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On April 29, 2009, Respondent received an Order to Show Cause issued by the
Honorable Chief Justice Thomas J. Moyer of The Supreme Court of Ohio.

Pursuant to the Gov. Bar Rule V. (8) (B), Respondent files objections to the findings
and recommendations of the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline and to
the entry of the disciplinary order or to the confirmation of the report on which the order
to show cause was issued.

To be specific, Respondent submits the following objections:

Objection One(1): Respondent would object to Finding Number Five (5), which

reads as follows:

“On August 7, 2006, Ryan Hammond was charged with resisting

arrest and disorderly conduct in the Chillicothe Municipal

Court.”
Respondent objects to this Finding because the Finding is incorrect. Ryan Hammond was
actually charged with resisting arrest and disorderly conduct on Saturday, August 5, 2006,

and not on August 7, 2006.



Objection Two (2): Respondent would object to Finding Number Six (6), which

reads as follows:

“On the same date (being August 7, 2006), Respondent’s wife

wrote a letter (Exhibit B) on behalf of Hammond and his parents

addressed to Chillicothe Municipal Court Judge John Street.”
Respondent contends that the Findin.g contains two (2) mistakes. First, at no time was
Respondent’s wife writing a letter on behalf of Defendant Ryan Hammond. The letter was
written on behalf of Ron and Yvonne Hammond, parents of Defendant Ryan Hammond,
who were the victims of the conduct of the Defendant. Secondly, Ryan Hammond was

arrested on August 5, 2006. Respondent’s wife did not write the letter until Monday,

August 7, 2006.

Objection Three(3): Respondent would object to Finding Number Ten (10), which

reads as follows:

“Respondent did not recuse himself at the pre-trial nor did he

disclose the fact that he and his wife had sent a letter to Judge

Street on behalf of the Defendant.”
First, Respondent and his wife did not send a letter to Judge Street on behalf of Defendant
Ryan Hammond. Again, the letter was written on behalf of Ron and Yvonne Hammond,
parents of Defendant Ryan Hammond who were the victims of the conduct of the
Defendant. Secondly, the letter (Exhibit B) is in fact part of the court file and constitutes a
public record. A copy of the letter was sent to the Public Defenders Office after Ryan
Hammond was appointed a public defender. Additionally, since the letter was part of the

court file, the letter was available to any person(s) that wanted to review the court file.



Objection Four (4): Respondent would object to Finding Number Twelve (12),

which reads in part:
“The panel finds by clear and convincing evidence that
Respondent violated DR 1 — 102(A)(5)."
Respondent would argue that the evidence submitted did not support a finding that

Respondent engaged in conduct that was prejudicial to the administration of justice.

Objection Five (5): Respondent would object to Finding Number Fourteen (14)

which reads as follows:

“The hearing panel found that Respondent still does not
appreciate the wrongfulness of his actions.”
Respondent is attaching a copy of the Panel Report to his brief in support of said

objections. The Hearing Panel Report did not make this finding.

~ Obijection Six (6): Respondent would object to the Recommended Sanction, which

reads as follows:

“It is the recommendation of the panel that Respondent be
suspended from the practice of law for six (6) months with all six

months stayed.”

Respondent would contend that he did net violate DR 1-102(A)(5), and that this matter

should be dismissed.

Objection Seven (7): Respondent would object to the Board Recommendation that

reads in part:




“Pursuant to Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(L), the Board . . . recommends
that Respondent . . . be suspended for six months with all six
months stayed in the State of Ohio . . . ¢

Respondent would contend that he did not violate DR 1-102(A)(5), and that

this matter should be dismissed.

Objection Eight (8): The Hearing Panel Report that Respondent received does not
comply with Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(J), and the Hearing Panel Report and the Board Report
contained a document that violates the Rules of Evidence, was inadmissible, resulting in

prejudicial error in the proceedings.
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

On January 9, 2009, Respondent appeared for a dis;ciplinary hearing before a three
(3) panel consisting of Martha L. Butler, Attorney John Siegenthaler, and the Honorable
Judge Otho Eyster (panel chair).

Sometime after the hearing, the panel evidently filed a Hearing Panel Report with
the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio.
Attached to the Appendix is a copy of the Hearing Panel Report.

On or about April 15, 2009, Respondent received Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law and Recommendation of the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of
the Supreme Court of Ohio. Attached to the Appendix is a copy of said filing.

On April 29, 2009, Respondent received an Order to Show Cause issued by the
Honorable Chief Justice Thomas J. Moayer of the Supreme Court of Ohio.

Pursuant to Gov. Bar Rule V (8)(B), Respondent filed objections to the findings and
recommendations of the Board and to the Entry of a disciplinary order or to the
confirmation of the report on which the order to show cause was issued.

The facts, which gave rise to the disciplinary action filed against Respondent, are as
follows.

