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The Opinion of the Court was delivered PER CURIAM.
JUSTICE DAVIS dissents and reserves the right to file a dissenting opinion.

JUSTICE SCOTT, deeming himself disqualified, did not participate in the decision of this case.



SYLLABUSBY THE COURT

1. “A denovo standard gppliesto areview of the adjudicatory record made before
the[Lawyer Distiplinary Board] asto questionsof law, questionsof gpplication of thelaw tothefacts, and
guestions of appropriate sanctions; this Court gives respectful consideration to the [Board's|
recommendationswhileultimately exercising itsownindependent judgment. Ontheother hand, substantial
deferenceisgiven to the[Board' 9 findings of fact, unless such findings are not supported by rdiable,
probative, and subgtantid evidenceonthewholerecord.” SyllabusPoint 3, Committeeon Legal Ethics
v. McCorkle, 192 W.Va. 286, 452 S.E.2d 377 (1994).

2. “ThisCourt isthefind arbiter of legd ethicsproblemsand mus mekethe ultimate
decisonsabout public reprimands, suspensionsor annulmentsof attorneys' licensesto practicelaw.”
Syllabus Point 3, Committee on Legal Ethicsv. Blair, 174 W.Va. 494, 327 S.E.2d 671 (1984), cert.
denied, 470 U.S. 1028, 105 S.Ct. 1395, 84 L.E.2d 783 (1985).

3. “Indecidingontheagppropriatedisciplinary actionfor ethical violations, thisCourt
must consider not only what stepswoul d gppropriatdy punish therespondent attorney, but dsowhether
the disciplineimposed isadequate to serve as an effective deterrent to other members of the Bar and at
the sametimeregtore public confidencein theethicad sandardsof thelegd professon.” SyllabusPoint 3,
Committee on Legal Ethicsv. Walker, 178 W.Va. 150, 358 S.E.2d 234 (1987).

Per Curiam:

Thisdisciplinary proceeding isbeforethis Court upon areview of theMay 17, 2000,

Report and Recommended Sanctions of the Hearing Panel Subcommittee (“HPS’) of the Lawyer



Disciplinary Board (“Board”) concerming therespondent, JamesW. K eenan (“ Keenan'”), amember of the
Wes VirginiaState Bar. Keenan was charged with multiple violations of the\West Virginia Rules of
Professonal Conduct in aneight-count complaint. Keenandid not contest thefactsset forthinthe HPS
report.

The HPSfound that the charges complained of by the Officeof Disciplinary Counsdl
(“OCD”) weresubgtantiated and sanctionswerewarranted. The HPSrecommendsto thisCourt thet: (1)
K eenan be suspended from the practice of law for 3 months; (2) that upon reinstatement Keenan be
supervised in the practice of law by another attorney for aperiod of 2 years; (3) that the supervising
atorney review dl thecomplantsfiled agang Keenan; (4) thet Keenan saek evauation for both hisbipolar
illnessand hisd cohol abuse and submit to the recommended treatment for theseillnesses; (5) that Keenan
be censured; and (6) that Keenan be required to pay the costs of these proceedings.

K eenan gipulated to thefindings of fact made by the HPS. However, Keenan objectsto
the recommended 3-month suspension of his law license, and requests that we not follow the
recommendation of the HPS.

Upon athorough review of therecord, we agreethet the chargeswere subgtantiated. And,
weagreewith most of the HPS srecommended pendties, but we modify the HPS recommendationsand
order that JamesKeenan dhdl: (1) bepublicly censured; (2) practicelaw under the supervison of another
atorney practicefor 2¥2 years pursuant to the conditions st forth by the Board; (3) submit to evduations
for both acoholism and his bipolar illness and receive treatment as recommended; (4) participatein
Alcohalics Anonymousor other smilar group; (5) attend 6 hours of continuing legdl education on office

management; and, (6) reimburse the Lawyer Disciplinary Board for the costs of these proceedings.
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l.
Factual and Procedural History

Count | -- Johnny Ward

Thecomplainant, Johnny Ward, desired to bring amedica mdpracticeaction againga
physician, and he retained an atorney to represent himin the matter. Five daysbefore the expiration of
the gatute of limitations, theatorney retained by Mr. Ward decided not to handle the caseand informed
Mr. Ward of hisdecison. Mr. Ward then contacted Keenan. Keenan advised Mr. Ward that hedid not
normally handle medical malpractice cases, and that he (Keenan) would need to contact amore
experienced attorney to assist in the case, but that he would timely file a complaint.

