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The Attorney Discipline Board has consi dered the Petition for
Review filed by the Gievance Adm ni strator seeking an increase in
t he di scipline inposed by the hearing pane. The Board affirmnms the
reprimand inposed for the respondent's neglect of a workers'
conpensation matter and his failure to conmunicate with his client,
as alleged in Count I. However, the respondent’'s failure to answer
a Request for Investigation and a subsequent formal conplaint
warrants a suspension of thirty days.

The respondent has not filed pleadings at any stage of these
proceedi ngs. He appeared before the panel and stated that he woul d
not contest the allegations that he neglected a workers'
conpensati on case. The panel found that the respondent's default
for failure to answer the formal conpl aint was properly entered and
that the allegations of Formal Conplaint ADB 180-88 were
est abl i shed.

Based upon its review of the record below, the Board is
satisfied that the reprimnd inposed by the panel is appropriate
with regard to the respondent's neglect of that matter and his
subsequent failure to reply to his client's inquiries. W note
t hat the panel considered respondent’'s prior unbl em shed record and
his willingness to make restitution to this client.

The only issue remaining before the Board, therefore, is
whether a reprimand is an appropriate discipline in light of the
respondent's admtted failure to answer the Request for
| nvesti gation, conpounded by his subsequent failure to answer the
formal conplaint. In Matter of David AL G enn, DP 91/86 (February
23, 1987), the Board i ncrease discipline to a thirty-day suspension
inasimlar case involving neglect of a client matter and failure
to answer the Request for Investigation. W noted in that opinion
that failure to answer a Request for Investigation is m sconduct
per se, MCR 9.104(7) and MCR 9.113(B)(2); Schwartz v Kennedy, DP
40/ 80 (Brd. Opn. p. 132, 1981); Schwartz v Ruebel man, DP 5/81 (Brd.
Opn. p. 150, 1981).

"Menbers of the Bar have an unavoi dabl e duty

to answer requests for investigation . . . a
respondent failing to answer requests for
i nvestigation may be consi dered

‘professionally irresponsi bl e and



contenptuous' . . . this Board has recognized
that failure to answer also indicates a
conscious disregard for the rules of the
Court." Schwartz v Kennedy, supra.

The Board took the opportunity in Matter of David Genn to
serve notice on the Bar that "the |lawer who ignores the duty
i nposed by Court Rule to answer Requests for Investigation and

Formal Conplaints does so at his or her peril and that, absent
exceptional circunstances, that attorney may expect a discipline
greater than a reprinand.” Matter of David A. denn, supra. W

are unabl e to conclude that such circunstances are present in this
case.
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