
BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS 
APPOINTED BY THE 

SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS 

IN THE MATTER OF § 
SEAN PATRICK MOUNT  § 
State Bar of Texas Card No. 24068950 § 

****************************************************************************** 
ANSWER TO PETITION FOR RECRIPROCAL DISCIPLINE  

NOW COMES Respondent, Sean Patrick Mount, and in response to Petitioner, the 

Commission for Lawyer Discipline’s, Petition for Reciprocal Discipline, respectfully responds as 

follows: 

GENERAL DENIAL 

Respondent generally denies all of the material allegations contained in Petition for 

Reciprocal Discipline and demands strict proof thereof as required by the Constitution and the 

laws of the State of Texas. 

ANSWER 

I. 

Respondent, Sean P. Mount, whose Texas bar number is #24068950, was born on 

September 26, 1975. Respondent was admitted to the practice of law in the State of Texas on 

September 24, 2009, and, upon information and belief, is a member of the State Bar of Texas and 

is currently eligible to practice law in the State of Texas. Respondent has no prior disciplinary 

history in the State of Texas.     

II. 

 The incident in question pertains to an occurrence on January 25, 2017, wherein 

Respondent was charged with operating a vehicle while intoxicated (1st offense) and a violation of 

La. Rev. Stat. § 32:72 (driving on roadway landed for traffic). The incident caused no accident, 
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injury, or property damage. On March 14, 2018, Respondent pled guilty to a misdemeanor DWI 

offense under La. Rev. Stat. § 14:98.1, pursuant to North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970), 

and La. Code Crim. Proc. art. 894.   

III. 
 
 Respondent was given a suspended, three-month sentence and placed on unsupervised 

probation for three months. Respondent also was ordered to perform community service, 

participate in counseling (which had already been completed when the plea was entered), and pay 

court costs. Respondent fully complied with the terms of his plea. 

IV. 
  
 Thereafter, the conviction was set aside by the criminal court and prosecution dismissed.  

See Exhibit “1”. 

V. 

 The Office of Disciplinary Counsel (the “ODC”) for the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary 

Board opened an investigation concerning the circumstances of Respondent’s arrest and plea for 

which Respondent fully responded and cooperated in said investigation. 

VI. 
 
 In that regard, Respondent agreed to go through an evaluation by the Judges and Lawyers 

Assistance Program (“JLAP”). After an initial evaluation required by JLAP in Covington, 

Louisiana (the results of which were inconclusive), Respondent was required to then undergo a 

one-day outpatient multidisciplinary evaluation at Pine Grove Behavioral Health and Addiction 

Services (“Pine Grove”) in Hattiesburg, Mississippi, on June 11, 2018. Dr. Craig H. Paterson, 

Ph.D. (psychologist) and Dr. Peter Kamp, MD (psychiatrist/addictionologist) of Pine Grove served 

as evaluators for Respondent and issued an Evaluation Report (the “Report”) on July 11, 2018. In 

the Report, the evaluators stated: “It appears that [the Respondent’s] getting intoxicated on January 
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25, 2017 was an isolated case of excessive drinking”. The evaluators at Pine Grove did “not 

recommend formal treatment,” but recommended that Respondent be monitored by JLAP for two 

years to assure abstinence from alcohol and other mood-altering substances. The evaluators at Pine 

Grove further stated in the Report that they “do not have concerns about [the Respondent’s] ability 

to meet the professional responsibilities of a practicing attorney”. 

VII. 
 

 On July 23, 2018, Respondent entered into a two-year Diagnostic Monitoring Agreement 

with JLAP, per Pine Grove’s recommendation, and fully complied with all conditions set forth as 

par the agreement. That agreement included daily check-ins for random testing for the entire two 

years, meeting monthly with a JLAP monitor, and $50 monthly monitoring fees to JLAP, as well 

as all costs and fees associated with all testing.    

VIII. 

 The Joint Petition for Consent Discipline Pursuant to Rule XIX, Section 20 (the “Joint 

Petition”). The Joint Petition was filed Pursuant to Rule XIX, Section 20 and executed by the 

ODC, Respondent, and Respondent’s then counsel consenting to violation of Louisiana Rule of 

Professional Conduct 8.4(b)  which provides “It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to commit 

a criminal act especially one that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness or 

fitness as a lawyer in other respects.” Nothing in the Joint Petition reflects a finding or agreement 

that Respondent’s conduct reflected adversely on his honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a 

lawyer. 

IX. 

