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INTRODUCTION

In 2007, Respondent Richard V. Hoppel became addicted to crack cocaine. For the next
year and 2 half Respondent, a dedicated, caring and seemingly successful lawyer (due to a
professionally diagnosed chemical dependency) engaged in a pattern of shameful and
reprehensible conduct involving the taking retainers for bankruptcy cases and failing to complete
the work on behalf of his clients and using the retainers and filing fees to fuel his ever increasing
addiction. Respondent also began to miss hearings on behalf of clients assigned to him through
his employment as a public defender for Columbiana County, Ohio. As a result of his use of
crack cocaine, that behavior culminating in his incarceration in the Columbiana County jail on
October 23, 2008 for contempt of Court — that sentence being handed down by the Honorable
David Tobin. During the time of his incarceration Respondent realized that he had “hit bottom”
and contacted Paul Caimi of the Ohio Lawyer’s Assistance Program and, with the permission of
the Honorable David Tobin (the Judge who sentenced Respondent to jail for contempt), on
November 8, 2008, entered the Ed Keating Center in Cleveland, Ohio, for a ninety (90) day in-
patient treatment for his addiction as an alternative to completing the one hundred twenty (120)
day term of incarceration. Upon discharge from the Keating Center Respondent returned home,
voluntarily abstained from the practice of law for over six (6) months and engaged in a dedicated
effort at recovery from his addiction. Respondent has fully and zealously complied with and
exceeded the terms of his OLAP contract by entering into and completing both Relapse
Prevention and Aftercare classes at the Columbiana County Family Recovery Center; submitting
negative random drug screens and attending at least four (4) Alcoholics Anonymous meetings per
week. In addition, Respondent has become married and is now the father of a beautiful baby girl.
Respondent has acknowledged the wrongfulness of his conduct, expressed deep regret for his
conduct and has again began to practice law the way it should be practiced — honestly and with
great dedication.

Respondent unqualificdly acknowledges that the conduct that gives rise to this
disciplinary matter is deserving of great condemnation. However, it must be understood as to
why the conduct occurred and why that conduct is unlikely to repeat.

|



When determining the appropriate sanction, this Court should consider the whole story of
Respondent’s conduct including why that conduct happened and what the Respondent has done
to recover and correct the harm caused by his conduct. As with all stories from the Alcoholics -
Anonymous ‘Big Book’, Respondent’s story is three part: What it was like, what happened and
what it is like now. It is clear from the brutally honest testimony of the Respondent that he had
become addicted to crack cocaine and could not find a way out of that addiction without help.
Respondent however could not figure out on his own how to get the help he needed. Fortunately
for Respondent Judge Tobin pushed Respondent to use the resources of OLAP to assist
Respondent in getting that help. Once Judge Tobin permitted Respondent to seek treatment for
his addiction at the Keating Center, Respondent took the opportunity and ran with it. He fully
immersed himself in the program of recovery attending over 111 AA meetings during his stay at
the Keating Center, worked with a sponsor (o fully complete the first three steps of the
Alcoholics Anonymous program, attended AA meetings sponsored by OLAP and worked hard to
recover from his addiction. Once he completed the Keating Center program Respondent returned
home and continued his recovery program by attending Aftercare and Relapse Prevention
programs. Respondent got a local sponsor in his home town of East Liverpool, Ohio, and
continued working the AA program’s steps. Respondent has continued to attend at least four AA
meetings per week, maintained contact with his OLAP monitor Pau} Caimi and continues to
maintain compliance with his OLAP contract. Respondent has also become a presence in the
local AA community and assists the program in any way that he can. The uncontradicted
testimony of Paul Caimi, Associate Director of OLAP, supports Respondent’s work in recovery
and the prognosis that Respondent is able to return to the competent, ethical, professional
practice of law. At the time of the hearing before the Panel, Respondent had over eighteen (18)
months of sustained sobriety. Respondent now has over two (2) years of sustained sobriety and
continues to build on that sobriety One Day at a Time.

Although it is clear that Respondent has demonstrated a commitment to sustained

recovery since he “hit bottom”, there is a final part of the story which the Panel did not get to



consider as it was done after the Panel hearing. After the hearing, as soon as funds were
available, Respondent made direct restitution of money taken from his former clients in an
amount in excess of seventeen thousand dollars ($17,000.00). To accomplish this restitution
Respondent personally hand delivered individual checks to each person that he had taken money
from and failed to do perform services for. Respondent further hand delivered personal letters of
apology to each of those persons to whom he made restitution to.

As will be discussed below, the Panel’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and
Recommendation, adopted by the Board, tells only a part of the story of Respondents conduct —
what caused the conduct and what Respondent has done to correct both himself and the injuries
that he caused to other people. Although the Panel acknowledged the stipulated mitigation that
Respondent had no prior disciplinary record and that he cooperated fully with the disciplinary
process and unanimously found the mitigating factor of chemical dependency and other interim
rehabilitation — the Panel and the Board’s recommendation does not consider all the
circumstances, the mitigation factors of Respondent’s state of mind while Respondent was in

active addiction, Respondent’s character, Respondent’s acceptance of responsibility for his
misconduct, and Respondent’s significant progress in recovery. Further, as the restitution paid
by Respondent was done after the Panel hearing, neither the Panel nor the Board could consider
that fact in making a recommendation to this Honorable Court. Also, the Panel and the Board
failed to consider the firmly established precedent of this Honorable Court in cases substantially
similar to Respondent’s case. Because mitigating factors presented at the hearing (or established
after the hearing) which were not (or could not be) considered by the Panel or the Board and
because the recommended sanction is not in line with the prior established precedent of this
Honorable Court, the recommended sanction must be modified or the matter remanded to the
Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline for further consideration of those factors

in mitigation.



STATEMENT of the CASE and FACTS
Respondent Richard V. Hoppel has practiced law in the State of Ohio since May 16, 1994

and has no prior disciplinary violations. (Agreed Stipulations, Stipulated Mitigation and
Aggravation, page 14). Respondent began his practice in a general practice law office, that being
Frank & Hoppel from 1994 through approximately 2005. During this time, Frank & Hoppel
became Frank & Hoppel Co., LP.A. After 2005 the firm became Frank, Hoppel & Yajko Co.,
L.P.A.. In February, 2008, Respondent became a sole practitioner (Agreed Stipulations #3).
Respondent’s practice concentration was in bankruptcy and serving as a part time public
defender for Columbiana County, Ohio (Agreed Stipulation #2).

Respondent had used powdered cocaine and crack cocaine while in undergraduate school
at YoungstoWn State University. Respondent quit using the drugs in 1987 (See May 18, 2010
Hearing Transeript, hereinafter referred to as “Tr.”, pp. 53:11-24; 54:1-5). Respondent did not
seck treatment or engage in any type of recovery program to stop using cocaine at that time (Tr.,
pp.54:11-21). Respondent returned to the use of powdered cocaine “very sparingly” beginning in
1993 (Tr. pp. 55: 17-24; 56: pp 1-24; 57: pp 1-6). Respondent’s sparing usc of cocaine continued
and increased to the purchase and use of crack cocaine near the end of 2005 or the beginning of
2006 (Tr. pp. 59: 1-4). Respondent became fully addicted to crack cocaine in 2007 (Agreed
Stipulations #4). As the consequence of Respondent’s use of crack cocaine Respondent’s
performance as an attorney suffered and was obvious to many, including Judge David Tobin of
the Columbiana County Court of Common Pleas. In the Spring of 2008, concerned for
Respondent’s personal and professional well being, Judge Tobin had an intervention for
Respondent involving two of Respondent’s colleagues (Tr. p. 59:5-14). At the urging of Judge
Tobin and his colleagues; Respondent met with Paul Caimi, Associate Director of the Ohio
Lawyer’s Assistance Program after the 2008 intervention and Respondent signed a contract with
OLAP at that time. Although Respondent went to a couple different treatment facilities in an
attempt to satisfy both OLAP and Judge Tobin. Respondent did not comply with the terms of that
contract or satisfy Judge Tobin (Tr. pp. 59:15-24; 60:1-24; 61 :1-24). From Spring of 2008
through October 23, 2008 Respondent continued to use crack cocaine on a daily basis (Tr. p.

63:7-8).



From 2006, through October 23, 2008, Respondent’s life spiraled out of control. During
that period, Respondent or Respondent’s former law firm had been retained to represent all of the
client’s set forth in the Complaint in this matter. When Respondent left that firm he took these
cases with him and assumed sole responsibility for them. Respondent’s addiction began to
control his life. Respondent was unable to complete the work for which he had been hired and
could not pay to have cases filed as he had used the filing fee money to feed his addiction.
Respondent’s actions were not premeditated — they were compulsive, the result of the addiction
(Tr. pp.161:12-24; 162: 1).

Beginning in 2007, Respondent began appearing late or failing to appear for hearings in
the Columbiana County Court of Common Pleas (Agreed Stipulations 5). After several warnings
and an initial finding of contempt which was suspended on the condition of good behavior,
Respondent missed two hearings on October 16, 2008, in Judge Tobin’s Court (Agreed
Stipulations 9) and a show cause Order was issued for October 23, 2008. On that date, Judge
Tobin found the Respondent in Contempt of Court and sentenced Respondent to two consecutive

~sixty day jail sentences (Agreed Stipulations 11). Respondent was handcuffed and taken to the
Columbiana County Jail on October 23, 2008 — the date of beginning of Respondent’s new life.
While incarcerated Respondent was able to contact Paul Caimi of the Ohio Lawyer’s Assistance
Program. Mr. Caimi assisted Respondent in finding a treatment center which would accept
Respondent even though he had no money or insurance to pay for his treatment. In late October,
2008 Respondent, with the assistance of Paul Caimi, was accepted into the Ed Keating Center in
Lakewood, Ohio, for treatment of his addiction (Stipulated Exhibit 48). Judge Tobin suspended
the balance of Respondent’s incarceration to allow Respondent to enter the Keating Center. On
November 5, 2008, Respondent was released from the Columbiana County Jail to the custody of
his Aunt for the purpose of entering the Keating Center on November 7, 2008. On November 7,
2008, Respondent entered the Keating Center in Lakewood, Ohio, where he remained until

approximately February 8, 2009 (Agreed Stipulations 12).



During this time Respondent ran afoul of the Honorable Kay Woods, Judge of the United
States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Ohio by filing a Motion on behalf of
Douglas and Rebecca Reckner to waive the filing fees on the basis of poverty although thie
Reckner’s had already given their filing fee to the Respondent. (Agreed Stipulations 118 and
119). The filing fee was not paid to the Court. A show cause Order was issued for the
Respondent and the Reckners (o appear before the Court on November 13, 2008. Respondent
was in treatment at the Keating Center and the Reckners appeared before the Court and provided
written receipts from the Respondent showing that they had in fact paid Respondent the filing fee
(Agreed Stipulations 121). Respondent’s Electronic Case Filing privileges were suspended
under an Order to Disgorge Attorney Fees and Filing Fees to the Reckners (Agreed Stipluations
123). As of the time of the Panel hearing Respondent had not disgorged attorney fees or filing
fees to the Reckners.

Begimming October 23, 2008, Respondent began his life of sobriety. On October 24,
2008, Respondent attended his first AA meeting while in the Columbiana County Jail and his
second on October 31, 2008 (Tr. p 138:6-11). At the Keating Center, Respondent participated in

six group sessions per day and attended at least one ouiside AA mecting every day — sometimes
as many as three per day. Respondent got a sponsor and actively participated in the AA program,
working the first three steps of that program fully\. Respondent was discharged upon completion
of the treatment program at the Keating Center on February 8, 2009 (Stipulated Exhibits 49).
While at the Keating Center Respondent renewed contact with Paul Caimi of OLAP and entered
into a new OLAP contract. Respondent is in complete compliance with all terms of that contract
(Tr. pp. 70:23-24; 71:1-14). Mr, Caimi introduced Respondent to members of the OLAP AA
Mecting in downtown Cleveland, Ohio, and transported Respondent to these meetings on
occasion.

