's neglect of
|l egal matters, failure to communicate with his clients, failure to
return unearned fees, failure to release client files,
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m srepresentation to his clients and failure to answer four
Requests for Investigation.

The respondent’' s | i cense was suspended for three years and one
day in Mtter of Richard G Parchoc, 93-122-CGA There the
respondent failed to answer the formal conplaint and failed to
appear at the hearing conducted Septenber 8, 1993. Hi s m sconduct
i ncl uded negl ect and abandonnent of his representation of a client,
failure to communicate with his clients, m srepresentation to his
client, failure to refund unearned retainer fees, closure of his
| aw of fice without noticeto clients and failure to answer Requests
for Investigation.

An extensive pattern of msconduct is recognized as a
significant aggravating factor to be considered in the inposition
of discipline. ABA Standards for Inmposing Lawer Sanctions,
(1986) Sec. 9.22(c). Matter of Alvin McChester, 93-132-GA;, 93-168-
FA (Brd. Opn. 2/2/94) [Ilncreasing suspension fromthirty days to
180 days] and Matter of Jeffrey F Robbins, 93-100-GA; 93-145-FA
93-115-GA; 93-164-FA; 93-130-GA; 93-166-FA, (Brd. Opn. 6/24/94)
[ I ncreasi ng one-year suspension to revocation].

As the Board stated i n Robbi ns, supra, the Attorney Discipline
Board has been given the authority to review orders of discipline
in light of the general principle enunciated by the Suprenme Court
in MCR 9.103(A) that the license to practice lawin Mchigan is a
continuing proclamation that the holder is fit to be entrusted with
prof essional matters and to aid in the adm nistration of justice as
an attorney and counselor. As in Robbins, we cannot make such a
proclamation with regard to this respondent. H s near total
abdication of the responsibilities inposed under the rules
governing the conduct of attorneys nust result in revocation.

Board Menbers John F Burns, Barbara B Gattorn, Albert L Holtz
Mles A Hurwitz and Paul D Newnman.

Board Menbers C Bet h DunConbe and El ai ne Fi el dman woul d affirmthe
three years and one day suspension inposed by the panel.

Board Menber Marie Farrell-Donal dson di ssents separately. | would
defer to the judgnent of the hearing panel which also had the
opportunity to reviewthe respondent’'s prior disciplinary history.
| am also troubled by the Board's failure to acknow edge the
personal problens described by the respondent to the Board,
including his apparent recognition and treatnent for alcohol-
rel ated problens. Revocation of the respondent's |license wthout
an acconpanyi ng order requiring treatnment for those problens wll
not provide protection of the public in the event of his
rei nst at enent .

Board Menmber George E Bushnell, Jr did not participate.





