SUPREME COURT OF MINNESOTA

In re Petition for Disciplinary Action Against Bradley J. Haddy

No. A24-1439 (Minn. Apr. 29, 2026) - No. A24-1439 - Decided April 29, 2026

SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court reviews disciplinary proceedings against attorney Bradley J. Haddy.

The court upholds the referee’s findings that Haddy misappropriated client funds, neglected multiple

client matters, failed to follow a client’s decision, and initially failed to cooperate with disciplinary

investigations. The court concludes that disbarment is the appropriate discipline; the provided text

ends during the court’s disciplinary analysis.
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Original-jurisdiction attorney-discipline proceeding arising from a
petition filed by the Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional
Responsibility. After an evidentiary hearing, a referee found multiple
violations of the Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct and
recommended disbarment. Haddy challenged several findings and

sought suspension rather than disbarment.

When a disciplinary party orders a hearing transcript, the referee's
findings and conclusions are not binding, but they receive great
deference and are upheld if supported by the evidence and not clearly
erroneous. A referee's legal conclusion that professional-conduct rules
were violated is reviewed for clear error, while interpretation of the

rules is reviewed de novo.
Published Minnesota Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the referee's findings and conclusions concerning misconduct in the M.B., S.Z., and R.R.

matters were clearly erroneous.

2. Whether Haddy's misconduct constituted misappropriation of client funds, a pattern of client neglect,
and failure to cooperate with the disciplinary investigation.
3. What discipline was appropriate in light of the nature and cumulative weight of the misconduct, harm to

clients and the legal profession, aggravating factors, mitigating factors, and comparable disciplinary

cases.

HOLDINGS

1. The referee's findings and conclusions regarding the M.B., S.Z., and R.R. matters were supported by the

record and were not clearly erroneous.

2. Haddy violated Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct 1.15(a), 1.15(c)(5), 1.16(d), 1.3, 1.4(a)(4), 3.2,
8.4(c), and 8.4(d) in the M.B. matter.

3. Haddy violated Rule 1.2(a) by failing to abide by S.Z.'s repeated decisions concerning the objective of

obtaining authorization to change the child's school.

4. Disbarment was the appropriate discipline for Haddy's intentional misappropriation of client funds,
pattern of client neglect, initial failure to cooperate with the disciplinary investigation, prior discipline,

substantial experience, and lack of remorse.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The purpose of discipline for attorney misconduct is not punishment.” (18)

“Borrowing from client funds, no matter how temporary or no matter how seemingly safe, is misappropriation

and is not to be countenanced.” (19)

“With these precedents in mind, we conclude that the appropriate discipline for Haddy’s misconduct is
disbarment.” (31)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Haddy, admitted to practice in Minnesota in 2007, represented clients in five matters and engaged in multiple
forms of misconduct. He intentionally transferred and used one client's funds from a trust account for business
expenses, accepted another client's advance fee without a written fee agreement or trust-account deposit, failed
to appear at hearings, failed to communicate with clients, failed to follow a client's representation objective, and



failed to respond timely to disciplinary-investigation requests. He had previously received a private admonition

for failing to return client property and disobeying court orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Director filed an initial petition in September 2024 and a supplemental petition in November 2024. A referee
conducted an evidentiary hearing in January 2025, issued findings and conclusions in February 2025, and
recommended disbarment. The Minnesota Supreme Court reviewed the challenged findings for clear error and

independently determined the appropriate discipline.
DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Haddy was disbarred effective April 29, 2026; he must comply with Rule 26, RLPR, pay $900 in
costs under Rule 24(a), RLPR, and remove his law firm's website completely within seven days if it remains

active.
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