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 ATTORNEY di sci pl i nar y pr oceedi ng.   At t or ney' s l i cense 

suspended.  

¶1 PER CURI AM   We r evi ew t he r ecommendat i on of  t he 

r ef er ee t hat  t he l i cense of  Char l es Gl ynn t o pr act i ce l aw i n 

Wi sconsi n be suspended f or  ni ne mont hs as di sci pl i ne f or  

pr of essi onal  mi sconduct  and t hat  t he suspensi on be made 

consecut i ve t o t he one- year  l i cense suspensi on pr evi ousl y 

i mposed by t he cour t  f or  ot her  pr of essi onal  mi sconduct .   The 

mi sconduct  est abl i shed i n t he i nst ant  pr oceedi ng consi st ed of  

f ai l i ng t o act  wi t h r easonabl e di l i gence and pr ompt ness i n 

r epr esent i ng c l i ent s,  f ai l i ng t o expl ai n mat t er s  t o t he ext ent  

r easonabl y necessar y t o per mi t  t wo of  t hose cl i ent s t o make 
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i nf or med deci s i ons r egar di ng t hei r  r epr esent at i on,  and f ai l i ng 

t o cooper at e wi t h t he Boar d of  At t or neys Pr of essi onal  

Responsi bi l i t y  ( Boar d)  i n i t s i nvest i gat i on i nt o hi s conduct .    

¶2 We det er mi ne t hat  t he pr of essi onal  mi sconduct  

est abl i shed i n t hi s pr oceedi ng war r ant s t he suspensi on of  

At t or ney Gl ynn' s  l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw f or  ni ne mont hs and 

t hat  i t  i s  appr opr i at e t hat  t he suspensi on be consecut i ve t o t he 

pr evi ous l i cense suspensi on,  as At t or ney Gl ynn has not  been 

r ei nst at ed t o t he pr act i ce of  l aw f ol l owi ng t he compl et i on of  

t hat  suspensi on on June 14,  2000.   The mi sconduct  consi der ed i n 

t he i nst ant  pr oceedi ng i s of  t he same ki nd as some of  t he 

mi sconduct  f or  whi ch At t or ney Gl ynn al r eady has been 

di sci pl i ned,  and i f  i t  had been consi der ed i n t he ear l i er  

di sci pl i nar y pr oceedi ng,  we woul d have i mposed di sci pl i ne i n 

t hat  pr oceedi ng si mi l ar  t o t hat  r esul t i ng f r om our  i mposi t i on of  

a consecut i ve ni ne- mont h l i cense suspensi on i n t hi s pr oceedi ng.  

¶3 At t or ney Gl ynn was admi t t ed t o pr act i ce l aw i n 

Wi sconsi n i n 1991 and,  pr i or  t o hi s l i cense suspensi on t hat  

commenced June 14,  1999,  pr act i ced i n Mi l waukee.   That  

suspensi on,  whi ch cont i nues i n ef f ect  f or  t he r eason t hat  

At t or ney Gl ynn has not  sought  r ei nst at ement  of  hi s l i cense,  was 

i mposed f or  mi sconduct  t hat  i ncl uded payi ng hi msel f  excessi ve 

and unaut hor i zed f ees i n t wo guar di anshi p mat t er s and at t empt i ng 

t o j ust i f y t hose payment s by f al se i t emi zed st at ement s and by 

document s f al sel y i ndi cat i ng t hat  he was r ei mbur si ng t he est at es 

f or  di sbur sement s he had made t o hi msel f  wi t hout  cour t  appr oval .  

Di sci pl i nar y Pr oceedi ngs Agai nst  Gl ynn,  225 Wi s.  2d 202,  591 
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N. W. 2d 606 ( 1999) .   I n t he i nst ant  pr oceedi ng,  At t or ney Gl ynn 

st i pul at ed t o and t he r ef er ee,  At t or ney Rose Mar i e Bar on,  made 

f i ndi ngs of  f act  concer ni ng t he f ol l owi ng pr of essi onal  

mi sconduct .  

