SUPREME COURT OF LOUI SI ANA
NO. 97-B-1855
IN RE: ENDESHA JUAKALI

DI SCI PLI NARY PROCEEDI NGS

PER CURI AM

This disciplinary proceeding arises from a notion to
revoke probation filed by the Ofice of Disciplinary Counsel
("ODC') against the respondent, Endesha Juakali, an attorney
licensed to practice lawin the State of Louisiana.

On Septenber 5, 1997, this court suspended respondent for
a period of one year, with six nonths deferred, followed by a two
year period of probation subject to certain conditions. In re:
Juakal i, 97-1460 (La. 9/5/97); 699 So. 2d 361.! On March 31, 1998,

the ODC filed a notion to revoke probation upon receiving a letter

Lenmon, J. not on panel. Rule IV, Part 2, 83.
! The respondent's suspension arose fromthe ODC s filing of
formal charges alleging four counts of professional m sconduct for
committing a crimnal act, collecting unauthorized fees, contacting
opposi ng party represented by counsel, delaying the resolution of a
case and failing to cooperate in the disciplinary investigation. In
addition to the inmposition of the suspension, this court inposed the
followi ng conditions to the two year probationary period:

1. A probation/practice nonitor shall be
appoi nted by D sciplinary Counsel within one (1)
month fromthe date Respondent's suspension is
conpl eted to revi ew Respondent's office
procedures and practices, with particular
enphasis on matters in which Respondent is

i nexperienced, including fee schedul es and

coll ection of such fees regarding those matters;

2. Respondent shall stay current with al
MCLE requi renents, bar dues and disciplinary
assessnents; and

3. Shoul d Respondent fail to conply with any
of the terms of this probation, D sciplinary
Counsel shall nove for an i medi ate revocation
of Respondent's probation and institution of the
previously deferred six (6) nonths suspension.

Di sci plinary Counsel's notion to revoke
probation shall be filed directly with the

Di sci plinary Board for summary consideration by
what ever procedure the Board deens appropriate.



from the respondent's probation nonitor, Lindsey Ladouceur,
advi sing the respondent violated the terns of his probation.

On March 22, 1998, the disciplinary board conducted a
hearing on the probation revocati on and, despite receiving notice,
the respondent failed to file a response or appear. The only
person to testify was Ms. Ladouceur, who stated she | ast spoke to
respondent by telephone on Decenber 10, 1997. She cl ai ned
respondent alleged he had withdrawn fromrepresentation of all his
crimnal clients, as well as turned over his civil mtters to
another law firm Wen she requested proof of such, the respondent
agreed to conply. Moreover, M. Ladouceur testified they agreed to
meet in early March 1998 to fornulate a probation plan and nake
arrangenents for the resunption of his law practice. Although she
confirmed their conversation wth followup correspondence,
respondent never adhered with the request. Ms. Ladouceur also
testified to her attenpts to contact the respondent by tel ephone
and mail. Finally, she naintained she contacted the Louisiana
State Bar Association and discovered respondent had failed to
satisfy his 1997 and 1998 financi al obligations, as well as failed
to conplete his 1997 mandatory continui ng | egal educati on.

On July 10, 1998, the board filed its recomrendation
finding the respondent violated the terns of his probation by
failing to cooperate with his probation nonitor and failing to stay
current with his bar obligations. Based on such, the board
recommended respondent's probation be revoked and he serve the
remai ni ng six nonths of his suspension, as well as be assessed with
proceedi ng costs.

Upon review of the record of the disciplinary board's
findings and recommendations, and the record filed herein, it is
the decision of the court that the disciplinary board' s
recommendat i on be adopt ed.

Accordingly, it is ordered that the probationary status

of the respondent, Endesha Juakali, be revoked, and that he serve



the remai ning six nonths of his suspension. It is further ordered
all costs of these proceedings in the amunt of $811.90 are

assessed to respondent.



