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ATTORNEY di sci plinary proceedi ng. Attorney's i cense

suspended.

11 PER CURI AM W review a referee's report and
recommendati on concluding that Attorney Janmes R Lucius engaged
in professional msconduct and recomrending that his license to
practice law in Wsconsin be suspended for a period of two
years. The referee also recomended that Attorney Lucius pay
the costs of the proceeding and that conditions be inposed upon

his resunption of the practice of |law follow ng his suspension.
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12 We conclude that the referee's findings of fact are
supported by satisfactory and convincing evidence. W also
concur with the referee's conclusions of |aw We further
determ ne that the seriousness of Attorney Lucius's m sconduct
warrants the suspension of his license to practice law for two
years. We further agree with the referee's recomendati on that
conditions should be inposed upon Attorney Lucius's resunption
of the practice of law followi ng his suspension, and we concur
that the costs of this proceeding, which are $2,575.61 as of
Cct ober 30, 2007, should be assessed against him

13 Attorney Lucius was admtted to practice law in
W sconsin in 1982 and practiced in Geenfield. On My 29, 2007,
Attorney Lucius's license to practice law in Wsconsin was
suspended for his failure to conply wth continuing |[egal
education (CLE) reporting requirenents. Hs |icense renuains
suspended. He has not previously been disciplined.

14 On July 30, 2007, the Ofice of Lawer Regulation
(OLR) filed a conplaint alleging ten counts of msconduct wth
respect to Attorney Lucius's handling of six client nmatters.
Al | of t he client matters i nvol ved Att or ney Luci us's
representation of crim nal def endant s in
post convi cti on/ appel l ate matters.

15 On Septenber 5, 2007, Attorney Lucius sent a letter to
the clerk of this court indicating that he did not intend to
contest the matter and did not intend to resune the practice of
law at any tinme in the future. On Septenber 29, 2007, Attorney
Lucius and the OLR entered into a stipulation in which Attorney
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Lucius stipulated to all of the allegations set forth in the
OLR s conpl aint. The stipulation stated that Attorney Lucius
wai ved his right to a contested hearing before a referee.

16 The Honorable Dennis Flynn was appointed referee in
the matter. The referee's report and recommendation was filed
on Cctober 12, 2007. The referee approved and accepted the
parties' stipulation and found that the OLR had proved by clear
and convincing evidence all of the counts of msconduct set
forth in the conplaint.

M7 The first client matter detailed in the OLR s
conplaint involved Attorney Lucius's handling of postconviction
matters for J.L. The state public defender (SPD) appointed
Attorney Lucius to represent J.L. in June 2004. Attorney Lucius
appeared at a Machner! hearing with J.L. on My 26, 2005.
Following the hearing, the «circuit court denied J.L.'s
post convi ction notion. The follow ng day, Attorney Lucius sent
J.L. a letter indicating that future appellate proceedi ngs woul d
be without arguable nerit. The letter advised that J.L. nust
choose one of three options: (1) have Attorney Lucius file a no-
merit report, (2) have Attorney Lucius close the file w thout an
appeal, or (3) have Attorney Lucius close the file and allow
J.L. to proceed pro se or with another attorney retained at
J.L."s expense. In md-June 2005 J.L. sent Attorney Lucius a

|l etter requesting that he file a no-nerit report.

! State v. Machner, 92 Ws. 2d 797, 285 N.W2d 905 (Ct. App.
1979).
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18 On July 7, 2005, Attorney Lucius acknow edged that
J.L. had requested himto file a no-nerit report. He outli ned
the argunments he would nmake in the no-nerit report and infornmed
J.L. he had received the Michner hearing transcript. He
cal cul ated August 15, 2005, as the deadline for filing the no-
merit report. On or about July 21, 2005, J.L. sent Attorney
Lucius another letter asking himto file a no-nerit report and
al so asking for copies of transcripts. Attorney Lucius did not
file a no-merit report prior to August 15, 2005. When J. L.
di scovered the no-nerit report had not been filed, he conplained
to First Assistant SPD Patricia Flood (Flood). Fl ood forwarded
a copy of J.L.'s conplaint letter to Attorney Lucius and asked
him to respond to J.L.s concerns directly. On Sept enber 24,
2005, Attorney Lucius wote to J.L. saying he had never received
a letter after July 7, 2005, indicating that J.L. wanted to
continue with appell ate proceedi ngs.