Ryan Hammond is the son of Ron and Yvonne Hammond. Ryan Hammond lives
with his parents. Ryan Hammond suffers from mental health issues, including being bi-
polar, with suicidal and anger tendency.

On August 5, 2006, Ryan Hammond was at his home with his parents and he had
one of his episodes. Ryan Hammond was out of control. Ron and Yvonne Hammond tried
to settle their son down. Ryan Hammond became more out of control, and his parents

could not handle him. Yvonne Hammond called the Ross County Sheriff’s Department



and a unit was dispatched to the Hammond home. Ryan Hammond would still not calm
down,

At the request of the parents, Ryan Hammond was placed under arrest for
disorderly conduct (victim being his mother Yvonne Hammond) and resisting arrest. Ryan

Hammond was put in jail.

Respondent’s wife attends the same church that Ron and Yvonne Hammond attend.
Ron and Yvonne Hammond contacted Respondent’s wife.

Ron and Yvonne Hammond wanted the Court to be aware of their son’s mental
health issues, specifically his threats of suicide, and they believed that he could be a threat
to public safety. They wanted the court to know that their son needed help. They wanted
the court to order a mental health evaluation for Ryan Hammond as a condition of bond.
They wanted the court to order that Ryan Hammond seek mandatory counseling at the
Scioto Paint Valley Mental Center as a condition of bond.

Respondent does not know Ryan Hammond. Respondent has never had a
conversation with Ryan Hammond. Respondent had no conversation with Ron and
Yvonne Hammond about the incident. Respondent is catholic and is 2 member of a
different church. Respondent has never been at the home of Ron and Yvonne Hammond.
Respondent has never gone out to dinner with Ron and Yvonne Hammond.

After Ryan Hammond was incarcerated, a representative from the Scioto Paint
Valley Mental Health Center was called and that representative cvaluated Ryan
Hammond. Ron Hammond posted bond for his son and his son was released to his care.
Respondent and Respondent’s wife were unaware of this fact, both learning about this at
the disciplinary hearing. Ryan Hammond was ordered to appear in Chillicothe ¥Municipal
court on Monday, August 7, 2006 at 9:00 a.m. for arraignment. Respondent’s wife wrote a
letter to the arraignment Judge, being the Honorable John B. Street. The letter was

typewritten and signed “Ed and Lynn Bunstine”. The letter is identified as Exhibit B.



The letter was submitted on behalf of Ron and Yvonne Hammond. Ron and
Yvonne Hammond wanted the court to set bond conditions on their son because of his
mental health issues. The letter was submitted because Ron and Yvonne Hammond were
concerned about their son committing suicide and being a threat to public safety. When
Ron Hammond posted his son’s bond (1) day before his arraignment, all he did was post
the money pursuant to the jail bond schedule, Ron and Yvonne Hammond wanted
additional bond conditions on their son, not less conditions.

Respondent delivered the letter to court prior to the arraignment of Ryan
Hammond. Ryan Hammond appeared at his arraignment and a public defender was
appointed to represent him. Ron Hammond could not appear at his son’s arraignment
becanse of his work schedule. The public defender entered a plea of not guilty for Ryan
Hammond. A copy of the letter was given to the public defender’s office and the original

letter is part of the court file.

Respondent, at the time of the incident, was a part-time prosecutor for the City of
Chillicothe.

Ryan Hammond’s case was assigned to the Honorable Judge Thomas Bunch. At the
pre-trial conference on October 13, 2006, Respondent appeared in his capacity as a
prosecuting attorney on behalf of the City of Chillicothe. Respondent worked out a plea
agreement whereby if Defendant completed a sixteen (16) week counseling session at the
Scioto Paint Valley Mental Healthy Center, then the charges would be dismissed.

The Defendant, Ryan Hammond, did not complete counseling per the plea
agreement, so the case was set for a new pre-trial hearing and prosecution was
recommenced. Ryan Hammond failed to appear for the pre-trial hearing. Under a new
prosecutor, Ryan Hammond was given a second chance to complete the sixteen (16) week
counseling program. Ryan Hammond did finally complete the counseling program and,

therefore, the charges were dismissed by Prosecutor John Fosson.




ARGUMENT

Proposition of Law No, |:

Disciplinary Council failed to submit sufficient evidence for the Panel Board to find
that by clear and convincing evidence, Respondent engaged in conduct that was
prejudicial to the administration of justice in violation of DR 1-102(A)(5).

+* * *

What is the definition of conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice?
Respondent would define this phrase to mean that Respondent exhibited conduct which
was bias, thereby the Respondent would be unable to exercise the function or purpose for
which he was so employed.

The letter that gave rise to this disciplinary action was not sent or created for the
benefit or on behalf of Defendant Ryan Hammond. Disciplinary counsel has argued that
the letter was prepared and sent on behalf of the Defendant. In fact, Disciplinary Counsel
argues that Respondent was advocating for Defendant Ryan Hammond. That is absolutely
false and not supported by the evidence.

