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Exception is taken to the conphxion reachd by the majori (&I) ofthe Standigg

Committee for Admission to the Bar for HarJf,ord County that the Applican! Lalnence Dressler, does

not lBest the criteria found in statewide grievascs cot[n0ittee v. Gsoum 43Q,454455 (2$1a) for

readmissisn to &e Bar. I disa6ree. In rcadiug its coaclusion t&e Committee concludes that the

applicant has not demonsfat€d $ralities of honety, carrdor and tnrstwsrthiness. $'l.rther, in reaching

these wnclusions Xley find &et he bas aot dem*ns.kated gufficient *reepect for and obediense to the

Iaw." (Page 9. foinio:r of the Mqiorrty.) Hewever, this s&ms contadictgd by olher findine.s in the

decision. It notes that the Applicant is as rehabilitated as he is capabie of being; this shongly

suggests that he has in fact demonstrated nra,ximum effort toward.s rehabilitation. The committee

notes that the appiicant's conduet following his release f,orm prison "seems appropriate.,,It should be

noted that this period amounts to aimost a decade of good conduct. The Cornrnittee goes on to
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gonfiml that the Applicant appea$ to be "mentally conrpetent to engage in the practice of law.,,

(Page 10, Opinion of the Majority.)

Given that the Committee concedes flrat &e Appiicant is as r"ehabilitated as he couid be; that

conduat ovsrth$ last nine orten years has beerr appropriate; and he appears to be menhily

ccmpetpqf one might worder why is this third applimtioa for readgiis$ion subaniced ywrs af,ter the

wrongdoiag;towhichheadmittedandwassentenced,didnotrweiveapositiverwonse. 
hrpartit

E€efils that the:nqlority was unhappy beca$se he made *veral errors oa his applioation Iu addition

the Csmmittee s&ted t*t it oo...was vely so$cerned ove,r the *Larry Noodles blog'which was

apparentty sorne bJogs he xrote over a decade ago while incarceraed that the com:aiuee found

and pryortedty cast disp,asious upoa t&e judicial system; at lsast in their opinion. {prp t6
of Decision)' Really' we ere goiag to kwp an attorney out sfthe Bar becauss he rnade errors in his

application md we don't like qrbat he li,mts ysarg ago. Who decided that such rlaitirgs critieiziag

*e grounds far rejeuting an application for readmission? Appareatly tLe First

Amendmeat need not be respected in flre readmission processiust because sorne blogs sonrewhere on

the internet long ago offends us.

fte majority gos on to elaim thx aside from tlre Applieaats x'ritirgs from prisorq they are

not coavinced that tlre Appticant has dernonstrated qualitiee of honesty, caudor and trustwc*biasss

nor demonstrated appropriate rerye*t for tlle law ye{" the same majority found elserxrhere ia the
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desisisn {Pagm 9-1S} tbat his conduct rras appopriate; wel}, if that is tue how are these findines

recoseiled? It is submitsd thx what the ma{ority realiy is sayrng is that the applicaut simply tras not

beeu solacious enough ta tounard the mqiority; he has not apologized enough; he has not renoumced

his past behavior eucugh; and he has:rot coadesurod his past qffitings enoggh.

There is *o questicn that ths Applicant's miscondust justified disbalment; however *ris

disbarraent was nst for life, aithough it is tuming into a dp fecto life senteace, mtwt&standing the

raqioriry's fiadings that he has applied maximurc effort at rehabilitation, that he has srlgaged in good

condust since his release frara pdson and is rneatally comp$tsr$ to eagags ia thg law profession. But

how mueir time banned *orn pncticing law is erough is the real quxtion- We let thoce lawyers who

eommit ane of &e Bat's wsrst rins, stealing from a cliert reapty a$er ts6ve yffirs {See Section 2-

53 {c) P-8"} Y*t in eE instaat mafferuthere the appticaut's crimes eccurred more t}:an 15 yeam ago,

apparently it is still not enough for the majority. I find that the applicant has met his burden and I

ftrd that he has met ali the conciitions set out in Ganun:, Id., and he now should be reaclmitted with

conditions. For the first two years of his pl?ctice, he should not practice as a solo in private practice.
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Hesh*uldnotbeabletoacce$sdirecflyaayclielrtsecudffi&dfsrayear. Hesh*uldhawan

attorney me$tor him, wha after said attorney is approved by the Chief Diseipliaary Coux*el or an

cormcil member, moaitsr flre applieant's prasfice for a year with wiitten qualterly eviews

submilted ts the Office sf ChiefDisciplinw Counsel.
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