The Supreme Court of Louisiana accepted the findings and recommendations of the Office 

of Disciplinary Counsel for the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board as set forth in the Joint 

Petition for Consent Discipline Pursuant to Rule XIX, Section 20, wherein pursuant to a Per 
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Curiam Order by the Supreme Court of Louisiana dated January 8, 2019, Respondent was issued 

a suspension for one year and one day, fully deferred, subject to a probationary period to coincide 

with Respondent’s July 23, 2018 JLAP Diagnostic Monitoring Agreement, with the condition that 

should Respondent violate the terms of his JLAP contract, his probation may be summarily 

revoked and the deferred portion of his suspension made executory.   

X. 

Respondent completed the probationary period coinciding with the terms and conditions 

of the July 23, 2018, JLAP Diagnostic Monitoring Agreement, and therefore, complied with the 

terms of his fully deferred suspension in the State of Louisiana. See Exhibit “2”. The ODC likewise 

issued a letter, dated July 24, 2020, confirming that Respondent had satisfactorily completed his 

two-year period of probation and complied with all conditions of the probation, and thus, the ODC 

was closing its file. See Exhibit “3”. 

XI. 

 The misconduct for which Respondent was disciplined in Louisiana does not constitute 

Professional Misconduct in Texas.1 As discussed above, Respondent was disciplined by the 

Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board for violating Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 

8.4(b), which states that the commission of any criminal act to be professional misconduct.2  

Texas Disciplinary Rule of Professional Conduct 8.04(a)(2) substantially differs from 

Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(b). Unlike Louisiana Rule 8.4(b), Texas Disciplinary 

Rule 8.04(a)(2) has a higher burden prohibiting a lawyer from committing “a serious crime, or . . 

 
1 See Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04E (it is a defense to the imposition of reciprocal discipline 
if “the misconduct for which the attorney was disciplined in the other jurisdiction does not constitute 
Professional Misconduct in this state.”). 
2 See Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(b) (“It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to commit 
a criminal act especially one that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a 
lawyer in other respects.”)(emphasis added). 
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. any other criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness 

as a lawyer in other respects”3. Driving while intoxicated does not meet the definition of “serious 

crime” set out in Rule 8.04(b): 

“As used in subsection (a)(2) of this Rule, ‘serious crime’ means barratry; any felony 
involving moral turpitude; any misdemeanor involving theft, embezzlement, or 
fraudulent or reckless misappropriation of money or other properties; or any attempt, 
conspiracy, or solicitation of another to commit any of the foregoing crimes.” 
 
Furthermore, comment 5 to Rule 8.04 sets forth in pertinent part that “[a]lthough a lawyer 

is personally answerable to the entire criminal law, a lawyer should be professionally answerable 

only for criminal acts that indicate a lack of those characteristics relevant to the lawyer’s fitness 

for the practice of law.”4 

 There is absolutely no evidence, nor any facts, that the conduct for which Respondent was 

disciplined by the Louisiana Attorney Disciplinary Board relates to the practice of law or his 

honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer.  

XII. 

 The Board of Disciplinary Appeals (“BODA”) recently held that Louisiana Rule of 

Professional Conduct 8.4(b) and Texas Disciplinary Rule of Professional Conduct 8.04(a)(2) are 

“substantially different.”5 Specifically, on November 2, 2021, In the Matter of Carl B. Duke, Jr., 

Board of Disciplinary Appeals Cause No. 65570, BODA denied a petition for reciprocal discipline 

against Carl Duke, Jr. finding that he had proven “one or more of the defenses listed in Texas Rule 

 
3 See Texas Disc. Rule Prof’l Conduct 8.04(a)(2)(“A lawyer shall not commit a serious crime or commit 
any other criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer 
in other respects.”) 
4 Texas Disc. Rule Prof’l Conduct 8.04 cmt. 5 (emphasis added). 
5 Judgment Denying Reciprocal Discipline, In the Matter of Carl B. Duke, Jr., Cause No. 65570, before the 
Board of Disciplinary Appeals (11/2/21). See also In re Cardenas, Cause No. 48983, p. 3, before the Board 
of Disciplinary Appeals (4/25/12) (holding that “Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(b) and Texas 
Disciplinary Rule of Professional Conduct (“TDRPC”) 8.04(a)(2) are substantially different.”) 
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of Disciplinary procedure 9.04” and that “[n]o reciprocal discipline is warranted.”6 See Exhibit 

“4”. 

Mr. Duke had been disciplined in Louisiana for violating Rules 8.4(b) and 8.4(a) of the 

Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct arising out of multiple criminal violations, including 

driving while intoxicated, speeding, resisting an officer, flight from an officer, and aggravated 

criminal damage to property, as well as a domestic abuse.7  

BODA held that Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(b) and Texas Disciplinary 

Rule of Professional Conduct 8.04(a)(2) are “substantially different.”8 BODA also found that there 

was “no evidence that the conduct for which Respondent [Mr. Duke] was disciplined in any way 

relates to his practice of law.”9 BODA denied the Petition for Reciprocal Discipline, concluding 

that Mr. Duke had proven by clear and convincing evidence one or more of the offenses listed in 

the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04.10 

XIII. 