On February 9, 2009, Respondent returned home to few employment prospects and the
challenge of staying sober. Respondent voluntarily ceased the practice of law upon entering the
Keating Center and had been advised by Disciplinary Counsel that if Respondent attempted to
resume practice an Interim Order of Suspension would be sought (Tr. p. 129:8-15).
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As soon as Respondent returned home he contacted his Uncle Bill Oliver, a recovering
alcoholic with seventeen years of sobriety and asked him for his assistance in staying on the right
track (Tr. p. 139:3-14). Mr. Oliver took Respondent to an AA Meeting at the One Day at a Time
Club in East Liverpool, Ohio, that night. At the One Day at a Time Club, Respondent renewed
his acquaintance with Steve McComas, 2 high school friend. Mr. McComas became
Respondent’s sponsor in East Liverpool (Tr. p. 85: 10-19). According to Mr. McComas,
respondent is doing “phenomenal” in the AA program. Mr. McComas has worked with
Respondent in progressing through the first nine steps of the AA program (Tr. pp. 88:5- 24;89:1-
18). Respondent became actively involved in the East Liverpool AA program and in the sober
house run by Mr. McComas (Tr. pp. 93:23-24; 94:1-15). Mr. McComas helped Respondent get
a job at the East Liverpool Motor Lodge as a front desk clerk making $7.50 per hour (Tr. p.
129:24;130:1-3).

In July of 2009, Respondent appeared at the Office of Disciplinary Counsel for his
deposition. After that deposition Respondent was informed that an Interim Order of Suspension
would not be sought should he want to resume practicing law. In July, 2009 Respondent began
active practice under the supervision of another lawyer assisting in a bankruptcy practice
receiving $250.00 per filed Chapter 7 bankruptey case (Tt 'p. 133:1-4). Respondent works in
that capacity to this date.

In October, 2009, a fifteen count complaint was filed against Respondent by Disciplina;ry
Counsel, Respondent answered that Complaint and, prior to the Panel hearing, Respondent and
Relator jointly filed Agreed Stipulations in which Respondent stipulated to all of the relevant
facts as set forth in each count of the Complaint and to most of the violations contained in the
Complaint. The stipulations were to eleven counts of violations of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A
lawyer shall act with reasonable diligence and promptness in representing a client]; five counts of
violation of Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4(c ) [A lawyer shall not engage in conduct involving dishonesty,
fraud, deceit or misrepresentation]; four counts of violation of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.4(a)(3) [A
Jawyer shall keep the client reasonably informed about the status of the matter]; three counts of
violation of Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4(d) [A lawyer shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to
the administration of justice]; two counts of violation of Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4(h) [A
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lawyer shall not engage in any other conduct that adversly reflects on the lawyer’s fitness to
practice law]; two counts of violation of Prof. Cond. Rule 3.3 [A lawyer shall not make a false
statement of fact or law to a tribunal or fail to correct a false statement of material fact or law
previously made to the tribunal by the lawyer]; and one count of violation of Prof. Cond. Rule
3.3(a)}(1) [A lawyer shall not knowingly make a false statement of fact or law to a tribunal].

At the May 18, 2010, hearing before the Panel Respondent and Relator stipulated to the
above violations. Testimony was presented.

Respondent presented the telephone testimony of Paul Caimi, Associate Director of the
Ohio Lawyer’s Assistance Program. Mr. Caimi testified that he is Respondent’s monitor in
OLAP (Tr. p. 68:7-9). Mr. Caimi testified as to Respondent’s participation in OLAP and to his
diagnosis as a crack cocaine addict in remission (Tr. p. 70:22-24). Mr. Caimi further testified
that Respondent is in full compliance with his Ohio Lawyer’s Support System Contract and, at
the time of the Panel hearing, had over a year and a half of sobriety (Tr. pp. 71:13-24; 72:1-6).
Mr, Caimi also testified as to Respondent’s prior attempts at recovery and Respondent’s
treatment at the Keating Center (Tr. pp. 72:7-24; 73:1-7). Mr. Caimi stated his opinion that
Respondent has the present capacity to be competent as a lawyer (Tr. p. 73:12-23). On cross
examination Mr. Caimi testified as to his opinion of Respondent’s progress and the possible
benefit of an extension of Respondent’s OLAP contract. Tn considering this Mr. Caimi testified
that “['Y]ou know, there comes a point where, you know, he — and I think that he — would keep
going to meetings even without participation in OLAP to be honest with you. I think that he is - -
is that sincere about his recovery” (Tr. p. 76: 10-14). On Redirect, Mr. Caimi further stated that
in his opinion Respondent’s addiction contributed to Respondent’s state of mind which in tum
contributed to Respondent’s misconduct and that during active addiction, a crack cocaine
addict’s behavior is warped (Tr. pp. 78: 1-23). Mr. Caimi continued as to Respondent’s solid
recovery program and his competency and fitness to practice law (Tr. pp. 79: 17-24; 80:1-11).
M. Caimi was then questioned by Panel Member Polito regarding Respondent’s random drug
screens. Mr. Caimi testified that Respondent has passed all random drug screens (Tr. pp. 82: 15-
19).



Respondent’s AA Sponsor, Steve McComas, testified on behalf of the Respondent. Mr.
McComas, a licensed counselor at Gateway Rehabilitation in Aliquippa, Pennsylvania, testified
as to Respondent’s active working of the Steps of Alcoholic’s Anonymous and the progress
Respondent had made to that point — especially focusing of Steps Four and Five of that program
(Tr. pp. 88: 5-24; 89: 1-17). Mr. McComas detailed at great length the requirements for good
recovery through the AA program and Respondent’s time and energy in working the Fourth and
Fifth Steps with Mr. McComas (Tr. pp. 92:2-9). Mr. McComs further testified (over objection)
as to Respondent’s potential to be successful in recovery and to remain a recovering addict (Tr.
pp. 93:10-24; 94: 1-15). Finally, Mr. McComas testified as to Respondent’s humility and the
setting aside of Respondent’s ego and pride which may have led to his addiction (Tr. p. 95: 7-
15).

Respondent testified on direct oxamination as to several matters including his dealings
with current clients and the work that he performed for them (Tr. pp. 113: 6-24; 114: 1-25; 115:
1-24; 116: 1-3), as well as his professional history in the Bankruptcy field (Tr. pp. 120: 12-24;
121: 1-18). Respondent further testified as to the reinstatement of his Elecironic Case Filing
privileges in the United States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Ohio (Tr. pp. 122:
10-24; 123: 1-24; 124: 1-24; 125: 1-24; 126: 1-22). Respondent testified as to his remorse for
the misconduct he engaged in and the positive experience that dealing with new clients such as
Mr. & Mrs. Mackey had been for him (Tr. pp. 133: 22-24; 134: 1-15).

Respondent then testified as to his participation in OLAP and his involvement in and
participation in AA meetings to the date of the Panel hearing (Tr. 136: 11-24; 137: 1-18).
Respondent further testified as to his actions following his discharge from the Keating Center
and his need for meetings to assist in his continued sobriety (Tr. p 139: 3-17); his participation in
Relapse Prevention and Aftercare classes at the Family Recovery Center (Tr. 142: 1-24; 143: 1-
24; 144: 1-12).

Maybe most illustrative of Respondent’s testimony is that in which Respondent reflects
on his sentencing to jail for Contempt of Court; “[Wlhen - - when 1 was standing there in front of

Judge Tobin on October 23" you know, 1 - - told him that he could go ahead and sentence me to



jail because I was already living in hell” (Tr. p. 155: 2-5). Respondent continued his recollection
of the events leading up to his sobriety, his disbelief prior to becoming sober that he could in fact
get sober, the respect and admiration that he has for Judge Tobin and his desire that his little girl
never have to know the way he was prior to reaching sobriety (Tr. Pp. 155:6-24; 156: 1-15).
Finally, Respondent testified as to his state of mind when dealing with the clients he had harmed
(Tr. pp. 161: 12-24; 162: 1) and the bottom that he hit sitting in an orange jump suit in the
Columbiana County jail talking to his father (Tr. p. 163:8-15).

Upon inquiry by Panel Member Reynolds, Respondent was asked whether he had an
opinion as to whether or not an extension of his OLAP contract would be appropriate and if so,
what would be an appropriate time to which the Respondent answered “[S]ir, 'm not a
professional, but I don’t care if you extend the OLAP contract for the rest of my professional
career. It’s not an imposition in my life. The only way it would be an imposition would be if 'm
using, and 'm not using” (Tr. p. 176: 11-16). Upon further inquiry by Panel Member Reynolds,
Respondent testified as to his lifestyle which contributed to his behavior during the time he
engaged in the misconduct; and the subsequent events which have changed his life and his
behavior, especially the birth of his daughter in December, 2009 (Tr. pp. 177:17-24; 178: 1-23).

Upon conclusion of the Panel hearing, Respondent moved to admit Respondent’s
exhibits 1, 2, 3,4, 5,6,7,12,13, 14, 15,17, 18, and 19 as well as character letters being
Respondent’s exhibits 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24. These exhibits were admitted over objection and
following closing arguments the Panel hearing concluded. At that time, the Panel Chair
requested that each side provide cases in support of a recommended sanction. On May 25, 2010,
Respondent forwarded to all members of the panel and Disciplinary Counsel seven cases in
suppoﬂ of a sanction of a term suspension with at least the last eighteen months stayed on
conditions.

On October 7, 2010, the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline adopted
the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendation of the Panel recommending that
Respondent be indefinitely suspended to gether with and Order of Restitution.

Although unable to be considered at the Panel Hearing, it must be brought to the attention
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of this Court that Respondent had actively been working with his father in an attempt to

secure funds to make restitution to those he harmed. On November 13, 2010 Respondent
personally hand delivered restituiion checks and letters of apology to eleven of the thirteen
individuals named in the Complaint. The remaining three persons named in the Complaint were
mailed checks and letters of apology directly to their homes or

through the client security fund. It is further worthy of consideration what effect that this gesture
made upon at least one former client and complainant, Ms. Marsha Watson, as sel forth in Ms.
Waison’s letter sent to Disciplinary Counsel (See Appendix I).

Richard V. Hoppel continues to abide by the terms of his Ohio Lawyer’s Assistance
Program contract in full on a daily basis. He continues to actively work a recovery program on a
daily basis. He has admitted his wrongdoing, made restitution and is a valuable and competent
lawyer serving the public the way that he should have in the past - diligenﬂy, competently and
compassionately.

LAW and ARGUMENT

I. The Panel and Board Erred in Failing to Consider in Mitigation the Letters
in Support of Respondent’s Character.

Accordmg to BCGD Proc. Reg. 10(B)(2)(¢) the Panel and the Board may consider in
mitigation the character or reputation of the Respondent when considering a less severe sanction.
In support of his character and reputation, the Respondent submitted five letters attesting to his
character. These letters were from Charles B. Lazzaro, Esq., John E. Drumm, Esq., the
Honorable David Tobin, the Honorable Thomas M. Baronzzi, and Phyllis Eisele-Curran,
LICDC, program director of the Ed Keating Center in Lakewood, Ohio. Each of these letters
were admitted into evidence at the Panel hearing as Respondent’s exhibits 20-24 respectively
(Tr. p. 179: 20-22). Although Respondent did not provide cumulative character or reputation
letters in support of mitigation, one must look at the content of the letters in determining their

value.
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The letter from Attorney John E. Drumm is perhaps most illustrative of Respondent’s
professional and personal character in that Attorney Drumm’s opinion is based upon a history
with Respondent that spans several years both professionally and personally. Attorney Drumm
makes reference to Respondent’s collegial attitude even though a competitor, his approachable,
courteous and respectful nature to colleagues and clients as well as his general good reputation in
the community and the Courts.

Attorney Drumm further relates his shock regarding the events that transpired in
Respondent’s personal and professional life beginning in 2008. Attorney Drumm set forth his
own personal actions in attempting to contract Respondent to assist him but to no avail. Attormey
Drumm also described that the actions and inactions of the Respondent were totally out of
character for Respondent and that the behavior of the Respondent led him to believe that
something was affecting his good judgment and personality.

In closing, Attorney Drumm talks of confronting Respondent while the Respondent was
working at the East Liverpool Motor Lodge and how angry he was at Respondent for the
additional work that Respondent had caused him. Attorney Drumm accepted Respondent’s
apology and acknowledged Respondent’s efforts at overcoming his addiction and his expression
of a sincere desire to make amends to his harmed clients.

Clearly this letter is character evidence worth consideration.

