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2012-2070.  Disciplinary Counsel v. O’Malley. 
This cause is pending before the court upon the filing of a report by the 

Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline that recommends the court 
impose discipline against respondent.  On January 8, 2013, respondent filed an 
objection to the court increasing recommended sanction and request for oral 
argument.  On January 15, 2013, relator filed a motion to strike respondent’s 
objection to the court increasing the recommended sanction and request for oral 
argument. 

Upon consideration thereof, it is ordered by the court that relator’s motion to 
strike respondent’s objection to the court increasing the recommended sanction is 
granted.  It is further ordered that respondent’s request for oral argument is denied.  
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