Respondent has objected to Board Findings Number Six (6) and Findings Number
Ten (10). In both of these Findings, the Board found that the letter was sent to the court on
‘behalf of the Defendant Ryan Hammeond. The letter was written on behalf of Ron and
Yvonne Hammond. They wanted the court to know that their son had threatened suicide
on numerous occasions, and that he was a threat not only to himself, but to public safety.
The letter is requesting fhat additional bond conditions be placed on their son.

[ would agree that the letter could have been written better. Had I been paying
closer attention, then the letter would have been written clearer. The letter was written by

Respondent’s wife with the right intentions. The letter states as follows:



“The Hammonds would request at_this time that the court

order mandatory mental health intervention as a contingency

to Ryan’s bond.”

Ron and Yvonne Hammond were asking the court for additional bond conditions, not less
bond conditions.

Does the letter in and of itself support a finding that Respondent engaged in conduct
that was prejudicial to the administration of justice. The answer is no. Does the letter
reflect a bias or prejudice for or against Ryan Hammond. The answer is no. The letter
tells the court that Ryan Hammond has mental health problems and he needs help.
Notifying the court of this problem is the right conduct, and not the wrong conduct.

We had a high school student who committed suicide after the Chillicothe High
School Prom. My wife had known that student since he was a baby. The suicide of that
student was a tragedy that affected our community and our lives. My wife did not want to
see that happen again and she is ﬁght. Ryan verbalized that he was going to kill himself.
And, that is why the letter was written.

Respondent 'supports the intent and purpose of the letter that was prepared by
Respondent’s wife. Had I been paying closer attention, I would have changed the way that
the letter was written. However, for the Board to find that the letter was written on behalf
of Ryan Hammond is simply not true.

Respondent objects to Board Finding Number Ten (10). Respondent would agree
that he did not recuse himself from handling the pre-trial because Respondent did not
believe that he had a bias or prejudice against or for Ryan Hammond. Furthermore,

Respondent disagrees that he did not disclose the fact that he and his wife had sent a letter

to Judge Street on behalf of the Defendant.



The letter was sent to the public defenders office. The letter is part of the court file.
The letter was available for any person to read who would look at the court file. Nothing
was hidden or kept secret.

Did Respondent violate DR 1-102(A)(3) by not recusing himself at the pre-trial.
Respondent would argue that he did not. Again, it would seem that the Board is saying
that [ should have recused myself because they concluded that I sent the letter on behalf of
the Defendant.

If the letter had been sent on behalf of Defendaqt, then I would agree with the

Board and I would have recused myself. However, the letter was not sent on behalf of the
Defendant. It was sent on behalf of Ron and Yvonne Hammond, who were the victims of
the Defendant’s actions.

Even to this day, the Respondent has never met or spoken to the Defendant Ryan
Hammond. Respondent has never spoken to Ron and Yvonne Hammond, except for at the
pre-trial hearing. Respondent spoke to the arresting officer and Ron and Yvonne

Hammond at the pre-trial because they were the victims of the Defendant’s actions and for
the purpose of discussing the plea agreement.

There is no evidence that I did not prosecute this case correctly. In fact, everyone
seems to agree that I did prosecute this case correctly. Respondent handled this case no
differently than any other similar case. The facts prove that. Ryan Hammond did not
complete the sixteen (16) week counseling program, so the case was put back on the active
docket for a new pre-trial hearing. The pre-trial hearing was scheduled on April 20, 2007.
The Defendant failed to appear at the pre-trial. Ultimately, the Defendant was given a
second chance to complete the sixteen (16) week program by another prosecutor. The
Defendant completed the program and the other prosecutor dismissed the charges.

The Board seems to be indicating that Respbndent engaged in conduct prejudicial to

the administration of justice by not reusing himself from the prosecution of this case

s



because, again, they contend that the letter was sent on behalf of Ryan Hammond. If the
letter had been sent on behalf of Ryan Hammond, Respoondent would have recused myself

from the case.

Finally, Respondent objects to Board Fin(liﬁg No. Fourteen (14), which reads as
follows:
“The hearing panel found the Respondent still does not
appreciate the wrongfulness of his actions.”
Respondent would request that the court examine the Hearing Panel Report that is
attached. Respondent would indicate that this finding is not in the Hearing Panel Report.

Irrespective of this fact, Respondent elects to respond.

The letter was submitted with only the best intentions. The letter was sent to
prevent a tragedy. How could that be wrong,

Respondent prosecuted Ryan Hammond fairly, honestly, and justly. So did the
second prosecutor who ultimately dismissed this case.

The letter was sent on behalf of Ron and Yvonne Hammond. The letter was never

sent on behalf of Ryan Hammond.

The letter was in the court file available for anyone’s review, where it remains
today. A copy of the letter was given to the public defender that represented Ryan
Hammond. Respondent believes that this constitutes disclosure.

