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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio held that Edward Timothy Kathman violated multiple professional-
conduct rules, including duties concerning supervision of a nonlawyer employee, client financial
assistance, IOLTA recordkeeping, commingling and improper use of client funds, and safeguarding
trust-account funds. The court imposed a one-year suspension, stayed six months conditionally,
required completion of 24 hours of continuing legal education before reinstatement, and ordered one
year of monitored probation after reinstatement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Kathman violated the Ohio Rules of Professional Conduct through inadequate supervision of a
nonlawyer employee.

2. Whether Kathman violated the rules by providing improper financial assistance to clients.

3. Whether Kathman violated the rules governing IOLTA record keeping, commingling, use of client trust
funds, and safeguarding of client or third-party funds.

4. What sanction was warranted in light of the violations and the aggravating and mitigating factors.

HOLDINGS

1. Kathman violated Prof.Cond.R. 5.3(a) and 5.3(b) by failing to make reasonable efforts to ensure that his
paralegal's conduct was compatible with his professional obligations and by failing to exercise
reasonable supervisory authority over her work.

2. Kathman violated Prof.Cond.R. 1.8(e) by advancing money to five clients in connection with pending or
contemplated litigation, outside the rule's limited exceptions.

3. Kathman violated Prof.Cond.R. 1.15(a)(3), (a)(4), and (a)(5) by failing to maintain required trust-
account records, deposit documentation, bank records, and monthly reconciliations.

4. Kathman violated Prof.Cond.R. 1.15(a) and 1.15(b) by maintaining substantial personal funds in the
IOLTA, commingling personal and client funds, issuing checks before funds were collected or deposited,
and using the IOLTA for unrelated funds.

5. Kathman violated Prof.Cond.R. 1.15(a) by failing to safeguard client or third-party funds and failing to
promptly remedy unauthorized access to his IOLTA through a linked PayPal account.

6. A one-year suspension from the practice of law, with six months conditionally stayed, was warranted,
along with completion of 24 hours of continuing legal education before reinstatement and one year of
monitored probation after reinstatement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In the present case, Kathman’s failure to supervise Gorman, together with the trust-account violations and
the multiple instances of advancing money to clients, warrants an actual suspension, particularly in light of
his prior disciplinary offense.” (¶ 38)

“Accordingly, we suspend Kathman from the practice of law for one year, with six months of that suspension
stayed on the conditions that Kathman engage in no further misconduct and that he pay the cost of these
proceedings.” (¶ 39)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Kathman employed a paralegal, Jillian Gorman, with minimal supervision, and Gorman later forged checks and
embezzled funds from his law practice. Kathman also provided improper financial advances to clients, failed to
maintain required IOLTA records and reconciliations, commingled substantial personal funds with client funds,
used the IOLTA for transactions unrelated to client matters, and failed to promptly remedy unauthorized access
to the account through PayPal. Kathman had previously received a six-month suspension for professional
misconduct in 2001.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Cincinnati Bar Association filed an amended five-count disciplinary complaint against Kathman. After the
parties submitted stipulations and exhibits, a three-member panel held a hearing, dismissed certain alleged
violations, found the remaining stipulated violations, and recommended a one-year suspension with six months
conditionally stayed and monitored probation after reinstatement. The Board of Professional Conduct adopted
the panel's findings and recommendation, and the Supreme Court of Ohio adopted the board's findings,
conclusions, and sanction.
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