19 I n Septenber 2005 Flood told Attorney Lucius that J.L.
wanted himto file a no-nerit report. Attorney Lucius advised
Fl ood he woul d seek an extension of the deadline for filing the
no-nerit report and then would file the no-nerit report. On
Decenber 30, 2005, Attorney Lucius filed a notion to extend the
deadline for filing the no-nerit report. On January 6, 2006,
the court of appeals ordered that the deadline for filing a no-
merit report and no-nerit notice of appeal be extended to
February 15, 2006.

10 On January 25, 2006, Attorney Lucius filed the no-
merit report under cover of a letter saying, "One copy of this

4



No. 2007AP1746-D

Report along with all copies of transcripts and the court record
are being served on the Defendant by copy of this letter.” On
or about February 6, 2006, J.L. advised the court of appeals
that he had not yet received all of +the transcripts from
Attorney Lucius and did not have sufficient tinme to respond to
the no-nerit report. The court of appeals directed Attorney
Lucius to certify that he had sent the materials required by
Ws. St at. 8 Rule 809.32(1)(d) to J.L. Attorney Lucius
indicated to the court of appeals that all copies of transcripts
and the court record were served on January 25, 2006.

11 On WMarch 27, 2006, the court of appeals issued a
menmor andum and order indicating that it appeared from the
court's electronic records that a transcript of J.L.'s
post conviction hearing of May 2005 was not filed in the circuit
court wuntil Mrch 23, 2006. The court of appeals directed
Attorney Lucius to send a copy of that transcript to J.L. and to
certify to the court wthin ten days that he had done so.
Attorney Lucius failed to respond to the court's order. The
court of appeals issued another order rem nding Attorney Lucius
that he was required to serve a copy of the transcript on J.L.
and gave him an additional ten days to conply. Attorney Lucius
did not conply.

12 On June 2, 2006, the court of appeals issued an order
directing the <clerk to send a copy of the supplenental
transcript directly to J.L. On July 7, 2006, the court of
appeals issued a nenorandum and order indicating it appeared
that a portion of the transcript had not yet been ordered

5
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concerning the postconviction hearing held on May 26, 2005. The
court questioned how Attorney Lucius could properly prepare the
no-nerit report wthout noting that this transcript was m ssing.
Attorney Lucius admtted he had filed the no-nerit report two
nont hs before he received the transcript.

13 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
in his handling of J.L.'s case, Attorney Lucius failed to act
with reasonable diligence and pronptness in representing a
client, in violation of former SCR 20:1.3,?2 and know ngly
di sobeyed an obligation wunder the rules of a tribunal, in
viol ation of SCR 20:3.4(c).?

114 The second client matter detailed in the OLR s
conpl aint concerned Attorney Lucius's representation of L.R I n
February 2005 the SPD appointed Attorney Lucius to represent
L.R in a postconviction matter. On or about February 14, 2005,

Attorney Lucius ordered transcripts relating to the case but did

2 Effective July 1, 2007, substantial changes were nmade to
the Wsconsin Suprene Court Rules of Professional Conduct for
Attorneys, SCR Chapter 20. See S. .. Oder No. 04-07, 2007 W
4, 293 Ws. 2d xv; and S.C. Oder No. 06-04, 2007 W 48, 297

Ws. 2d xlvii. Because the conduct underlying this case arose
prior to July 1, 2007, unl ess otherwise indicated, all
references to the suprene court rules will be to those in effect

prior to July 1, 2007

Former SCR 20:1.3 provides that a |awer shall "act wth
reasonabl e diligence and pronptness in representing a client.”

3 Former 20:3.4(c) states that a | awer shall not "know ngly
di sobey an obligation under the rules of a tribunal except for
an open refusal based on an assertion that no valid obligation
exi sts. "
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not advise L.R of this fact until March 2. On or about March
7, 2005, L.R wote to Attorney Lucius to ask about the status
of his case and raise issues he wanted Attorney Lucius to
pur sue. On March 10, 2005, Attorney Lucius wote to L.R that
the court reporters had until April 14, 2005, to provide the
transcripts. Attorney Lucius advised L.R that when he revi ened
the transcripts he would keep in mnd the issues L.R had raised
in his March 7 letter.