Respondent contends that he did not engage in conduct that was prejudicial to the
administration of justice. Respondent understands the fact that the could have used better
judgment.

The term “prejudice” is a state of mind. Prejudice can only be proven by a persons,
actions or words. Was Respondent prejudiced for or against Defendant Ryan Hammond?

The answer is no, and there existed no evidence to support this conclusion.



Was the administration of justice not served or circumvented in some fashion. The

answer is no.
Respondent contends that at all times he acted consistent with maintaining the
integrity and competency of the legal profession. Respondent contends that there was not

clear and convincing evidence presented to conclude that Respondent engaged in conduct

that was prejudicial to the administration of justice.

Proposition of Law No. 2

The Hearing Panel Report did not comply with Gov. Bar Rule V (6)(J) and
the Hearing Panel Report and the Board Report contained a document that
was not part of the disciplinary action or proceeding and as a result, the
Board Report should be vacated and set aside.
¥* % 5
The Hearing Panel Report and the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and
Recommendations of the Board of Commissions on Grievances and Discipline of the
Supreme Court of Ohio are located in the Appendix.
The Hearing Panel Report that was sent to Respondent was signed by two (2) of the
three (3) panel members. Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(J) reads in part:
“If the hearing panel determines by clear and convincing
evidence, that respondent is guilty of misconduct . . . the
hearing panel shall file its certified report of the proceedings . .
. with the Secretary.”
Respondent would argue that the Hearing Panel Report niust be unanimous and signed by
all three (3) panel members and certified to be in compliance with Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(J).
If the Hearing Panel Report was not signed by all three (3) panel members and not

certified, then the review by the entire Board pursuant to Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(K) could not

have occurred, thereby making the Board Report void.



Respondent is cognizant of Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(D)(3), which reads in part:
" A majority of the panel shall constitute a quorum"
This provision simply means that a hearing panel can consist of just two (2) members.
Respondent would argue that this hearing‘panel had three (3) members and all three (3)
mentbers must be unanimous in their decision. That is what is the rule if the panel wanted
to dismiss the complaint. The same rule should apply if the panel wants to proceed on the
complaint,

Furthermore, attached to the Hearing Panel Report was an article from the
Columbus Dispatch dated February 20, 2009. Respondent would acknowledge the motion
to strike and remove filed by the Secretary of the Board. Someone used the Dispatch
article, otherwise it would not have been attached to the Hearing Panel Report. The use of
the Dispatch article would constitute prejudicial error against the Respondent and, as a
result, the Hearing Panel Report should be vacated.

Pursuant to Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(K), the Hearing Panel Report is reviewed by the
entire Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court. Gov.
Bar Rule V(6)(L.) reads in bertinent part:

“If the Board determines . . . the Board should file a final
certified report of its proceedings, including its findings of fact

and recommendations, with the Clerk of the Supreme Court.”

In regard to Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations of the Board of

Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio, the

Respondent has two (2) concerns.
First, attached to the Board Report was the same article from the Columbus
Dispatch dated February 20, 2009, Again, the Board Secretary has stated that the article

was not introduced into evidence or made part of the record before the Board and is not
9



refated to this disciplinary matter. 1 believe Secretary Marshall. However, each Board
member receives a copy of the Hearing Panel Report. If it was attached to the Hearing
Panel Report then cach Board member saw the article.

This is Respondent’s life that we are talking about. The use of the Dispatch article
constitutes prejudicial error against Respondent.

Secondly, Respondent objects to Finding No. Fourteen (14) of the Board Report,

which reads as follows:

“The hearing panel found that Respondent still does not

appreciate the wrongfulness of his actions.”
Again, this Finding is not contained in the Hearing Panel Report. It is clear that the entire
Board would have taken this Finding into consideration when reviewing this matter. This

Finding would prejudice the Respondent and, as a result, the Board Report should be

vacated.

10



CONCLUSION

Respondent would respectfully request this Court to overrule and vacate the

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendation of the Board of

Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio, for the

reasons state herein.

EDWARD R. BUNSIAWE I1
Supreme Court No. 0030127
32 South Paint Street
Chillicothe, Ohio 45601
(740) 775-5600
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The Supreme Court of Ohio, 65 South Front Street, 5 Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215-3431,
and Heather L. Hissom, Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, 250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325,

Columbus, Ohio 43215-7411, by regular mail or personal delivery upon this 17" day of

?@Q '
DWARD R, Bi E Il

Attorney at Law

May 2009,
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ON GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

In re;

Complaint Against N Bd. Case No.: 08-041

Edward Royal Bunstine (0030127)
32 South Paint Street : %)
Chillicothe, Ohio 45601 : 5 o
q ”
RESPONDENT, J
Disciplinary Counsel
250 Civic Center Drive

Suite 325
Columbus, Ohio 43215-7411

RELATOR. : PANEL REPORT

INTRODUCTION

1. This matter came on for hearing on January 9, 2009, in Columbus,
Chio, before a panel consisting of Martha Butler, John Siegenthaler, and Judge
Otho Eyster, Chair. None of the panel members reside in the district from which

the complaint originated or served on the probable cause panel that certified this

grievance.