Keenan filed the complaint inthe Circuit Court of Fayette County on March 23, 1995.
After thefiling of thecomplaint, Mr. Ward called K eenan severd timesto discusshiscase, but hiscalls
werenever returned. Apparently sometimein thefdl of 1995, Mr. Ward grew dissatisfied with Keenan
and left amessage at Keenan' s office that he was terminating Keenan' srepresentation. During this
communication with Keenan' soffice, Mr. Ward wasinformed thet his case hed been dismissed in October
of 1995for fallureto perfect service of processwithin the 180 daysasrequired by Rule4(k) of the\West
Virginia Rules of Civil Procedure.’

In January of 1996, Mr. Ward filed an ethics complaint against Keenan. A copy of the

complant was sent to Keenan by the ODC on January 29, 1996, in which Keenanwasindructed to reply

'Rule 4(k) of the West Virginia Rules of Civil Procedure provides, in pertinent part:
(k) Timelimit for service. -- If service of the summonsand complaint
Is not made upon a defendant within 120 days after the filing of the
complaint, thecourt, upon mation or onitsown initiative after naticeto the
plaintiff, shall dismiss the action without prejudice as to that defendant].]
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to the complaint within 10 days. Keenan never responded. On March 25, 1996, Keenan was sent a
second request by the ODC to respond to the ethics complaint. Keenan responded to the complaint by
letter dated April 5, 1996.

TheBoard charged Keenanwith violating: (1) Rule 1.3%of the Rules of Professional
Conduct for failing to act with reasonable diligence; (2) Rule 1.4(a)® for failing to keep his client
reasonably informed; (3) Rule1.16(d)*for failing to properly terminate hisrepresentation of Mr. Ward;
and (4) Rule 8.1(b)* for failing to respond to a demand for information from the OCD.

Keenan stipulated to the charges made by the Board.

“Rule 1.3 of the Rules of Professional Conduct provides:
A lawyer shall act with reasonable diligence and promptness in
representing aclient.

*Rule 1.4(a) of the Rules of Professional Conduct provides, in pertinent part:
A lawyer shdl keep aclient reasonableinformed about the status of a
matter and promptly comply with reasonable requests for information.

*Rule 1.16(d) of the Rules of Professional Conduct provides, in pertinent part:
Upon termination of representetion, alawyer shdl take sepsto theextent
reasonably practicableto protect aclient’ sinterests, such asgiving
reasonable noticeto theclient, dlowing timefor employment of other
counsdl, surrendering papersand property towhich thedient isentitled
and refunding any advance payment of feethat hasnot been earned. The
lawyer may retain papersreaing to thedient to the extent permitted by
other law.

°Rule 8.1(b) of the Rules of Professional Conduct provides, in pertinent part:
(b) [an attorney shdl not] fail to disclose afact necessary to correct a
misgpprehension known by the person to have arisenin the matter or
knowingly fail to repond to alawful demand for information from an
admissonsor disciplinary authority, except that thisrule doesnot require
disclosure of information otherwise protected by Rule 1.6.
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Count I1 -- Cecil Hill

On October 19, 1995, the complainant, Cecil Hill, retained Keenanto represent himina
divorce, and paid Keenan $2,500.00 asaretainer. At theinitid meating, Keenan advised Mr. Hill that he
charged an hourly fee of $125.00.

Keenan prepared and filed saverd documentsin connection with the divorceinduding the
initid complaint, amotionfor pendenteliterelief, aresponseto afamily violence petition, and an gpped
of afamily violence protective order.

InDecember 1995, Mr. Hill reconaled with hiswife. Following therecondiliation, Mr. Hill
cdled Keenan' sofficeseverd timesrequesting atermination of Keenan' ssarvices, anitemized accounting
of hisfee, and areturn of any unearned monies. Keenan did not return Mr. Hill’ stelephonecdls. On
January 17, 1996, Mr. Hill sent Keenan acertified letter indicating hisdesire that the divorce action be
suspended, and again requesting that K eenan return any unearned portion of thefee. By letter dated
January 26, 1996, K eenan responded to Mr. Hill gating thet the agreement reached between them ind uded

anon-refundable retainer.



