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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio accepted a consent-to-discipline agreement finding that Christopher S.

Harwood violated professional-conduct rules while representing clients referred by foreclosure

companies. The misconduct included failing to exercise independent professional judgment, assisting

the unauthorized practice of law, sharing legal fees with nonlawyers, and failing to disclose the

absence of professional-liability insurance. The court imposed a six-month suspension, stayed in full

on the condition that Harwood commit no further misconduct.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Harwood committed professional misconduct by failing to exercise independent professional
judgment, provide competent and diligent representation, communicate required information, comply

with restrictions on fee sharing, and avoid assisting the unauthorized practice of law.

2. Whether a six-month suspension stayed in its entirety on the condition of no further misconduct was an

appropriate sanction.

HOLDINGS

1. Harwood's conduct violated Prof.Cond.R. 1.1, 1.3, 1.4(c), 5.4(a), and 5.5(a), and the court accepted the

Board's findings of misconduct.

2. A six-month suspension from the practice of law, with the entire suspension stayed on the condition that

Harwood commit no further misconduct, was an appropriate sanction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Together, these failings signal the surrender of an attorney’s ability to exercise independent professional
judgment on a client’s behalf and manifest an overarching breach of the lawyer’s duty of loyalty to the client.”
(113)

“Respondent is hereby suspended from the practice of law in Ohio for six months, with the entire period

stayed on the condition that he commit no further misconduct.” (/ 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harwood practiced as a sole practitioner without professional-liability insurance from August 2008 through
January 2009 and did not inform his clients of that fact. He accepted referrals of more than 50 foreclosure clients
from nonlawyer foreclosure companies, followed company-prescribed procedures, and generally received only
$100 per referred matter. His representation commonly consisted of sending status letters and pleadings, with
little or no opposition to summary-judgment motions when clients did not respond, while the nonlawyer
companies handled lender negotiations. He ended the relationship in January 2009 and sought to withdraw from

the pending matters.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Cincinnati Bar Association filed a disciplinary complaint against Harwood. After initially denying
misconduct, Harwood and the relator entered into a consent-to-discipline agreement stipulating to the facts,
violations, and proposed sanction. The Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline accepted the
agreement and recommended a six-month suspension stayed in its entirety, which the Supreme Court of Ohio

accepted.
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