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SUMMARY

The South Carolina Supreme Court reviewed an attorney disciplinary matter involving commingling
and misuse of client funds, unauthorized practice of law, conflicts of interest, and other professional
misconduct. The court disbarred the respondent, ordered restitution to injured parties, and imposed
related compliance requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence established that respondent violated the South Carolina Rules of Professional
Conduct and Rules for Lawyer Disciplinary Enforcement.



2. What sanction was appropriate for respondent's repeated trust-account violations, financial misconduct,
unauthorized practice of law while suspended, and related misconduct.

3. Whether respondent should be ordered to make restitution to injured clients and the Lawyers' Fund for
Client Protection and comply with related disciplinary requirements.

HOLDINGS

1. Respondent violated numerous provisions of Rule 407, SCACR, including rules governing competence,
diligence, communication, fees, conflicts of interest, prohibited business transactions, safekeeping of
property, advising clients, unauthorized practice of law, misconduct, and failure to respond to a
disciplinary authority.

2. Disbarment was the appropriate sanction for respondent's egregious and repeated financial misconduct,
practice of law while suspended, and involvement in improper financial transactions with clients.

3. Respondent must pay the costs of the disciplinary proceedings and make restitution to all injured parties,
including clients and the Lawyers' Fund for Client Protection.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In light of respondent’s egregious misconduct, we find the Panel correctly concluded he should be
disbarred.” (161)

“Consequently, we disbar respondent, effective as of the date of this opinion, and order him to pay the costs of
the disciplinary proceedings.” (161-162)

“We also order respondent to make restitution to all injured parties, including clients and the Lawyers’ Fund
for Client Protection.” (162)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Warlick repeatedly failed to maintain a proper trust account and commingled client funds with personal and
operating funds, causing his special account to have negative balances. He entered into undisclosed or unfair
financial transactions with clients, failed to safeguard and account for settlement proceeds, and failed to make
required distributions or restitution. He also practiced law after being placed on interim suspension and
committed additional violations involving client communication, fees, conflicts, and cooperation with
disciplinary authorities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Commission on Lawyer Conduct filed formal charges concerning numerous instances of misconduct. The
Subpanel made findings and recommendations, the full Panel adopted the Subpanel's report and recommended
disbarment, and the Supreme Court of South Carolina reviewed the matter and imposed disbarment, restitution,
costs, and related compliance obligations.
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