2. Appearing on behalf of the Relator was Heather L. Hissom, Assistant

Disciplinary Counsel; the Respondent appeared pro se.

3. The parties entered into Agreed Stipulations on January 8, 2009. The

stipulations are attached (Exhibit A) and were adopted by the panel.



4. Respondent was admitted to the practice of law in Ohio in 1981.
Respondent maintains a private law practice and until May of 2007 was
employed as a part-time prosecutor working in the Chillicothe Municipal Court.

5. On August 7, 2006, Ryan Hammond was charged with resisting arrest
and disorderly conduct in the Chillicothe Municipal Court.

6. On the same date, Respondent’s wife wrote a letter (Exhibit B) on

behalf of Hammond and his parents addressed to Chillicothe Municipal Court

Judge John Street,

7. Respondent’s wife is a personal friend of Hammond's parents. The
letter to Judge Street closed with the typed signature iline “Ed and Lynn
Bunstine”. Respondent knew that his name was on the ietter. He personally

delivered the letter to Judge Street’s bailiff the following day, using his private

law office envelope.

8. Ryan Hammond's case was assigned to Chillicothe Municipal Court
Judge Thomas Bunch. At a pretrial conference in front of Judge Bunch on
October 13, 2006, Respondent appeared in his capacity as a prosecuting

attorney on behaif of the City of Chillicothe.

9. Respondent worked out a plea agreement whereby completed

counseling sessions on the Defendant's part would lead to dismissal of all

charges.




10. Respondent did not recuse himself at the pretrial nor did he disclose
the fact that he and his wife had sent a letter to Judge Street on behalf of the
Defendant,

11. Relator alleges Respondent’s conduct violated the Code of Professional
Responsibility, specifically: DR 1-102(A)(5), (A lawyer shall not engage in
conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice); and DR 5-101(A)(1),
(Except with the consent of the client after full disclosure, a lawyer shall not
accept employment if the exercise of professional judgment on behalf of the

ciient will be or reasonably may be affected by the lawyer's financiai, business,

property, or personal interest).

12, The panel finds by clear and convincing evidence that Respondent
violated DR 1-102(A)(5). The panel finds the evidence insufficient to support the

finding of a violation of DR 5-101(A)(1) and recommends this allegation be

dismissed.

AGGRAVATION AND MITIGATION

13. The parties stipulated the foilowing mitigating factors pursuant to

BCGD Proc. Reg. §10 (B)(2):
a. Absence of prior disciplinary record.

b. Full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative
attitude toward proceedings.

SANCTION



It is the recommendation of the panel that Respondent be suspended

from the practice of law for six months with all six months stayed.

Martha L. Butler

H. Siegenthai

dge Otho Eyster, (Ihair\
v




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ON GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

['1 "D
Edward Bunstine | L-i:
32 South Paint StreetF AN 08 2009
Chillicothe, Chio 45601

30ARD OF COMASSIONERS

H s P J ot “WL:.
Attorney Registration No.: (0030127) /N GRIEVATICES & DISCIPU

AGREED
STIPULATIONS
BOARD NO. 08-041

DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL
250 Civic Cenler Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, Chio 43215-7411

AGREED STIPULATIONS

Relator, Disciplinary Counsel, and respendent, Edward Bunstine, do hereby

stipulate to the admission of the following facts and axhibits.

STIPULATED FACTS

1. Respondent, Edward Bunstine, was admitted to lhe practice of law in the State of
Ohio cin May 11, 1981, Respondent is subject o the Code of Professional
Responsibility and the Rules for the Government of the Bar of Chio.

2. Until May 2, 2007. Respondent was a part-time prosecutor for the Cify of

Chillicothe, As a part-time prosecutor, he worked in the Chillicotha Municipal Court.

3. Respondent also has a private law practice.

EXHIBIT A



4. While serving as a part-time prasecutar, Respondant's wile was centacted by the

parent's of Ryan Hammaond. Hammond had been charged with resisting arrest and

disorderly conduct on or about August 7, 2006,

Hammond's parents expressed concern for their san and his need for mental heaith

5.
counseling.

B. On or about August 7, 2006, Respondant’s wife wrote a letter to Judge Street of the
Chillicothe Municipal Court on behalf of Hammond. Respondent delivered the letter
o Judge Street's tailiff Hammaond was scheduled to appear before Judge Street for
arraignment on August 7, 2008,

7. Respondent was assigned as the prosecutor to handle cases in Judge Bunch's
courtroom on Oclober 13, 2006, Hammond's case was scheduled for inilial pre-trial
on that date. Hammond was represented by counsel.