¶4 I n August  1994,  At t or ney Gl ynn was appoi nt ed by t he 

St at e Publ i c Def ender  t o r epr esent  a c l i ent  i n post - convi ct i on 

pr oceedi ngs f ol l owi ng t he cl i ent ' s convi ct i on and sent ence t o 

l i f e i n pr i son.   At t or ney Gl ynn and t he cl i ent  agr eed t o appeal  

t he convi ct i on and sent ence,  but  even t hough he had r ecei ved t he 

compl et e t r i al  t r anscr i pt s by Febr uar y 1995,  At t or ney Gl ynn di d 

not  r espond t o many of  t he c l i ent ' s communi cat i ons concer ni ng 

t he st at us of  t he appeal  t hr ough 1997.   He al so di d not  r espond 

t i mel y t o t wo l et t er s f r om t he St at e Publ i c Def ender  encour agi ng 

hi m t o cont act  t he c l i ent ,  who had compl ai ned about  At t or ney 

Gl ynn' s r epr esent at i on and l ack of  communi cat i on.    

¶5 At t or ney Gl ynn di d not  cont act  t he c l i ent  unt i l  l at e 

Oct ober  1997.   Bel i evi ng At t or ney Gl ynn woul d cont i nue t o pur sue 

t he appeal ,  as t he t wo had di scussed,  and hear i ng not hi ng f r om 

hi m af t er  t hat  di scussi on,  t he c l i ent  agai n asked t he St at e 

Publ i c Def ender  t o appoi nt  a new at t or ney and f i l ed a gr i evance 

wi t h t he Boar d.   Al t hough he met  wi t h t he c l i ent  t her eaf t er ,  

At t or ney Gl ynn t ook no f ur t her  st eps on t he cl i ent ' s behal f ,  and 

new counsel  was appoi nt ed f or  t he c l i ent .   Thr oughout  At t or ney 

Gl ynn' s r epr esent at i on,  no not i ce of  appeal  was f i l ed,  and t he 

cl i ent ' s r i ght  t o a di r ect  appeal  t her eby was j eopar di zed.   

Dur i ng t he Boar d' s i nvest i gat i on of  t he mat t er ,  At t or ney Gl ynn 
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di d not  pr ovi de a wr i t t en r esponse t o t he c l i ent ' s gr i evance or  

pr oduce hi s f i l e,  as t he Boar d t wi ce had r equest ed.    

¶6 I n a second mat t er ,  a c l i ent  r et ai ned At t or ney Gl ynn 

i n Mar ch 1997 t o r esol ve a const r uct i on l i en di sput e.   I n 

r esponse t o t he c l i ent ' s r equest ,  At t or ney Gl ynn sent  hi m a copy 

of  a l et t er  he pur por t edl y had sent  t o opposi ng counsel  i n t he 

mat t er ,  whi ch l et t er  i ndi cat ed a copy havi ng been sent  t o t he 

c l i ent  but  whi ch t he cl i ent  had not  r ecei ved ear l i er .   I n f act ,  

however ,  opposi ng counsel  had r ecei ved no l et t er  f r om At t or ney 

Gl ynn.  

¶7 When t he cl i ent  was ser ved wi t h a summons and 

compl ai nt  i n Sept ember  1997,  At t or ney Gl ynn t ol d hi m he had been 

i n t ouch wi t h opposi ng counsel  and t hat  he shoul d have r ecei ved 

t he pl eadi ng.   Soon t her eaf t er ,  At t or ney Gl ynn t ol d t he c l i ent  

he had sent  opposi ng counsel  copi es of  document s concer ni ng t he 

l i en,  but  opposi ng counsel  never  r ecei ved t hose document s.   

¶8 A def aul t  j udgment  i n t he act i on was ent er ed i n 

December  1997,  but  At t or ney Gl ynn di d not  i nf or m hi s c l i ent  of  

i t  when t he cl i ent  cont act ed hi m t he f ol l owi ng mont h.   I ndeed,  

At t or ney Gl ynn t hen r eassur ed t he cl i ent  about  t he pr ogr ess of  

t he mat t er  and dur i ng one conver sat i on sai d he was commenci ng an 

act i on agai nst  t he subcont r act or .   Mont hs l at er ,  t he c l i ent  was 

abl e t o r each At t or ney Gl ynn,  af t er  havi ng l ef t  numer ous 

t el ephone messages but  havi ng r ecei ved no r esponse,  and t ol d hi m 

he woul d obt ai n ot her  counsel  i f  At t or ney Gl ynn di d not  handl e 

t he mat t er  pr oper l y.   At t or ney Gl ynn agai n r eassur ed t he cl i ent ,  
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as he di d sever al  mont hs l at er  when t he cl i ent  f i nal l y r eached 

hi m af t er  unsuccessf ul l y at t empt i ng t o do so f or  t hr ee mont hs.    

