BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL : No. 138 DB 2019
Petitioner
V. Attorney Registration No. 23268
JOHN E. QUINN :
Respondent (Allegheny County)
ORDER

AND NOW, this fday of August, 2019, in accordance with Rule 215(g),
Pa.R.D.E., the three-member Panel of the Disciplinary Board having reviewed and
approved the Joint Petition in Support of Discipline on Consent filed in the above captioned
matter; it is

ORDERED that the said JOHN E. QUINN be subjected to a PUBLIC
REPRIMAND by the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania as provided

in Rule 204(a) and Rule 205(c)(9) of the Pennsylvania Rules of Diséiplinary Enforcement.

BY THE BOARD:

Grt Gt

Board Chair *

TRUE COPY FROM RECORD
Attest:

oN—
Marcee D. Sloan
Board Prothonotary
The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania
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BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

QFTICE OF DISCI?LINARY COUNSEL, : Nc. DB 20.9

Petitioner : File Nos. C4-186-92C7, C4-17-649,
: C4-18-683, C4-18-11320, and
C4-19-196

Attcrney Registraticn No. 23268
JOHN F. QUINN :
Respondent : {(Allegheny County;

JOINT PETITION IN SUPPORT
OF DISCIPLINE ON CONSENT
PURSUANT TO Pa.R.D.E. 215(d)

Petitioner, the Office of Disciplirary Ccunsel
{hereinaZzer, “ODC”} by Paul J. Killion, <Chief D2isciglinazy
Counsel, and Harcld E. Ciampcli, Jr., Disciplirary Counsel anc
John 2. Quinn, Esquire (hereinafter “Respondent”), by and
through his counsel, Craig E. Simpson, Esquire, respectfully
petition the DJisciplinary Board 1in support of discipline on
consent, pursuant to Pennsylvania Rule of Disciplinary
Znforcement (“Pa.R.C.E.”) 215{(d), and in support thereof state:

1. ODC, whose principal office is situated at Office cof
Chief Disciplirary Counse., Pernsylvania Judicial Center, Suite

2700, €91 Commonwealth Avenue, P.O. Box 62485, dHarrisburg,

Pernsylvania 17106, 1is invested, pursuart to Pa.xR.D.E. 207,
with the power and duty =o investigate a__. matters invclving
FILED
07/24/2019

The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania




a_ieged misconduct of ar attorney acmitted to practice law in
the Commcnwealth of Perrsylvaria and tc prosecudte a’l
disciplinary proceedings brought in accordarce with the varicus
provisions of the aforesaid Enforcement Rules.

2. Respcndent was porn on Octoper 28, 1930, and was
admitted fto practice law in the Commonwealth on October 256,
1976. Respondent is on active status and his last registered
address 1s Quinn Logue 1LC, 200 Tirs= Averue, Tloor 3,
Pittsburgn, Pennsylvania 15222-1512.

3. Respondent is subject to the disciplinary Zurisdiction

of the DCisciplinary 3card cf the Supreme Court.

SPECIFIC FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS ADMITTED

I. (FILE NO. C2-16-920 Complaint of ODC-CSF)

BACKGROUND
4, In October 20le, tne Pennsylvania Lawyers Fund for
Client Security (“Client 3ecurity”) received reports from PNC

Bank c¢f ar overdratt in Respondernt’s PNC I[OLTA account.

. After sending an 1inguiry letter tTo Respondent, Client
Security received a letter from Respondent’s counsel, attorney
Craig Simpson, advising that the nregative balances were not due

to bank errcvs and that Respondent was authorizirc tne referral

of the matter to CLCC.



6. As a result of the —referral, ODC cormenced &n
extensive irvestigation ard audit of Respondent’s PNC ICLTA that
included subpcenaing Respondent and his financial institution
for firancial records, as well as multiple and extens.ve
requests for additional explanations and documentat-on from Mr.
Simpson.

7. Respondent acmits that he did not handle the 2NC IOLTA
proverly and thus violated RPC 1.15(b}.

8. With respect to the ICLTA account issues, Responadent
offers the follewing exp.anaticn and background, and 1f this
matter were o prcceed zo hearing, weculd testify as set forth in
paragrapas 9 through 2C, infra.

9. Respecnden:t has had a successful career, and had no
need to misuse entrustea funds.

10. Respondert, himself a former Disciplinary Counsel,
uapon completing his employvment with the Office of Disciplinary
Counsel at the end of 1978, djoined a well-known and respected
Pittsburgkh law firm. Inm 1383, part of the firm, including
Respondernz, broke cff ard formed a new firm. This firm is the
same entity in which Respondent practiced law up until the end
2076, ealtaough the firm went through several Iterations as

-

various acttorneys/vartners .eft and jcined the firm over 34

(v



years. The firm changed names several times between 1983 and
2006, at which time the firm became known as Portnoy & Quinn.

11. The firm remained Portnoy & Quinn from 2006 tarough
the next ten years or so, unti. the end of October 2016, when
the firm ceased o exist, and Respcnden: began a new firm wizh
Attorney Matthew Logue, known as Quinn Logue, LLC, as of January
1, 2017. Despite going tnarcugh many different iterations over
the years as different attorneys jcined and left the firm, it
was the same firm/entity that was formed in 1983, with
Respondent <hen being a young partner therein. Wner. Resopondent
first practiced as a young attcrney witn the firm in 1383, he
did not exercise <control over or handle the ICLTA account.
Respondent did no:t take control cover <he IOLTA account urntii
2011.

12. The IOLTA (cr escrow) account tThat Responrndent’s prior
firm had in 1983 is essertially the very same acccocunt that was
In existence as of October 2C16, ancd is the account that Is the
subect of this ccmplaint. The IZOLTA acccunt essentlally stayed
the same since at least 1982 except for peing transferred from
one bank tc another for business reasons.

13. As stated above, the Zfirm with whichk Respondent
practiced law from 1983 thrcugh the end of October 7216 was a

highly-regardec arnd successful  firm, and over tThe years,



rillions, if not terns of millicns, of dollars passed througn the
ICLTA accourt on an annual basis. Over the course of the IZirm's
existence, hundreds of mi_.:ons of dollars vassed through tLhe
IOLTA account. Resvondent had ro part of the handling of the
[0OLTA account, or the recordkeepirg with regard zthereto, over
the first 28 years of 1ts existernce. When Respondent obtained a
settlement in a case, he would simply give the settlement check
tc the firm’s bookkeeper, and let the bookkeeper xnow hLow to
distribute the ©oroceeds thereof, generally by giving the
bookkeeper a copy of the settliement statement for the case.