Next is the letter from Judge David Tobin. It is worthy of note that this letter in support
of the Respondent is written by the same J udge that filed a grievance against the Respondent and
sentenced the Respondent to jail for contempt of Court. J udge Tobin notes in his letter that he
has known the Respondent since he began to practice law and that up until 2007, that he seemed
1o be a competent attorney. Judge Tobin notes his personal interactions with Respondent after
Respondent’s return from the Keating Center and his final decision to dismiss the contempt
citations he issued — including the balance of the sentence and the fines. Judge Tobin also notes
that he has had personal contact with Respondent and that he “seems to be physically better,
mentally better and seems to have a grip on a direction for his life and his practice” (Exhibit 22).

Judge Tobin further notes that he would welcome Respondent back to practice in front of him

12



without hesitation and that this experience may have saved Respondent’s life, if not his practice.

Clearly, this letter is character evidence worth consideration.

Exhibit 23 is the letter in support writien by Judge Thomas M. Baronzzi, Probate and
Juvenile Judge of the Columbiana County Court of Common Pleas. Judge Baronzzi notes his
long professional relationship with Respondent both before Judge Baronzzi ascended to the
bench and aferwards. Judge Baronzzi writes that he had a very favorable opinion of Respondent
based upon his personal contact with him and the way Respondent handled cases for opposing
clients. Judge Baronzzi refers to his knowledge of Respondent’s addiction and his personal
attempts to help Respondent seck professional help as well as the devastating effects that the
substance abuse had on Respondent’s personal and professional life and reputation.

Judge Baronzzi goes on to discuss his opportunity to discuss with Respondent the
changes Respondent has made in his personal life and Respondent’s desire to rehabilitate his
professional career. He also states that it is very apparent to him from his contact with
Respondent that Respondent has made substantial progress toward meeting those goals and that
e has no concerns regarding Respondent’s ability to competently and zealously represent clients
before him or any other Court in the State. Finally, Judge Baronzzi states “I support Attorney
Hoppel in his continued efforts or rehabilitation and his efforts to maintain his license to practice
law in the State of Ohio” (Exhibit 23).

Clearly this letter is character evidence worth consideration.

The other two letters, while not being of the nature of the first three, are illustrative of
Respondent’s continued efforts at sobriety and his commitment to maintaining his new way of
life. Phyllis Eisele-Curran, LICDC, Program Director at the Ed Keating Center makes reference
to Respondent’s commitment to staying sober and changing his life as well as the fact that
Respondent continues to be active at the Ed Keating Center helping facilitate group sessions with
new residents (Exhibit 24). The letter from Attorney Charles B. Lazzaro, while short, is of value
in establishing Respondent’s character in that Attorney Lazzaro refers to Respondent’s AA lead

and the sincerity of that message.
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Tn short, the Panel neglected to consider this mitigating character evidence which should

have been considered in the imposition of a sanction less severe than an indefinite suspension.

IL. The Panel and Board Erred in Failing to Consider Respondent’s
Cited Cases of Precedent in Support of a Sanction for Misconduct,
Each of Those Cases Being Similar in Nature to the Offenses
Committed by Respondent and Each Resulting in a Sanction Less
Severe than Indefinite Suspension.

At the close of the hearing, the Panel Chair offered both parties the opportunity to
provide case law in support of sanctions (Tr. pp. 190:22-24; 191:1-10). On May 25, 2010
Respondent provided each of the members of the Panel as well as Disciplinary Counsel, a letter
setting forth seven cases decided by this Honorable Court in support of an appropriate sanction

of a term suspension of no more than two years with at least the last eighteen months stayed on

conditions. These cases were Disciplinary Counsel v. May, 2005-Ohio-5320, Disciplinary

Counsel v. Chambers, 2010-Ohio-1809, Disciplinary Counsel v. Nicks, 2010-Ohio-600,

Toledo Bar Association v. Weisberg, 2010-Ohio-142, Columbus Bar Association v. Allerding,
2009-Ohio-5589, Disciplinary Counsel v. Greco, 2005-Ohio-6045, and Akron Bar
Association v. Goodlet, 2003-Ohio-3935.

In the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendation of the Board on
Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohio issued October 7, 2010, the Panel
refers to the cases cited by Disciplinary Counsel in support of an indefinite suspension.
However, the Panel goes on to find that these cases arc distinguishable from Respondent’s case
in that unlike Respondent, the respondents in those cases failed to cooperate and had no
mitigating factor of drug dependency.

In light of the Panels failure to consider the cascs cited by the Respondent, it is necessary
for Respondent to present these cases and their application to the Respondent’s case to this
Honorable Court.

In the case of Disciplinary Counsel v. May, 2005-Ohio-5320, 106 Ohio St. 3d 385

(Ohio 2005) the Respondent was charged with committing several violations of the Ohio Code
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of Professional Responsibility after being indicted by a Grand Jury on two charges of obtaining
a dahgerous drug through deception. Respondent had presented forged prescriptions for a
narcotic. Respondent entered into a treatment in lieu of conviction program including random
drug tests and NA meetings. Respondent successfully completed that drug treatment and the
charges were dismissed.

Respondent admitted the violations as set forth in the Complaint and a two year
suspension with the entire suspension stayed on conditions of probation including participation
in OLAP, random drug screens, attend at least one AA or NA meeting per week and continue
counseling. In accepting this recommendation of the Board, this Court stated that “[T]he Board
also found that respondent had been professionally diagnosed as having been chemically
dependent on pain medications and that his abuse of those medications had affected his behavior
and contributed to his misconduct. . . .” May, supra at page 388.

In the present case it is clear that there are aggravating factors present which were not
present in the May case cited. Respondent in the present case was not convicted of any crime.
Respondent has been engaged in recovery for a period in excess of two years and has sustained
his sobriety for that period. It is clear from the uncontradicted testimony of Paul Caimi that
Respondent’s chemical dependence affected his behavior and contributed to his misconduct just
as it did the Respondent in May, supra.

In the case of Disciplinary Counsel v. Chambers, 2010-Ohio-1809, 125 Ohio St. 3d
414 (Ohio 2010) Respondent was charged with violating several provisions of the Rules of
Professional Conduct in two separate complaints filed by Disciplinary Counsel. Respondent
failed to answer either complaint and Relator moved for default judgment. Respondent and
Relator objected to the Board report and after oral hearing before this Court, Respondent was
placed on monitored probation and the matter was remanded to the board for further
consideration. In considering an appropriate sanction in that matter the Board found m
aggravation that the respondent had committed multiple offenses and had failed to cooperate n
the disciplinary process. In mitigation, the Board found that respondent did not have a prior

disciplinary record, had made restitution although it took over three years to do so, and had

15



other sanctions imposed. Additionally, the Board found alcohol dependence and bi polar
affective disorder both of which significantly contributed to his misconduct. Respondent had
successfully completed a treatment program and was fully compliant with his OLAP contract.
Based upon these considerations a one year suspension with the entire year stayed upon
conditions was imposed upon Respondent. Those conditions were that Respondent complete a
three year probationary period including OLAP compliance, monitoring, regular AA meetings,
commit no further misconduct and pay the costs of the proceedings.

As in the above cited case, Respondent in the case at bar has no prior disciplinary record,
has been subject to other sanctions for his misconduct, has finally made restitution and suffered
from chemical dependency for which Respondent has sought and completed treatment. Also as
in the case above, Respondent has committed multiple offenses. Unlike the Respondent in
Chambers, supra, however, Respondent in the present case fully cooperated with the
disciplinary process even taking it upon himself contact Disciplinary Counsel directly to have
the grievances filed against him forwarded to him while he was in treatment for his addiction
(Tr. pp 128: 23-24; 129: 1-7) so that he could begin making the amends for his misconduct.

In the case of Disciplinary Counsel v. Nicks, 2010-Ohio-600, 124 Ohio St. 3d 460 the

respondent committed multiple offenses of the Rules of Professional Conduct involving many
of those committed by the Respondent in the case at bar. Considering the mitigating factors of
Respondent’s lack of a disciplinary record, his full cooperation with the disciplinary process and
Respondent’s chemical dependence, including his participation in OLAP and sustained,
uninterrupted period of sobriety, the sanction imposed in this case was a two year suspension
with the last eighteen months stayed on conditions.

As in the Nicks case, Respondent has no disciplinary record, has fully cooperated in the
disciplinary process and has established chemical dependency per BCGD Proc. Sec 10(g)
including a prognosis that Respondent can return to the competent ethical professional practice
of law under specified conditions. As in the Nicks case, the Board found in aggravation in the
case at bar that Respondent’s conduct involved multiple offenses and that Respondent had failed

to make restitution. It should be noted that aithough not available for the Panel or Board to
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consider, Respondent in the case at bar has since the Panel Hearing made restitution in an
amount exceeding $17,000.00, and has made personal apology to all those persons named in
Relator’s complaint (See Appendix C-P)

In the case of Toledo Bar Association v, Weisberg, 2010-Ohio-142, 124 Ohio St. 3d

274, the Respondent had been convicted of one count of federal income tax evasion and also
commingled his personal funds with his trust account. Respondent had been incarcerated on the
income tax conviction. In mitigation, Respondent was able to establish the mitigating factors of
no prior disciplinary record, full cooperation with the disciplinary process, evidence of his good
character and reputation, other sanctions, and Respondent’s agreement to continue treatment for
his compulsive gambling problem. In aggravation, the Board found that respondent acted with a
dishonest or selfish motive. Considering all relevant factors including the rehabilitative
measures taken by the Respondent after his criminal conviction, a two year suspension stayed on
conditions of a monitored probationary period with OLAP oversight was imposed.

While there are more aggravating circumstances in the case at bar than those that were in
present in the Weisberg, supra case, many of the aggravating factors in the case at bar have
been addressed by the Respondent in his treatment for his addiction. Also, the mitigating
factors present in the Weisberg case are present in the case at issue before the Court.

In the case of Columbus Bar Association v. Allerding, 2009-Ohio-5589, 123 Ohio St.

3d 382, the Respondent was charged in a four count complaint with multiple violations of the
Rules of Professional Conduct involving attempted representation of clients while intoxicated..
The Board found as an aggravating factor that Respondent had committed multiple offenses. In
mitigation, the board found that respondent had no prior disciplinary record and did not act
with a selfish or dishonest motive. The Panel observed, and the Board agreed, that
respondent’s alcoholism caused all of respondent’s misconduct even though the Board did not
mention the four prong test in BCDG Proc. Reg 10(B)(2)X(g). Instead, the Court found from the
testimony of Respondent’s doctor and respondent’s testimony that the test had been met.
Additionally, the respondent was in an approved treatment prograim although not being

compliant with his five year OLAP contract even though respondent was actively invoived in
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Alcoholic’s Anonymous; maintained close contact with his sponsor and testified that he had
abstained from intoxicants for a considerable period of time. Based on these factors a two year
suspension, all stayed on conditions, was imposed.

As in the Allerding case, supra the Respondent in the case at bar was charged in a
multiple count complaint with multiple violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct. Also
as in the Allerding case, Respondent has provided evidence by way of the testimony of Paul
Caimi that Respondent’s chemical dependency contributed to cause all of the misconduct
associated with the complaint in this maiter (Tr. pp. 78:12-24; 79:1-3).

In the case of Akron Bar Association v. Goodlet, 2003-Ohio 3935, 99 Ohio St. 3d. 355

the Respondent was charged in a two count complaint with several violations of the Code of
Professional Responsibility stemming from respondent’s voluntary dismissal of a lawsuit
without his client’s consent and failing to cooperate in the disciplinary process. Although the
respondent had a prior disciplinary record, it was found that respondent’s misconduct was
attributable to sever, untreated depression. In finding that a one year stayed suspension was
warranted, the Board found that respondent had engaged in treatment for that depression, had
testified freely and candidly, admitted his misconduct and recognized his serious need for
{reatment.

