SUPREME COURT OF LQUI SI ANA
NO. 96- B- 0425
I N RE: CHERYL HENSLEY
DI SCI PLI NARY PROCEEDI NGS

PER CURI AM

Respondent, Cheryl Hensley, violated Rule 1.3
(diligence), Rule 3.3 (candor toward the tribunal), and Rule 8.4
(m sconduct) in the representation of her clients, Ray and Marie
Jackson. Despite having been retained to assist Ray Jackson in
the preparation of his will in July 1990 and despite respondent's
knowl edge that Ray Jackson suffered fromleukema, a life-

t hreat eni ng di sease, respondent did not draft a will for Ray
Jackson until March 8, 1991. On March 12, 1991, Ray Jackson died
intestate, as respondent failed to bring himthe drafted will for
his signature prior to his death.

On March 21, 1991, Marie Jackson brought respondent a
will in olographic form claimng that it was Ray Jackson's | ast
will and testanment. Respondent testified before the Hearing
Committee that the will was an obvious forgery and that, upon
confrontation, Marie Jackson admtted to having drafted the
docunent. Two days later, Marie Jackson presented respondent
with a second wll in olographic form claimng again that it was
Ray Jackson's last will and testanent. Respondent had this
second wi Il authenticated by the decedent's nother and sister and
then filed the will for probate. 1In so doing, respondent
knowi ngly failed to disclose the prior forgery attenpt to the
court. The probated wll was |ater discovered to be a forgery as
wel | .

After a formal hearing, the Hearing Commttee found
that respondent had violated Rule 1.3 (diligence), Rule 3.3
(candor toward the tribunal), and Rule 8.4 (m sconduct), but

found several mtigating factors, including renorse, no pattern

" Kinmball, J., not on panel. Rule IV, Part 2, § 3.



of m sconduct, and | ack of selfish notive. The Commttee
recomended a si x-nonth suspension and five additional hours of
C.L.E training in |legal ethics.

The Disciplinary Board rejected the Conmttee's
concl usions that respondent violated Rule 3.3 and Rule 8.4,
finding a |l ack of clear and convinci ng evidence to support those
findings. However, the Board concluded that respondent did
violate Rule 1.1 (conpetence) and Rule 1.3 (diligence). 1In so
concl udi ng, the Board recommended ei ghteen nonths of inactive
probation, five hours of CL.E training in |legal ethics, and ten
hours of CL.E. training in the field of probate, succession, and
famly law matters.

Upon review of the reports of the Hearing Commttee and
Di sciplinary Board and considering the transcript, record,
briefs, exhibits, and oral argunents, this Court accepts the
findings and recomendations of the Hearing Commttee. This
Court is satisfied that the respondent violated duties owed to
her client, the profession, and the system

Accordingly, it is ordered that respondent be placed on
suspension fromthe practice of law for a period of six nonths.
It is further ordered that during the six-nonth suspension
period, respondent earn five C.L.E. credit hours in |egal ethics.

Al'l costs of these proceedings are assessed agai nst respondent.