14. 3y 2011, the two remaining partners in the firm were
Resoondent and Mr. Portnoy. Mr. Pertncy was then already into
nis 78’s, and it was at that time {2011} that Respondent first
tcok contrcl of the IOLTA account. Joon takirng control and
resporsibility for the account, Respondernt learnec cthat the
ledger for <he IOLTA =zccount did rot palance wizta the account
balance reflected ¢n the monthiy statements, and hac not
pa.anced for many years. Tne c¢lder partrers in the firm nad
apparently entrusted the keeping c¢f the ledger te thre
bcokkeeper, and to Respendent’s chagrin, it had been somewha:
carelessly malintained. 3y tnis time, hnowever, the account had
opeen 1in existence for at least 28 years, hundreds c¢f millions of

dollars nad passed through the account, recoras Ifor the acccunt
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course, aware of what he considered tc¢ be the more stringent
recordkeeping regquirements concernirg IOLTA accounts that went
nto effec: in  January 2015. However, Respondent had
“inherited” an apparently unso.lvable problem, i  that, as
explained above, he belisved <that <there was absolutely no
possible way to go back 32 years and reconstruct a ledger that
would properly balance with tne aczual IOLTA account balance.
Therefore, Respondent did arrive at what he believed to be a
reasonasle course of actiocn.

17. In 2015, Respcndent knew =—hat his firm’s cffice lease
was due to expire at the end of October 2016. Respondent
intended to dissolve tne firm at that time and begin a rew
ertizty, whic in fact 1is what hapoened. Therefcre, because
Respondent woulc be opening a new ICLTA account for his new
entity, he determined tc¢ simply phase out the old ICLTA account
when he opened his new IOLTA account by allowing all cutstanding
checks t©o be paid on the old account, after which he would then
“erminate =<—he use c¢f that account. He wouid then mnaintair all
precper records for nhis new ICOLTA zccount going forward, which ae
has in fact done.

18. Respondert now xacws that what ne believed =o be a
surplus 1in the PNC ICLTA was a mixture of earnec fees and

Lundistributed client fuads. In Cczober 20216, wher tne PNC ICZLTA

-



balance was dwindling dowr, and Respondent began withdrawirg
porzions of the perceived surplus, the withdrawals resulted in
the two overdrafts which precipitated the referral ZIZrom Client
Security o ODC. Tt was then that Respondent, ir consultatlon
with Mr. Simpson, determined tnat there was a deficiency in the
IOLTA account. Respondert was surprised and mortified tTc learn
that there was a deficiency in the account ba.ance.

19. Since cpening ais new IOLTA account at the beginning
of 2017, Respondent has properly maintained al. IOCLTA acccunt
records and has done the raquired monthly reconciliations on the
account.

20. Respondent admits that at zimes he Improperly advarced
fees to the firm from the PNC IOLTA cefore receipt cf settlemen:
funds o©n cases he had settled, or krew he would settle.
Responrndent did so on the mistaken belief that the 2?NC IOLTA nad
ar. excess of more than $47,000.00 and therefore Respcndernt
believed trat the distripution o¢f earred fees was cominrg from
that excess.

21. Respcndent Krows thaz this caused “emporary

—

deLiuienCies i]- _.Ae ENC [O[JTA. Eowever Re:, ufldEIl: never
14
&=

intenzicnal’y disbursea ©o the IZirm any funds in excess of du.y-

earred fees.



22.

wi-hdrew

A)

FEES TAKEN PRIOR TO DEPOSITS OF

CORRESPONDING CLIENT SETTLEMENTS

The

from the

client furas:

follcwing

PNC

chart

dept

TOLTA prior

cts

o deposits of

“ees thaz

Respcndent

corresponding

CLIENT SETTLEMENT DEPOSIT P&Q IOLTA CHECK FOR FEE
Client# | Check | DateCheck | Deposit Check | Check Check | Days Early
Date Deposited Amt Date # Amt {>5 Days)
1 /2713 1/30/13 § 23500000  12/22/13 2927 S 20,000.00 8
2 10/22/14  10/29/14 $ 90,000.00 095/24/14 3158 $ 12,000.00 35
3 10/22/14  10/28/14 $ 90,000.00 10/10/14 3170 $  5,000.00 19
4 11/10/14  11/25/14 $ 47,500.00 11/06/14 3195 § 15,000.00 19
5 01/14/15  01/16/15 S 245,000.00 11/13/14 3201 $ 10,000.00 64
6 01/14/15  01/16/15 S 245,000.00 11/18/14 3206 $ 10,000.00 59
7 01/14/15  01/16/15 S 245,000.00 12/24/14 3240 $  20,000.00 23
8 01/16/15  01/28/15 $ 60,000.00 01/12/15 3260 $ 15,000.00 16
9 03/16/15  03/26/15 $ 50,000.00 02/26/15 3295 $ 10,000.00 28
10 04/02/15  04/13/15 $ 22,500.00 03/13/15 3305 S  4,000.00 31
1 04/22/15  04/30/15 S 7,500.00 03/26/15 3317 $  2,500.00 35
12 04/21/15  04/27/15 $ 15,000.00 04/13/15 3324 S  8,000.00 14
13 10/27/15  10/30/15 $ 50,000.00 10/20/15 3413 $  10,000.00 10
14 02/22/16  03/20/16 $ 90,000.00 11/09/15 3432 $ 20,00000 132
15 06/24/16  07/01/16 $ 34,647.65 06/09/16 3541 S  8,000.00 2
16 07/11/16  07/18/16  $ 180,000.00 06/28/16 3547 $  20,000.00 20
17 09/20/16  10/13/16 $ 36,500.00 09/01/16 3576 $ 12,000.00 42
18 10/19/16  10/25/16 § 50,000.00 09/08/16 3577 $ 12,500.00 47
19 10/26/16  11/03/16  $ 15,000.00 09/27/16 3583 $  3,000.00 37
20 12/01/16 12/08/16 S 24,000.00 10/26/16 4208 S 3,000.00 43
L | I l | | l [$ 22000000 |




23. 3y way of illustration, on October 22, 2C14,
Respondent aeposited a $‘9AO,OOO.OC settlement <check 1nto his
ZIOLTA ir ccnnecticn with his representation c¢f client #2.
Yowever, Respondent had taken his fee of $12,000.00 fcr client
#2 on September 24, 2014, 35 days prior to depcsizing <.ient
#2's settlement check into his IOLTA.