Mr. Hill filed an ethics complaint againgt Keenan. Following areview of the métter, the
Board charged K eenan with violating Rule 1.15(b)° of the Rules of Professional Conduct for failing
to promptly render afull accounting to his client.

Keenan stipulated to the charge made by the Board.

Count Il -- Hewitt Grasty

On September 8, 1995, the complainant, Hewitt Grasty was arrested and charged with
three countsof aggravated robbery. K eenanwasagppointed by the Circuit Court of Fayette County to
represent Mr. Grasty in September, 1995.

K eenan negotiated apleaagreement with the praosscuting atorney on behdf of Mr. Grady.
The pleaagreement was accepted by Mr. Grasty, and by thecircuit court on March 14, 1996. Mr.
Gragty entered both awritten and an ord pleacf guilty beforethe court. During the hearing, Mr. Grasty
indicated that he was satisfied with Keenan's representation.

Apparently Mr. Grasty had second thoughts about the plea agreement and Keenan's
representation, and on September 23, 1996, hefiled an ethics complaint aleging that Keenan had violated

various rules of professional conduct.

°Rule 1.15(b) of the Rules of Professional Conduct provides, in pertinent part:

Upon recaiving fundsor other property inwhich aclient or third person
hasaninterest, alawyer shdl promptly notify the client or third person.
Except as stated in this rule or otherwise permitted by law or by
agreement with the dient, alawyer shdl promptly ddliver tothedient or
third person any fundsor other property that the client or third personis
entitled to receive and, upon request by the client or third person, shall
promptly render afull accounting regarding such property.
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OnDecember 5, 1996, the ODC sent acopy of theethicscomplaint to Keenaningtructing
him torespond to thecomplaint within 10 days. Keenandid not respondtothe ODC. OnMarch 3,1997,
the ODC sent a sacond request to Keenan asking him to respond to the complaint. Keenan responded
on March 13, 1997.

After areview of theevidence, theBoard found that Keenan had not violated the Rules
of Professional Conduct with respect to his representation of Mr. Grasty. However, the Board

charged Keenan with violaing Rule 8.1(b)’ for failing to respond to the ODC ' sinquiry in atimdy manner.

Keenan stipulated to the charge made by the Board.
Count 1V -- Woodrow Blackwell

In February of 1995, the complainant, Mr. Woodrow Blackwell retained Keenan for
$750.00 to represent Mr. Blackwdll in an action to modify his court-ordered child support. Pursuant to
the representation agreement, Keenan filed a petition to modify support payments on February 25, 1995.
A hearing was held on June 8, 1995, resulting in areduction of Mr. Blackwell’ s support obligation.

On December 16, 1995, the Socid Security Adminigtration ruled that Mr. Blackwell was
totaly disabled and awarded Socia Security benefitsto himand hischildren. Mr. Blackwell, by |etter,
informed K eenan of theruling. Based on the Socia Security ruling Keenan filed asecond petitionto
modiify child support payments. Keenanand Mr. Blackwel| did not discussan additiond feefor asecond

petition.

'See supra note 5.



After filing the sacond petition, Keenan took no further action. Mr. Blackwdl wrotethree
|ettersto Keenan between March 1, 1996 and April 26, 1996, asking for astatusreport. Keenandid not
resoond to Mr. Blackwell’ sletters. By letter dated July 18, 1996, Mr. Blackwdl| terminated Keenan's
sarvicesand asked for afull refund of dl atorney fees. Keenanlater tedtified beforethe Board thet hefiled
the sacond petition out of “ benevolence’ toMr. Blackwdll, but had nointention of representing himonthe
second petition. However, Keenanfaled to adviseMr. Blackwell that hewas not going to continuethe
case, nor did he file amotion to withdraw.

Mr. Blackwell gppeared pro s=beforethefamily law master and requested amodification
of hischild support obligation, and was partially successful in his attempt.

Mr. Blackwdll filed an ethics complaint againgt Keenan. A copy of the complaint was
forwarded to Keenan by the ODC on December 5, 1996, with ingtructionsto respond to the complaint
within 10 days. Keenan did not respond asingtructed. Accordingly, asecond request was made on
March 3, 1997, and Keenan responded on March 12, 1997.

TheBoard charged Keenanwith violating Rule 1.3%for hislack of diligence, Rule 1.4(a)°
for not communicatingwith hisclient, Rule 1.16(d)™for failing to properly withdraw from the case, and
Rule 8.1(b)"* for failing to respond to the Disciplinary Counsel as required.

