SUPREME COURT OF LOUI SI ANA
NO. 97-B-0825
IN RE: RONALD A. WELCKER

DI SCI PLI NARY PROCEEDI NGS

PER CURI AM

This disciplinary proceeding arises fromtwo counts of
formal charges filed by disciplinary counsel against respondent,
Ronal d A. Wl cker.

The first count related to respondent's representation of
an elderly client, Mrguerite Hoffrman, in connection with a
personal injury matter. Respondent's conti ngency fee contract
provided that he would be given a power of attorney to execute
settlenent drafts and rel ease agreenents on Ms. Hof fman's behal f.
During settlenent negotiations, M. Hoffman becane seriously ill
and di ed on August 10, 1993. Respondent was imediately notified
of the death by the heirs. Nonethel ess, he continued negotiations
with the tortfeasor and ultimately agreed to a settlenent of
$55,000. Upon receipt of the settlenment draft on August 18, 1993,
ei ght days after Ms. Hoffman's death, he endorsed or caused to be
endorsed the nane of his deceased client and deposited the funds
into his client trust account, even though the power of attorney
expi red under the law at the tinme of Ms. Hoffrman's deat h.

For several nonths, respondent failed to disclose to M.
Hof fman's heirs that he settled the case. During this tinme, the
funds in respondent's trust account fell below the escrowed anount
of the settlenent. Upon learning fromthe insurance carrier M.
Hof fman's claim was settled nore than a year before, the heirs
retai ned counsel to recover the funds. Respondent did not nake
restitution until August 1994, approximately one year after he
recei ved the funds.

The second count arose froman unrelated nmatter in which

" Knoll, J., not on panel. Suprene Court Rule IV, Part 2, 8§3.



respondent was retained by Elizabeth Blouin in connection with a
personal injury case. The contingency fee contract provided
respondent with power of attorney to execute settlenment drafts and
rel ated docunents only on behalf of Ms. Blouin, and not on behalf
of her husband.

In Cctober 1993, respondent settled the case for
$25,868.50. The settlenment draft was nade payable to Ms. Blouin
and her husband. Respondent endorsed the settlenent draft with M.
Bl ouin's nane w thout his know edge, consent, or perm ssion and
deposited the funds in his client trust account.

Al though Ms. Blouin nmade repeated requests regarding the
status of her case, respondent failed to advise her that he had
settled the matter. During such tinme, the funds in respondent's
trust account fell below the amount of the settlenent. Respondent
did not provide the Blouins with their share of the settlenent
proceeds until August 1994, ten nonths after the settlenent.

On January 3, 1997, the hearing commttee rendered its
findings and recomendation.!? It determ ned respondent acted
i nproperly in endorsing client checks without |egal authorization,
enbezzled clients' funds, failed to tell clients the truth, and
failed to disburse funds rightfully owed to his clients and held in
his trust in violation of Rules 1.2(a), 1.4 (a) and (b), 8.4(b) and
(c) of the Rules of Professional Conduct. The commttee found
several aggravating factors were present. Specifically, it found
respondent repeatedly acted with a disregard for his clients and

t he | egal profession, evidenced no renorse, and was disciplined on

1 After the filing of formal charges, respondent filed an untinely
answer generally denying the allegations of m sconduct. Si nce
respondent did not answer tinely, the hearing conmttee, pursuant to
Supreme Court Rule XI X, 811(E)(3), ordered that the formal charges be
deenmed admitted, but allowed respondent to present evidence in
mtigation at the hearing. Al though the hearing conm ttee subsequently
continued the first schedul ed hearing at the request of respondent, he
failed to appear at the reschedul ed hearing conducted on Decenber 5,
1996.



two prior occasions.? It found no mtigating factors. According-
ly, the commttee recommended to the disciplinary board that
respondent be disbarred fromthe practice of |aw

On April 1, 1997, the disciplinary board filed its
recommrendation with this court, wherein it adopted and i ncorporated
by reference the report of the hearing coomttee. It is also noted
t hat respondent presently has two additional sets of disciplinary
charges pendi ng agai nst himfor m sconduct simlar to that alleged
in the instant case.® The disciplinary board further recomended
t hat respondent be assessed with costs of these proceedings.

Respondent filed an objection in this court to the
board's recomendation, primarily alleging that the board's
findings and proposed discipline were inconsistent with the
evi dence.

Upon review of the record of the disciplinary board's
findings and recommendations, and the record filed herein, it is
t he decision of the court that the disciplinary board s recomenda-
ti ons be adopted.

Accordingly, it is ordered that respondent's nanme be
stricken from the roll of attorneys, and that his license to

practice lawin the State of Louisiana be revoked. It is further

2 In August 1989, respondent was publicly reprimanded for sharing
|l egal fees with a non-lawer. |In October 1990, he was adnoni shed for
failure to cooperate in a disciplinary investigation.

8 Two additional sets of formal charges are pending against
respondent at this tine. |In 96-DB-088, respondent is charged with three
counts of m sconduct, involving conversion and comm ngling of client
funds, failure to communicate with clients, lack of diligence and
failure to remt interest funds to clients or IOLTA (count 1); settling
a claimwthout client approval, failure to comrunicate with clients,
conversion and conmmngling of client funds and lying to disciplinary
counsel (count 11); and issuing an NSF checks and conversion and
commingling of third party funds (count I11). In 97-DB-009, respondent
is charged with three counts of m sconduct involving conversion and
commingling of client funds, failure to comunicate with clients,
settling a claimw thout client approval, forging a client's signature
(count 1); conversion and conmm ngling of client funds and failure to
communi cate with clients (count I1); and lack of diligence, failure to
performwork, failure to return an unearned fee and failure to comuni -
cate with clients (count I11). The charges also allege respondent
failed to cooperate with disciplinary counsel in its investigation of
t hese conpl ai nts.



ordered that all costs of these proceedings are assessed to

respondent.