As in the Goodlet casc, supra it was recognized by the Panel in the present case that
the misconduct commitied by Respondent was attributable to Respondent’s disability (chemical
dependency) (Appendix ‘B’, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendation of
the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Chio, page
8, hereinafter referred to as ‘Appendix ‘B’, Board Report p. ). Unlike the respondent in
Goodlet, the Respondent in the present case has no prior disciplinary record and fully
cooperated with the disciplinary process. Further, unlike the respondent in Goodlet,
Respondent in the present case has made restitution in an amount in excess of $17.,000.00,
albeit laie. In Goodlet, the one year stayed suspension was imposed with the condition that

respondent make restitution before the completion of the stayed suspension.
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Possibly most illustrative of an appropriate sanction for the present case is the result in the case

of Disciplinary Counsel v. Grece, 2005-Ohio-6045, 107 Ohio St.3d 155. In that case, it was

found that the respondent had engaged in a pattern of misconduct and multiple offenses and
that respondent had acted in his own self interest. Considering the appropriate sanction the
Board found that respondent’s neglect and other misconduct was attributable to his diagnosed
chemical dependency. Based upon respondenti’s active and enthusiastic participation in his
recovery program of Alcoholic’s Anonymous-- including more than ninety meetings in ninety
days, his enrollment in the Ohio Lawyer’s Assistance Program and his compliance with his
OLAP contract; his commitment to sobriety, a prognosis that he was able to return to the
competent, cthical, professional practice of law, his extreme cooperation with the disciplinary
process and the forthcoming nature throughout the process, as well as his sincere expression of
remorse and character letters, the Board recommended a two year stayed suspension with
conditions including continued compliance with his OLAP contract. This Court found that a
two year suspension was warranted but that an actual suspension was also warranted. As such,
the Court determined that a two year suspension with the last eighteen months stayed was
appropriate and that prior to any reinstatement that the respondent make restitution.

As in Greco, Respondent in the present case committed numerous violations of the
Rules of Professional Conduct and harmed several clients. As in Greco, these violations were
found to be attributable to a diagnosed chemical dependency. Further, Respondent in the
present case was found to have successfully completed a treatment program, out patient
aftercare and family services successfully; and that Respondent would be competent to be a
lawyer as long as Respondent stays sober (Appendix ‘B’, Board Report, p. 8). Further,
although not noted by the Panel or Board, Respondent has immersed himself in his recovery
program completing over one hundred AA meetings in ninety days (Tr. pp. 138: 6-14; 136: 13-
24; 137: 1-18), become an integral part of his Jocal AA community (Tr. pp. 93: 23-24; 94: 1-
24: 95: 1-18; 159: 8-22), and continues to exercise his program and spirituality One Day at a
Time as well as surround himself with his family (Tr. pp. 154: 19-24; 155: 1-24; 156: 1-24,
157: 1-24; 158: 1-17). Again, although not noted by the Panel or Board, Respondent
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acknowledged the wrongful nature of his conduct by making extensive stipulations of fact and
through his testimony (Tr. pp. 160: 8-24; 161: 1-24; 162: 1; 133: 22-24; 134: 1-6).
Additionally, although not possible for the Panel or the Board to consider, is the fact that since
the Panel hearing, Respondent has made personal apologies to each of the persons harmed by
his conduct and made restitution to each of those persons (Appendix C-P).

Each of the above cited cases are instructive in their own rights as to an appropriate
sanction to be meted out in the case at bar. Each of these cases are the precedent established by
this Honorable Court in cases similar in nature to the case at bar and should have been
considered by the Panel and the Board in recommending a sanction for the Respondent’s

cond'uct.

IIL. The Overwhelming Mitigation Evidence Warrants
Reconsideration of the Board’s Recommended Sanction
BCGD Proc. Reg. 10(B)(2) states that the Board may consider the following mitigating
factors when recommending a sanction:
(a) absence of a prior disciplinary record;
(b) absence of a dishonest or selfish motive;

(c) timely good faith effort to make restitution or to rectify
consequences of misconduct;

(d) full and free disclosure to disciplinary Board or
cooperative attitude toward proceedings;

(c) character or reputation;
(f) imposition of other penalties or sanctions;
() chemical dependency when there has been all of the following:

£} A diagnosis of chemical dependency or

mental disability by a qualified health care

professional or alcohol/substance abuse counselor;

(i) A determination that the chemical dependency
or mental disability contributed to cause the misconduct;
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(iii)  In the event of chemical dependency, a certification
of successful completion of an approved treatment
program or in the event of menta] disability, a sustained
period of successful treatment;

(iv) A prognosis from a qualified health care
professional or alcohol/substance abuse counselor

that the attorney will be able to return to competent,

ethical professional practice under specified conditions;

(h) other interim rehabilitation.

Within the Agreed Stipulations and at the hearing, Respondent presented evidence

demonstrating the existence of the following mitigating factors:

a)

b)
¢)

d)

Absence of a prior disciplinary record (Appendix ‘B’, Agreed Stipulations, p.
14; Tr. p. 162:8-12).

Good character and reputation (Respondent’s Exhibit’s 20-24);

Timely good faith effort to rectify consequences of misconduct by seeking
assistance from and renewing his OLAP contract on November 12, 2008 after
entering the Keating Center (Tr. p. 135: 4-19) and engaging in subsequent
treatment, participation in a solid recovery program and sustained sobriety since
October 23, 2008 (Tr. pp. 70:22-24; 71:1-24; 72: 1-6). Respondent also has,
since the Panel hearing on May 18, 2010 made restitution to all persons named
in Relator’s complaint and has issued personal Jetters of apology to each of
those persons (Appendix C-P);

Full and free disclosure and cooperative attitude toward these proceedings
(Agreed Stipulations, p. 14);

Remorse for his conduct and acknowledgment of wrongdoing (Tr. pp. 123: 8-
17; 133:22-24; 134: 1-6; 155:2-24; 156: 1-15; 157: 20-22; 159. 23-24; 160: 8-
24; 161: 1-24; 162:1; 163: 8-22);

Respondent provided reputation of his character and reputation by submitting
five letters from two judges (one of which was the complainant in Count One of
the complaint against Respondent), two attorneys and the director of the Keating

Center. (Respondent’s Exhibits 20-24)
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g)

h)

D

k)

Although not given substantial argument as mitigation, Respondent did in fact
suffer other penalties and/or sanctions as a result of his actions. Respondent
was jailed for Contempt of Court (Tr. pp. 150: 4-24; 151: 1-3), had his
Electronic Case Filing privileges suspended (Tr. pp. 122 23-24; 123: 1-5), and
he lost his home to foreciosure (Tr. p. 129: 17-19), all the result of his addiction
to cocaine and the misconduct that he engaged in.

A diagnosis by Paul Caimi, Associate Director of OLAP, a licensed
alcohol/substance abuse counselor, of Respondents chemical dependency (Tr.
pp. 70: 22-24; 71: 1-24; 72: 1-6);

A diagnosis and determination by Paul Caimi, Associate Director of OLAP, a
licensed alcohol/substance abuse counselor that Respondent’s addiction
contributed to the misconduct at issue in this case (Tr. p. 78:3-24; 79: 1-24: 80:
1-11);

A prognosis by Paul Caimi, Associate Director of OLAP, a licensed
alcohol/substance abuse counselor that Respondent is able to return to the
competent, ethical professional practice of law under specified conditions (Tr.
pp. 73: 15-24; 80:1-11);

Although not able to be considered by the Panel at the time of the hearing, the
Respondent has since that hearing made restitution exceeding $17,0001.00 to
those persons that he has harmed and made personal apologies to cach of those

persons (Appendix C-P)

Although Respondent has committed numerous violations of the Rules of Professional

Conduct, the recommended sanction must be tempered by the mitigation evidence not

considered by the Panel or Board.

Indeed, since Disciplinary Counsel v. Michaels, (1988), 38 Ohio St.3d 248, 527 N.E.

2d 299, the Ohio Supreme Court has regarded the disciplinary system as an important tool for

recovery for lawyers struggling with substance abuse. As the late Chief Justice Moyer
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explained in Michaels:

[W]e perceive our responsibility in cases of this nature to go beyond
the imposition of a standard appropriate sanction. In Ohio, as in every
other state, the opportunities presented the legal profession to assist
Judges and lawyers in becoming free of alcohol and drug dependence
are increasing at a rapid rate. Where a lawyer’s use of alcohol or drugs
results in conduct that violates the Code of Professional Responsibility,
the disciplinary process of this coutt can and should be viewed as a
potential for recovery as well as a procedure for the imposition of
sanctions.
Id. at 301. Such a model gives the attorney the tools necessary to recover and return to the
ethical practice of law while at the same time providing protection to the public and to the
Courts.

It is also important to note that for many years, compliance with an OLAP contract as a
precondition for maintaining a stayed suspension or readmission has served as a very effective
incentive for attorneys in the disciplinary system to avoid future misconduct. Such condition
serves as both a desperately needed second chance and a hammer if you will, that fails instantly
in the event that a provision of the OLAP contract is violated. As seen in Disciplinary Counsel
v, Norris (1996) 76 Ohio St.3d 93, 1996 Ohio 418, Disciplinary Counsel v. Greco (2005),
107 Ohio St. 3d. 155, 2005 Ohio 6045 at 954, Disciplinary Counsel v. Albrecht (2005), 106
Ohio St.3d 301, 2005 Ohio 4984 at § 17, dkron Bar Association v.Gatskie (2005), 105 Ohio

St. 3d 327, 2005 Ohio 1828 at Y12, Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Fortado (1996), 74

Ohio St. 3d 604, 606, 1996 Ohio 295 and Disciplinary Counsel v. Connor (2004), 105 Ohio
St. 3d 100, 2004 Ohio 6902 at 21, Disciplinary Counsel v. May (2005), 106 Ohio St.3d 385,
2005 Ohio 5320 and Cuyahoga Bar Association v. Lazzarro (2005), 106 Ohio St.3d 379,

2005 Ohio 5321 at 916, and many others, this Court imposed term suspensions that were
stayed either in part or entirely, provided that the attorney remained in compliance with the

OLAP contract. If the contract is violated, the stay is to be lifted.
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IV. The Panel and Board Were Without Information Regarding Respondent’s
Payment of Restitution to all Clients Named Within the Complaint, those
Payments Being Made by Respondent in Face to Face Meetings with Those
Clients After the Panel Hearing.

As an aggravating factor in this case, the Board specifically acknowledged that the
Respondent had failed to make restitution aithough Respondent testified that after he was
discharged from treatment he had very little money, no prospects and was lucky to land a
minimum wage job as a front desk clerk in a local hotel (Tr. pp. 129: 16-24; 130: 1-3; 131: 20-
24; 132: 1-5) and did not have the means to make, or attempt to make, financial restitution.
Respondent agrees that at the time of the Panel hearing and the Board’s recommendation
it was appropriate for the failure to make restitution to be considered an aggravating factor
pursuant to BCGD Proc. Reg. 10(B)(1)(I). However, since the Panel Hearing of May 18, 2010,
Respondent had been in discussions with his father in an attempt to procure funds to make the
necessary restitution to make his clients whole. Tn late October, 2010, Respondent’s father sold
o herd of cattle and was able to provide Respondent with funds fo make direct restitution to all
clients named in Relator’s complaint (Appendix ‘C’-P’). Additionally, Respondent wrote
each of the clients a personal letter of apology for his actions and then, on November 13, 2010,
drove throughout Columbiana and Mahoning Counties to personally hand delivered checks
drawn on his father’s account to his former clients along with his letters of apology.
Respondent was able to personally deliver eleven of the fourteen checks directly to the clients
in face to face meetings and although these meetings sometimes got off (o a rocky start, for the
most part they ended up with a hand shake or a hug with the client wishing Respondent well.
The three checks and letters that Respondent could not personally deliver were to Richard and
Rita McCauley who had recently moved to South Carolina. Respondent had his wife get on
Facebook and send Mr. McCauley a message stating that Respondent wanted to talk to him to
reimburse him. Respondent in the meantime contacted the Client Security Fund and requested
the McCauley’s forwarding address. Once Respondent had that address he mailed the check
and letter to the McCauleys. Respondent personally spoke to Rita McCauley by telephone after
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mailing the check and letter. Respondent did the same thing with the check and letter for Anita
and Donald Cusick. Mr. Cusick had died in the last yéar and Mrs. Cusick was not at her home
when Respondent attempted to personally deliver the letter and check. Respondent left a note
and a telephone number for Mrs. Cusick to call Respondent and she did within three days.
Mrs. Cusick was advised that she would be receiving her letter and check within the next few
days. Mrs. Cusick was very happy, wished Respondent well and then asked Respondent a
question regarding a deed transfer. Respondent referred her to a lawyer near her home. The
final reirﬁbursement was made to Mr. David Miller by way of the Client Security Fund. Mr.
Miller was not at home when respondent attempted to deliver the check and letter and did not
return Respondent’s telephone calls until several days later. In the meantime, Respondent had
arranged to forward the check and letter to the Client Security Fund to delivery to Mr. Miller.
Respondent had an opportunity to speak with Mr. Miller making an apology prior to Mr.
Miller’s letter being delivered.