Keenan stipulated to the charges made by the Board.

8See supra note 2.
See supra note 3.
1See supra note 4.

"See supra note 5.



Count V -- James Sterling

Thecomplanant, James Serling, hired Keenan torepresent himinan uncontested divorce,
Thefind hearing before the divorce was held on January 11, 1996, and Keenan was indructed by the
family law madter to preparethefind order. Keenan later testified before the Board that he did prepare
the divorce order, and that he provided it to thelaw master. According to Keenan, the law master
gpparently migplaced the order. Unfortunately Keenan could not provethat therewasan order becauise
he had not made a copy.

WhenMr. Sterling did not recaive hisfind divorceorder by Juneof 1996, he“went tothe
courthouse,” and wasinformed that the order had not been entered. Between June and November of
1996, Mr. Sterling caled Keenan' soffice severd timesto ask about the order, but wasunabletotalk to
Keenan.

Mr. Sterling filed an ethics complaint against K eenan on December 3, 1996. A copy of
the complaint was forwarded to Keenan by the ODC on December 9, 1996, with indructionsto respond
to the complaint within 10 days. Keenan did not respond to the complaint.

On March 3, 1997, asecond request for aresponse to the ethics complaint was sent to
Keenan by the ODC. Keenan responded to the second request on March 12, 1997. Keenan aso
prepared afind divorce order for Mr. Sterling and submitted it to the family law master on March 12,

1997.



TheBoard charged Keenanwith violating Rule 1.3%for failing to act with diligence, and
Rule 8.1(b)* for failing to respond to the Disciplinary Counsel as requested. Kesnendipuaed
to the charges made by the Board.

Count VI -- Luther Cook

The complainant, Luther Cook, wasinvolved in acar accident. Heretained Keenan to
represent himinacivil action againgt the other driver. Thecasewent totrid on July 18, 1996. Thejury
found Mr. Cook 49% negligent and the defendant 51% negligent. After calculations, Mr. Cook was
awarded a judgment of $707.39.

Following thetrid, adispute arose between counsd for both parties asto whether Mr.
Cook would haveto pay aportion of the court costs. The defendant’ sattorney prepared afinad order
reflecting thejury decison, but Keenan refused to sgn theorder becausetheorder did not resolvetheissue
of court costs.

On March 20, 1997, Mr. Cook filed an ethics complaint against both Keenan and
defendant’ s counsel becauise Mr. Cook had not received the money from hisjudgment. A copy of the
complant wasforwarded to Keenan on April 4, 1997, by the ODC, dong with ingructionsto respond to
the complaint within 10 days. Keenan did not respond to thecomplaint. On May 15, 1997, asecond
request to respond to the complaint was sent to Keenan, and he did not respond to thisrequest. Keenan

eventually responded to the Disciplinary Counsel’s June 18, 1997 request -- the third.

12See supra note 2.

3See supra note 5.



K eenan tedtified beforethe Board that herefused to Sgn the order becausehewaswaiting
for the judge to rule on the court costs issue.**

TheBoard charged Keenanwith violating Rule 8.1(b) ™ for failing to respond to arequest
for information from the Disciplinary Counsel.

Keenan stipulated to the Board' s charge.

Count VII -- Diana Jackson

The complainant, Diana Jackson, retained K eenan to represent her in adivorce action.
Ms. Jackson sought adivorce on the grounds of adultery and physicd abuse. On August 8, 1996, the day
scheduled for afind hearing, asattlement was reached between the parties. Pursuant to the settlement, Ms
Jackson agreed tordinquish any right to dimony in return for the deed to the marita resdence, asharein
her husband' spenson, payment of assorted household bills, and rembursement of her attorney fees. A
final order was entered on November 19, 1996.

After recaiving acopy of thefina order, Ms. Jackson determined that the order did not
include the total agreement between the parties. She contacted Keenanin November of 1996, and
questioned why therewasno provisonintheorder for her recaiving asharein her ex-husband’ spension.
AccordingtoMs. Jackson, Keenan informed her that because shewasdivorcing her husband shewasnot

digiblefor asharein hispengon. Additionaly, between November 1996 and June 1997, Ms. Jackson

¥According to the briefs submitted to this Court, no decision has yet been made by the circuit court
concerning court costs.