24. 0ODC conducted an entrusted funds analysis of
Respondert’s 2NC IOLTA and determired tnat Respondent’s taking
of advanced fees and improper withdrawals caused the account <o

ce out of trust as set forth below:

Out-of Trust
From To Maximum Amt
07/28/14 07/28/14 S 4,846.00
12/09/14 12/10/14 S 2,323.39
12/22/14 12/28/14 S 11,144.92
01/02/15 01/15/15 $ 26,980.20
01/23/15 01/27/15 S 2,980.20
03/13/15 03/15/15 $ 1,928.54
09/16/15  09/20/15 S 7,371.40
11/09/15  12/07/15 S 7,498.00
12/10/15  12/27/15 $ 4,498.00
12/29/15  01/18/16 $ 14,498.00
01/22/16 01/31/16 S 8,399.20
07/12/16 07/17/16 S 11,231.33
08/25/16  08/25/16 § 8,030.33
09/01/16  10/27/16 S 43,957.15
11/14/16  12/30/16 S 6,207.08

—10
“—



25. A comprehensive audit and investigaticn reveaied no
evidernice that Respondent purposely converted funds from any
clients or third parties or ourposefully misappropriated funds
resulting in lcsses to any clients or third persons. All out-of-
trust situations resuited from Respondent’s erroneous belief
that his IOLTA held a $40,000.00 surplus and from poor

pockkeeping practices.

II. (FILE No. C4-18-683 COMPLAINT OF GEORGE FEDOR)

26. Or June 30, 2014, attorney James F. Conohue filed a
Praecipe To Issue A Writ of Summons in tne matter captioned
George Fedor et al vs. Advance Waste Services, Inc. et al, Court
of Commor. Pleas of Lawrence fCounty, AD No., 10661-14 <C2
{(rereinafter Lawrence Ccunty Action).

27. By letter dated August 5, 2015, Mr. Donohue advised
George Fedor and the other plaintiffs in the Lawrence County

Action that:

47}

Mr. Donohue was closing his office pecause be had

been suspendaed;

g

le was referring the case to Respondent; and

<) Respondent would be contacting the pla;

b
3
(@)
[N
th
{mi)
0]

directiy to discuss tne matter.

N
0

. On Octorer 13, 201%, Respondent:

11



aj; met with Mr. fedor and Dennis Lewls, 3anotaer
plaintiff, a: Mr. Fedor’s house;

b) advised Mr. Fedor and Mr. Lewis that Respondent
was taking over the Lawrence County Action Irom
Mr. Donohue;

=) reoresented zhat ne would file a compiaint in <the
Lawrence County Actior by the first of the year;
and

d) filed his entry of appearance iIn tThe Lawrence
County Action.

29. Between October 13, 2015 and September 12, 2017, Mr.
Fedor <caliled Respondent’s office numerous times and left
messages requesting Respondent to contact him  regarding :the
Lawrence County Action.

3C. Respondent claims ke did taik with both Mr. Fedor and

=

r. Lewis and <tolz them that *the complaint would be ZIZiled:
Respondent did not file it.

31. By letter o Resrvcondent datea Septemper 12, 2007, sent
by certified mail, Mr. Fador refererced the Lawrence <County

Action and:

u

szated Respondenz had not returned ©nis numerous

calls;



[9%]
[Re]

lezter.
33.

September
34.

certified

b) reminded Respondent cof Respondert’s
representatlon o Mr. Fecdor at their meeting that
Respondent was goirg to file a ccmplaint in the
Lawrerce County Action by the first of the year:

and

9]

inguirecd wheiher Respondert was going to proceed
with the case.

Resporndent received Mr. Tedor’s September 12, 2017

Respondent did not respornd in writing to Mr. Fedor’s
12, 2017 letter.

By letter to Respondent dated August 24, 2018, sert by
mail, Mr. Fecor:

a) enc_osed his September 12, 2C17 letter;

o} stated that Respondent hrad nct resporded to the

letzer;

c advised that ne rad aifficulty communicating with
Respondent from ~he very reginning of
Respondent’s representaticn; and

a) requested Respondent provide him wizth a written

sumrary of Respondent’s plan o proceed with the

Lawrence County Acticn.

13



letter.

3e.

Respondent received Mr. Fedor’s August 24,

Respondert did not respond 1in any manner Lo

Fedor’s August 24, 2018 letter.

37.

2C18

Mr.

On July 9, 2018 a No:tice of Proposed Termiration of

Court CTases (Notice} was “iled in the Lawrence Ccunty Action.

38.

39.

The Notice:

a) advised the Courz 1intended =to terminate

the

Lawrence Courty Acticn without further notice

pecause the docket shcowed no activity for at
least two years, pursuart to Pa.R.J.A. 1901;
o)) infcrmed that t—nhe Plaintiff could stop the Court

from termirating the Lawrence Jounty Action by

filing a Staterment of Intention to Proceed;

Q

warned that failure to file the reguired

Statement ©f Intenticn To Proceed would resu_t 1n

the case beirg terminated; and

d; instructed the Prothonotary to serve the Notice

upcn Respondent and any unreoresented parties.
Responcent was served with the Notice.

After being servecd with the Notice, Respondent:

a) did rot file a Statement of Intention to Proceed;



D} ook no action to preserve the Lawrence County

Action; and
<) did not communicate with Mr. Fedor in any marrner.

41. On Novemger 27, 2013, a Termination was filed
terminating the Lawrence Ccurty Action with prejudice.

42. Respondent acknowledges *that his conduct violated
Rules of Professicnal Ccnduct 1.1, 1.3, 1.4{a;{(3) and RPC
1.4(a) (4). He admizs to “dropping =zhe ball” in this matter and
claims that he had [ll-advisedly taken this case as a favor tc
Mr. Donchnue, whom Respond=nt had represented in Mr. Donchue’s
disciplinary matter. Respoadent claims he should not have taken
the case, and wou_d nect have taken tnhe case 1f =the client came

to him inizially.

III. (FILE No. C4-18-1130 COMPLAINT OF VERNON RIDDELL)

43, Or. December 15, 2017, Vernon A. Ridde.l retained
Respondent to prosecute a claim arising from a mislabe.ed
prescription filled by Rite-Aid pharmacy and prcovidec Respondcent
with evidence ccnsisting of a pill bottle and Two pills.

44, Between February 2018 and April 2018, Respondent was
rct responsive to Mr. Riddell’s numerous phone messages.