115 On April 10, 2005, Attorney Lucius wote to L.R that
a transcript of a prelimnary hearing was m ssing and he asked
whether L.R wanted Attorney Lucius to proceed wthout the
transcri pt. LR wote letters to Attorney Lucius after
receiving the April 10 letter, but Attorney Lucius failed to
respond. On August 22, 2005, L.R wote to the SPD to conplain
that Attorney Lucius had failed to respond to any of L.R's
letters, and that Attorney Lucius had not nmet with L R in
person or called him on the tel ephone. On or about August 25,
2005, SPD Attorney Manager Kenneth Lund (Lund) forwarded a copy
of L.R's conplaint letter to Attorney Lucius and asked him to
respond in ten days.

116 On Septenber 12, 2005, Attorney Lucius wote to L.R,
stating in pertinent part that Attorney Lucius had never
received a response from L.R addressing the matters Attorney
Lucius had raised in his April 10, 2005, letter. On
Decenber 30, 2005, Attorney Lucius filed in the court of appeals
a notion for an extension of time to file defendant's notice of
appeal or notion for postconviction relief relating to L.R's

7
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case. Attorney Lucius did not forward a copy of this docunent
to L.R or make L.R aware of its existence. On January 25,
2006, Attorney Lucius miled L.R copies of a notion for
postconviction relief and supporting brief. Attorney Lucius
filed the nmtion and brief on February 17, 2006, wthout
consulting wth L. R

17 On March 3, 2006, L.R wote to Lund indicating he had
received Attorney Lucius's notion and found it "as well as could
be expected" for an attorney who had never net one-on-one wth
his client. On March 17 L.R wote to Lund conpl aining that the
brief Attorney Lucius had filed was "so basic and inconplete |
can't see any court buying into it." The state filed its brief
in April 2006. Attorney Lucius filed a reply brief on My 22,
2006, without any prior consultation with L.R On May 25, 2006,
Attorney Lucius forwarded a copy of the state's brief and
Attorney Lucius's reply brief to L.R

118 On July 28, 2006, Attorney Lucius net in person wth
L.R This was the first occasion that Attorney Lucius had any
i n-person contact wth L.R On August 1, 2006, a Machner
hearing was held in L.R's case. Attorney Lucius appeared at
the hearing with L.R At the conclusion of the hearing, the
circuit court denied L.R's ineffective assistance of trial
counsel claim Attorney Lucius was permtted to withdraw from
L.R 's case on Novenber 3, 2006.

119 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
by failing to communicate with L.R regarding the status of the
postconviction notion, Attorney Lucius failed to keep L.R

8
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reasonably infornmed about the status of a matter, in violation
of SCR 20:1.4(a).*

120 The third client matter detailed in OLR s conplaint
invol ved Attorney Lucius's representation of MA I n Septenber
2005 the SPD appointed Attorney Lucius to represent MA in a
postconviction matter. In Novenber 2005 Attorney Lucius
requested the trial court extend the tinme for him to review
MA.'s case from Cctober 25 to Decenber 31, 2005, and notify the
court of appeals of the deadline extension. The trial court
granted the requests. On Decenber 9, 2005, the court of appeals
extended the deadline for the trial court to decide MA's
post conviction notion to February 15, 2006.

22 On May 25, 2006, the <court of appeals issued a
menorandum indicating it appeared the trial court had not
decided M A.'s postconviction notion. The court of appeals also
noted that the status of Attorney Lucius's representation of
M A, was uncl ear. The court ordered Attorney Lucius to provide
it with a letter status report by June 16, 2006, advising what
his current wunderstanding was concerning the status of his
representation of MA and the proceedings in the circuit court.
The court of appeals also stated that if an extension was
necessary to keep MA.'s postconviction process ongoing and
tinmely, Attorney Lucius should request it. Attorney Lucius did

not request an extension.

* Former SCR 20:1.4(a) provides that "[a] |awer shall keep
a client reasonably inforned about the status of a matter and
pronptly conply with reasonabl e requests for information."
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122 On June 21, 2006, the trial court received a notion
from Attorney Lucius to withdraw from MA.'s case. On June 24,
2006, Attorney Lucius sent a status report to the court of
appeals indicating that MA and Attorney Lucius disagreed on
certain issues, and that a notion hearing was scheduled in the
trial court for July 17, 2006, concerning Attorney Lucius's
notion to withdraw fromthe case.

123 On August 14, 2006, the court of appeals issued a
menor andum and order stating that contrary to its earlier
suggestion, Attorney Lucius had not filed a notion for an
extension and had apparently wthdrawmn from representation
w t hout doing so. The court of appeals, on its own notion,
granted an extension of tine.

124 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
by failing to tinely file a witten status report with the court
of appeals and by failing to request an extension to keep MA 's
postconviction process ongoing and tinely, Attorney Lucius
failed to act wth reasonable diligence and pronptness in
representing a client, in violation of SCR 20: 1. 3.

