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ATTORNEY disciplinary proceeding. Attorney's |icense
suspended.
11 PER CURI AM W review the stipulation filed by

Kristin J. Gernetzke and the Ofice of Lawer Regulation (OLR)
pursuant to SCR 22.12,! wherein Attorney Gernetzke admits to the

facts and m sconduct alleged by the OLR as set forth in the

1 SCR 22.12 provides in relevant part that "(1) The director
may file with the conplaint a stipulation of the director and
the respondent to the facts, conclusions of law regarding
m sconduct, and discipline to be inposed. The suprenme court may
consider the conplaint and stipulation wthout the appointnent
of a referee.”
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parties' stipulation. The msconduct giving rise to this
disciplinary matter involved inproper and undocunented billings
that Attorney GCernetzke submtted to the Ofice of the State
Publ i c Def ender (SPD).

12 We adopt the stipulated facts and conclusions of |aw.
W agree that At t or ney Cernet zke' s m sconduct warrant s
suspension of her license to practice law for a period of six
mont hs, and we further agree that restitution is appropriate as
di scussed herein. The parties do not seek to inpose the costs
of this proceeding upon Attorney Cernetzke and we accede to that
recommendat i on.

13 Attorney GCernetzke was admtted to practice law in
W sconsin in 2002. She has no previous disciplinary history.

14 From Septenber 2002 wuntil May 7, 2005, Attorney
Cernetzke was an associate attorney with the offices of Skenp &
Associates in La Crosse. From My 7, 2005, until her
termnation on QOctober 20, 2005, she was an associate attorney
with the firm of O Flaherty, Heim & Egan, Ltd., ("O Flaherty
firm) also in La Crosse. Throughout this period, Attorney
Gernetzke was certified to work as a public defender by the SPD
and undertook a nunber of cases in that capacity.

15 Wiile practicing wth Skenp & Associates, Attorney
Gernetzke began to utilize a billing entry descri bed as "devel op
| egal theory"” on bills she submtted to the SPD. This type of
entry requires certain docunentation in the file to be
accept abl e. Attorney Cernetzke, however, submtted nunerous
billings under the category "develop |l|egal theory" wthout

2
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creating proper docunentation. In sonme cases, no work had been
done on the file or the entries were made as a result of
Attorney Gernetzke "thinking" about the case. Eventual ly, the
O Flaherty firm termnated Attorney Cernetzke's enploynent
because of her use of the "develop legal theory" entries on
bills submtted to the SPD, and filed a grievance with the OLR

16 The OLR investigators reviewed 26 of the files
Attorney Gernetzke worked on for the SPD and determ ned that
Attorney Gernetzke was paid $5120 for tinme described as "devel op
| egal theory." Additional billings totaling $2698 subnitted
under this category were pending at the tinme of the OLR
i nvestigation. The SPD conducted an additional review of its
files and independently demanded Attorney GCernetzke return
additional nonies paid to her for billing entries designated as
"devel op | egal theory."

17 The parties stipulated that the entries Attorney
Gernetzke designated and billed as "develop legal theory" were
w t hout support, inproper, inflated, and constituted conduct
involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or msrepresentation in
viol ation of SCR 20:8.4(c).?

18 The parties further stipulated that restitution was
appropriate. At the tine the stipulation was executed, Attorney
Gernet zke had nmade restitution to the SPD in the anpunt of $5000

and had waived clains from additional billings submtted to the

2SCR 20:8.4(c) provides that it is professional n sconduct
for a lawer to "engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud,
deceit or m srepresentation.”
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SPD in the anpbunt of $8716.87. This court is advised that
Attorney Cernetzke is in the process of negotiating a plan to
repay her remaining obligations to the SPD. The stipulation
indicates that restitution to her former law firm nay also be
appropriate.?

19 We accept the parties' stipulation and recommendati ons

regardi ng discipline. . In re D sciplinary Proceedings

Agai nst d asbrenner, 2005 W 50, 280 Ws. 2d 37, 695 N W2d 291.

Consistent with the parties' stipulation, we wll not inpose the
costs of this proceedi ng upon Attorney Cernetzke.

20 IT IS ORDERED that the license of Attorney Kristin J.
Cernetzke to practice law in Wsconsin is suspended for a period
of 6 nonths, effective March 2, 2007.

12 IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that Attorney Kristin J.
Cernetzke shall conply with the requirenents of SCR 22.26

pertaining to activities foll ow ng suspensi on.

3 The parties' stipulation did not expressly set forth the
anmount of restitution, if any, that Attorney GCernetzke still
owes the SPD or her former law firmns. Therefore, we do not
inpose a specific order regarding restitution at this tine.
Attorney CGernetzke is rem nded that a petition for reinstatenent
requires the petitioner to denonstrate that she has nade

restitution to or settled all <clains of persons injured or
harmed by petitioner's msconduct, including reinbursenment to
the Wsconsin Lawers' Fund for Cdient Protection for all
paynments made from that fund, or, if not, the petitioner's

explanation of the failure or inability to do so. See SCR
22.29(4m .
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