[T-94-94]
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF PENNSYLVANIA

OFFICE OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL, No. 977 Disciplinary Docket
No. 2

Petitioner
V. Attorney Registration No.

20029

JULIA B. PASSYN,

Respondent ARGUED: April 6, 1994

OPINION OF THE COURT

MR. JUSTICE FLAHERTY DECIDED: July 1, 1994

This is a disciplinary case in which charges of misconduct
have been brought against a Pennsylvania attorney, respondent Julia
B. Passyn. The first charge relates to the complaint of an orphans
court judge with respect to respondent’s dealings with Abraham
Brown, who appeared before the judge in an incompetency proceeding.
The second relates to the complaint of Doreen Hopkins, a client
respondent represented in a real estate transaction. In each
complaint, respondent was alleged to have engaged in conduct
violating the disciplinary rules of the Code of Professional

Responsibility.’

1. By order dated October 16, 1987, this court adopted the
Rules of Professional Conduct effective April 1, 1988, stating:
"The Rules of Professional Conduct, as adopted hereby, do not apply
to professional misconduct occurring on or before March 31, 1988.
Such misconduct shall be governed by the present Code of
Professional Responsibilicy, which is continued in full force and
effect as grounds for disciplinary action, as if this order had not
been adopted."



After lengthy investigation, hearings, and stipulations, the
hearing committee filed a report holding that respondent had
violated thirteen disciplinary rules and recommending that she be
disbarred. Respondent filed exceptions to the report and
recommendation, whereupon the Disciplinary Board reviewed the
record and heard oral argument on the exceptions. The board
substantially adopted the findings of fact and conclusions of law
of the hearing committee, though it concluded that respondent
violated only ten disciplinary rules. Curiously, the board
recommended a sanction of six months suspension in contrast to the
disbarment recommended by the hearing committee. The office of
disciplinary counsel filed a petition for review pursuant to
Pa.R.D.E. 207(c)(2), whereupon this court entered a rule to show

cause why respondent should not be disbarred.

This court conducts its review of attorney disciplinary
proceedings de novo and is not bound by the findings of fact made
by the lower tribunals. Nevertheless, we are guided by their
findings with respect to matters of credibility of witnesses, and
we accord substantial deference to the findings and recommendations

of the Disciplinary Board. Office of Disciplinary Counsel v.

Christie, Pa. : , 639 A.2d 782, 783 (1994); Office
Disciplinary Counsel v. Costigan, 526 Pa. 16, 20, 584 A.2d 296, 298
(1990) ; Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Braun, 520 Pa. 157, 181,

553 A.2d 894, 895 (1989); Office of Disciplinary Counsel v.
Wittmaack, 513 Pa. 609, 614, 522 A.2d 522, 524 (1987); Office of

Disciplinary Counsel v. Lucarini, 504 Pa. 271, 275, 472 A.2d 186,

[J-94-94] - 2



A4 A324H ?8AFES) 206 ) & S M@ "M (AP ?

A 4 A#FH A A4 ANADIA 2 +E B/ BT T
6)38838 :7 + '206 + GBS I 8B/6¥ 7
" B I746S8H 126 @b )1 C YY) 5 "+

S +68 +)89%) +2%%!7 +' &8 1' B/ 606

Qo ) & *+ T g

G ; + "8 =1C0 I Ko GH 6!+ "7 Saf G+ I 4
T & I ""BeH & 6 ;7 4556 OB "2

1 620 5 WO 2?''. Co 8O ! ] "HPEES ¥ B! *
g Y+ & P86 | /> \LHAF, BT 7 1
o + T VH S S: ©9'"& & 20! 9 + ¢ I +
, 7 OOEs. ' (%6 + )y + "&S 9 o 0*
41 V8B TR - Q0 &+ 'S+ T S5
;6 7OoH8e6 8 + )6 6 5 5/ B+ 20
6 , Co ;H)SHIEHION /6 Fo 80 PO IG/ O

O, 58 "S5/ Co¥ &C0IS5 /V/ &8 T H
" B! F=Cip 209 + BP20S5 7 + G+ - ) 1/
5 7TH 5 S &£ ! /cd8o8Y ! 5,
5 /728" +7" Y H
' + 1 S, ?2A#HS" A )bB7 ' !
/" g" #; 7'l Co & BINM'/1S )
B = b /1TH556 1) 6
—

T

HORR N1t

~\|
¥
k
m-
S
R

O I &6) ,+)Y5% 1", " drmwoad GOp ' a8
)6 ) -Cof KK K. DHIO &F B T

Y * @66 = H)Y)) BT - '

DG Y#R0# L0 &+ 11 1) - €9 D
/7 26" 8 *6)y +86'"3%628B 66 )Ioo
S+ 11 7 SrTopa S H) Y5 1 % 94
7 e B w+*FT9 Vv &H¢ 9" oo & 17

A



)6 &1CH+G *" o6 PG ! ! + 8 6 )T
K 90 86 %7, +) 68 8B 1 " 506 & 7V H
"B 7 IR 18" & +)) +r83 138+ U
& T 8'96; /+F)H))5950MFT46+)) 51
### Co &+ 1" Ro B &) S5 A oy + *
Co O+ T /467 Q%) 7 <, 7 1 " QOp
"+ 6 +4g v "By &//220 ) 590 ®6 !
7 +Ra9 "84 4 A 'O + "1 7 6 ND6Sh! ;!
" O & " H'5V 6285 r %5 +: Cob 9O
8 %5 1" YO """ J+HB'H+77/" 6%+ o & 1T
) 5F' 19 T S B ITRKB I DO U™ Y 4+ /
T )+ BRSS! : Ca D6l /6l T 406 #H#
b +8a"" 10 G D 520 & DHto1n v
& + , 90 1/,/6" "Co!l g Q7 reg ** 7
& 57& <26 26
/ 4+ * Op K 21 O #
1 66+ DD/, 9! " ') ""Cg clss”x 100
A& "B ! Co K. 440
1" )59 1 . K (. O #HC
(&) &S 'Sy CoH (&) K4 00O0
1 : Co+ I +1Cp a4 A #H# O O
4+ * K .4 A4 72
KA. 8689 !# #%W7 'S8 "™ Co& ¢
"+ 5/68 +'¥S S 40 S 6 BB 9O + -
T & H 11587 6 7)RLS )+ B 1t ) e
O " /11 /o & TNSEKHA#A— OO O 8 5 F¥' S
-+ 1 H" T8 o & "H B/ &G!S 9O 0 0* -
8 + %4 6 4 170-6% "o #H W *FCH & 1T
7 6 7)Y +Y9o-6 B T, + 8 | £ 8B + 20
& + $B " SO 47 S5 , Co &+ BS |
& + " 4+, IK .60 I8 6% o0 &+ 17 €95
"B +716 5 1 'C6 YO & + as a4 & O (

r
68 5 IAAYFASLL” MAH /6044 "TOR 0O 206 |
"o 4B *T 0 * 8
| A Smar, 08 1" e GIE 6 ) b B
1 +l’ -ll +ll
)+ S BH 720N 1+ 9 5K 830 RB6
‘O B Y = )eERE ) " I0H ®OH 4+ 1)
*EXOGIS P66 51 Ogn&E M 1 O ) < Tgh
VT BICHIEB 6 1 BHS1ToORHEESS T
O+ ) DO I O & N+aA 'AEB' IO x|
S"B#" BEXTOHRHSG Cb + 7 926! 195
"E B H 66 - - DA -I//6 T5H 2%
+ ;*" +& RO + oOCChL&XLLM T I U H
S - IO O 11, 6 "' 1) )59 I

b






