It is probably most illustrative of the effect that Respondent’s efforts had upon the
clients that he personally visited and delivered checks and letters of apology to by looking at
the letter written by Ms. Marsha Watson, one of Respondent’s former clients named in the
Complaint. Ms. Watson, on her own, wrote Disciplinary Counsel explaining her contact with
Respondent, their discussions, Respondent’s demonstration of sincerity and Ms. Watson’s well
wishes for the Respondent. Further, Ms. Watson related that after Respondent left she read
Respondent’s letter and found it to be “heartfelt, personal and professional and seemed
sincere.” Further, Ms. Watson stated that “[I]t must be very humbling for him to go door to
door and personally pay back and apologize face to fact those he wronged. 1 give him credit for
righting the wrongs in this manner as opposed to doing so by mail.” “[I]t’s so sad when good
people go bad because of the influence of one thing or another”. (Appendix ‘T’).

Respondent understands that this Court is not bound to accept this supplementation to
the record once the matter reaches this Court. However, Respondent contends that the payment
of restitution at this late date was only possible after Respondent’s father was able to sell a herd

of cattle, thus providing Respondent with sufficient funds to make restitution. Respondent
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asks that this Honorable Court to consider the supplementation of the record in this matter as
an exceptional circumstance. -
CONCLUSION

Based upon the foregoing, Respondent respectfully requests that this Honorable Court,
in light of the overwhelming mitigating evidence in this matter as well as the prior precedent of
this Court, temper the Board’s recommended sanction and issue a term suspension of two years
with the last eighteen months stayed on conditions as determined to be appropriate by this

Honorable Coutt.

Respectfully submitted,

Counsel for Respondent:

[é]i?;fo (0042491)
The e aw Office, LLC
7 West Liberty Street

Girard OH 44420

PH: (330) 545-6900

FX: (202) 204-8445
hidlaw(9@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE of SERVICE

MD
I do hereby certify that on the 2 day of December, 2010 T did serve a copy of the
foregoing Respondent Richard V. Hoppel’s Objections to Findings of Fact, Conclusions of
Law and Recommendations of the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline by

U.S. Mail, first class postage prepaid and addressed as set forth below:

Jonathon E. Coughlan, Disciplinary Counsel
Heather L. Hissom, Asst Disciplinary Counsel
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325

Columbus, Ohio 43215-7411
couchlani{@sconet.state.ch.us
hissomh@sconet.state.oh.us

Jonathon W. Marshall, Esq.
The Supreme Court of Ohio
Board of Commissioners on
Grievances and Discipline
65 South Front Street

5" Floor

Columbus OH 43215-3431

Har 1. e/
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF CONMISSE ONERS
ON GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF ORIO

RICHARD VINCENT HOPPEL, ESQ.
7 West Liberry Street
Girard, OH 44420

Attarney Registration No. (oee30i)
AGREEDB

STIPULATIONS
BOARD NO. 09-068

DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

250 Civie Canter Drive, Suite 335
Columbus, Qo 43213-74 3!

AGREED STIPULATIONS

Relator, Disciplinary Counnsel, arid Respondent, Richard Vincem Hoppel, do horeby

stipulate to the admission of the following luets and exhibits.

STIPULATED FACTS

i, Respondent, Richard Vincent Hoppel, was admitted o the practice of law in the Srate of

Ohioon May 16, 1994, Respondent is subject to the Code of Professional Resp
and the Rules for the Covemnment of the Bur of Ohio,

1

onsibility

Respondent wis i parinct in{he daw firm of Hoppel & Yajko Cou LEA wntil he felt that

R in 2008 to beeome a sole practitioner with a praclice contentration on bunkrupiey:

He also served as a part-ting public defender.

1 Respondent began his practice s a partner in the Law Office of Frak & Hoppel from
1994 through approxinately 2005, During this time Frank & Hoppel became Fronk &

tappel Co., LPA. After 2005 the firm became Frank, Hoppel & Yajko Co.. LP.

A, In 2007

ihe fism becaime Hoppel & Yuiko Co.. LD A, Respandent beeame & solé practitioner w

February, 2008

4, Respondent beemnc addicted w covalne in 27,
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L 2007, Respondent bugan appearing late or failing 10 appear for hearings m the
Columbizig County Coudt of Cortmnon Pleas.

judge Tobin of the Calumbiana Connty Cowrt of Conimon Pleas cited Respondent for
comempt in June 2008 after he missed two hearings in Judge Tobig's courtronm on Aprid
2, 72008 and June 13, 2005,

Respendent also nusscd a domestic relations hearing before Magisteate Colteen Hall
Dalicy.

Om Jane 27, 2008, Judge Tobin found fﬁ.gs:ponﬁ;;m in confempt ahd ordered Respondent
sy a fine and court Costs. tudge Tobin suspended the fine and eowrt-costs on-the
condition of Respondent's continved auod behavior. The contenipt charges were then

tnter dismissed.

Respondent nmssed (wo suhgequent bewrings on Qctober 16, 2008 in Judge Tobin's
Court. '

On October 17, 2008, 3 show cuuse order was issued reguiring Respondent's appoanmes
before Judge Tobin and on October 33 2008, Respondent appedred and was foting in
confempl.

O Detober 23, 2608, Judge Tobin found that fespondent had intent 1 defy the cowts orders
Al had 2 Blatant disregard For the authority-of the Gonrt. Respondent was seateaced 1o two
separate Sixty day Jail senicaces o Tan cansecutively and ordered w.pay COUrt CosIS.

Respandent served 13 days ol the sententd before Judge Tobinsuspended the remainder
of the sentence an condifion that Respondent report irmiediately to inpatient drug
ceiabilitation at the Keating Center iy L ukewaod, Ohib. Respondent réporied 1o the
Keating Center on November 7, 2008 where he remained until approximaiely Febrawy 8,
2009,

On June 13, 2008, Judge Pike of the Columbrana County Court of Commen Pléas. cited
Respondent for contemnpt dfter he missed o hearing in Judge Pike's courtreom. A
December 13, 2008 hearing was schechiled on the contempt filied by Judge Pike: The
matier was heard in July 2009 by Judge Tohin.

On February 22, 2010 Orders were fssuxd by Judge David Tobin in both contempt Cises
(Columbiana County Court of Common Pleas case nos. 2008 MJ 112 and 2008 M1 71}
finding that Respoudent had purged himsell of the contenpt in each case and that the
cases would be dismissed upon payment of fines and costs.
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Respondent's actions constitute violtions of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A fawyer shall setwith
reasonable diligenee and prompiuess in represepting 2 client]; Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4} [A
Jawyer shull not engage in conduct that i prejodicial tothe administration of justies]; and
Praf. Cond, Rale £4(0) [A Inwyer shall notengage in any other conduct thid adversely
ceflects on the lnwyer's fitness 1o practice law].

Count1l

On March 29, 2007, Gloria Howkey hired Respondent to file s Chapler 7 bankruptey on
her behalt, Hawkey paid Respondent’s former law finm $1,200.00 in antomey fees and
{tiing fees.

Flawkey was pard owner ina home diat was in foreclosure. Hawkey intended 10 disehargs
hier shave of the home in bankruptoy.

Respondent never filed for bankrupiey on behalf of Hawkey.
Respondent has not refunded any of the fees paid to him by Hawkey.

Respondent's actions constinute violations of Prof. Cond. Rule 13 [A nwyer ghatl act
with ressonable diligenee and prompiess in sepresenting a elient];

Connt i1}

In or aboul May 2008, Anthony Romeno hired Respondent to file o Chapter 13
barkruptey on his beball. Romano paid Regpondent $1,474.00 in atlorpey {feesand filing
fess,

Op October 10, 2008, Respondent filed bankrupicy on behal{ of Romano

Al the same time, Respondent {iled a motion to pay the filing fee in instllments, The
mation proposed to pay the fiting fee i four installments and contained the electronic
sijrmature of Romino,

At the time Respondent filed that motion, he had already spent the mitorvey fee and filing
fee paid to bim by Romano. '
Romano werminated (he services of Respondent on oy about November 12,2008 Romano
could not reach Respondent beeause be remained in juil on the contempt of court finding
sipce October 23,2008,

Respondent's actions constitme violations of Praf. Cond: Rule 3.3{ak 1) [A tawyer shall
net knowingly make a false statement of fagt or law to o tribunall; Prof. Cond. Rule
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3.4{c) [A lawyer shall not engage in conduet involving dishonesty, {raad, deceit, or
moisrepresentation]; and Prof. Cond. Rule .4(d) [A lawyer shall not enage i conduct
shat is prejudicial to the adminisiration of justice}.

Count 1V

Pavid Fusco hired Respondent i Qctober 2007 to file a Chapter 13 banlaupiey inan
effart to save Fusco's home frorn foreclosure. Fusco paid Réspondent’s former law firm
$650.00 which included attorney fees and filing fees.

In Februsty 2008, Respondent left the law fimm e was working at10 pragtice law outof
his home.

Respondest failed to notify Fuseo that he was leaving the {im. Regponden did not
provide Fusco with a new telephone numnber. o means to-contact him other hanthe
refophone mumber lsted in the Bast Liverpool, Ohio white pages for his personal
residence. '

Ia or about March 2008, Fusco wrote to Respondent at his home address at which fime
Respondent vontacted the Fuscos.

Respondent repeatediy told Fusco that he needed more thme to file the bapkrupicy
peution,

Respondent could not file Fusco’s bankrupiey petition ot a later date because he had
spent the filing fec.

Fusco received a notice of sheriffs sate for his heme on October 8, 2008,

Respoendent never filed for bankmuptey on behall ol Tusce.

Respondent has not returned the fling fee paid by Fusco.

Respondent’s actions constitute vialations ef Prof. Cond, Rule 1.3 [A ldwyer shal act
with reasonabile diligence and promptaess in representing a client]; Prof, Cond. Rule,

1.4{a)(3) [A lawyer shall keep the client reasonably-informed about the status of the
matterh;

CountV
In Oetober 2007, Cynthia Robb hired Respondent to file a-Chapter 7 bankruptey on ber

hehalf, 43, Robb paid Respondent $1,275.00 in cash for both attorney fecs and filing fees
on November §, 2007,
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Berween Mareh and July 2008, Respondent was very hard o reach and his voicemall wis
afen full. Robb left several messages sowie of which went unreturned,

O March 13, 2008 Respondent filed o bankruptey petition on beldfof Robb,

Robb was receiving treatment for caneer and was-eheduled o uatengeo o sten cell
transplant atthe Cleveland Clinic. Respondent was aware of Robb's nredica condition.

On April 23, 2008, Beneficial, the mortzage holder for Robb's house, fited a motion for
relief from stay fo permit i to file for foreciosure in state ¢ourt.

Robb called Respondent about the motion far reliel from stay bul sould not rench Bim.

Respondent did not file a response o the motios for relief from siay and Beneficial's
motion was granted on May 27, 2008,

Robb called Respondent when she found out that the motion for relief from stay had been
granted. Respondent told Robb not to wworty about itund that it waiuld be “taken care of ut
the hearing”.

The first §341 mecting of creditors was scheduled for May 13, 2008, Robh was unable o

attend because she was in the Cleveland Clinic for a ster.cell transplant. Respondent dud

ot attend the meeting and it was rescheduled.

A second §341 meeting of creditors was schieduled for May 27, 2008, Robb was still i
the Cleveland Clinde and unable w sttend.

A third § 341 meéting of creditors was scheduled for June 24, 2008: Robb was again
nnable to attend due to hir medical condition.

The show ¢ause bearing was held July 22,2008, as was 3 fourth § 341 meeting of.
ereditors. Robb was again in the Cleveland Chinie. The mustee recommended dismissal

of Robb's baplruptey petition.

Robb's hankrupiey was dismissed on July 31, 2008 for her failure to appedr at the §341
hearing or provide testimony Iy interrogatorics,

Robb found a new atiorney who was able 1o have her bankruptcy case reinstated.

Respondent has not refunded any of the {oes paid 10 him by R,
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Count Vi

On March 17,2008, Nadene Dorsey hired Respondent to file bankruptey on fuer behalfl

Dorsey paid Respondent $1,275.00 in both attorney fees and filing fees.

In May 2008, Dorsey calied Respondent and Fred him. Dorsey requesied the elum althe
fees that.she had paid to Respondent.