¶9 When t he cl i ent  obt ai ned ot her  counsel  i n August  1998,  

t hat  at t or ney asked At t or ney Gl ynn t o send hi m al l  of  t he 

mat er i al  i n t he c l i ent ' s f i l e as soon as possi bl e.   That  

at t or ney subsequent l y l ear ned of  t he def aul t  j udgment  agai nst  

t he c l i ent  and t hat  At t or ney Gl ynn had not  been i n cont act  wi t h 

opposi ng counsel  i n t he l i en mat t er  as he had r epr esent ed t o t he 

c l i ent .   Ot her  t han one t el ephone cal l  shor t l y bef or e r ecei v i ng 

t he Apr i l  30,  1997,  l et t er ,  whi ch he di d not  r ecei ve unt i l  

December  17 of  t hat  year ,  t wo days af t er  t he def aul t  j udgment  

had been ent er ed,  opposi ng counsel  had had no cont act  wi t h 

At t or ney Gl ynn.   Dur i ng t he Boar d' s i nvest i gat i on of  t he 

c l i ent ' s gr i evance i n t hi s mat t er ,  At t or ney Gl ynn del i ver ed a 

copy of  t he c l i ent ' s f i l e but  di d not  r espond t o subsequent  

r equest s f r om t he Boar d f or  i nf or mat i on i n t he mat t er .  

¶10 A t hi r d mat t er  concer ned At t or ney Gl ynn' s 

r epr esent at i on of  a c l i ent  i n sever al  cr i mi nal  mat t er s pendi ng 

i n di f f er ent  count i es.   At t or ney Gl ynn appear ed at  a schedul ed 

pl ea hear i ng and sent enci ng i n one of  t hose mat t er s on Januar y 

15,  1999,  but  hi s c l i ent  was not  pr esent ,  whi ch r esul t ed i n a 

war r ant  bei ng i ssued f or  t he c l i ent ' s ar r est .   Af t er  t he c l i ent  

was ar r est ed,  he appear ed i n c i r cui t  cour t  on t hr ee new cr i mi nal  

cases i n whi ch he was r epr esent ed by a publ i c  def ender .   Because 

i t  was known t hat  At t or ney Gl ynn was r epr esent i ng t he cl i ent  i n 

ot her  mat t er s pendi ng i n t hat  cour t ,  t he cour t  at t empt ed t o 

cont act  At t or ney Gl ynn t o ascer t ai n whet her  he was st i l l  
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r epr esent i ng t he cl i ent .   At t or ney Gl ynn di d not  r et ur n any of  

t he cour t ' s  cal l s and di d not  r espond t o a l et t er  f r om t he 

j udge.    

¶11 The cour t  t hen sent  At t or ney Gl ynn a not i ce  

schedul i ng t he c l i ent ' s pl ea and sent enci ng,  and when he f ai l ed 

t o appear  on t hat  dat e,  t he cour t  i ssued an or der  r equi r i ng 

At t or ney Gl ynn t o show cause why he shoul d not  be f ound i n 

cont empt .  On t he r et ur n dat e of  t hat  or der ,  At t or ney Gl ynn sai d 