15. By ‘“etter to Respcndent dated April 15, 2018, Mr.

Riddell]l:

15



aj recounted h's difficulzy in communicating with
Respondent;
o} reqguested a sTatus apcate; and

J

c) asked for copies c¢f decuments and correspondence

46. Respondent received Mr. Riddell’s April 15, 2018
letter but aid not respond.

£7. Between May and August 2018, Mr. Riddell <called
Respcndent’s office and left multiple messages but received no
response.

48. On Septerber 26, 2018, Mr. Riddell called Responden:t’s
office, and spoke with Lisa Rulong, Respordent’s paralegal, who
oromised to talk to Respondent and call Mr. Riddell back tne

rext week.

49. Ms. Rulong rever called Mr. Riddell back.

(93]
(@]

In both Cctober arc Ncocvember 2018, Mr., Riddsll called
and left <wo messages for Ms. Rulong, bat did not receive a
raTurn call.

51. On November 3, 2C1%, Mr. Riddell called Respondent’s
office twice and:
a; left a message on Respondent’s answering machine;

ard

[en



b) et a message with Respondent’s receptionist Zor
Respordent ana Ms. Rulong.
52. Neither Respondent nor Ms. Rulong responded o Mr.
Riddell’s messages.
53. Or November 27, 2018, Mr. Riddell called and spoke
with Ms. Rulong, at which time:
a) Ms. Rulong informed Mr. Riddell tnat Respondent
had decided not to pursue Mr. Riddell’s case:;
b) Mr. Riddell advised that he had no cheocice buz to
Zile a omplainrt against Respondenz with the

N

Disciplirary Boara; zand

)

; Ms. Rulong promised to zTalk to Respondernt and
stated =zha: e.ther Respondert or she would get
pack to Mr. R:ddell.

54. 3y letter to Respondent cated January 7, 2019, Mr.
Riddell aavised Rescondent he had filed a disciplirary complaint
against Respondent and requested a copy oI his flle and the
return o©f the eviderce (pill bottle and =<wc pills; nhe had
provided Respondent.

55. Respondent received Mr. Riddeil’'s Janvary 7, 2019
letter out did nct respond.

56¢. By letter datex Januvary 17, 20185, Mr. R:ddell

requestec a de-ailed status of Respondent’s representation,



copies of nis documents and the return of the evidence ne had
provided Respondent at thelir initia_ meeting.

57. Respondent received Mr. Riddell’s January 17, 22169
letter tut did not respong.

58. Respondent was apprised of the foregoing zallegations
by DB-7 dated February 4, 2J3.9.

59. Respondent submirted a Statement of Position dated
April 30, 2C.9 admitting vioclating Rules of Professional Conduct
RPC 1.4{a} (3}, RPC 1.4 {a;{4; and RPC 1.16{d}. Respondent
admitted that he failed to send & letter to Mr. Riadell
explaining <that Responder: did nct pelleve Mr. Riddell had a

cause of action.

o
I

Ir response to the DB-/ letter, Respondent provided

Mr. Riddell his file and zhe evidernce that Respondent pcssessed.

Iv. (File No. C4-19-196 Complaint of James Hoey)

6l. On April 15, 2017, James J. Hcey retaired Xespondent
tc make a c¢clazim, prosecute, or iI necessary, Ifile sult or
actions against ary and al. responsible parties Zor damages
arising from medical care prcvided on or about July 1, 2016, to
Mr. Foey’s late wife, Donne Hoey.

62. Donra foey died con rebruary 15, 2077,

18



63. On July 29, 20.7, Ocrtober 28, 2017 and January 27,
2018, Mr. Hoey or Mr. Hoey’'s son, on behalf of Mr. Eoey, called
Respondert’s office and was advised that Respondent was still
walting to receive records.

64. On Febrvary 1., 2018, March 19, 2018, May 4, 29018,
Septempber 12, 20318, Novemgcer 20, 2018, December .3, 2018,
Jartvary 28, 20.9, February 6, 2019, February 13, 2013 ard
Tebruary 26, 2019 Mr. Hoey or Mr. Hoey's sorn callied Respordent’'s
cffice and lef:t messages for Respondent <o return his calls.

€5. Respondent never responded in any manrer to Mr. Hoey’s
or Mr. Hoey’s son’s phone cal_.s as described in the oreceding
paragraph.

66. In coanecticn with his representation of Mr. Hoey,
Respondent copied Mr. Hcey on the following:

a)l a letrer dated April 18, 2018, to Cocmmonwea_-th Cf
Pennsylvania Department of Revenue stating, among
other things, that Respondent had not receivec
all of Ms. Hoey’s medical records;

o3 a lecter dated Augusct 14, 2013, =oc Ms. Mary

Olsen/dcm services; and

0

2 letter dated September 23, 20113, to dcm

services.

19



Hoey received a February 19,
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71. Respondent failed to take any actiorn on behalf o Mr.
Foey to preserve any potential clain arising from the medical
care provided to Mrs. Hoey.

72. Other than the April 18, 2018, August 14, 2018,
Septempoer 1.3, 2018 and Fepruary 19, 2019 letters opreviously
refererced, Respondent provided no correspondence to Mr. Hoey in
cornection with Respondent’s representation.

V. (File No. C4-17-649 Complaint of Janet L. Wilson)

73. Janet L. Wilson was married to Sarmuel Wilson until his
death on November 22, 2017.

74. On December 10, 2024, surgeons at UPMC Hamot performed
a procedure on Mr. Wilsor tc remove & benigrn tumor.

75. Immediazely after surgery, Mr. Wilson developed major
complications, irncluding a stroke.

76. Mrs. Wilson believed her husband received poor medical
treatment and consulted with attorney Michael A. Jcanow.

77. Mr. Joarow referred Mrs. Wilson tc Respondent.

738. On May 7, 2015, Respondent met with Mrs. Wilson and
Mr. Joarcw and Mrs. Wilson retained Respondent to instituzte and
maintaln an action against applicable parties to recover damages
for personai 1injuries Mr, Wilson sustained in connection wizh

nis surgery and treatment.



79. The initial reccrds Respcndent received from the loca.
eye surgeon indicazed thar -reatmernt had been delayed because of
Mr. Wilson’s decisior.. Respondernt <claims he spoke with Mrs.
Wilson anc advised her of tnais.

80. By letter to Mrs. Wilson <cated July 14, 201s,
Responden: advised, inter alia, that ne was awaiting additiorac
hospital records before he could £finish his analysis and that
after he had an opporturity to review these records, he wculd
sit down with Mrs. Wilsor at Mr. Joarow’s cffice.

