SUPREME COURT OF WISCONSIN

OFFICE OF LAWYER REGULATION

Public Reprimand With Consent
2015-OLR-
Ronald E. Langford,
Attorney at Law

Attorney Ronald E. Langford is a Wisconsin-licensed attorney, admitted to practice on
May 20, 1985. From October 31, 2005 to November 9, 2005, Langford’s law license was
administratively suspended for failure to pay mandatory bar dues. Langford’s license has been
suspended for non-compliance with CLE requirements since June 12, 2006. From June 1, 2005
to July 21, 2005 and again from May 12, 2006 to December 18, 2014, Langford’s license was
temporarily suspended by the Wisconsin Supreme Court for failing to cooperate with OLR
investigations.  After Langford stated an intention to cooperate with pending grievance
investigations, Langford’s non-cooperation suspension was lifted, OLR’s investigations were
resumed and it was established that Langford engaged in misconduct in six matters, as follows:

Matter No. 1

Langford was appointed by the Office of State Public Defender (SPD) to provide
criminal defense representation to a client in a case filed in circuit court. Langford represented
the client from January 13, 2005 to May 9, 2005. In failing, upon termination of his
representation of the client, to respond to successor counsel’s written and telephonic inquiries,
and in failing to provide the case file to the SPD’s office or successor counsel, Langford violated
former SCR 20:1.16(d), effective prior to July 1, 2007, which stated in relevant part, “Upon

termination of representation, a lawyer shall take steps to the extent reasonably practicable to



protect a client’s interests, such as giving reasonable notice to the client, allowing time for
employment of other counsel, surrendering papers and property to which the client is entitled...”

By failing to make a personal appearance at OLR pursuant to two Notices to Appear to
respond to questions pertaining to the client’s grievance, causing OLR to file a Motion
Requesting an Order to Show Cause why Langford’s license should not be suspended for a
willful failure to cooperate, leading to the Supreme Court’s May 12, 2006 suspension of his law
license, Langford violated SCR 22.03(6), which states, “In the course of the investigation, the
respondent’s willful failure to provide relevant information, to answer questions fully, or to
furnish documents and the respondent’s misrepresentation in a disclosure are misconduct,
regardless of the matters asserted in the grievance.”

Violations of SCR 22.03(6) are currently enforced under the Rules of Professional
Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(h), which states, “It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to...fail to
cooperate in the investigation of a grievance filed with the office of lawyer regulation as required
by SCR 21.15(4), SCR 22.001(9)(b), SCR 22.03(2), SCR 22.03(6), or SCR 22.04(1).” Prior to
July 1. 2007, violations of SCR 22.03(6) were enforced via SCR 20:8.4(f), which states, “It is
professional misconduct for a lawyer to...violate a statute, supreme court rule, supreme court
order or supreme court decision regulating the conduct of lawyers.”

Matter No. 2

In February 2005, Langford began representing a client in two criminal traffic matters
filed in circuit court. By failing to provide his client, the court, or opposing counsel with notice
of his noncooperation suspension imposed June 1, 2005 and his dues suspension imposed
October 31, 2005, Langford, in each instance, violated SCR 22.26(1), which states in part, “(1)

On or before the effective date of license suspension or revocation, an attorney whose license is



suspended or revoked shall do all of the following: (a) Notify by certified mail all clients being
represented in pending matters of the suspension or revocation and of the attorney’s consequent
inability to act as an attorney following the effective date of the suspension or revocation; (b)
Advise the clients to seek legal advice of their choice elsewhere; (c) Promptly provide written
notification to the court or administrative agency and the attorney for each party in a matter
pending before a court or administrative agency of the suspension or revocation and of the
attorney’s consequent inability to act as an attorney following the effective date of the
suspension or revocation. The notice shall identify the successor attorney of the attorney’s client
or, if there is none at the time notice is given, shall state the client’s place of residence. ..” SCR
22.26(1) is enforced under the Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(f).

By appearing in court on behalf of his client on November 3, 2005, during a period of
administrative suspension for nonpayment of mandatory bar dues, Langford violated SCR
10.03(6), which states in part, “...[N]Jo person whose membership is so suspended for
nonpayment of dues may practice law during the period of the suspension.” Violations of SCR
10.03(6) are enforced under the Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(f).

Following OLR’s January 9, 2006 notice of the grievance investigation, and a second
notice dated February 9, 2006 which established an extended response deadline of February 20,
2006, by failing to submit his initial response to the grievance until April 10, 2006, Langford
violated SCR 22.03(2), which states in part, “The respondent shall fully and fairly disclose all
facts and circumstances pertaining to the alleged misconduct within 20 days after being served
by ordinary mail a request for a written response. The director may allow additional time to

respond...” Violations of SCR 22.03(2) are currently enforced under the Rules of Professional



Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(h). Prior to July 1, 2007, violations of SCR 22.03(2) were enforced
under the Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(f).

By failing until October 27, 2014 to provide any response to OLR’s October 4, 2006
request for additional information, Langford violated SCR 22.03(6), currently enforced under the
Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(h), and, prior to July 1, 2007, via SCR 20:8.4(f).