t hat  whi l e he was i n t he cour t house on anot her  mat t er  pr i or  t o 

t hat  hear i ng,  he had at t empt ed t o see t he j udge t o expl ai n hi s  

f ai l ur e t o appear  and hi s not  r espondi ng t o t he cour t ' s  cal l s 

and l et t er  but  di d not  get  an oppor t uni t y t o t al k wi t h t he 

j udge.   Unsur e of  t hat  expl anat i on,  t he j udge sent  a copy of  t he 

t r anscr i pt  of  t hat  hear i ng t o t he Boar d,  and t he Boar d 

subsequent l y ascer t ai ned t hat  At t or ney Gl ynn had not  made an 

appear ance i n anot her  case i n t he cour t house on t he day he sai d 

he had at t empt ed t o see t he j udge.   Dur i ng t he Boar d' s 

i nvest i gat i on,  At t or ney Gl ynn never  pr ovi ded t he Boar d wi t h a 

copy of  hi s c l i ent ' s f i l es,  despi t e sever al  r equest s t o do so,  

and di d not  r espond t i mel y t o t wo r equest s f r om t he Boar d f or  

i nf or mat i on about  hi s conduct  i n t he c l i ent ' s mat t er .   

¶12 The par t i es st i pul at ed and t he r ef er ee concl uded t hat  

At t or ney Gl ynn' s act i on and i nact i on i n t he f or egoi ng t hr ee 

mat t er s const i t ut ed t he f ol l owi ng pr of essi onal  mi sconduct .   
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( a)  Hi s f ai l ur e t o pur sue post - convi ct i on r el i ef  
di l i gent l y and t i mel y on behal f  of  t he cl i ent  i n t he 
f i r st  mat t er  vi ol at ed SCR 20: 1. 3. 1 
 

( b)  Hi s f ai l ur e t o r espond t o communi cat i ons f r om 
t hat  cl i ent  and t o r equest s f r om t he St at e Publ i c 
Def ender  and hi s f ai l ur e t o pr ovi de any meani ngf ul  
r epr esent at i on af t er  meet i ng wi t h t he cl i ent  i n t he 
f i r st  mat t er  vi ol at ed SCR 20: 1. 4( a) 2 – a f ai l ur e t o keep 
a cl i ent  r easonabl y i nf or med as t o t he st at us of  a 
mat t er  and pr ompt l y compl y wi t h r easonabl e r equest s f or  
i nf or mat i on.  
 

( c)  Hi s f ai l ur e t o pr ot ect  t he cl i ent  adequat el y 
agai nst  ent r y of  a def aul t  j udgment  i n t he cont r act or  
l i en mat t er ,  knowi ng a l awsui t  was t hr eat ened,  and hi s 
f ai l ur e t o t ake necessar y st eps t o r esol ve or  vacat e 
t hat  j udgment  vi ol at ed SCR 20: 1. 3.  
 

( d)  Hi s f ai l ur e t o pr ovi de t he cl i ent  wi t h a copy 
of  a l et t er  he had sent  t o opposi ng counsel ,  t o i nf or m 
t he cl i ent  of  t he st at us of  hi s deal i ngs wi t h t hat  
counsel  r egar di ng r esol ut i on of  t he l i en i ssue,  and t o 
communi cat e t o hi s cl i ent  about  t he ent r y of  a def aul t  
j udgment  vi ol at ed SCR 20: 1. 4( a) .  
 

( e)  Hi s f ai l ur e t o appear  at  or  make any ef f or t  t o 
r eschedul e a pl ea and sent enci ng hear i ng vi ol at ed SCR 
20: 1. 3.  
 

( f )  Hi s f ai l ur e t o r espond t o l et t er s f r om t he 
Boar d and pr ovi de document s r equest ed i n i t s 

                     
1 SCR 20: 1. 3 pr ovi des:  Diligence 

A l awyer  shal l  act  wi t h r easonabl e di l i gence and pr ompt ness 

i n r epr esent i ng a cl i ent ���

 
2 SCR 20: 1. 4( a)  pr ovi des:  

( a)  A l awyer  shal l  keep a c l i ent  r easonabl y i nf or med about  
t he st at us of  a mat t er  and pr ompt l y compl y wi t h r easonabl e 
r equest s f or  i nf or mat i on.   
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i nvest i gat i on t i mel y or  at  al l  i n each of  t he t hr ee 
mat t er s vi ol at ed SCR 21. 03( 4)  and 22. 07( 2)  and ( 3) . 3 

¶13 As di sci pl i ne f or  t hat  pr of essi onal  mi sconduct ,  t he 

r ef er ee r ecommended,  as t he Boar d and At t or ney Gl ynn had 

st i pul at ed,  t hat  At t or ney Gl ynn' s l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw be 

suspended f or  ni ne mont hs,  consecut i ve t o t he one- year  

suspensi on i mposed ear l i er ,  whi ch was t o expi r e June 14,  2000.   