Respondent fold Dorsey tiint he had spent the money and did not have (1o relw,
Darsey told Respondent o file the bunkruptey petition if e eould notreturs her money.
Respondent siever filed for banksuptey on behalf of Dorsey.
Respondent bas not refurned ihe fee paid by Dorsey.

| Qmmiiz
T July 2007, Tammy Bauer hired Respondent to file a Chapter 7 bankrupey on behatfel
her mother, Betry Catking, Baver paid Respondent £1100.00 in attoney fees and Ghng

fees that same month,

Tn May 2008, Respondent told Baver that he had spent the filing foe, Bauer gave
Respondent another $300-for filing fees.

Respondent spent the second $300.00 filing fee.
Regpondent never filed bankamptey on behall of Betty Calkins,
Respoadent has not peruried the fee paid o bim by Bauer.

Count YIH

1n Mareh 2008, Marsha Watson hired Respondent to file bankrupicy on her behulbtl
Watson prid Respondent $1175 inanomey fres and filing fees.

Respéndent sever filed bankruptey for Watson,
Respondent never refunded the fees paid o him by Watson.
Respondent agrees that he owes the fecs and filing fees to Ms. Watsan.

Respondent’s actions constitule violations of Praf. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A lawyer shall aer with
reasonable diligence und promptuess in representing & client]; and Praf, Cond. Rule 8.4{c)
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1A Jawyer shali ot engage in conducet involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or
misrepresentation].

ConntIX

Derek Carter kired Respandent to file bankruptey for him onJune 28,2608, Carter paid
Respondent $1,225.00 in attosney fees and filing fees bebween Juneand August 2005

Respondent prepared g bankrupiey petition on hehalf of Carfer but was unable fo file it
because he spent the filing fee,

Respondent never initiated contacted with Carter after August 2008 withough Carter did
come o Respondent’'s office on séveral oceasians and had consuititdon and discussions
with Respondent after August 2008,

Respondent never refunded the fees paid {o him by Carter,

Respondent's actions constiwte violations of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A lawyer shall act
with reasonuble diligence and promptaess i representing @ client]; and Prof. Cond. Rule
§.4(c) [A lawyer shall not engoge in conduet invelving dishonesty, fraud, decatt, or
misrepresentation].

Count X
Pavid Miller hired Respondent to file Chapter 13 bankrupiey on bis behalitand paid
$2500.00 in attorney fees and fling fees. Miller's bankruptoy was compticated by several
rental properties and 4 business in which he melrred personal debt '
On February 26, 2008, Respondent filed Chapter 13 bankruptey on behal of Miller,
Al the same time, Respondent fited a motion & pay the fiting fee @y ingtalimems
propesing to pay the fee in four instaltments. The potion contained the elecwonic

signature of Miller. The motion was granfed on March 6,2008.

Al the time Respondent filed the motion, he ad already spent the filing fee paid to i
by Mikor.

Respondent {iled Miller's bankruptey petition a5 an emergancy filing without the
required schedules as Miller's real property was going ta SheriiTs sule the nextday,

On March 27,2008, the court issued an order to show cause why the schedules had not

becn filed, Respondent altehded the hearing and was given until March 28, 2008 w0 file
the schedules and declaration page.
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On March 28, 2008, Respondent filed sehedules A-J but did not file the declamtion page:
Crg March 28, 2008, Respondent aiso paid the frat installment of filing fees

O May 7, 2008, an order to show cause Wis issuei Tor Respondent's failure 1o pay the
second instatimen of the filing fee.

O May 14, 2608 the court d rgmissed Miller's bankruptey for failare to fite the
declarglions page.

sitler had o hire another aitomey o refile his bankruptey petition.
Respondent has not refunded any of the money paid 1o im by Miller.

Respondent's aetions constitute violations of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 A lawyer shat] act
with-reasonable diligence and prompiacss in reprosenting:a client]; Prof- Cond. Rule

1 A4¢a)(3) [A fawyer shall keep the tlient reasonably informed of th status of the matter];
Prof. Coud. Rule §.4(c) [A Jawyer shali nof engage in cohduct involving dishonesty,
Fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation); Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A lawyer shall pot make &
false statement of fact or law w2 wivunal or fhil to comect a false statement of material
fact or law previousty made to the tribunal by the fawyer]; Prof. Cond. Rule §4() [A
fawver shall nol engage i conductinvolving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or '
misrepresentation); Prof. Cond. Rule B.4(d) (A lwyer shall kot éhgge in conduct Hal is
prejudicial (o the administration-of justice]; and Profl Cond, Rule 8.4(h) [A lawyer shall

not engage iy other conduct that adversely veflects on the lawyer's fithess to practice
lawj.

Count X
On March 19, 2008, Brian Grism hired Respondent to filebankiuptcy on his behalf,
Girimm patd Respondent $1200.00 for attorney fpes and filing fees.
After their initial mecting, Respondent was ol fesponsive W Grinum's voice mail.
messages and in Joly 2008 Respondemt's telephone mumber was disconnected but was
soon afterwards reconnected.

Respondent did not file parkruptey on behallof Grivam.

Respondent lias not refunded any of the fees paid o him by Grimm,
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Respondent's actions conslitite viokations of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A fawyer shall act
with reasonable diligence and promptaess in representing a client], Proll Cond. Rule
A3 A Tawyer shali keep the chent reasonably informed about the siatus of the
maiter}

Count XH

Respondent properly filed a Chapter 13 baokruptcy on behalf of Donald Cusick on
Oetober 12, 2003,

On Januzry 17, 2007, dic trustée filed 2 Motion 10 Dismiss the bankruptey because
Cusick was in defauil on bis repayment plan paymenis.

On February 16, 2007, an Agreed Order wis fited i‘ay,tht:: trustee. Respondent; on bebalf
of Cusicl, negotiated a new repayment plan 1o cure the delinquency of pryments.

On September 3, 2007, the trustes Bled an affidavit recommending dismissat of Cusiek’s
hankruptey without hearing because Cusick failed o make the payments in accordances
with the Agreed Order. '

Cusick's bankruptey was dismissed on Seplember 6, 2007,

{5 October 2007, Cusick called Respondent and stated he could no longer 4 ford the
repayment plan under Chapter 13.

Respondent agreed to convert the Chapter 13 to a Chapter 7 bankruptey. Respondent
advised Cusick that ss his Chapter had been dismissed his Chapter 13 case would have
to be re-insiated by Mation prior to conversion of the case toa Chopter 7 ase,

O Qetober 31,2007, Cusick naid Respondent SEGS.GO 1o file the metion 1o comverithe
bankrupley,

Respondent did not fle the Motion to Remstate the Chapter 13 case or convent the case
10 Chapter 7.

Respondent has not refunded any of the fees paid o hin by Cusick

Respoadent's actions constitute vielations of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A lawyer shall act

with reasonable diligence and prompteess in representing @ ehient};

Count X111

{5 November 2067, Richard MeCauley hired Respondent to file Chapter 7 bankrupicy on
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his behalf MeCauley paid Responident S 1200.00 in anorpey Tees and {iling foes between
Movemnber, 2007 anel February 4, 2008,

After Februry 2008, McCauley had a difficult time contacting Respondent., Respondent
rarely returned lelephone MEssages and his voicemail was often full,

Respondent did net file bankiuptey on behalf of MeCauley.
Respendent has not refunded any of the fees paid 10 hiny by McCauley.

Respondein's actions constitute vislations of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 {A lawyer shall act
with reasonable diligence and prompiess in representing & clicpt):

Count X1V
Dale and Beity Blazer were clients of Respondent who had been ina Chapier 13
repayment plan since Janwary 10, 2605, - '

I June 2008, the Blazers contacted Respondent and stated that they epuld no longer
afford the Chapter 13 r¢payment plan paymenis.

Respondent agreed 1o dismiss the Chapter 13.and file a Chapter 7 bankruptey in an
attempt (o discharge some of the debt. The Blazers main goal was w save their home.

Over a period of time beginning June 17, 2008, the Blazers paid Respondent 5 1324.00 10
attorney fees and fiing fees to dismiss the Chapter 13 and to file a Chapter 7 Lakruptoy.

On July 17, 2008, Tanumae Corporation, the mertgage holder for the Blazers' home, filed
4 motien Jor relief fron stay so tiat it could pursue foreclosure protectings in state
caart,

Respondent did not file 2 response Lo this motion as Respondent and Blazers agreed that
they would allow the foreclosure £ase 10 80 forweard and refile a Chapter 7 on the cave of
SherifTs sale 1o alow the Blazers the opporunity (o save up money 1o redeem their
homie.

Tmmmae Corporation's motion for relief from stay was gramed on Aungust 27, 2008.
Respondent did net {iie a responseio this motion as Respondent ani the Blazers Agreed
to digmiss the Chapter 13 and refile a Chapter 7 to gilow the Blazess more ime {0 save
maney to redeem their home

Respondent never dismissed the Chapter 13 bankrupicy nor did he file a Chapter 75
bunkrupiey on behal{of the Blazers. '

On January 9, 2000, the Blazers dismissed their Chapter 13 bankrupicy prose.
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Respondent has not retumed any of the fees paid 1o him by the Blazers,

Respondent's netions constituie viclatans of Prof. Cond. Rule 1.3 [A lawyer shall act
with reasonable diligence and promptiess in pepresenting a cliemt); Prof, Cond; Rule
La{a)3) A tawyer shall keep e client reasonably informed about the status of the
matteri

Count AV

On Qciober 17, 2008, Respondent filed & Chapter 7 bankruptey on belalf of Douglis wud
Rebeeea Reckner.

On October 21, 2008, Respondent filed a motigi to waive the filing fee in its entivety.
The court depied the mation on the same datw heeause he Reckners were aliove the
income limit for awaiver of the filing fee.

The Reckners had slready paid Responden: the {iling fee.

On October 27,2008, the court issued an owder 1o show cause to Respondent arid the
feckners regmding their failue to pay the fling fee.

A hearing was held on Movember 13, 2008 at which the Reckners uppeared. Respondent
did not appear as he was in inpatient treatment at the Bd Keating Center fortreatment of
his addictien {o cocatne. The Reckners were abie 1o provide the court with a receipt from
Respondent for the Giling fee.

The court ordered Respondent to disgorge the entire fee paid to him by the Reckners,
including the filing fee, The Reckners were also ordered to pay ihe full filing feeto the
SOt

The court suspended Respondint's electronic filing (ECF) privileges wntil he could prove
that he had disgorged the e,

Réspondent Has not disgorged the fee paid to him by the Rechaiess,

Respondent's actions constituie violetions of Prof. Cond. Rule Prof. Cond. Ruie 1.3 [A
fawryer shall act with reasonable diligence and prampiness it représenting a elient]; Prof
Cond, Rule 3.3 {A lawyer shall notmake a faise statenient of fact or Jaw toa tribunal or
fail fo correct a false statement of material fict orlaw previously made to the tribunat by
theé lawyer]; Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4(c) '{A'-i"aw‘yer-shailndi engage in conduet involving
dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation}; and Prof. Cend. Rule SA{dY A lawyer
shall not engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of jusiice].

Fage i1 of 13



1ol

L5

i6

ti.

18

19,

20.

STIPULATED EXHIBITS
Fudgment Entry, Junie 27,2008, Columbi ana Cowty Court of Common Pleas, gase no.
08-0MJ-T1.

Order to Show Cause, October 17, 2008, Colmtbiana County Court of Conwron Pleas,
case no, 08-MI-TL

Judement Entry, October 73,2008, Columbiana County Cowvol Common Ploas, case o
O8-dI-T1.

Judgment Entry, November 3, 2008, Columbiana County Court of Common Pleas, ¢as¢

ne. 08-MI71 ,
Receipl to Gloria Hawlkey, payment of atlorey feecand fiking fec.

Anthony Romane, Docket case no. 08-42880, US Bunkruptcy Court, Northern DHgstet of
Cihio.

Application o Pay Filing Fee in Installments, Cctober 10, 2008, Aqthorly Romano, cage

no. 08-42380.

Receipt to Cynthia Robb, payment of atiorney fee and filing fee.

D’ﬁi‘:kec, Cyathiz Robb, case no. AR-40645, US Bankruptey Cout, Péomli&r‘;n District of
Sz}::;ms of Meeting of Creditors, May 13, 2008, Cynthia Robb, eage no. 0840645,
Minutes of Mesting of Creditors, Muy 27, 2008, Cynthia Robb, case no. (18-40643,
Minutes of Meeting of Creditors, June 24, 2008, Cynthia Robb, case no, (8-40645.

