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SUMMARY

The Kansas Supreme Court considers attorney-discipline charges against Christopher Y. Meek arising

from his unlawful possession of hydrocodone obtained from a client. The court finds clear and

convincing evidence of violations of KRPC 1.7(a)(2) and 8.4(b), imposes a 40-month suspension,

stays 28 months, and places Meek on probation subject to specified conditions.
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Original attorney-discipline proceeding brought by the Office of the
Disciplinary Administrator. A Kansas Board for Discipline of
Attorneys hearing panel found violations of KRPC 1.7(a)(2) and
KRPC 8.4(b) and recommended a one-year suspension followed by

probation.

The Supreme Court considers the evidence, the disciplinary panel's
findings, and the parties' arguments, and determines whether violations
exist and what discipline should be imposed. Attorney misconduct

must be established by clear and convincing evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence established that Meek violated KRPC 1.7(a)(2) by creating a concurrent conflict
of interest through accepting prescription medication from a client.

2. Whether Meek's guilty plea and unlawful possession of hydrocodone violated KRPC 8.4(b) as criminal

conduct adversely reflecting on his fitness as a lawyer.

3. What discipline was appropriate for the violations, including whether suspension followed by probation

was warranted.

HOLDINGS

1. Attorney misconduct must be established by clear and convincing evidence, and the evidence in the
record established Meek's charged misconduct.

2. Meek violated KRPC 1.7(a)(2) because unlawfully accepting prescription drugs from a client created a

substantial risk that his personal interest would materially limit his representation of the client.

3. Meek violated KRPC 8.4(b) because his guilty plea to unlawful possession of hydrocodone constituted
criminal conduct that adversely reflected on his fitness as a lawyer.

4. Meek's license to practice law was suspended for 40 months; after 12 months of suspension, the
remaining 28 months were stayed and Meek was placed on probation for 28 months subject to specified

conditions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In a disciplinary proceeding, this court considers the evidence, the findings of the disciplinary panel, and the
arguments of the parties and determines whether violations of KRPC exist and, if they do, the discipline to be
imposed.” (1169)

“We are especially troubled that respondent created a conflict of interest for personal gain and in doing so
placed his client at risk.” (1170)

“It Is Therefore Ordered that Christopher Y. Meek be suspended from the practice of law in the state of
Kansas for a period of 40 months” (1170-71)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Meek, a Kansas attorney, obtained prescription hydrocodone from a client without having a prescription for it.
He later pleaded guilty in federal court to unlawful possession of hydrocodone, received a $2,000 fine, and was
placed on two years of federal probation. He entered into a five-year Kansas Lawyers Assistance Program
monitoring contract and was complying with its terms. The disciplinary panel found that accepting prescription
drugs from a client created a substantial risk that Meek's personal interest would materially limit his

representation of the client.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Disciplinary Administrator filed a formal complaint alleging violations of the Kansas Rules of Professional

Conduct. Meek answered, stipulated to facts, and proposed a probation plan. After a hearing, the disciplinary



panel found the charged violations and recommended suspension followed by probation. Meek filed no

exceptions, so the panel's factual findings were deemed admitted; the Supreme Court independently determined
the violations and imposed discipline.
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