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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that Paul Dare Harmon violated Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(c), (d), and (h) by
failing to disclose assets and making false statements during bankruptcy proceedings. The court
suspended Harmon from practicing law for two years, with the second year stayed subject to
conditions including no further misconduct, a mental-health evaluation, and compliance with any Ohio
Lawyers Assistance Program treatment recommendations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Harmon violated Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(c), (d), and (h) by failing to disclose assets and making false
statements in his bankruptcy proceedings.

2. Whether the appropriate sanction was a two-year suspension with the second year stayed on conditions.

HOLDINGS

1. Harmon violated Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(c) by engaging in dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation;
Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(d) by engaging in conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice; and
Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(h) by engaging in conduct that adversely reflected on his fitness to practice law.

2. A two-year suspension from the practice of law, with the second year stayed on conditions, was
warranted.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“holding that in order to find a violation of Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(h), there must be clear and convincing evidence
that a lawyer has engaged in conduct that while not specifically prohibited by the rules, nonetheless adversely
reflects on the lawyer’s fitness to practice law, or that the lawyer’s conduct is sufficiently egregious to warrant
an additional finding that it adversely reflects on the lawyer’s fitness to practice law” (¶ 16)

“Accordingly, Paul Dare Harmon is suspended from the practice of law in the state of Ohio for two years,
with the second year stayed on the conditions that he commit no further misconduct” (¶ 26)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Harmon filed a Chapter 7 bankruptcy petition in December 2009 and declared under penalty of perjury that he
had fully disclosed his finances. He failed to disclose five assets, including his interest in a defamation action, an
interest in his wife's bank account, stocks, a lease security deposit, and additional accounts receivable, and later
gave materially false or misleading testimony concerning his assets and finances. The bankruptcy court found
that he knowingly made false statements of material fact under oath with fraudulent intent or reckless disregard
for the truth and denied him a discharge of his debts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Disciplinary Counsel filed a complaint alleging that Harmon failed to disclose assets in his bankruptcy petition
and gave false testimony during the bankruptcy proceedings. A probable-cause panel certified the complaint, and
a three-member hearing panel found misconduct and recommended a one-year suspension. The Board adopted
the findings, amended the recommended sanction to a two-year suspension with the second year stayed on
conditions, and certified its report to the Supreme Court of Ohio, which adopted the findings, conclusions, and
recommendation.
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