8. Respondent did not recuse himself from the pra-trial.

Q. Respondent worked out a plea agreement whereby Hammond would receive

sixteen (16) weeks of counseling monitored by the court. If the counseling was
successfully completed, the charges would be dismissed.

10.  After the pre-trial, the case was trangferred to another prosecutor,

STIPULATED VIOLATIONS AND SANCTION

Refator and respondent have bean unable to reach stipulations as to violations and
sanction. The parties leave the determination of whethsr or not viclations heve bean

proven by clear and convincing evidence to the discretion of the panef.

(3%



STIPULATED AGGRAVATION AND MITIGATION
Pelator and Respondant stipulate to the foliowing mitigating factors pursuant to
BCGD Proc. Reg. § 10(BY2):
{a) absence of a pricr disciplinary record:

ib} fuli and free disclosure 1o disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward

proceedings.

STIPULATED EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1 Criminal Complaint dated August 7, 2006

Exhibit 2 Criminal Complaint dated August 7, 2006

Exhibit 3 Correspondence to Judge Streat from Raspondent
Exhibit 4 Notice of Pre-Trial hearing

Exhibit & Law Director's Case Action Report

Exhibit 6 Parties request for subsequent proceedngs
Exhibit 7 Plaintiff's Motion to Dismiss or Amend Complaint
Exhibit 8 Transcript of October 13, 2006 pre-trial

Exhibit 9 Affidavit of Ron Hammond

Exhibit 10 Affidavit of Yvonne Hammond

Exhibit 11 Copy of envelope that contained correspondent to Judge Strest from
Respandent



CONCLUSION

The above are stipulated to and entered into by agreement by the undersigned

parties on this Es “day of January, 2009,

.H___,,‘;,T:‘:\*"* < { A
) 71 T
Jehathai E.'Coughlan (0026424) Edward Bunstine (0030127}
Disciplinary Jounsel Respondent
32 Scuth Paint Street

Chillicothe, Ghio 45601

Heather L. Hissom (0068151)
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel




CONCLUSION

The above are stipulated to and entered into by agreement by the undersigned

parlies on this &%ay of [Yowmper, 2868
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g % ) ﬂ(
Jonathan E. Coughlan (0026424) dward Bunsfine (0030127,
Disciplinary Counsel Fesponadent _

32 South Paint Street
Chillicothe, Ohig 45601

Heather L. Hissom (0068151)
Assistart Disciplinary Coursel
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Dear Judpe Street:

This past Saturday night Ron and Yvonne Hammoond called 911 because their son, Ryan,
was uncontrollable and hehaving in a destructive manner. Although alcohol playved a part
in his behavior, Ryan suffers from some severe psyehological problems.

Ron and Yvonne Hammond are personal friends of ours and Ryan comes form a stable
family envirenment.

Ron aud Yvonne believe that Ryan that Ryan is bipolar and / or has other mental health
fssues. There are times when ke is not cognizant of his surroundings, and has threatened
suicide on numerous occasions, the last being this past weekend. '

It is their understanding that the counselors at 1-A were in contact with Ryan on Sunday at
the jail. The counselors at 1-A feel that Ryan needs infervention, but it is up to Ryan 1o
contact them for the help. Ryan has indicated in ilie past that he knows that he has issucs,

but has refused tounseling and / or drug intervention.

The Hammonds would request at this time that the court order mandatary mental health
intervention as a contingency to Ryan's bond. 1f not ordered by the court Ryan will not
receive the treatment that he desperately needs and will continue to remain a physical
threat to others as well as himself.

Ed and Lynn Bunsiine

GTATE OF GHIG: ea
COARAY OF Fiss:

{, Tiag B, Lasgy, Glark of the Ghilisat themisize
Gaurt, wizun and for said Caunty, herhy cortily
g the thove oRgd f:::f‘ga. 5 ety imhen end
coptad fom (s atfging ;‘ j -

o )

v o0 Fig i rey offica,

tifinzas qry heod & of e2id Couct
. Gy of _sz ﬁ.{)c‘%_

2/ 7

EXHIBIT B




THE COLUMBUS DISENICL .‘ FRITDOAY, FEBRDAHY 20, o,

EX-CHILLICOTHE LAW DIRECTOR

Lawyer found guilty
of disorderly conduct

8y Randy Ludiow
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ON
GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF
THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

In Re:
Complaint Against Case No. 08-041
Edward Royal Bunstine Findings of Fact,
Attorney Reg. No. 0030127 : Conclusions of Law and
Recommendation of the
Board of Commissioners on
Respondent Grievances and Discipline of
the Supreme Court of Ohio
Disciplinary Counsel
Relator

INTRODUCTION

1. This matter came on for hearing on January 9, 2009, in Columbus, Ohio, before
a Board panel consisting of Martha Butler, John Siegenthaler, and Judge Otho Eyster,
Chair. None of the panel members resides in the district from which the complaint
originated or served on the probable cause panel that certified this matter,

2. Appearing on behalf of Relator was Heather L. Hissom, Assistant Disciplinary
Counsel; Respondent appeared pro se.

3. The parties entered into Agreed Stipulations on January 8, 2009. The

stipulations arc attached (Exhibit A) and were adopted by the panel.