Matter No. 3

Langford was the subject of a grievance filed July 19, 2005 concerning Langford’s
purported representation of a client in a personal injury case and in a separate matter involving
the client’s children. After Langford’s eventual cooperation with OLR’s investigation, it was
determined that the substance of the grievance would not lead to provable misconduct.
Langford’s failure to cooperate with the investigation, however, did constitute professional
misconduct. By failing to make a personal appearance at OLR pursuant to two Notices to
Appear to respond to questions pertaining to the grievance, causing OLR to file a Motion
Requesting an Order to Show Cause why Langford’s license should not be suspended for a
willful failure to cooperate, leading to the Court’s May 12, 2006 suspension of his law license,
Langford violated SCR 22.03(6), currently enforced under the Rules of Professional Conduct via
SCR 20:8.4(h), and, prior to July 1, 2007, via SCR 20:8.4(f).

Matter No. 4

In late 2004, Langford began representing a client in a criminal case filed in circuit court.
Langford saw the case through to its conclusion, with one charge against the client resolved
pursuant to a plea, and the other charge resolved after a jury trial. In the early stages of the
representation, by failing to respond to his client’s telephonic inquiries, such that his client was

not satisfactorily apprised as to case status, Langford violated former SCR 20:1.4(a), effective



prior to July 1, 2007, which stated, “A lawyer shall keep a client reasonably informed about the
status of a matter and promptly comply with reasonable requests for information.”

By failing to provide a timely initial written response to the client’s grievance, causing
OLR to file a Motion Requesting an Order to Show Cause why Langford’s license should not be
suspended for a willful failure to cooperate with the investigation, leading to the Court’s June 1,
2005 suspension of his law license, Langford violated SCR 22.03(2) and SCR 22.03(6), currently
enforced under the Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(h), and, prior to July 1, 2007,
via SCR 20:8.4(f).

By failing to make a personal appearance at OLR pursuant to two Notices to Appear to
respond to questions pertaining to the client’s grievance, causing OLR to file a Motion
Requesting an Order to Show Cause why Langford’s license should not be suspended for a
willful failure to cooperate, leading to the Court’s May 12, 2006 suspension of his law license,
Langford violated SCR 22.03(6), currently enforced via SCR 20:8.4(h), and, prior to July 1,
2007, via SCR 20:8.4(f).

Matter No. 5

In June 2004, a woman arranged for Langford to represent her incarcerated son regarding
the possible re-opening of the son’s criminal case, and paid Langford an advanced fee. After
meeting with the woman, engaging in file review, research, and calling the prison where the
woman’s son was imprisoned to arrange for telephone contact, by thereafter failing to act in
furtherance of the son’s interests, Langford violated SCR 20:1.3 which states, “A lawyer shall
act with reasonable diligence and promptness in representing a client.”

By failing to provide a timely initial response to the woman’s grievance, causing OLR to

file a Motion Requesting Order to Show Cause why Langford’s license should not be suspended



for a willful failure to cooperate with the investigation, leading to the Court’s June 1, 2005
suspension of his law license, Langford violated SCR 22.03(2) and SCR 22.03(6), currently
enforced under the Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(h), and, prior to July 1, 2007,
via SCR 20:8.4(f).

By failing to make a personal appearance at OLR pursuant to two Notices to Appear to
respond to questions pertaining to the woman’s grievance, causing OLR to file a Motion
Requesting an Order to Show Cause why Langford’s license should not be suspended for a
willful failure to cooperate, leading to the Court’s May 12, 2006 suspension of his law license,
Langford violated SCR 22.03(6), currently enforced via SCR 20:8.4(h), and, prior to July 1,
2007, via SCR 20:8.4(f).

Matter No. 6

In November 2005, Langford accepted $100 to represent a client in contesting a speeding
ticket in municipal court.

By failing to appear at the March 20, 2006 pre-trial hearing in his client’s matter and
thereafter failing to take steps to remedy the effects of his non-appearance, Langford violated
SCR 20:1.3.

By failing to inform his client that he did not appear at the March 20, 2006 pre-trial
hearing in the matter, a circumstance the client learned of directly from the municipal court,
Langford violated former SCR 20:1.4(a), effective prior to July 1, 2007.

After the client acted on his own to avoid default and obtain another court date, in failing
to refund to the client the unearned $100 fee in the client’s matter, Langford violated former
SCR 20:1.16(d), effective prior to July 1, 2007, and, beginning July 1, 2007, violated current

SCR 20:1.16(d), each of which state the requirement that an attorney, upon termination of



representation, is to take steps reasonably practicable to protect a client’s interests, including
refunding any advance payment of a fee that has not been earned. As a condition of the
imposition of the public reprimand, Langford refunded the fee.

By failing until October 27, 2014 to provide any response to OLR’s October 4, 2006
request for additional information in the matter of the client’s grievance, Langford violated SCR
22.03(6), currently enforced under the Rules of Professional Conduct via SCR 20:8.4(h), and,
prior to July 1, 2007, via SCR 20:8.4(f).

In accordance with SCR 22.09(3), Attorney Ronald E. Langford is hereby publicly
reprimanded.

Dated this 15th day of December, 2015.

SUPREME COURT OF WISCONSIN

/sl
James R. Erickson, Referee