 Additionally, the imposition of reciprocal discipline on Respondent identical, to the extent 

practical, with that imposed by Louisiana would result in grave injustice.11 

 

 

 
6 See Judgment Denying Reciprocal Discipline, In the Matter of Carl B. Duke, Jr., Cause No. 65570, before 
the Board of Disciplinary Appeals (11/2/21).  
7 See id. at pp. 1-2. 
8 Judgment Denying Reciprocal Discipline, In the Matter of Carl B. Duke, Jr., Cause No. 65570, before the 
Board of Disciplinary Appeals (11/2/21). See also In re Cardenas, Cause No. 48983, p. 3, before the Board 
of Disciplinary Appeals (4/25/12) (holding that “Louisiana Rule of Professional Conduct 8.4(b) and Texas 
Disciplinary Rule of Professional Conduct (“TDRPC”) 8.04(a)(2) are substantially different.”) 
9 Judgment Denying Reciprocal Discipline, In the Matter of Carl B. Duke, Jr., Cause No. 65570, before the 
Board of Disciplinary Appeals (November 2, 2021) at p. 3 (Findings of Fact ¶ (13)). 
10 Id. 
11 See Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04C (it is a defense to the imposition of reciprocal discipline 
if the imposition “of discipline identical, to the extent practicable, with that imposed by the other jurisdiction 
would result in a grave injustice.”). 
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XIV. 

 As set forth in the attached exhibits and in the instant Answer, it would result in grave 

injustice if further discipline if BODA imposed further discipline on Respondent. Specifically, 

Respondent complied with all requirements of his discipline in Louisiana, including, undergoing 

a two-year monitoring agreement with JLAP, and to incur significant legal fees and other costs 

associated with the JLAP program, and the Louisiana ODC’s investigation. 

XV. 

 Respondent has already competed any and all probationary periods, including the JLAP 

monitoring agreement. 

XVI. 

 The driving while intoxicated charge and plea, which has been dismissed and set aside, do 

not constitute a violation of Texas Disciplinary Rule of Professional Conduct 8.04. 

XVII. 

 Respondent has no prior disciplinary complaints or issues in any jurisdiction for which he 

has been authorized to practice law before the discipline at issue, nor has Respondent been subject 

to any additional disciplinary complaints or issues. 

XVIII. 

 Overall, Respondent has already been subjected to significant punishment, repercussions, 

and consequences . 

XIX. 

 Respondent has and continues to strive to provide the most efficient, professional, and 

ethical conduct in the representation of his clients. 
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July 24, 2020 
 
Ms. Brianne A. Hemmans 
Deputy Disciplinary Counsel 
Office of the Disciplinary Counsel 
4000 S. Sherwood Forest Blvd., Suite 607 
Baton Rouge, LA 70816 
 
 

RE: SEAN MOUNT - FINAL REPORT 
   
     
Dear Ms. Hemmans: 
 
I am writing to provide you with a Final Report on Mr. Sean Mount’s 
status with the Judges and Lawyers Assistance Program (JLAP).  Mr. 
Mount executed a JLAP Diagnostic Monitoring Agreement on July 23, 
2018 agreeing to be monitored for a period of two (2) years from the 
date of execution. 

Pursuant to the standard terms and conditions of Mr. Mount’s JLAP 
Agreement, he has been required to submit to random drug and alcohol 
screens in order to demonstrate that he has remained abstinent from 
alcohol and mind-altering substances, meet monthly with his JLAP 
monitor, and pay a $50 monthly monitoring fee to the Judges and 
Lawyers Assistance Program to defray the cost of monitoring his case. 

Over the course of his contract, Mr. Mount has been drug and alcohol 
screened a total of 67 times to include blood, hair, and urine.  Two urine 
drug screens resulted “dilute” but follow up testing resulted negative.  All 
other tests under monitoring have resulted negative.  Regarding his daily 
check-ins, Mr. Mount has only missed 3 out of a total 731 while under 
JLAP monitoring.   

Mr. Mount has remained compliant and there has been no indication 
that he has used any alcohol or mind-altering substances under 
monitoring, and he has met all terms and conditions required of his 
contract.  At this time his status is that of successful completion and his 
JLAP file has been closed.   
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Ms. Brianne A. Hemmans 
July 24, 2020 
Page 2 
 

 

We at JLAP commend Mr. Mount on his accomplishment and wish him great success in all 
future endeavors. 

 
With kindest regards, I am 
 

Sincerely,  

 

Jessica Duplantis, MAC, CRC, LPC 
Clinical Case Manager 
 
CC: Sean Mount  
 Remy Donnelly  
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