125 The fourth <client matter detailed in the OLR s
conplaint involved Attorney Lucius's representation of F. G I n
April and May 2004 F.G hired Attorney Lucius to represent him
in two postconviction matters, one arising out of a MIwaukee
County case and another arising out of a Waukesha County case.
Attorney Lucius represented to F.G that he would have notions
ready for F.G's review by late Septenmber 2004. Attorney Lucius
failed to follow through on this prom se. On or about

10
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Novenmber 1, 2004, F.G called Attorney Lucius about the status
of the cases. Attorney Lucius advised F.G that he would have a
notion done within the next few weeks.

126 On Decenber 1, 2004, F.G wote to Attorney Lucius
expressing concern that Attorney Lucius had not proceeded wth
ei t her case. F.G requested that Attorney Lucius transfer the
M | waukee County case and a portion of the fees he had paid to
Attorney M chael Backes. Attorney Lucius did not conply wth
this request.

27 On March 26, 2005, Attorney Lucius sent F.G copies of
a postconviction notion and brief relating to the MIlwaukee
County case. On April 12, 2005, Attorney Lucius net with F. G
at the \Waupun Correctional I nstitution. F.G expressed
di ssatisfaction with the brief Attorney Lucius drafted and told
Attorney Lucius he did not want the brief filed as witten.
Attorney Lucius never filed the brief in the MIwaukee County
case.

128 On Septenber 19, 2005, a Mchner hearing was held in
F.G's Waukesha County case. At the close of the hearing, the
court indicated that Attorney Lucius had three weeks from
recei pt of the Machner hearing transcripts and other transcripts
to file a brief. The state would then have three weeks for
rebuttal, and Attorney Lucius would have two weeks to file a
reply brief after which the case would be scheduled for an ora
deci si on. Attorney Lucius never filed any post-Machner hearing

briefs in the Waukesha County case.

11
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129 On February 12, 2006, F.G wote a letter to Attorney
Lucius indicating he had not heard from Attorney Lucius since
the Machner hearing and requesting a status update. At t or ney
Lucius failed to reply. On February 24 and March 23, 2006, F.G
wote directly to the Waukesha County clerk of court asking for
a case status update. On March 23, 2006, F.G wote to Attorney
Lucius asking for a status update. Attorney Lucius failed to
respond.

130 On April 14, 2006, the Waukesha County court sent a
notice setting the case for a hearing on My 5, 2006. On
April 16, 2006, F.G wote to Attorney Lucius saying he had not
heard from Attorney Lucius in six nonths and had no idea what
had happened wth his case. F.G was produced in Wukesha
County circuit court for the My 5, 2006, hearing but Attorney
Lucius did not appear. The matter was rescheduled to My 31,
2006, but Attorney Lucius again did not appear. The circuit
court found Attorney Lucius in contenpt and ordered term nation
of his representation of F. G

131 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
Attorney Lucius failed to act wth reasonable diligence and
pronptness in representing F.G, in violation of SCR 20:1.3, and
failed to keep F.G reasonably informed about the status of a
matter and pronptly conply wth reasonable requests for
information, in violation of SCR 20:1.4(a).

132 The fifth «client matter detailed in the OLR s
conplaint involved Attorney Lucius's representation of D.C I n
Cct ober 2005 the SPD appointed Attorney Lucius to represent D.C

12
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in a postconviction proceeding. On Novenber 20, 2005, Attorney
Lucius sent D.C. a letter requesting transcripts or a statenent
that D.C. did not possess any transcripts. D.C. obtained the
transcripts and instructed nmenbers of his famly to drop them
off at Attorney Lucius's office. Thereafter, D.C's famly
tried to tel ephone Attorney Lucius and make arrangenents to drop
off the transcripts at Attorney Lucius's office on several
occasions, to no avail.

