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CONFIDENTIAL
Ms. Linda Wagner
P.O. Box 12374
Knoxville, TN 37912

Mr. John T. Sholly
706 Walnut Street, Ste. 602
Knoxville, TN 37902

Re:  File No. 21970-2(K)-TH

Dear Ms. Wagner and Mr. Sholly:

I am shortly forwarding this file to & hearing officer for his/her decision. My office will
advise you as to the hearing officer’s decision.

Mr. Sholly represented Ms. Wagner in a bitterly contested child support matter. Her
complaint alleges that Mr. Sholly failed to answer her questions in writing. In particular, she wrote
him on November 15, 1999 a fairly lengthy letter. Mr. Sholly did not respond until after he got this
complaint. He mailed Ms. Wagner a response, simultaneously with his answer to the complaint
(Feb. 2,2000). The letter was lengthy and somewhat hostile in tone. However, this does not excuse
Mr. Sholly from failing to answer the letter in a timely fashion. In that he did answer it, albeit 2 %2
months late, the question before the hearing panel member will be whether he should be disciplined.
Mr. Sholly has never received & complaint prior to this one, I anticipate the hearing officer will
dismiss this complaint. If he/she does, I would offer a warning to Mr, Sholly that, in the future, no
matter how hostile the letter from a client, he is still obliged to provide a timely response and future
complaints in this arca will most likely not result in a dismissal.

A second area of contention concerns the quality of Mr. Sholly’s legal representation.
Generally, unless there is a pattern of malpractice in several cases, the Board does not administer
discipline in regards to malpractice allegations. The Supreme Court has expressed a preference that