>See supra note 5.
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received only aportion of themoney owed her by her former husband, and did not receive the deed tothe
house.

Ms. Jackson filed an ethics complaint againgt Keenan, and on June 2, 1997, acopy of the
complaint wasforwarded to Keenan by the ODC with indructionsto reply tothe complaint within 10 days.
Keenanfaled to respond tothe ODC' srequest. A second request for areply to the complaint was sent
to Keenan on September 10, 1997. Keenan responded by |etter dated September 23, 1997. Keenan
informed the ODC that counsel for the ex-husband was supposed to prepare the deed, but that the
husband’ s counsel had died before he was able to prepare the deed.

After ameeting with Ms. Jackson on June 27, 1997, Keenan agreed to prepare the deed.

InJanuary of 1998, K eenan prepared the deed and wrote onel etter to Ms. Jackson' sex-
hushand regarding the unpaid monies. Keenan did not charge Ms. Jackson an additiond feefor this, but
he declined to take further action unless he was hired and paid for his services.

TheBoard charged Keenanwith violating Rule 1.2(a)*for hisinitid refusdl to preparethe
deed, and violating Rule 8.1(b)" of the Rules of Professional Conduct for failing to respond to the

ODC in atimely manner.

°Rule 1.2(a) of the Rules of Professional Conduct provides, in pertinent part:

(@ A lavyer Shdl abideby adient’ sdecisonsconcerning the objectives

of representation, . . . and shall consult with thedlient asto themeanshby

whichthey areto be pursued. A lawvyer shdl abideby adlient’ sdecison

whether to accept an offer of settlement of amatter. Inacrimina case,

the lavyer shdl abide by the dient’ sdecison, after consultation with the
lawyer, asto apleato be entered, whether towaivejury trid and whether

the client will testify.

"See supra note 5.
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Keenan stipulated to the charges of the Board.
Count VIII -- Kathryn Powers

Keenan origindly represented the complainant Kathryn Powersina 1994 divorce action.
By order dated September 26, 1994, Ms. Powers' ex-hushand was ordered to make monthly alimony
payments of $100.00 for 3years. Hewas dso ordered to pay $1,200.00 to Ms. Powersas her sharein
his retirement funds.

Sometimedfter thedivorceorder wasentered, Ms. Powersremarried, and her ex-husband
ceased making thedimony payments. Additiondly, her ex-husband failed to pay Ms. Powersher share
of hisretirement. Ms. Powers consulted with Keenan in January 1996, and Keenan agreed tofilea
contempt petition on her behalf. Keenan requested and received a fee of $500.00.

Keenanfaled to filethe petition for contempt. However, Ms Powers ex-husband filed
apdtitionto modify theorigind divorcedecree, saeking to end the payment of dimony. Atthehearingon
theex-husband’ spetitionto diminateaimony on August 20, 1996, beforeafamily law magter, Keenan
atempted to raisethe contempt issue rdaing to the ex-husand sfalureto pay certain moniesto hisformer
wife. However, thefamily lav master would not permit Keenan to rase the contempt issue becauseit was
not before the court.

Between December of 1996 and May 1997, Ms Powers attempted to cal Keenan severd
times. Keenandid not return her phonecalls, nor would he schedulean gppointment to meet with her. On
March 11, 1997, Ms. Powers sent Keenan acertified | etter asking him to schedule acontempt hearing,

or refund her money. Keenan did not respond to the letter.
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Ms. Powersfiled an ethicscomplaint againg Keenan, and on June 3, 1997, acopy of this
complaint was sent to Keenan by the ODC dong with indructionsto reply to the complaint within 10 days.
Keenanfalled to timely respond to the request. The ODC sent asecond request on September 10, 1997.

On September 23, 1997, Keenan responded to the ethics complaint.

TheBoard charged K eenanwithviolating Rule 1.4(a) for failing to respond to hisdlient,

and with violating Rule 8.1(b)" for failing to respond to the Disciplinary Counsel in atimely manner.

K eenan stipulated to the charges made by the Board.®

Il.
Discussion

Wegpply ade novo standard of review when presented with alawyer disciplinary méetter.