The r ef er ee al so r ecommended,  as t he par t i es had st i pul at ed,  

                     
3 For mer  SCR 21. 03( 4) ,  appl i cabl e t o t hi s pr oceedi ng,  

pr ovi ded:  

( 4)  Ever y at t or ney shal l  cooper at e wi t h t he boar d and t he 
admi ni st r at or  i n t he i nvest i gat i on,  pr osecut i on and di sposi t i on 
of  gr i evances and compl ai nt s f i l ed wi t h or  by t he boar d or  
admi ni st r at or .  

 
For mer  SCR 22. 07( 2)  and ( 3) ,  appl i cabl e t o t hi s pr oceedi ng,  

pr ovi ded:  
 
( 2)  Dur i ng t he cour se of  an i nvest i gat i on,  t he 

admi ni st r at or  or  a commi t t ee may not i f y t he r espondent  of  t he 
subj ect  bei ng i nvest i gat ed.   The r espondent  shal l  f ul l y  and 
f ai r l y di scl ose al l  f act s and ci r cumst ances per t ai ni ng t o t he 
al l eged mi sconduct  or  medi cal  i ncapaci t y wi t hi n 20 days of  bei ng 
ser ved by or di nar y mai l  a r equest  f or  r esponse t o a gr i evance.  
The admi ni st r at or  i n hi s or  her  di scr et i on may al l ow addi t i onal  
t i me t o r espond.   Fai l ur e t o pr ovi de i nf or mat i on or  
mi sr epr esent at i on i n a di scl osur e i s mi sconduct .   The 
admi ni st r at or  or  commi t t ee may make a f ur t her  i nvest i gat i on 
bef or e maki ng a r ecommendat i on t o t he boar d.   

 
( 3)  The admi ni st r at or  or  commi t t ee may compel  t he r espondent  

t o answer  quest i ons,  f ur ni sh document s and pr esent  any 
i nf or mat i on deemed r el evant  t o t he i nvest i gat i on.   Fai l ur e of  t he 
r espondent  t o answer  quest i ons,  f ur ni sh document s or  pr esent  
r el evant  i nf or mat i on i s mi sconduct .   The admi ni st r at or  or  a 
commi t t ee may compel  any ot her  per son t o pr oduce per t i nent  books,  
paper s and document s under  SCR 22. 22.   
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t hat  At t or ney Gl ynn be r equi r ed t o pay t he cost s of  t he i nst ant  

pr oceedi ng.  

¶14 I T I S ORDERED t hat  t he l i cense of  Char l es Gl ynn t o 

pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n i s suspended f or  ni ne mont hs,  

commenci ng June 14,  2000.  

¶15 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  wi t hi n 60 days of  t he dat e 

of  t hi s or der  Char l es Gl ynn pay t o t he Of f i ce of  Lawyer  

Regul at i on t he cost s of  t hi s pr oceedi ng,  pr ovi ded t hat  i f  t he 

cost s ar e not  pai d wi t hi n t he t i me speci f i ed and absent  a 

showi ng t o t hi s cour t  of  hi s i nabi l i t y  t o pay t he cost s wi t hi n 

t hat  t i me,  t he l i cense of  Char l es Gl ynn t o pr act i ce l aw i n 

Wi sconsi n shal l  r emai n suspended unt i l  f ur t her  or der  of  t he 

cour t .   

¶16 I T I S FURTHER ORDERED t hat  Char l es Gl ynn compl y wi t h 

t he pr ovi s i ons of  SCR 22. 26 concer ni ng t he dut i es of  a per son 

whose l i cense t o pr act i ce l aw i n Wi sconsi n has been suspended.    

¶17 WI LLI AM A.  BABLI TCH and DAVI D T.  PROSSER,  JR. ,  JJ. ,  

di d not  par t i c i pat e.  
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