133 On February 25, 2006, Attorney Lucius infornmed D. C
that he had not yet received the transcripts. Attorney Lucius
also said he had received a note from C. C., a nenber of D.C's
famly, and had received a nunber of phone calls, but that when
he tried to return the calls no one answered. Attorney Lucius
asked D.C. to mail the transcripts. D.C. wote a letter to the
SPD saying he did not want to mail the transcripts because he
was afraid Attorney Lucius mght not get them "due to the fact
that I know his office or what ever it is, is an apartnment with
ot her unknown people living there." On May 26, 2006, SPD Fl ood
sent Attorney Lucius a letter requesting that he arrange to have
DC's famly drop off the transcripts at the SPD office so
Attorney Lucius could pick them up there. Attorney Lucius
picked up the D.C. transcripts from the SPD on July 27, 2006.
On Novenber 6, 2006, Attorney Lucius filed a notion to wthdraw
as D.C's counsel and sent D.C. a letter saying that as of
Decenber 1, 2006, Attorney Lucius would be discontinuing the

practice of |aw

13
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134 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
Attorney Lucius failed to act wth reasonable diligence and
pronptness in representing D.C., in violation of SCR 20: 1. 3.

135 The final client matter detailed in the OLRs
conplaint involved Attorney Lucius's representation of E. T. I n
August 2004 the SPD appointed Attorney Lucius to represent E. T.
in postconviction proceedings. Wiile the proceedings were
pendi ng, E.T.'s probation was revoked and judgnents of
revocation were entered in February 2005. Attorney Lucius was
then appointed to pursue postconviction relief from the
sentences i nposed after revocation.

136 Between February 2005 and October 2005 Attorney Lucius
failed to informE T. of the status of the postconviction notion
in the revocation matters or of the status of the appeals of the
under |l yi ng convictions. In February and July 2005 E T. sent
letters to Attorney Lucius providing himwith E. T.'s new address
and informng Attorney Lucius of sone research E.T. had done.
Attorney Lucius failed to respond.

37 Attorney Lucius drafted a letter dated OCctober 18,
2005, regarding a postconviction motion concerning the
revocation of E. T.'s probation. The letter indicated that a
challenge to the inposed sentence would |ack appellate nerit.
Attorney Lucius's letter advised that E T. nust choose one of
three options: (1) have Attorney Lucius file a no-nerit report,
(2) have Attorney Lucius close the file wthout an appeal, or

(3) have Attorney Lucius close the file and allow ET. to

14
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proceed pro se or wth another attorney retained at ET.'s
expense.

138 E.T. denied receiving the October 18, 2005, letter
until February 2006. On January 27, 2006, Attorney Lucius
informed the court of appeals that he had cal culated March 13,
2006, as the deadline to file a no-nerit report or appeal in
E.T.'s revocation matters. Attorney Lucius did not file a no-
merit report or appeal prior to March 13, 2006.

139 On or about February 1, 2006, Attorney Lucius had
t el ephone contact with ET. Oher than the disputed October 18,
2005, letter, this was the only contact Attorney Lucius had with
E.T. since the revocation hearing in February 2005. On or about
March 3, 2006, E. T. sent a letter to Attorney Lucius requesting
| egal advice concerning the consequences of E.T. agreeing to
have Attorney Lucius file a no-nerit report. Attorney Lucius
failed to respond.

40 On or about March 28, 2006, E. T. sent Attorney Lucius
a letter requesting information about the outconme of the
March 13, 2006, deadline and copies of notions or  briefs
Attorney Lucius had filed on E. T.'s behalf. Attorney Lucius
failed to respond.

41 On May 11, 2006, the court of appeals noted that it
had heard nothing further about the status of the appeal since
January 2006, and it ordered Attorney Lucius to dismss the
appeals, provide a witten status report, or take other
appropriate action by May 31, 2006. Attorney Lucius failed to
respond to the order. On June 12, 2006, the court of appeals

15
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establi shed a new deadline of June 19, 2006, for Attorney Lucius
to conply. Attorney Lucius failed to respond.

42 On June 26, 2006, the court of appeals noted that
Attorney Lucius had failed to respond to its previous orders.
Noting that a contenpt hearing would consune considerable
resources and that neither the court nor E T. would have great
confidence in an attorney's work product produced under the
threat of contenpt, the court strongly encouraged the SPD to
appoi nt new counsel for E.T. On July 13, 2006, the court of
appeal s acknow edged that Attorney Lucius had filed a status
report, and it ordered Attorney Lucius to file briefs on E.T.'s
appeal s by August 25, 2006.

