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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio indefinitely suspended Phillip Brumbaugh from practicing law for
neglecting multiple entrusted legal matters, misrepresenting case statuses, and mishandling client
funds. The court credited mitigating factors including treatment for alcoholism and depression,
cooperation in the disciplinary process, lack of financial gain, and absence of misappropriation.
Reinstatement was conditioned on treatment and recovery requirements, satisfaction of prior court
orders, and waiting two years before filing a petition.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What disciplinary sanction is appropriate for respondent's admitted violations involving dishonesty,
neglect, failure to carry out employment contracts, prejudice to clients, and mishandling of client funds?



2. Whether mitigating circumstances, including treatment for alcoholism and depression, cooperation, lack
of dishonest or selfish motive, and lack of client-fund misappropriation, warranted an indefinite
suspension rather than a more severe sanction.

3. What conditions and waiting period should govern respondent's reinstatement to the practice of law?

HOLDINGS

1. An indefinite suspension from the practice of law in Ohio is an appropriate sanction for respondent's
egregious course of misconduct, notwithstanding his prior comparable discipline, because substantial
mitigating factors supported the agreed sanction.

2. Respondent may not file a petition for reinstatement for two years from the date of the order, and
readmission is conditioned on proof of successful treatment and recovery from alcoholism and
compliance with all orders of the court, including the conditions in the prior October 3, 2002 entry.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Based on the foregoing, an indefinite suspension is an appropriate sanction.” (68)

“Respondent is hereby indefinitely suspended from the practice of law in Ohio.” (68)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Respondent represented or agreed to represent several clients in paternity, guardianship, probate, and related
matters but failed to perform the promised legal work, failed to communicate, and in some instances
misrepresented the status of the matters. In an estate sale, he retained $43,229.78 in his IOLTA account that was
intended to satisfy a secured interest in the decedent's home, falsely stated that the debt had been paid, and
released the funds only after a grievance committee scheduled his deposition. Respondent had a history of
comparable discipline and was receiving treatment for alcoholism and depression; the disciplinary authorities
found substantial mitigating factors, including cooperation, lack of financial gain, and lack of misappropriation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Disciplinary Counsel filed a complaint in April 2002. Respondent admitted all allegations, and the matter was
submitted to a panel of the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline based on testimony and
agreed stipulations. The panel and board recommended an indefinite suspension with reinstatement conditioned
on successful treatment and recovery from alcoholism; the Supreme Court of Ohio adopted those findings and
recommendation.
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