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IN DISCIPLINARY DISTRICT VI

BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY

OF THE

SUPREME COURT OF TENNESSEE

IN RE: CHRISTOPHERWAYNEBARBER, BBB.NO. 20607 FLLE’NO. 34060-6—1’3 and 34064m6~PS

Respondtmt, an attorney lioonsed

to practice law in Tonnesseo

(Montgomery Connty)

 

PUBLiC CENSURB

The above compiaints were filed against Clnistophor Wayne Barber, an axioms}! licensed

to practice law in Tennessee, alleging. certain acts of misoonduot. Pursuant to Supreme Court

Rule 9, the Board of Profossional Responsibility considered the-so matting at its meeting on.

Deoambor 9, 2011.

In the first complaint, the: Respondent violated Rule 5.5 by practicing law While his

licomse was suspended for failure to pay the l'rofossional Privilggnimilnmmplaimr

the Respondent charged his client an untonsonnbie fee given the sonnt mount of work he

performed, in violation of Rides 1.3 ané 1.5. Also, he failed to notify his client that his license: *to

practico law had been gusponded in violation of Ruin 1.4. Finally, the; Reapondont failed to

respond to Disciplinmy Counsel’s requests for additional information in violation of Rule 8.16:)

By the aforementioned acts, Cbxistophor Wayne Barber has: violatod Rules of

Professional Conduct 1‘3 (diligence), L4 (communication), 1.5 (fogs), 5.5 (unaifiiiorizsd practise

of law) and 8.1(13) (bar admission and disciplinary matters) and in homily i’uhlioly Consured for

these violations.
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FOR THE BOARD OF

PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY
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LelaHo]1abaugh,Chair V
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