143 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
Attorney Lucius failed to act wth reasonable diligence and
pronptness in representing E T., in violation of SCR 20:1.3;
failed to keep E.T. reasonably informed about the status of a
matter and pronptly conply with requests for information, in
violation of SCR 20:1.4(a); and failed to explain a matter to
E.T. to the extent reasonably necessary to permt E. T. to make
i nfornmed decisions regarding the representation, in violation of
SCR 20:1.4(b).°

144 Al though OLR s conplaint sought a six-nonth suspension
of Attorney Lucius's license to practice law in Wsconsin, the

referee recommended a mninmum suspension of two years. The

®> Former SCR 20:1.4 states that "[a] |awer shall explain a
matter to the extent reasonably necessary to permt the client
to make infornmed decisions regarding the representation.™

16
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referee pointed out that each of the aggrieved clients has been
convicted of crinmes and faced consequences that include the |oss
of freedom due to incarceration. The referee noted that all but
one of the clients have issues concerning indigency. The
referee also noted that there are nmultiple acts of m sconduct,
many of themrepetitive.

45 In addition to recommending a mninmm suspension of
two years, the referee recommended that Attorney Lucius be
ordered to pay all of the costs of this proceeding and that, as
a condition of any future reinstatenent, he achieve good
standing with respect to his obligations regarding CLE as a
lawer in this state. The referee specifically recommended that
in the event Attorney Lucius intends to practice crimnal |aw,
he should obtain a mninmm of 20 approved CLE credits, and he
shoul d obtain a mnimum of 40 credits of |egal education credits
in the followng areas relating to |legal ethics: 15 credits of
general legal <ethics, 10 credits relating to the specific
obligations a |lawer has toward a client, 10 credits regarding
the obligation a |lawer has to conply with orders entered by
trial and appellate courts, and 5 credits relating to the
obligation a lawer has toward a client in ternms of tinely
di schar ge.

46 No appeal of the referee's report and reconmendation

was fil ed.

147 This court wll adopt a referee's findings of fact
unless they are clearly erroneous. Conclusions of law are
reviewed de novo. See In re Disciplinary Proceedi ngs Agai nst

17



No. 2007AP1746-D

Ei senberg, 2004 W 14, 15, 269 Ws. 2d 43, 675 N.W2d 747. The
court may inpose whatever sanction it sees fit regardless of the

referee's recommendati on. See In re Disciplinary Proceedings

Agai nst Wdul e, 2003 W 34, 944, 261 Ws. 2d 45, 660 N W2d 626.

Attorney Lucius has stipulated to all of the allegations in the
OLR s conpl ai nt.

148 The referee's findings of fact in this case have not
been shown to be clearly erroneous, and we adopt them W also
agree with the referee's conclusions of [|aw We further agree
wth the referee's recomendation for a two-year suspension of
Attorney Lucius's license to practice law in Wsconsin. As the
referee pointed out, all of Attorney Lucius's clients were
defendants in crimnal cases, and all but one of the clients
were found to be indigent. Indigent, incarcerated persons are a

vul nerable group that Ilacks significant options in ternms of

alternative representation. Under the circunstances of this
case, the OLR s initial request for a six-nonth [|icense
suspension is inadequate. The referee's recommendation for a

t wo-year suspension is nore comrensurate with the scope of the
m sconduct .

149 We further agree with the referee's recommendation
that Attorney Lucius pay the full costs of this proceeding. W
al so agree with the referee's recommendation that conditions be
i nposed upon Attorney Lucius's practice of law following his
suspensi on. W agree with the referee that in the event
Attorney Lucius seeks the reinstatenent of his license and
intends to practice crimnal |aw, he should obtain a m ninmum of

18
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20 approved CLE credits in the crimnal |aw area. In addition
we agree that in the event he seeks I|icense reinstatenent,
Attorney Lucius should obtain a mnimm of 40 credits of |egal
education in the ethics area.

50 IT IS ORDERED that the license of James R Lucius to
practice law in Wsconsin is suspended for a period of two
years, effective the date of this order

51 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order, James R Lucius pay to the Ofice of Lawer
Regul ation the costs of this proceeding. If the costs are not
paid within the tine specified, and absent a showng to this
court of his inability to pay the costs wthin that tine, the
license of James R Lucius to practice law in Wsconsin shall
remai n suspended until further order of the court.

52 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, to the extent he has not
al ready done so, Janes R Lucius conply with the provisions of
SCR 22.26 concerning the duties of a person whose license to
practice law in Wsconsin has been suspended.

53 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in the event Janes R
Lucius seeks reinstatement of his license to practice law, the
foll ow ng conditions shall be inposed upon his reinstatenent:

A In the event James R Lucius intends to practice
crimnal law, he shall obtain a mninmum of 20 approved CLE
credits in the crimnal |aw area; and

B. James R Lucius shall obtain a mninmum of 40 credits

of | egal education in the area of |egal ethics.
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