8l1. By letter tc Mzs. Wilsor dazed Auguast 5, 2076,
Respondent, inter alia,:

a) advised that he had secured “some records from
UPMC Hamot”;

b} claimed tha- ne did no:z see any indication of
delay in obtainirng a certain CT scan, however, ne
aid “rnot nave every page of the chart”; anc

c) advised tnet 1f Mrs. Wilson could Dbe more
specific on what she bhelleved wen:z wrong, he
would “see if (Resocndent| coud find any
supporing paperwork.”

82. 3By iet-er to Respondent dated Novemper 20, 2016, Mrs.

Wilson provicded a detailed descripTticn of wrat she believed were



mistakes rade during critical periods tnrcughout her husband’s
treatment.

83. The receipt by Respondent of the November 20, 2016
letter was delayed because it had been addressed (o Respondent’s
old address.

84. Afzter receiving the November 20, 201¢ letter,
Respordernt <claims he nad a <telepnhcre conversation with Mrs.
Wilson at which time he advised her that the records did rnot
match her description of evenis and that he did not believe
there was any merit to a mal.practice claim.

85. ©On or about August 11, 2017, Mr. Joanocw spoxe with
Respordert, at wnich time:

a) Mr. Joarow advised Respondent =<hat Mrs. Wilson
was trying to get in touch with Respondent;

b} Mr. Jcanow reqguestea Resooncdent ToO contact Mrs.
Wiison because she was becoming anxious and
upset; and

C} Respondent =z2dvisad Mr. Jcencw the

I

ot

Respondent
would look into the matter.

86. PRy _etzer to Responden: dated October 28, 2C17, Mrs.

Wilsor stated she had been experiencing difficulty over the past

TwOo Yyears commuricating with Respcenaent and requested Responcent

]
(%]



provide hner a detailed letter regarding the status of her
nuspand’s case.

37. Respondert received Mrs. Wilson’s Octodber 28, 2010
letter or December 12, 2017. Respondent claims that by tnat time
he was aware that Mrs. Wilson had fiied a disciplinary comgplaint
against kim and did nct feel comfortable communicating with her.
Respondent bpelieved that Mrs. Wilsor was aware that no action
was geing to be filed because he had tola her previcusly on mcre
than one occasion that he would not be pursing the matter.

88. Respondent admits thaxt in connection witnin  his
representaticn of Mrs. Wilscn, he violated RPC 1.4(s; {4} and R2C
1.4(b} because ne did nact communicate with Mrs. Wilson as
frequiently as he should nave. Additionally, although Respondent
contends he verbally advisead Mrs. Wilson there was no
meriteriocus case, he admits he should have sent a final
“re“ection” letter to her once he had determined that zne

records did not support a malpractice case.

SPECIFIC RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT VIOLATED

89, With respect to file ©C4-16-920, Respondent viclated
Rule of Prcfessioral Concduct 1.15(b;}, which states that a lawyer
shall held 211 Ru_e 1.1%5 =unds and oroperty, separate from the
lawyer’s cwn progerty. Such orcperty shall be identified and
proper.y safeguardec.

24



90, W:ith respect to file C4-183-683 (Complaint of Geozge

=

Fedor) anda file C4-18-113C (Complaint of Vernon Riddell:,
Responadent violated RPC 1.3, which states that a lawyer shall
act with reasonable diligence and oromptness in representing a
c_ienz; RPT 1l.4!(a) (3}, which states that a _awyer shall keep the
client reasonably infcrmed about the status of the matter anca
RPC 1.4 {aj{4), which states that a lawyer shall vrcmp:ily comply
Wwith reasonable requests for informazion.

91. With respect to his representation of Mz. Fedor,
Respondent alsc violated RPC 1.1, wnich provides that a lawyer
shal. preovide competent ropresentation to a client. Competent
representation requires the legal knowliedge, skill, thoroughness
and preparation reasonably necessary for the representation.

32. With re

[}

pect tTc his representation of Mr., Ricdell,
Respondenrt alsc viclated RPC 1.16{(d), which states that upon
termination of represenzation, a lawyer shall take steps ¢ the
eXtent reasonably practicacle T2 ovrotect a cliernz’s interests,
such as giving reasocnakle nrotice toc the client, allowing tinme
for employment of other counsel! ana surrerdering ©Tapers and
property to which the cliert is entitled.

93. With respect to Zile C4-19-19%6, (Complaint of James

Hoey), Respondent violated RPCT 1.41{a)(3j), R2C 1.4(a; {4} and RPC



94. With respact to file C4-17-649, {Complaint of Janet L.

Wilson), Respondert violated RPC 1.4(a) (4) and REC 1.4 (b).

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATION FOR DISCIPLINE

95. Petitioner and Respondent jcintly recommend that zthe
appropriate discipline for Resporcent’s admittec misconduct is a
public reprimand.

36. Respendent herepy consents tc that discipline being
inmposed upon aim. Atzached to this Petition 1is Resocndent’s
executed Affidavit required by Rule Pa.R.D.E. 215{a), statinrg

that he consents tc the recommended discipline and including tne

mandatory acknowledgements contained in Rule 215(d) (1) througn
{4) Pa.R.D.E.

97. Ir suppcrt of the joint reccmmendation, Lt s
respectfully suprittea thac ~he fcilowing mitigating

circumstances are present:
3} Respondent has admitted engaging 1in misconduc
and wviclating the charged Rules of Frofessicral

Conduct;

o

Respondent has fultly cooperated with oDC
throuaghout O23C’s extersive audit of Respondent’s
ICLTA and has further cooperated In conaection

with *his Pestition, &s evidenced by Respcondent's

2¢



(@]

[OR

admissions herein aad his cecnsent tc receiving a
public reprimand;

Afzer an extensive investigation ana audit of
Respondent’s IOLTA, Respondent did not purpose.y
convert funds from ary client or third parties.
Al<hough 2BC’ s entrusted funds analysis
determined that Respondent’s practice of taking
fees early placed him out of trust Zfor short
periods of time, ODC uncovered no purposeful
misappropriations resultirg in losses to clients.
In every <case reviewed, Respondent paic his
clients the . r funds owed, sometimes reduced his
fee Zor clients wiao needed the money and paid
every referra’l fee.

Respondert 1is remorseful for his miscornduct and
understands e shou-.d ce disciplined, as
evidenced oy his consent to receilving a public
reprimand.

No c¢lient, referring party, or third party ever
nad to wait to receive their funds. Respondent
promptly delivered all Rule 2.1o Funds tc tnhe

party to whom they de_ongea.
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8.

