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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio disapproved Shamir Lee Coll’s pending application to register for
admission to the Ohio bar because he failed to provide complete and timely information about traffic
violations and other matters during the character-and-fitness process. The court permitted him to
reapply for the July 2018 bar examination after submitting a new application and undergoing a
complete character-and-fitness investigation.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Applicant objected to the recommendation of the Ohio Board of
Commissioners on Character and Fitness that his application to take
the Ohio bar examination be disapproved and that he be permitted to
reapply only for the July 2019 examination.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Supreme Court of Ohio independently determines whether the
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admission, relying on the board's findings and exercising sound
discretion over the relevance and necessity of requested information.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Coll failed to prove by clear and convincing evidence that he presently possessed the requisite
character, fitness, and moral qualifications for admission to practice law in Ohio.

2. Whether an applicant's failure to provide complete, accurate, and timely responses to requested
information in the bar-admissions process may support disapproval of the application.

3. Whether the determination of the necessity and relevance of information requested during the
admissions process is committed to the Supreme Court of Ohio rather than to the applicant.

4. Whether Coll should be permitted to reapply for the July 2018 bar examination rather than the July 2019
examination recommended by the board.

HOLDINGS

1. An Ohio bar applicant must fully, honestly, and completely provide requested information and cooperate
with the admissions process; failure to do so may constitute grounds for disapproval of the application.

2. The determination of the necessity and relevance of information requested during the Ohio bar-
admissions process is committed to the sound discretion of the Supreme Court of Ohio, not to the
applicant.

3. Payment of registration, bar-examination, and character-investigation fees does not discharge an
applicant's obligation to make honest and complete disclosures during the admissions process.

4. Coll failed to prove by clear and convincing evidence that he presently possessed the requisite character,
fitness, and moral qualifications for admission, so his pending application was disapproved.

5. Coll may reapply for the July 2018 Ohio bar examination, provided that he files a new registration
application and undergoes a complete character-and-fitness investigation, including an investigation and
report by the NCBE.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Based solely on Coll’s failure to provide complete and timely responses and updates to questions on his
application to register as a candidate for admission to the bar, we find that he has failed to carry his burden
of proving that he currently possesses the requisite character and fitness to practice law in the state of Ohio.”
(¶ 5)

“Indeed, the determination of the necessity and relevance of the information requested during the admissions
process is committed to the sound discretion of this court—not to the applicant, as Coll would have us
believe.” (¶ 18)

“He may apply to take the July 2018 bar exam, provided that he submits a new application to register as a
candidate for admission to the practice of law.” (¶ 31)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Coll applied to register as a candidate for admission to the Ohio bar and to take the February 2016 bar
examination. Although he acknowledged having moving traffic violations, he initially reported them as
occurring in "Many Cities, Many Counties, OH" and supplied only limited identifying information rather than
the detailed information required on Form 5T. After two requests for supplementation, he identified four
violations but omitted charges, dispositions, and other required details, and evidence indicated that he had failed
to disclose additional traffic citations. He also delayed disclosure of two pending misdemeanor fishing charges
and maintained that the court or its agents, rather than he, had the obligation to investigate the details of his past
conduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Toledo Bar Association admissions committee initially recommended approval of Coll's character and
fitness. The Board of Commissioners on Character and Fitness then exercised its sua sponte authority to
investigate further, held a hearing, and recommended disapproval based principally on Coll's incomplete
disclosure of moving traffic violations and delayed disclosure of misdemeanor charges. The Supreme Court of
Ohio overruled or rendered moot the objections, disapproved the pending application, and permitted
reapplication for the July 2018 bar examination subject to a new application and complete character-and-fitness
investigation.
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