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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Ohio reviewed disciplinary proceedings against attorney Vlad Sigalov arising

from his representation of clients in personal-injury and immigration matters. The court adopted

findings that he committed numerous violations involving incompetence, neglect, misrepresentation,

unauthorized settlements, and damage to clients, and ordered disbarment. The court also addressed

due-process limits on using uncharged alleged dishonesty in disciplinary proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the record supported the panel's and board's findings that Sigalov violated the cited Rules of

Professional Conduct and former Code of Professional Responsibility provisions.

2. Whether considering evidence that Sigalov fabricated a letter and submitted false evidence violated his

procedural due-process right to notice of the disciplinary charges.

3. Whether the nature, scope, duration, and aggravating factors of Sigalov's misconduct warranted

permanent disbarment.

HOLDINGS

1. The court adopted the panel's and board's findings that Sigalov committed numerous violations
involving incompetence, lack of diligence, failure to communicate, unauthorized or improper handling
of client matters and fees, dishonesty, neglect, and client prejudice.

2. A disciplinary charge under Prof.Cond.R. 8.4(c) based on an attorney's dishonest statements to the panel
or relator cannot be imposed unless the complaint provided notice of that charge before the proceedings

commenced.

3. Permanent disbarment was warranted because the scope and magnitude of Sigalov's misconduct,
including fraud, gross neglect, duplicity, incompetence, and exploitation of clients, demonstrated that

nothing less would protect the public and maintain the integrity of the legal profession.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The charge must be known before the proceedings commence. They become a trap when, dfter they are

underway, the charges are amended on the basis of testimony of the accused.” (at 10-11)

“The primary purpose of the disciplinary process in Ohio is to “protect clients and the public, to ensure the
administration of justice, and to maintain the integrity of the legal profession.”” (at 23)

“The scope and magnitude of Sigalov’s misconduct, encompassing fraud, gross neglect, duplicity,

incompetence, and the fleecing of clients, are truly egregious.” (at 23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sigalov was a sole practitioner handling personal-injury, immigration, and criminal matters, with a large volume
of clients and substantial fee revenues. The disciplinary record showed repeated neglect, incompetence,
unauthorized settlement activity, excessive or improperly handled fees, dishonesty, forged or false documents,
and failures to protect client interests. His immigration misconduct included filing fatally defective motions to
reopen, failing to pursue asylum claims adequately, misleading clients about filings and hearings, and causing
clients to face detention or removal-related consequences.
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