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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio indefinitely suspended Asad Sadallah Farah from practicing law for
neglecting a client matter and failing to cooperate with a disciplinary investigation. The court ordered
the suspension to run consecutively to a previously imposed one-year suspension and taxed costs to
Farah.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Farah committed professional misconduct by failing to competently and diligently handle
Nelson's legal matter, keep her informed, and respond to reasonable requests for information.

2. Whether Farah violated his disciplinary obligations by knowingly failing to respond to a demand for
information during the investigation and by failing to cooperate with the disciplinary investigation.

3. Whether an indefinite suspension, consecutive to Farah's previously imposed one-year suspension, was
the appropriate sanction.

HOLDINGS

1. Farah violated Prof.Cond. R. 1.1, 1.3, 1.4(a)(3), and 1.4(a)(4) by failing to competently and diligently
handle Nelson's matter, failing to file the required judgment entry, and failing to keep Nelson reasonably
informed or respond to her requests for information.

2. Farah violated Prof.Cond. R. 8.1(b) and Gov.Bar R. V(4)(G) by failing to respond to demands for
information during the disciplinary investigation and failing to cooperate with the investigation and
proceeding.

3. An indefinite suspension from the practice of law in Ohio was appropriate, and it must run consecutively
to Farah's previously imposed one-year suspension.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We adopt the board’s findings of fact, misconduct, and recommended sanction.” (¶ 5)

“Accordingly, Asad Sadallah Farah is indefinitely suspended from the practice of law in Ohio. This
suspension shall run consecutively to the one-year suspension imposed by this court in Toledo Bar Assn. v.
Farah, 134 Ohio St.3d 1479, 2013-Ohio-798, 984 N.E.2d 24.” (¶ 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Karen Lynn Nelson retained Farah and paid him $1,500 to assist in reinstating her visitation rights with her
granddaughter. Although Farah filed a show-cause motion and attended a pretrial hearing, he failed to submit the
consent judgment entry required after the parties settled, resulting in dismissal of the matter and requiring
Nelson to retain new counsel and begin again. Farah also failed to respond to repeated inquiries concerning
Nelson's grievance and did not answer or otherwise respond to the disciplinary complaint.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Toledo Bar Association charged Farah with neglecting a client's legal matter and failing to cooperate with
the resulting disciplinary investigation. Service by certified mail was unsuccessful, so service was made on the
clerk of the Supreme Court under Gov.Bar R. V(11)(B); Farah did not answer or appear. The master
commissioner found the violations by clear and convincing evidence and recommended an indefinite suspension,



which the board adopted. The Supreme Court of Ohio adopted the board's findings and imposed the
recommended sanction consecutively to a previously imposed one-year suspension.
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