Minures of Méeting of Creditors, July 22, 2008, Cynthin Robb, case no, 08-40045.

Order of Dismissal, Cynthia Robb, tase no, 03-10645. }
Report of Trustce o Dismissed Case, Cynthila Rabb, case no. 08-40645.

Receipt to Nadene Dorsey, payrient of atiomey fees and Niling fee.
Bankraptey Engogement Letter, Nadene Dorsey, sipned Mareh 17, 2008.
Tanuny Bauer, cancelled checks for attorney fae and fling fee,

Reccipts 1o Martlia Watson payment of attorney fee wind fiting fec.
Receipts to Derck Carter, payment of attorney fee and fling fce.
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Drocker, Duvid Mitler, case no. 08-30405, U3 Hankiptoy Court. Nortiern District of
Ohio.

Application to Pay IHing Fee in Instalments, February 26, 2008, David Miller, case no.
(8-40405,

Order o Show Cause, March 13, 2008, Dayid Miller, case no. 08-40405,
Sehedules A-1, David Miler, case no. 08-40465,

Minutes of Meeling of Creditors, April 23, 2008, David M tler, case no 08-40405,
Minutes of Mecting of Creditors, May 7, 2008, David Miller, cast no. QB-40463,
Order o Show Cause, May 7, 2008, David Miller; ease no. 08-40483,

Order ié Shew Dause, May 7, 2008; ‘J';}z‘;.x:i'd Miﬁ%@:.cag& %;f;. ﬁ%-ﬂ%ﬁ«:@{éi

Order of Dismissul, May 14, 2008, Dovid Miller, case no. 0840465,

Donald Cusick, cancelled chevks for attorney fee and filing fee.

Doeket, Donald Cusick, case na. 03-48053, US Bankruntey Court, Northamn District
of Ohio.

Wation to Dismiss, fanuary 17,2007, Donald Cusick, case no. 0548055,

i

Agreed Owder, Febiuary 16, 2007, Donald Cusick, case no. 85480335,
Affidavit of Trustee, September 5. 2007, Donald Cusick, case no. 05-48053.
Order of Dismissal, September 6, 2007, Donald Cusick, case no, 05-4803535,
Regeipts to Rita MeCauley, payment of attormey fee and filing fee

Receints 1o Dale and Betry Blazor, payment of aliveney. fee and f1ling [ee.
t} } ? & w = ;

Docker, Dale and Betty Bluzer, case ne, (540103, US Bankruptey Coun, Neortherm
Districi of Ohio.

Motion for Relief from Automatic Stay and Abandonment, Dale sl Bely Blazer, tase
na., (15-40105.

Docket, Donglus and Rebeeea Reckner, €ase no, 08-4301 1, US Bankruptey Courd,
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Northemn Districtol Ohio.

Application for Waiver of the Chapter 7 Filing Fes, Qctober 17, 2008, Douglas and
Rebeeca Reckner, case no. 08-4301H1

Oyrder on Debtor's Application for Waiver of the Chapter 7 Filing Fee, October 21, 2008,
Douglss und Rebeeca Reckner, case nd. 08-43011,

Owder to Show Cause, October 27, 2008, Douglas and Rebeoen Reckner, case no. O3
43011, '

Order, Nevember 13, 2008, Douglas and Rebooer Reckner, case no. 0§-43011.

Order Dismissing Case, December 10, 2008, Douglas and Rebecea Reckner, case no. 08
43011,

Pederal Rules of Bankruptey Precedure, Rude 1006, Filing Fec.

Deposition of Richard Hoppel, June 16, 2009,

Confirmation Letter dated October 31, 2008 {rom the Ed Keating Center accepting
Respondent inlo freatment.

Confirmuation Letter dated February 25, 2009 fiom the Ed Keuting Centor confirming
Respondents completion of the ninety (90) day treatment program.

sudgment Entry dated February 10, 2010 from Celumbiana Covnty Court of Common

Pleas (08 M1 71) finding that the Respondent has purged bimself af Comempt of Court.

Fudament Entry dated February 22, 3010 from Columbiana County Court of Commaon
Plens (08 MI 112) finding that the Respondent has purged bimsell nf Contempt of Cowrt,

Copy of Respondent’s OLAP contract.
STIPULATED MITIGATION AND AGGRAVATION

Relator and Respondent stipulate to the following mitigating factors pursuant to BUGD
Broc, Reg. § T(BXZ)

{a) absence of a prier disciphinary record;
(d) full and [ree disclosure to disciplinary board or coeperative altitude ioward

proceedings.
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STIPULATED SARCTION
The parties are unable to reach a stipulated sanetion in this matter, Instead the partics
leave fie deternination as W appropridgle sunction 1o the wisdom and discreion of the
CONCLUSION

The above are stipulated te and entered into by agreement by the uadersigned pariies on

the day of May, 2010,

2 s

}széth-_zm E. Conghian (00206424} - Harry De '*iéii%i}.,__{i_sq, (024013
Disciptinery Counsel 7 West TGty Street

Ciirgrd, OM 44420

Coungel for Respondest
w@@ﬁéiéﬁ»«@@f@

{:, M> \_ ’} c) o

e / /ﬁQﬁM
Huather L. Hissom (0868151) Richard Vincent Hoppel, Esd. {0063060)
Assistant Disciphinary Counsel 7 West Liberty Strect
280 Civie Center Drive, Suite 325 Ciirard, OF 448420
Columbus, OF 43215 330-545-6900
61:b-461-0256
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STIPULATED SANCTION

The parties are unable ta reach o stipulated sanetion m s puiter. listead the partics
fenve the deterination as.1o appropriate sanciion o the wisdon and discretion of the
panel.

CONCLUSION

The 3%}(}\’% iwﬁ stipulnted foand eatered into by agresment by the undersigned parties on
the L —

W= day of May, 2010,
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ON
GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF

THE SUPREME COURT OF OH10O

in Re;
Complaint against : Case No, (19-068
Richard Vineent Hoppel : Findings of Faet,
Attorney Reg, No. 0063000 Conclusions of Law and
: Recommendation of the
Respondent Board of Commissioners on
: Grievanges and Discipline of
Diseiplinary Counscl the Supreme Court of Ohio

Relator

This matter was heard on May 18, 2018, in Columbus, Ohio before panel members John
Polito of Cuyahoga County, Walter Reynolds of Montgomery County, and Charles E. Coulson,
Chair, of Lake County, Ohio. None of the pané! members resides in the district from which the
conmplaint originated or served on the probable cause panel that considered this matier.
Representing the Relator, Disciphnary Counsel, was Heather L. Hissom, Assistant Disciplinary
Counsel and representing Respondent was Harry 1 DePietro.

BACKGROUND

Respondent, Richard Vincent Hoppel, wus admitted (o the practice of faw in the State of
Ohie on May 16, 1994, Respondent’s practice of law was concentrated in the area of
bankruptey. Respondent became addicied to cocaine in 2007, and thereafter began neglecting

his practice and his clients.



On August 17, 2009, Disciplinary Counse! filed a fiftecn count Complaint against
Respondent charging Respondent with isconduet and multiple violations of the Rules of
Professional Conduct.

At the beginning of the heanng Disciphinary Counsel dismissed the atlegation that
Respondent violated Prof. Cond. R ale 1.4 (@) 1) fau fawver shall promptly inform the client of any
decision or circumsiance with respect 1o which the elient informed consent is.required by the
Rules) found in Count VHI, and Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4(¢) [conduct involving dishonesty, fraud,
deceit, or misrepresentation] found in Count X.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Relator, Disciplinary Counsel, and Respondent, Richard Vineent Hoppel, filed agreed
stipulations; a copy of the agreed stipuldtions is attached hereto and fiﬁcﬁf@ﬁtatﬁtl herein. The
attached stipulations are very specific so there Is no need w repeat the facts hiere.

Respondent stipulated 1o all of the relevant facts in the complaint. Respondent also
stipulated to most of the violations of misconduct contained in fhe complaint. In addition to the
stipulations of facts. the partics stipulated 10 32 exhibits. Respondent testified before the Panet
and submitted additional exhibits,

Based upon the Agreed Stipulations, the exhibits, and the testimony of Respondent, the
hearing panel unanimously {found by clear and convincing evidence that Respondent’s conduct
vielated all of the remaining Rules of Professional Conduet alleged in the Complaint,
specifically:

COUNT L Respondent’s actions constitute violations of Prot. Cond. R. 1.3 fa lawyer shall act

with reasonable diligence and prompiness in representing a client}: Prof. Cond. R 8.4(d)



feonduct that 15 projudictal o the administation of justice]rand Prof. Cond. R, 8.4(h} jeonduc
that adversely reflects on the lawyer’s fitness w practice Faw].

COUNT 1 Respendent’s aclions eomﬁhﬁe violations of Prof. Cond. R. 1.3 {a lawyer shiail
act with reasonable diligence and prompiness in representing a client]; Prof. Cond. R. 1.3 [a
fawver shall not make an agreement fur, charge, of collect an itlegal or ¢l sarly excessive fee]l
Prof Cond. R, 8.40¢) jconduct involving dishonesty, fraud, docelt, or misrepresentation ] and
Prof. Cond. R, $.4¢h) feonduct that adversely reflects on the lawyer’s Nitness practice fawl],
COUNT 1 Respondent’s aciions constitute vioiations of Prof. Cond. R 1.5 {a lawyer shail
ant make an agreernent Tor, charge, or collect an illegal or clearly excessive feel; Prof. Cond, B,
3.3 1y o dawyer shall nod knowingly make a false statlement of fact or law 10 a tribunal];

Prof Cond. R, 8.4(¢) jeonduct involving dishonesty, fraud. deceit, or misrepresemation]; Prof
Cond. R. 8.4(d) [conduct that is prejudicial o the adiministration of justice}: and Prof. Cend, R.
g.41h) [conduct that adversely reflects on the lawver's fithess w practice lawl.

COUNT IV, Respondent’s actions constiite violations of Prof, Cond. R. 1.3 {a lawyer shall
act with reasonsble diligence and prompiness in representing a client): Prof. Cong. B, 14033
{a Jawyer shall keep the chient ceasonahly informed about the satus of the matter}; Prof, Cond. R
1.5 Ja lawyer shall not make an agreement for, charge, or collect an iHegal or clearly exeessive
fee]: Prof. Cond R 84tc) feonduct rvolving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepreseniation},
and Prof. Cond. R, 8,4(h} leonduct that adversely reflects on the fawyer's finess to practice law}.
COUNT Vo Respondent’s actions constitute violations of Prot, Cond. R, 1.1 [a lawyer shall
provide competent representation o 4 cliem]: Prof. Cond, R. 1.3 [a lawyer shall agt with
reasonable diligence and promypliess in representing a client]s Prof. Cond, [ 1.4{a)2) la lawyer

shall reasonably consult with the client ahout the means by which the clienUs objectives are 1o be



sccomphished ] Prof. Cond. R VAG(3) {a tawyer shall keep the chiem reasogably informed
aheut fhe status of the matter]; Profl Cond, R 8.4(cy fconduct involving dishonesty, fraud,
deceit, or misrepresentation}; Prof. Cond. B, 8.4(k) [conduct that adversely refléets onthe

lawyer's fitness o practice faw], and Profl Cond R, & A(dy [conduct that is prajudicial to the

administration of justicel].

Ly

COUNT VI Respondent’s actions constitute violations of Prof, Cond. R. 1.3 {a lawyer shall
act with ressonable ditigence and prompiness in ;*c:p:reéi;tmimg aclient]; Profl Cend. R, RV
ta Jawyer shall keep the client reasonably infermed about the stalus of the matter]: Proft Cond. R
1.5 {a lawyer shall not make an agrevment for, charge. or colieet an Hlegal or cleariv gxcessive
feel, Prof. Cond. R, 8.4(¢) [eonduct invoiving dishonesty, {raud, deccit, or jsrepreseration]:
and Prof. Cond. R, §.4(h) feonduct that adversely refleets on the fawyer's finess to practice lawl.
COUNT VI Respondent s actions conglitute violations of Prof, R. 1.3 Ja fawyer shall ac with
mz;mm;%}ic diligence and promptacss in representing a clientf; Prot. © pnd. B, a3 [alawyer
shall keep the elient reasonably informed about e status of the matter]: Prof. Cond. R. 13 ]2
lawver shall not make an agreement for, charge. or collect an itegal or clearty excessive feef;
Prof. Cond. R, §.4(c) {eonduct involving dishenesty, fraud. degceit, or misrepresentation]: and
prol. Cond. K. 8.4(h3 [conduct that adverselv reflects on the lawyer's fitness to practice lawl.
COUNT VI Respondent’s achions constituie violations of Prof. Cond. R 1.3 {a Tawver shall act
with reasonable diligence and promplicss in Tepresen ting a cliem}; Prof. Cond. R LS [alawyer
shall not make an agrecment tor. charge, of collect an illegal or clearly excessive feel Profl
Cond. B, $.4(¢) Teonduct involving dishonesty, Fraul, deceit, or misrepresentaiion]; and Prof.