4, Respondent was admitted to the practice of taw in Ohio in 1981, Respondent
maintains a private law practice and until May of 2007 was emploved as a part-time
prosecutor working in the Chillicothe Municipal Court.

5. On August 7, 2006, Ryan Hammond was charged with resisting arrest and
disorderly conduct in the Chillicothe Municipal Court.

6. On the same date, Respondent’s wife wrote a letter (Exhibit B} on behalf of
Hamimond and his parents addressed to Chillicothe Municipal Court Judge John Street.

7. Respondent’s wife is a personal friend of Hammond’s parents, The letter to
Judge Street closed with the typed signature line “Ed and Lynn Bunstine.” Respondent
knew that his name was on the letter. He personally delivered the letter to Judge Street’s

bailiff the following day, using his private law office envelope.

8. Ryan Hammond’s case was assigned to Chillicothe Municipal Court Judge
Thomas Bunch. At a pretrial conference in front of Judge Bunch on October 13, 2006,

Respondent appeared in his capacity as a prosecuting attorney on behalf of the City of

Chillicothe.

9, Respondent worked out a plea agreement Whercby if defendant completed
counseling sessions, then all chafges would be dismissed,

10. Respondent did not recuse himself at the pretrial nor did he disclose the fact
that he and his wife had sent a letter to Judge Street on behalf of the defendant.

11. Relator alleges Respondent’s conduct violated the Code of Professional
Responsibility, specifically: DR1I-102(A)(S)(conduct that is prejudicial to the
administration of justice); and DR 5-101(A)(1) (except with the consent of the client after

full disclosure, a lawyer shall not accept employment if the exercise of professional



judgment on behalf of the client will be or rcasonably may be affected by the lawyer’s
financial. business, property. or personal interest).

12. The panel finds by clear and convincing evidence that Respondent violated
DR 1-102(A)(5). The panel finds the evidence insufficient to support the finding of a
violation of DR 5-101(A)(1) and recommends this allegation be dismissed.

AGGRAVATION AND MUTIGATION

13. The parties stipulated the following mitigating factors pursuant to BCGD

Proc.Reg.10 (B)(2):
a. Absence of prior disciplinary record;

b. Full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative
attitude toward proceedings.

14. The hearing panel found that Respondent still does not appreciate the

wrongfulness of his actions.

RECOMMENDED SANCTION

It is the recommendation of the panel that Respondent be suspended from the

practice of law for six months with all six months stayed.

BOARD RECOMMENDATION

Pursuant to Gov. Bar Rule V(6)(L), the Board of Commissioners on Grievances
and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio ponsidered this matter on April 3, 2009,
The Boa.rd adopted the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendation of
the Panel and recommends that Respondent, Edward R. Bunstine, be suspended for six
months with all six months stayed in the State of Ohio, The Board further recommends

that the cost of these proceedings be taxed to Respondent in any disciplinary order

entered, so that execution may issue.



Pursuant to the order of the Board of Commissioners on
Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio,

I hereby certify the foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law, and Recommendations as those of the Board.

%MM% W I Y-

NATHAN W. MARSHALL, Secretary
Board of Commissioners on
Grievances and Discipline of
The Supreme Court of Ohio



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ON GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

FiLeD

Edward Bunstine

32 South Paint Strest 1AM n B8 2009

Chiificothe, Ohio 45601 )
30ARD OF COMMISSIONERS

(1 GRIEYAICES & DISCIPLIEE

Altorney Registration No.. (00301271

AGREED
STIPULATIONS
BOARD NO. 08-041

DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, Chio 43215-7411

AGREED STIPULATIONS

Relator. Disciplinary Counsel, and respondent, Edward Bunstine, do hareby

stoulate (o the admission of the following facts and axhibits.

STIPULATED FACTS

Respondent, Edward Bunsting, was admitted to the practice of law in the State of
Ohic on HMay 11, 1981, Respondent is subject 1o the Code of Professional
Responsiiity and the Rues for the Government of the Bar of Chio.

Unlil May 2, 2007, Respondent was a part-time proseculor for the Cily of
Chithcothz, Ag a part-time prosecutor, ha worked in the Chiliicoths RMunicipal Court,

3 Respondent also has a private law practice.

EXHIBIT A




4. While serving as a part-time: proseculor, Respondent’s wile was contactad Ly the
parent's of Ryan Hammaond, Hammond had haen charged with resisling arrest and
disurderly conduct en or about August 7, 2046

Hammond's parcnts axprassed concern for their son and his need for mentzi health

5.

| counseling.

