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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS

No. 09-BG-1327

IN RE:  TOLLY A. KENNON, III, 
Respondent. 

Bar Registration No. 466643   BDN: 454-09

BEFORE: Reid, Associate Judge; and Schwelb and King, Senior Judges. 

ORDER
(FILED - January 28, 2010)

On consideration of the certified copy of the consent order of discipline entered
into by the respondent and the Disciplinary Hearing Commission of the State of North
Carolina, suspending respondent for a period of three years and requiring completion of
ten hours of continuing legal education, compliance with North Carolina’s wind down
provisions, payment of costs of the proceeding within 30 days and the filing of a petition
for reinstatement with the North Carolina Bar, see North Carolina State Bar v. Tolly A.
Kennon, III,  09 DHC 22 (September 18, 2009), this court’s November 19, 2009, order
suspending respondent from the practice of law pending final disposition by this court,
and directing respondent to show cause why reciprocal discipline of a three year
suspension and a fitness requirement should not be imposed, the response thereto waiving
the right to file an answer to the show cause order, the statement of Bar Counsel
regarding reciprocal discipline, and it further appearing that respondent has not filed the
affidavit required by D.C. Bar R. XI, §14 (g), it is 

ORDERED that respondent, Tolly A. Kennon, III, be and hereby is suspended for
a period of three years with reinstatement conditioned on proof of fitness.  Reinstatement
is also conditioned upon the satisfaction of the requirements imposed by the North
Carolina State Bar.  See In re Meisler, 776 A.2d 1207, 1208 (D.C. 2001) (“In reciprocal
discipline cases, the presumption is that the discipline in the District of Columbia will be
the same as it was in the original disciplining jurisdiction.”); In re D’ Onofrio, 764 A.2d
797 (D.C. 2001) (a petition for reinstatement is the functional equivalent to a fitness
requirement in the District); In re Meaden, 902 A.2d 802 (D.C. 2006) (imposition of
reciprocal three year suspension with a fitness requirement by committing a criminal act
that reflects adversely on a lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer and
for conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation); In re Berger, 737
A.2d 1033, 1039-40 (D.C.1999) (imposition of a two-year reciprocal suspension for
violating District of Columbia Rules of Professional Conduct 8.4 (b), (c), & (d)). 
Additionally, since respondent has failed to file the required affidavit, his suspension is
deemed to commence for purposes of reinstatement upon the filing of an affidavit
required by D.C. Bar R. XI, § 14 (g).   

PER CURIAM