Respondert also claims the following mitigation:

a; As to the complaints <that orimaris invclve

‘nadequate communications with clients and

dilatory action, Responden:t wishes to point out
that he has presented numercus CLE programs over
the vyears on attecrrey ethics and nas advised
rnumerous atTorneys concerning their ethical

responsibilities. He nas also represented

nuTerous respondent-attorneys pefore

Disciplirary Board, ard in the course of doing
so, has assisted tkem in taking curative action

and become better and more ethical attorneys.

Therafore, the sudden onset of the handful

cases 1in which Respondent engaged irn dilatory

actions ard/or a failure of communicazion
explained by the fcllowing.

1) Respondent has beer. suffering

depressicon since about  2006. Respondent’s
depression 1s not such that ne Lis claiming

Braun mizigation, but it has nronetheless

certain.y peen a <ecntribating factor tc

nandlirg of a nandful cf cases.



2) Respondant’s depression appears tc be partly
clirica. and partly situational. Respondert’s
depression seers to nave its genesis in certain
physical ailments he has been experiencing
sirce at least 20C3. Beginning in 2003, and
continuing up through the presenc tire,
Responcent has undergone no less than eight (8}
surgeries, TCSE of them majecr, invasive
surgeries. Respcndent was in his early 50's
wnen these surgeries Dpegar and were for
conditions that wusually have tneir onset 1in
much olaer individuals. The curulative effect
of these surgeries over the years, the
krowledge that Respondent had to supmit =o
these surgeries at such a young age, the
resultart recoveries and 1n some cases, the
iongterm effects of the surgery, and the fact
that nmary of Respondent’s nea_th  1ssues
cortinve, all led to and contributed, on an

ongoing basis, to 2's depression.

w

3) Respendent has peen treating with his doctor
for his depression since 2007 and has been

takirg arti-depressant meclcaticons since that

N
O



Time. Tinding the right medication, and the
right dcsages, for depression varies Jreatly
from individual <o individual, 2and Respondent
reporTs that, untll recently, he and his doctor
had diffizculty finding the right medicine(s;
and dosages 0 adeqguately treat his depressicn.
4) Respondent and his wife also face a somewhat
difficu’z family situation. He and his wife
are raising his wife’s 7% vyear old grandson.
Wnile Respcndent is happy on the one hand that
he and his wife are able =zc provide a much-
needed stable home 1iZe to the grandson,
Respondent roretheless d.d nct envision

A

spending hkis golden years” being a parent
again, and ne knows that ne will continue being
a carent until ne is almost 8) years cla. This
has <causasd some s:tress, and adds to  his
depression, as Resoondert ang his wife are
unakle <¢ travel and do many oif the cther
~hings <t©nhaz <couples 1ir their late 60’s and
throughout their 72’s typically do. Obviously,

having to railse 2 ycung c¢nild also p.aces an

aaditicnal ana urexpected financial burden on

(o8]
o



e, 1in

Fty

Respondent at this later stage of his .i
addition to being a drair on his diminishing
energies.

5} The vatstanding disciplinary complaint
involvirg the ICLTA account, which for the mcst
part deals with a problem that Respondent
“inherited,” nas also weighed heavily on
Respondent since 2Cl6, and has contributed to
nis depression.

¢) Respondert also admits to having difficulty

w

in recent vyears saying rno” tc pctential
c_ients, especially ones who were referred zo
him by grevious clients or other attcrneys,
aven if the cases have dutlous meric.

71y All of <hese factors have conzTributed to

Respondent’s uncharacteristic inazttention to or

rack of cormunica=icr ir a haencful of his
cases. Hde has tTaken and 1s continuing to Take
curative acticn. Tirst ard foremost, ne 1is

contiruiny freating with his doctor Zor his
depression anrd intends to do so Incefinizely.
Mcreover, Respondent and als doctor sesm Lo

nave fimzlly found the right cormblnacion ana



dosage of medications to ztreat his depressior,
as his depression has seemingly significartly
improved recently.
8) Moreover, Respcndent is now being much more
selective in the cases he accepts. Respondent,
at almcst 69 years old and with hls cngoing
physical ailments and unexpected ©parertal
duties, now realizes that ne simply carnot
carry the kind of caseload that he did in his
younger years.

99. In support oI Petitioner and Respondent’s joint

recommendation, the focllowing aggravating circumstance Ls

presenc:
a} Respondent has & history of discipline, having
received on May 6, 2015, an informal admonition
for violatiors of RPC 2.1, 2.3, 1.4 arnd 1..o(d)
in connecticn with files C4-13-730 and C4-14-454.
200. Respondent’s misceonduct involves Respondent’s

mismanagenmert of his IOLTA account and his lack of communicaticn
in connection with several client matters.

1C1. The parzies agree that in <ztotzlity, Respondent’s
~!sconduct warrants opublic discipline. Nevertheless, the lack of

c_ient harm and dishonest or Jdeceitful conduct in compinatlon

Lai
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wita the other mitigating factors present kere militates against
a suspension. Additioraliy, as will be described more fully,
precedent supports the Imposition of oublic discipline without
suspension for azzorneys who engage in neglect anda Zailure to
communicate and have a reccrd of private discipline.

102. Preceder-  supports the impesition of a public
reprimand for an attorney’s mismanagement of an ICOLTA account
resulting frorm poor recorc-keeping, as ocposed to dishonest or
deceitful cornduct.

In ODC wv. Gordon D. Fisher, 21 DB 2Cle {(D.Bd. Order
1/19/20817), ¥fisher, who similar =o Respondent, had a previcus
irforma: admonitiorn, was out of zrust for as much as $33,3838.89
over a year and a half period with regard to a client’s estate.
The cause of the deficiency was Fisher’s 67 wire <ransfers of
furds to himself. The wirs transfers were as small as $25C.00
and as large as $5,400.020.