A de novo standard appliesto areview of the adjudicatory record
made before the [Lawyer Disciplinary Board] asto questions of law,
guestions of application of the law to the facts, and questions of
gppropriate sanctions; this Court givesrespectful consderation to the
[Board's| recommendations while ultimately exercising its own
independent judgment. Onthe other hand, subdtantid deferenceisgiven
tothe[Board' g findingsof fact, unlesssuchfindingsarenot supported by
reliable, probative, and substantial evidence on the whole record.

Syllabus Point 3, Committee on Legal Ethicsv. McCorkle, 192 W.Va 286, 452 S.E.2d 377 (1994).

See also Syllabus Point 2, Lawyer Disciplinary Board v. McGraw, 194 W.Va. 788, 461 S.E.2d

18See supra note 3.
9See supra note 5.

Mnitsbrief, theHPS madethis Court aware of severa ethics complaintswhich have beenfiled
subsequent to the current maiter. Wewill not discussthese new charges asthey were not made part of
the case now before us.
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850 (1995); Syllabus Point 3, Lawyer Disciplinary Board v. Cunningham, 195 W.Va. 27, 464
S.E.2d 181 (1995). Wenotethat K eenan does not dispute the charges made by the HPS, but he does
contest the HPS' s recommendation that his license be suspended.

Wehavehddthat “[t]hisCourt isthefind arbiter of legd ethics problemsand must make
the ultimate decidons about public reprimands, sugpensonsor annulments of atorneys licensesto practice
law.” Syllabus Point 3, Committee of Legal Ethicsv. Blair, 174 W.Va 494, 327 SE.2d 671 (1984),
cert. denied, 470 U.S. 1028, 105 S.Ct. 1395, 84 L.Ed.2d 783 (1985). In reviewing attorney discipline
thisCourt “must cong der not only whet gepswould gppropriatdy punishtherespondent atorney, but dso
whether the discipline impaosed is adequate to serve as an effective deterrent to other members of the Bar
and a the sametimerestore public confidencein theethical gandardsof thelegd professon.” Syllabus
Point 3, in part, Committee on Legal Ethicsv. Walker, 178 W.Va. 150 358 S.E.2d 234 (1987).

TheHPShasrecommended that: (1) Keenan be suspended from the practice of law for
3months, (2) that upon reingatement K eenan besupervisad in the practice of law by another atorney for
apeiodof 2years (3) that the supervisng attorney review al the complaintsfiled againg Keenan; (4) that
K eenan saek evduationfor both hisbipolar illnessand hisd cohol abuse and submit to the recommended
treatment for theseillnesses; (5) that K eenan be censured; and, (6) that Keenan berequired to pay the
costs of these proceedings.

Whilewe are assisted by the HPS' s recommendations, we must examine each case
separately in an attempt to provide appropriate discipline.

Inthe case before us, K eenan has admitted to an alcohol problem, and hasintroduced

evidencethat hewasbeing trested for abipolar condition during thetime period that the grievancesthat
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arethe subject of thisdisciplinary proceeding werefiled. Testimony was d<o offered before the HPS
indicating that K eenan had overextended himsdlf by attemypting to open asecond law officein Charleston,
West Virginia. This second office has since been closed.

An examination of the violations charged in thismaiter reved that most of the offenses
resulted fromlack of diligence, and poor communicationwith dientsand the Officeof Disdiplinary Counsd.
Whilewe do not condone these practices, and we agreethat Mr. Keenan must be dosdy monitored and
recelve proper treetment for medica problems, webdieve that a3-month sugpenson fromthe practice
of law may only aggravate Mr. Keenan' sproblems. Because of the obvious economic consequencesthat
the respondent would suffer with aninability to practicelaw, wewill not sugpend hislicenseto practice.

We do, however, concur with other recommendations of the Hearing Panel Subcommittee.

[1.
Conclusion

Accordingly, weimposethefallowing sanctions: (1) JamesW. Keenanishereby publidy
censured; (2) Keenan shall practice law under the supervision of another attorney pursuant to the
provisonsset forth by the Board for aperiod of 22years, (3) Keenanmust submit to an evaduation for
hisacohol and bipolar problems and submit to the recommended treatment for these problems; (4)
Keenan shd| participatein Alcoholics Anonymousor other smilar program; (5) Keenan shall atend 6
hours of continuing legd education in office management; and, (6) Keenan shdl pay dl cogsincurredin
the investigation and hearing of this matter.

Public Censure, Supervised Practice,
Education, and Costs.
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