8. On or about August 7, 2006, Respondant's wife wrote a letter to Jurdge Street of tha
Chillicothe Municipal Court on behalf of Hammond. Respondent delivered the lafter
to Judge Street's bailiff Hammaond was scheduled to appear before Judge Street tar
arraignment on August 7, 2006,

7. Respondent was assigned as the prosecutor to handis cases in Judge Bunch's
courtreom on Ocieber 13, 2006. Hammiond's case was scheduled for initial pre-lrial
on that date, Hammond was represented by counsel.

g. Respondent did not rezuse himsel! fram the pra-trial

9. Respondent worked out a plea agreement whereby Hammond would receive

sixteen (167 weeks of counseling mondorad by the court, [f tha counseling was
successfully completed, the charges would be dismissed.

10.  After ihe pre-trial, the case was transferred (0 another prosecutor

STIPULATED VIOLATIONS AND SANCTION

Relator and respondent have been unable o reach stipulations as o violations and
sanction. Ths parties leave the determination of whether or not viclations have beegn

proven by clear and convincing evidence o the discretion of the pancl.



STIPULATED AGGRAVATION AND MITIGATION
Felator and Respondant stipulate to the follewing mitigating faciors pursuant to
BCGD Proc. Reg. § 10 {Bi2)
(a} absence of 2 pricr disciphnar, record;

ib) fuil ard free disclosure 1o disciplinany beard or cooperative attitude toward

proceedings.

STIPULATED EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1 Criminal Complaint dated August 7, 20043

Exhibit 2 Criminal Comglaint dated August 7, 2006

Exhibit 3 Corresponcence to Judge Strezt from Respondant
Exhibit 4 Notice of Pre-Triai hearing

Exhihit 5 Law Director's Case Action Report

Exhibit 6 Parties request for subsequent proceedings
Exhibit 7 Plaintiff's Motion to Dismiss or Amend Complaint
Exhibit 8 Transcript of October 13, 2006 pre-trial

Exhibit 9 Affidavit of Ron Hammond

Exhibit 10 Affidavit of ¥Yvonne Hammond

Exhibit 11 Copy of envelope that contained correspondent to Judge Strast from
Respondent




CONCLUSION

The above are stipulated to and entered into by agreement by the undersigned

parties on this 5 “day of January, 2009.

R
N E‘K“\T/ AN
Jehathan E. 'Coughlan (0026424) Edward Bunstine (¢030127)
Disciplinary Qounsel Respondent
v 32 Scuth Paint Street
Chillicothe, Chio 45601

|

Hehther L. Hissom (0068151)
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel



CONCLUSION

The above are stipuiated to and entered info by agreement by the undersigned

parties on this ﬁwﬁay of [iEfeeger, 2088
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Disciplinary Counse! Respondent
32 South Paint Street

Chillicothe, Ohin 45601

Heather L. Hissom (0068151)
Assistart Disciplinary Courssl




Dear Judge Street:

This past Saturday night Ron and Yvorne Hanumood called 911 because their son, Ryan,
was uncontrollable and behaving in a destructive manner, Although alenhol plaved a part

in his behavior, Ryan suffers from seme severe psychological problems.

Ron and Yvonne [Tammond are personal friends ofours and Ryan comes form a stable
family environment.

Ron and Yvonne believe that Ryan that Ryan is bipolar and / or has other mental health
issues. There are times when he is not cognizant of his surroundings, and has threatened

snicide on numerous occasions, the last being this past weekend.

Itis their understanding that the counsclors at 1-A were in contact with Ryan on Sunday at
the jail. The counselors at 1-A feel that Ryan nceds intervention, buf itis up to Ryan to
contact them for the help. Ryan has indicated in the past that he knows that he has issucs,

but has refuscd counseling and / or drug intervention.

The H_nmmopds would request at this time that the court order mandatory mental health
intervention as a contingency fo Ryan's bend. If not ordered by the court Ryan will not
receive the treatment that he desperately needs and will continue to remain a physical
threat to others as well as himself.

Ed and Lynn Bunstine
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VAT COLURUES DISEVICI T BRI PR AHY 20, 2o,

EX-CHILLICOTHE LAY DIRECTOR
Lawyer found guilty
of disorderly conduct

By Randy Ludiow
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BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ON _
GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF
THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

STATEMENT OF NECESSARY EXPENSES
Case No. 08-041

Disciplinary Counsel, Relator v.
Edward Royal Bunstine, Respondent

Postage
Federal Express

Martha L. Butler
Necessary Expenses

Judge Otho S. Eyster
Necessary Expenses

John H. Siegenthaler
Necessary Expenses

Elliott & Associates
Attendance and Transcript

22.95

15.79

148.25

75.50

212.60

724.75

$ 1,199.84
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