After the hearing, the Hearirc Committee found credible Mr.
Fisher’s testimony that nis excessive fee :taking was due Zo his

inattention to proper reccrd-keepirg and that he did not realize

~hat he had been paid all the fees to which he was entitled. The
Committee Zound that Fisher’'s actions did nozt constitute
dishonest or deceitfu. conduct arnd recormended a puolic

eprimand. On April 7, 2217, the Discip.inary Board adrinistered

L)



a public reprimand. Se=2 also, Office of Disciplinary
Counsel v. Jack M. Bernard, Nc. 52 DB 2015 ({D.Bd. Ozcer
4/27/20L5) {Cisciplirary Board imposed & consent public
reprimand where respondert’s IOLTA accounts were out=-oZ-trust in
amcunts ranging from $528.35 tc $22,858.55 due to kis lack of
atzcention and bockkeeping errors); and Office of Disciplinary
Counsel v. Michael Paul Petro, No. 195 03 2014 (D.Bd. Orgcer
2/2/2016) (Discip inary 3ocard !mposed a public reprimand where
evidence established that Petrc’s mishandiing of his firm's
[OLTA account resulting in 1is being out of trust on behalf of
four cliernts in amounts as high as $22,296.98 over five months
was caused by nis lack of proper record handling but not

dishonest oehavior;.

.l

103. The instant case is similar to Fisher, Bernaxd and
Petro in that <there 1is insufficient evidence <ztc estabklish
dishonest cr deceitful misconauct, ncr harm to clients.

104. With respect to Resporndent’s miscconduc:t relating to
nis nreglect and failure tc communicate with his clients in
several matters, case law suppcris <the imposition of pupblic
discipline short of suspension for attorneys who regliect and
fail to communicate and have a record of private discipline. See
Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Joseph A. Canuso, Nco. 17¢ C3

2007 (S.Ct. Order 6/25/2008) Consent publlc censdre

34



administered where Canuso neglectec two client matters and had
previous.y received arn informal admenition and a orivate
reprimrand for similar misconduct); Office of Disciplinary
Counsel v. Edward C. Meehan, Jr., No. 26 DB 2006 {S.Ct. Order
9/.8/2006) {Consen- pukl:ic cernsure administered where Meehar
reglected two appellate matters and had previously received an
informal admonitior and a ©private reprimand ZIor similar
risconduct) and Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Donald V.
Chisholm, II, No. 87 DB 22C7 (S.Ct. Czder 3/2C/2008) ({(pubklic
censure administered to Chisolm who neglected two c_.ient natters
and had vreviously received a private reprimana with one-year
probation;.

WHER=Z*ORE, Petiticner and Resocndent respectfully request
that, pursuvant to Pennsylvania Rules of Disciplinary Enforcement
2.5{e}, 215(g} ard 215{.}, 2 three member panel of the
Disciplinary 3Bca-d review and approve the Jcint Petition In
Support oI Discipline on Ccasent.

Respectfully submitted,

QFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL
PAUT J. KILLION,

At-crrey Registraticn Nc. 20950,
Chief Digciplinary Counsel

JATE ARROLD £.(\CAAMPOLI,” ZR., ESQUIRE
Disciplineary Counsel

3z



Attorney Registration Number 51159
Office of Disciplinary Ccunsel
Suite 170, 820 Adams Avenue
Trooper, PA 13403

(61C) 650-3210

g s,

COHN E. QZANN, ESQUIRE
Attorney Registration Numker 23268
Resocndert

CRAIG E. SIMPSON,/ ESQUIRE
Attornéy Registpation Number 26485
Counsel /for Respondent
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VERIFICATION

The statements contained in the Zoregoing Joint
Petition In Support of Discipline on <Consent are <true and
correct to the gpest c¢cf ry knowledge cr irnformation and bellef
and are made sublect to =the penalties of 18 Pa.C.S.A. §4904,

relating to unsworr falsification to authorities.

DATE HAROLD E.~CIAMPOLX, JR., =ZSQUIRE
Disciplinary Counsel

ZT/ 73 / /3 Q/? Z ﬂ/

UCHE/E. QUINN, ESQUIRE

RespbOnderz

24

e - o
Ly,”/f </,f;r e )) Z /5/ / - e /\/47-/
DETE ' CFAIG E, SI\dPaON ESQUIRE
v v

Ccunsel £ g“ ?espondedt



BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OZFICE Or DIZSCIPLINARY COUNSEL,

Petizicner : Tile Nos. C4-16-920, C4-17-649,
: (C4-18-683, C4-18-1130, anac
: C4-19-1986

v.

Attorney Registration No. 23268
JOHN =. QUINN :
Responcen= 1 {Allegherny County)

AFFIDAVIT
UNDER RULE 225(d), Pa.R.D.E.

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA:
COUNTY COF ALLEGHENY:

John 2. Quinn, being duly sworn according to law, deposes
and herepy submits this affidavit corsenting tc the recommerdazion
of a public reprimand in conformity with Pa.R.D.E. 21%5{d}; ard
further states as follows:

i e is an attorney adrmitted irn the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, having been edmitted to the bar on or about October
26, 1976.

2. He desires to submit a Joint Petition 1n Support cf
Discipline orn Consent Pursuant to 2z2.R.D.Z. 215{(d).

3. His consert is Zreely and voluntarily rernderea; he 1is
not being subjected ¢ coercion or auress, and he is fully aware
0f the implications of suomi=zting this aZfidavizc.

4. He ls aware tThat there is presertly pending & proceecing



into allegations that he nas beer guilty of misconduct as set
forth in the Joint Petiticn in Support of Discipline on Consent
Pursuant to Pa.R.D.E. 215(d) to which this affidavit Is attached.

5. He acknowledges that the material facts set forth in the
Joint Petition are true.

6. Ye submits the within affidavit because he knows that
if charges predicated upon the matter urder investigation were
filed, or continued to be prosecuted in the pending proceeding,
ne could rot successfully defend against them.

7. He acknowledges that he is fully aware of his rigat to
censult and employ counse. toc represent him in the instant
oroceeding. He has retained, consulted and acted upon the advice
of counsel, in ccnnection with his decision to execute the within
Joint Petition.

It is understood that the statements made herein are
subject tc the penalties of 18 2a.C.S.A. §4904 (relating to

urnsworn falsification to a_ltn’*rl ies)

Signed this;27§_ day of L/{;%fy//;/’ 2019. . -
Commonwealth of Pennsytvanta ( A 2%
County of Aubé&m;ngl WZ

Joh# E. Quinn

Sworn Tc and subscribed
20 _COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
pefore me -—nis 23 day NOTARIAL SEAL
Ashiey H. Oster, Notary Public
Whitehall Boro, Allegheny County
My Commission Expires April 18, 2020

EMBER, PENNSYLVANIA ASSOCIATION




BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL,

Petiticrer : File Nos. C4-16-92C, C4-17-649,
: C4-18-683, C4-18-1130, and
C4-19-19¢

V.
Attorney Registration No. 23268
JOEN E. QUINN :
Respondert : (Allegheny Ccunty)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify <chat I am this day serving the
foregoing document upon a.. parties of record ir this proceeding
in acccrdance with the requirements of 204 Pa. Coce §88.22
(relating to service by a participan=;.

