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TULLAHOMA LAWYER CENSURED

On April 28, 2011, Robert Thomas Carter, an attorney licensed to practice law in Tennessee, received a

Public Censure from the Board of Professional Responsibility of the Tennessee Supreme Court.

Mr. Carter appealed a client’s sentence in a criminal case. The Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed the
client’s sentence based upon Mr. Carter’s failure to inclﬁde the sentencing hearing transcript. Mr. Carter {ailed
to advise his client of the necessity of having a court reporter present for the sentencing hearing. Mr. Carter’s
actions violated Rules of Professional Conduct 1.1 (competence), 1.3 (diligence), 1.4 (communication and 8.4

(misconduct).

Carter 33569-4 rel.doc

PLEASE NOTE :
YOU MAY SUBSCRIBE TO RECEIVE INFORMATIONAL RELEASES, FORMAL ETHICS
OPINIONS, NEWSLETTERS AND ANNUAL REPORTS ELECTRONICALLY BY SIGNING IN AT
- THE BOARD’S WEBSITE

www.thpr.org/Subscriptions




FiLED
101 APR 28 PH 3: 06
B{}Iﬂ OF PROFES3I0RAL

IN DISCIPLINARY DISTRICT IV : RESPONSIBILITY -
OF THE

BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY . ..."._!,-.MEKEC. SEC™
OF THE |

' SUPREME COURT OF TERNESSER

_ INRE: ROBERTTHOMAS CARTER, __ TFLENO.3356%:4:SG ____ __
BPR #013185, Respondent
An Attorney Lic'ens ed and
Admitted to the Practice of |
Law in Tennessée
(Coffee County),

PUBLIC CENSURE

The above domplai_nt was filed against Robert Thormas Cérfe:r, an mtoru.ey licensed to practice
law in Tennesses, alleging certain acts of misconduct, Pursuantto Supreme Court Rule 9, the‘!Board
of Prafessional Responsibility congidered these matters st its meeting on March 11, 2011,

The Respondent rti:prasented the Complainant in State v. Watson, The Complamant was
sentenced and the Respondent appealed the Complainant’s sentence of concurrent semtences of eight
(8) years, with One Hundred Twenty (120) days in confinement and the remainder served on
comumnunity corrections. By Order filed July 13, 2010, the Conrt of Criminal Appeals affiy rned the

Complainant’s sentence hased upon ﬂle Respondent’s failure to include the sentencing heanng

transeript cavsing the Cowrt of Criminal Appeals to be unable to determine whether the trial cowrt
. considered the necessary sentencing principles, The Reap ondent failed to advise the Complainant of
the necessity of having a Court Reporter present for the Complalnant’s sentencing hearing,

By the abovs acts, the Respondent violated Rules of Professional Conduet 1.1(compefence),




1.3 (ditigence), 1.4 (communication) and 8.4{z) (imisconduet),
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