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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals disbarred Robert John Greenleaf for using a state-owned computer to

solicit sexual acts from a law enforcement officer posing as a fourteen- or fifteen-year-old girl. The

Court held that his conduct violated Maryland Lawyers’ Rules of Professional Conduct 8.4(a), (b), (c),
and (d), and concluded that disbarment was warranted based on the intentional, repeated, and

egregious nature of the misconduct.
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Attorney discipline proceeding in which the hearing judge found that
Greenleaf violated multiple Maryland Lawyers' Rules of Professional
Conduct. The Court of Appeals reviewed Greenleaf's exceptions to

factual findings and legal conclusions and determined the appropriate

sanction.

The Court reviews the hearing judge's factual findings for clear error,
gives due regard to the hearing judge's opportunity to assess witness
credibility, and reviews conclusions of law de novo. The Commission

must prove the alleged violations by clear and convincing evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the hearing judge clearly erred in finding that Greenleaf believed the undercover officer was a

fourteen- or fifteen-year-old girl.

2. Whether clear and convincing evidence established that Greenleaf violated MLRPC 8.4(b) by criminal

conduct reflecting adversely on his fitness as a lawyer.

3. Whether Greenleaf's use of his employer's computer during work time to solicit a purported minor for
sex constituted dishonesty under MLRPC 8.4(c).

4. Whether Greenleaf's solicitation of a purported minor for sexual acts was conduct prejudicial to the
administration of justice under MLRPC 8.4(d), and consequently violated MLRPC 8.4(a).

5. What sanction was appropriate for the violations and aggravating and mitigating circumstances.

HOLDINGS

1. The hearing judge did not clearly err in finding that Greenleaf believed the person identified as Beth was

a fourteen- or fifteen-year-old girl.

2. Greenleaf violated MLRPC 8.4(b) by violating Criminal Law § 3-324(b), which prohibits knowingly
soliciting a law enforcement officer posing as a minor to engage in conduct that would be unlawful
under § 3-307.

3. Greenleaf violated MLRPC 8.4(c) because his extensive, clandestine use of a Maryland Judiciary
computer during work time to commit the crime of soliciting a purported minor for sex constituted

dishonesty.

4. Greenleaf violated MLRPC 8.4(d) because soliciting sexual acts from a person he believed was a
fourteen- or fifteen-year-old girl negatively affected the public's perception of the legal profession and

the Maryland Judiciary.
5. Greenleaf violated MLRPC 8.4(a) because he violated MLRPC 8.4(b), 8.4(c), and 8.4(d).

6. Disbarment was the appropriate sanction because Greenleaf deliberately solicited a person he believed
was under the age of consent, committed multiple related offenses over an extended period, engaged in
criminal conduct and dishonesty, refused to acknowledge the wrongful nature of his conduct, and
demonstrated that he was unfit to continue practicing law.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This Court sanctions a lawyer not “to punish the” lawyer, but instead “to protect the public and the public’s
confidence in the legal profession[.]”” (438 Md. at 165)



“Greenleaf is a sexual predator who is a danger to the public and is “unfit to continue” to practice law.”
(438 Md. at 170)

“For a myriad of critical reasons, we distinguish Childress from the instant attorney discipline proceeding.”
(438 Md. at 171)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Greenleaf, while serving as Chief Deputy Clerk of the Court of Special Appeals of Maryland, used a State-
owned workplace computer and the Internet to communicate with an undercover police officer posing as a
fourteen- or fifteen-year-old girl. Over approximately 150 dates, Greenleaf engaged in sexually explicit
communications, solicited sexual acts, and discussed arranging a sexual encounter, believing the person was
under the age of consent. He entered an Alford plea to attempting to violate Maryland Criminal Law § 11-203

and received probation before judgment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On March 14, 2013, Bar Counsel filed a Petition for Disciplinary or Remedial Action. The Court assigned the
matter to Judge Paul M. Bowman of the Circuit Court for Kent County, who conducted a hearing on July 25,
2013, and filed findings of fact and conclusions of law on September 19, 2013. The Court of Appeals heard
argument on April 8, 2014, overruled Greenleaf's exceptions, upheld the violations, and disbarred him.
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