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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that Elizabeth Lorraine Ford committed multiple violations of the
Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct and the Rules for the Government of the Bar, including neglect,
failure to communicate, mishandling client funds, dishonesty, and failure to cooperate with
disciplinary investigations. The court indefinitely suspended Ford from practicing law in Ohio and
imposed additional conditions for reinstatement, including an Ohio Lawyers Assistance Program
evaluation and compliance with any resulting treatment recommendations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ford committed the stipulated violations of the Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct and the
Rules for the Government of the Bar.

2. What sanction was appropriate for Ford's neglect, failure to communicate, mishandling of client funds,
failure to cooperate with disciplinary investigations, and dishonest conduct.

3. Whether Ford's reinstatement should be conditioned on evaluation, treatment or counseling, sustained
successful treatment if recommended, and a healthcare professional's prognosis that she could return to
competent, ethical, and professional practice.

HOLDINGS

1. Ford violated Prof.Cond.R. 1.3, 1.4(a)(4), 1.14(a)(4), 1.15(a), 1.15(c), 1.16(d), 8.1(b), and 8.4(c), as well
as Gov.Bar R. V(9)(G), through neglect, inadequate communication, failure to safeguard client funds,
failure to deliver client property, dishonesty, and failure to cooperate with disciplinary investigations.

2. An indefinite suspension from the practice of law in Ohio was the appropriate sanction for Ford's
misconduct.

3. In addition to the requirements of Gov. Bar R. V(25), Ford's reinstatement must be conditioned on an
OLAP evaluation, compliance with resulting treatment or counseling recommendations, a sustained
period of successful treatment or counseling if recommended, and a prognosis from a qualified
healthcare professional that she can return to competent, ethical, and professional practice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Moreover, when these infractions are coupled with dishonesty in any form, an indefinite suspension is all but
guaranteed.” (¶ 27)

“Accordingly, Elizabeth Lorraine Ford is indefinitely suspended from the practice of law in Ohio.” (¶ 29)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ford represented four clients in domestic-relations matters and failed to communicate with them, neglected or
delayed legal work, failed to maintain a client trust account, and converted or mishandled client funds. She also
failed to cooperate with disciplinary investigations, failed to appear for a deposition, and made false or
misleading statements concerning client funds and restitution. Ford had a prior disciplinary record and was
subject to a separate suspension for failing to register for the 2019/2021 biennium.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Disciplinary Counsel filed a formal complaint charging Ford with professional misconduct in her representation
of four clients. The parties stipulated to facts, misconduct, and aggravating and mitigating factors, and the matter
proceeded to a hearing before a board panel. The Board of Professional Conduct found misconduct, including
dishonest conduct during the disciplinary proceeding, and recommended an indefinite suspension. No objections
were filed, and the Supreme Court of Ohio adopted the board's findings and sanction recommendation.
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