First Class and Overnight Mail, as follows:

Craig E. Simpson, Esquiire

Law Office c¢f Craig £. Simpson

2500 Arcmore Blvd. Suite 207
Pittsburgn, Pennsy.vania 15221-4468
Counse. fcr Respondent

e 201 (9

EAROLD =7 YIAMPOLY, JR., ESQUIRE
Oisciplinary Counsei

Attorney Reglstration No. 51159
Gffice of Disciplinary Counsel
320 Adams Avenue, Suite 17C
Trcoper, PA 19403

(12} €50- 3210



BEFORE THE DISCIPLINARY BOARD OF THE
SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL :  No. 138 DB 2019
Petitioner :
V.
Attorney Registration No. 23268
JOHN E. QUINN :
Respondent . (Allegheny County)
PUBLIC REPRIMAND

John E. Quinn, you stand before the Disciplinary Board, your professional
peers and members of the public for the imposition of a Public Reprimand. It is an
unpleasant task to publicly reprimand one who has been granted the privilege of
membership in the bar of this Commonwealth. Yet as repugnant as this task may be, it
has been deemed necessary that you receive this public discipline.

Mr. Quinn, you are being reprimanded today for your misconduct involving
your mismanagement of your IOLTA account and your lack of communication in
connection with several client matters.

In October 2016, the Pennsylvania Lawyers Fund for Client Security
received a report from PNC Bank of an overdraft in your PNC IOLTA account. After
receiving an inquiry letter from the Fund, you advised the Fund, through your counsel,
that the negative balances were not due to bank errors and that you were authorizing the
referral of the matter to Office of Disciplinary Counsel. As a result of the referral, Office
of Disciplinary Counsel began an extensive investigation and audit of your PNC IOLTA

account.



By way of background, between 1983 and 2016, although the law firm with
which you practiced law went through several iterations of attorneys/partners and
changed names several times, the IOLTA account which is the subject of this matter
remained essentially the same. In or about 2011, you were one of the two remaining
partners at the fi. It was at that time that you first took control of the IOLTA account.
You learned that the ledger for the IOLTA did not balance with the account balance

reflected on the monthly statements, and had not been balanced for many years, Prior to

you taking over the IOLTA account, the older partners in the firm had entrusted the
keeping of the ledger to the bookkeeper, and it had been carelessly maintained. By the
time you took over, the account had been in existence for at least 28 years, many millions
of dollars had passed through the account, and records going far back did not exist,
making it impossible to reconstruct a ledger in 2011. At the time you took over the
account, you had no reason to suspect that the balance in the IOLTA was anything less
than it should have been. However, you did learn in approximately 2015 of events that
occurred with the account which caused you to believe that the account probably had an
excess of about $40,000 over what was entrusted to the firm.

In light of this problem of not being able to reconstruct the ledger, you
arrived at what you believed to be a reasonable course of action. Your firm’s office lease
was due to expire in October 2016. You intended to dissolve the firm and begin a new
entity, which is what happened. Therefore, because you would be opening a new IOLTA
account for the new entity, you determined to phase out the old IOLTA and terminate use
of that old account. Unfortunately, what you believed to be a surplus in the PNC IOLTA
was a mixture of earned fees and undistributed client funds. In October 2016, when the

PNC IOLTA balance was dwindling down and you began withdrawing portions of the

2



perceived surplus, the withdrawal resulted in two overdrafts which precipitated the Fund’s
inquiry.

You admitted that at times you improperly advanced fees to the firm from
the PNC IOLTA before receipt of settlement funds on cases you had settled, or knew
would settle. You did so on the mistaken belief that the PNC IOLTA had an excess of
more than $40,000.00 and therefore you believed that the distribution of earned fees was
coming from that excess. There is no evidence that you intentionally disbursed to the firm
any funds in excess of duly-earned fees. You did not purposely convert funds from any
client or third party, and in every case reviewed by Office of Disciplinary Counsel, you
promptly delivered all funds to the party to whom they belonged.

Since opening the new IOLTA account at the beginning of 2017, you have
properly maintained all IOLTA account records and have performed the required monthly
reconciliations on the account.

In four separate matters, you failed to adequately communicate with clients

and were dilatory in addressing client matters.

Your conduct in this matter has violated the following Rules of Professional
Conduct:
1. RPC 1.1 - A lawyer shall provide competent representation to a client;
2. RPC 1.3 - A lawyer shall act with reasonable diligence and promptness
in representing a client;
3. RPC 1.4(a)(3) and 1.4(a)(4) — A lawyer shall keep the client reasonably
informed about the status of the matter and promptly comply with

reasonable requests for information;

3



4. RPC 1.4(b) — A lawyer shall explain a matter to the extent reasonably
necessary to permit the client to make informed decisions regarding the
representation;

5. RPC 1.15(b) — A lawyer shall hold all Rule 1.15 Funds and property
separate from the lawyer's own property. Such property shall be
identified and properly safeguarded; and

6. RPC 1.16(d) — Upon termination of representation, a lawyer shall take
steps to the extent reasonably practicable to protect a client’s interests,
such as giving reasonable notice to the client, allowing time for
employment of other counsel, surrendering papers and property to
which the client is entitled, and refunding any advance payment of fee

or expense that has not been earned or incurred.

We note that you were admitted to practice law in the Commonwealth in
1976 and have a history of professional discipline consisting of an Informal Admonition
imposed in 2015.

Mr. Quinn, your conduct in this matter is now fully public. This Public
Reprimand is a matter of public record.

As you stand before the Board today, we remind you that you have a
continuing obligation to abide by the Rules of Professional Conduct and Rules of
Disciplinary Enforcement. This Public Reprimand is proof that Pennsylvania lawyers will
not be permitted to engage in conduct that falls below professional standards. Be mindful
that any future dereliction will subject you to more severe disciplinary action.

This Public Reprimand shall be posted on the Disciplinary Board’s website

at www.padisciplinaryboard.org.




ighated Member
Ciplinary Board of the
upreme Court of Pennsylvania

Administered by a designated panel of three Members of The Disciplinary Board of the
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, at Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, on September 8, 2019.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The undersigned, Respondent in the above proceeding, herewith
acknowledges that the above Public Reprimand was administered in his presence and in
the presence of the designated panel of The Disciplinary Board at Frick Building, 437

Grant Street, Suite 1300, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, on September 8, 2019.

W E L

Z John E. Quinn
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