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SUMMARY

The Ohio Supreme Court reviewed disciplinary charges against Thomas P. Aldrich arising from his
neglect of a divorce client’s matter, failure to return unearned fees, and related dishonest conduct.
Given the misconduct, prior indefinite suspension, and failure to participate in the disciplinary
proceedings, the court ordered that Aldrich be permanently disbarred and taxed costs to him.
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evidence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether respondent violated the specified provisions of the Ohio Code of Professional Responsibility by
neglecting the client's divorce matter, failing to return unearned fees, misappropriating client funds, and
causing client prejudice.

2. What sanction was appropriate for respondent's misconduct in light of his prior indefinite suspension,
failure to cooperate in the disciplinary proceeding, and absence of mitigating factors.

HOLDINGS

1. Respondent violated DR 2-110(A)(3), DR 1-102(A)(4), DR 1-102(A)(6), DR 6-101(A)(3), DR 7-101(A)
(2), and DR 7-101(A)(3).

2. Permanent disbarment was the appropriate sanction for respondent's misappropriation of client funds
coupled with neglect, particularly in light of his prior indefinite suspension and refusal to participate in
the disciplinary proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Misappropriation coupled with neglect of a client’s interests typically warrants disbarment.” (160)

“Accordingly, respondent is permanently disbarred from the practice of law in Ohio.” (161)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Respondent accepted filing fees and a retainer from a client seeking a divorce, then repeatedly failed to
communicate with her or perform work on the case. He did not return the unearned fees, and the client
ultimately retained another attorney to obtain the divorce. Respondent claimed he had sent a refund and that the
client's sister owed him money, but the client denied receiving the letter or money order, and the sister denied
owing respondent money.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Respondent had previously been indefinitely suspended for neglect and other improprieties and had been cited
for contempt for failing to comply with that suspension order. After a panel hearing at which respondent did not
appear despite notice, the panel recommended permanent disbarment, while the board recommended an
indefinite suspension consecutive to the existing suspension. The Supreme Court agreed with the board's
misconduct findings but imposed disbarment.
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