Cond, 1 8.4k Jeonduct that adversely reflects on the Tawver’s Hiness (o pracice fawl.



COUNT IX:  Respendent’s actions constitute violations of Prof. Cond. R 1.3 {a lawver shall
et with reasonable diligence and promplaess in represeniing a client]; Prof. Cond. . 1.A4@}3)
{a lawyer shall keep the client reasonably informed abow the status of the matter]; Prof. Cond,
Rule 1.5 fa lawyer shall not make an agreement foi, charge, orcollect an illegal or clearly
excessive feel; Prof. Cond. R, 8.4(¢) [conduct involving dishonesty, frand, deceit, or
misrepresentation]; and Prof. Cond. R §.4¢h) feonduct that adversely reflects on the Jawyer's
fiiness to practice iaw].

COUNT X:  Respondent's actions constitule violations of Prof. Cond. R, 1.1 [a fawyer shall
provide competent representation te a chent]; Prof. Cond. R. 1.3 [a lawyer shall act with
ccasonable diligence and prompiness i representing a clientl; Prof. Cond. R. 1.4(a)(3} {a tawyer
shall keep the client reasonably informed of the status of the matter]; Prof. Cond. R. 1.5 [a
jawver shall not make an agreement for, charge, or coltect an Hlegal or clearly excessive feels

v, fraud, decgit, or migrepresentation]; Prof.

prof. Cond. R, §.4(c) [conduct invalving dishonest
Cond. R. 3.3 {a lawyer shall not make A false staterment of fact or law to-a tribunalj; Prof. Cond.
R. 8.4(d) [conduct that is prejudicial 1o the adeinistration of justice]: and Prof, C ond. R. 8.4(h)
[conduct that adversely reflects on the lawyer's fitness to practice law],

COUNT X1t Respondent’s actions constiiuie violations ef Prof, Cend. R, 1.3 [almwyer shail.
act with reasonable diligence and }ﬁz-ﬁ)mpmcss in representing a client]: Prof. Cond. R, La(a)(3)
(a lawyer shall keep the client reasonably informed abow the status-of ihe matter]; Prof, Cond. R
1.5 [a lawyer shall not make an agreement for. charge, or collect an illegal or clearly excessive
feel: Prof. Cond. RO 8.4{0) [conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation]

and Prof. Cond. R. 8.4(h) jeonduct that adversely reflects on the Lawver's fiiness to practice law].
. b ¥ p



COUNT X1 Respondent’s actions constitule violaticns of Prof. Cond. R. 1.3 [a lowyer shall
act with reasonable diligence and prompliness in representing & client]: Prof. Cond. Rule Lagat)
[a lawyer shall promptly inform the client of any decigton or civeumstance with respeet (o which
the client's mivrmed consent is required by these nules; Profl Cond. RULS fa lawyer shali not
make an agreement for, charge, or collect an ilegal or clearly excessive feel; Praf. Cond. R
§.4(c) [conduct involving dishoresty, Trud. decelt. or misrepresentation; and Prof, Cond. R.
§.4(h) [conduct that adversely retlects on the lawyer’s fitness to practice law].

COUNT X1l Respondent's actions constitute violations of Prof. Cond, R. 1.3 {a lawver shall act
with reasonable diligence and prompiiness in representing a clent]: Prof. Cond. BT 4(a)(3) fa
towyer shall keep the client reasonably informed sbout the stitus of the matter]; Prof, Cond. R
1.5 {a tawver shall not make an agreement for, chiarge, or collect an illegal or clearly exgessive
feel: Prof. Cond. R, 8.4(¢c) fconduct invalving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation];
and Prof. Cond, R. 8401 [conduct that adversely reflects on the lawyer's finess to practice law].
COUNT XIV: Respondent’s actions constitule vielations of Prof. Cond. R, 1.3 [a lawyer shall

act wilh reasonable dilivence and promptaess in representing a client]: Prof. Cond. R L4(@)(3)

[a tavever shall keep the cliemt reasonably informed abou the status of the matier]: Prof. Cond

R, 1.5 {a lavever shall not make an agreement for, charge, of eollect an ilegad or

clearly excessive fee s Prof. Cond. I 8.4(c) [conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or
misrepresemtation]s Prof. Cond. Rule 8.4(d) [conduct that is prefudicial to the administration of
justiee]; and Prof. Cond. R, 8.4(hy {eonducl that adversely reflects onthe lawyer’s fitness Lo
practice lawl],

COUNT XV: Respendent’s actions constitute violations of Prof. Cond. R LY fa lawyer shall

provide competent representation 1o a chient]; Prof. Cond. . 1.3]a lawyer shall act with

3]



reasonable diligence and prompiness in r*e;?z‘c‘%m?z%ng a client]; Prof. Cond. R 14{aj(3) lalawyer
shall keep the client reasonably informed about the status of the mater]; Prof, Cond. R. 1.3 a
lawyer shall not make an agreement for, charge, or collect an itlegal or clearly excessive fee]
Prof. Cond. R. 3.3 {a lawver shall not make a false statement of fact or faw o 2 tribusal |; Prot.
Cond. R. 8.4(¢) [conduct involving dishenesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresemtation]; Prof, Cond.
R. 8.4(d) [conducl that is prejudicial to the administration of justice]; and Prof, Cond. R. 8.4(h)
[eonduet that adversely reflects on the lawyer's fitness to practice lawl.

MITIGATION

The Relator and Respondent stipulated to the following mitigating faciors pursuant 1o
BCGD Proc. Sec. 10{B)2)
{z absence of prior discipiinary recond; '
[} full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward
procecdings:
The panel unanimously found the additional mitigating tactors of

{g)  chemical dependency or mental disability when there has Been all of the

following:
(i) A dingnosis of a chemical dependency or mental disability by a qualified

health care professional or aleohol/substance abuse counsglor;

(1) A determiination that the chemical dependency or mental disabifity
contributed o cause the misconduct;

(iily  Inthe event of chemical dependericy, certification of suecessful
completion of an approved meatment program or in the event of menta) disability.

a sustained period of successful treatment;

.



(ivy A prognoesis from agualified liealth care prolessional of alcohol/subsiance
abuse counselor that the atorpey witl be able 10 return (o comipetent eihical
professional practice under specified conditions.

(hi  Respondent has engaged in other interim rohabiliation,

b making the mitigation findings ol (@) and (hi, the pane] relied heavily upon the
wstimony of Paul A, Caiwi of the Ohie Lawyers Assistanee Program (QLAP). Mr. Caimi stated
that the Respondent is a crack cocnine addict in remisston and that he has been suher Singe
October 73, 2008 (Tr. 707 Respondent’s sobriety has heen verified through random drug and
alcohol lesting. The Respondent successtully completed a treatment program at the Keating
Cemter and has completed oul-putient, aftercare, and family services successfully, The
Respoendent has fully compied with his OLAD laweer's sSupport system recovery coniract.
vt stated that # is his impression that Respondent is sincere bout sobriety. Catmi tesurfied.
(hat he helieved all of the allegations of misconduct seeurred before Respondent’s sobriaty date,
and Cuainy believed that all occurred during his use of cocaine, Cuimi testified that inhis opimon
the addiction 10 cocaine contributed to Respondent’s violations of the Rules of Professional
Conduet, Caimi testified that he s optimistic about Respondent’s-continuing to remainsobier
and do well and that he ~certainly would be competent 10 bea lawyer™ as long as he stayed
sohor, {9 73}

AGGRAVATION

The panel linds, pursuant ROGD Proc. Reg. 1008301, that the following malters in
aggravation are prosent:
{b) dishonest or seliish motive:

{c} patiern of misconduct:



{chy mudtipe olfenses:
(h} vulnerabifity of and resulting barm (o victims of {the mis¢conduct;
{1} faiture 1o make restitudion.

RECOMMENDATION

Respondent and Relator, aithough being able to stipulate 10 praciically cverything in the
case. were unable (o reach a stipulated sanction. Relator recommends that Respondent receive
an amécizmi:, suspension. Respordent did not make a spe ecific recommendation bwt suggesied
that the Respondunt receive “some Kind of SuUperyISion, an exiension Qf:?‘ii'ﬁ O AP contract,

mavhe both would be appropriste, and that's what we would like o ask this Panel recammend.”

PANEL RECOMMENDATION

Respondent’s conduct in this cage invalved multiple connts of accepting retainers and
courl cost deposits, wialing over $14,000 that he converted o his own use, repeatedly faking o
perform work en his chient’s hehalf, failing to appear at court hearings, fatling (o pespond 1o
clients” attempt o comtact him, votlecting excessive and voreasonable fees, and engaging in
dishonesty, deceit, und misrepresentation,

To suppart the request for induiinge suspension, Disciplinary Counsel ¢ites the following
cases where the respondent engaged in sinular conduct: Colwmbus Bor Assn. v, Chasser, 124
Ohio SU3d $78. 2010-Ohio-936 (ndelinite suspension ) Ofpveland Metro, Bar Assin. v,
Gottelrer, 124 Ohio §1.3d 818, 2010-Ohio-929 {inde finite suspensiony, and Ciacinnati Har
sy v, Do, 102 Ohio S13d 19 3004-Ohio-1587 {.a;‘%‘.é.:s&am'mclﬁf}: and Codumibnes Bar Assno v

Kiesifng. 125 Ohio $1.3d 36, 201 0-Ohio-1555 (disbarment). The cises ¢ited by Disciplinary
Counsel are distinguishable as the respondents in those cases failed (o cooperale mnd 1o

mitigating {acter ¢f drug dependency was found.



Respondent Hoppel s currenily withost the financial ability 1o make restitudon. Claims
Lave been made o the Clent Security Fund but, aceordung 10 Disciplinary Counsel, the Chant
Seeurity Fund will not pay out w the injured clients unii the entire disciplinary case is completed
after the Supreme Court 1S50es s firsal prder,

The panel agrees with Disciplinary Counsel and recommends that Respondent be
Cindeninitely suspended from the practice af law 0 Uhio.

BOARD RECOMMENDATION

Pursuant to Gov. Bar Rule V(6)XL), the Board of Comnngsioners on Girievanees and
Diseiptine of the Supreme Cour of Ohie considered this matter on Oetober 7, 2010; The Board
adopled the Fiadings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendation of the Panel and
recommends that Respondent, Richard Vincent Hoppel, be indefinitely sugpended together with
an order of restitution. The Board further recommends thiat the cost of these proceedings be
axed 1o Respondent in any disciphinary order entered, so thal cxgeution may issue.

Pursuant o the apder of the Board of Comsssioners on
Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of Ohie,

1 herchy gertify the foregoing Findings of Fact, Conclusiony
of Law, and Recommuendations as those ptije Boa vl

AGRATAN WOMARSHALL, Seerelary
/ Board of Commissioners on

Grievances and Discipline of

the Supreme Court of Ohio




Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.
7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420

(330) 545-6900
rvhoppel{@gmajl.com
November 12, 2010

Ms. Gloria Hawkey
49490 S. Meadowbrook Circle
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Ms. Hawkey:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees I know that [ owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionaily.
However, il should not have cost you the time, money, and emotional and mental anguish that I
know it caused. [am deeply sorry for this.

[ am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. I is probably the only way that [ would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. ¥ completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

I can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tamished the image

of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way 1 did it before the addiction took hold of me. The wayl

hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish 1o contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

very truly yours,




: DOCUMENT NOT SCANNED
PURSUANT TO SUPERINTENDENCE
RULE 45



RECEIPT

On November z 3 , 2010 Gloria Hawkey received from Richard Hoppel check
number 6714 in the amount of One Thousand Two Hundred dollars ($1,200.00) as
reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated:”‘ ,3“ LO

Gloria Hawkey




Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
vho! il.co
November 12, 2010

Mr. & Mrs. Anthony Romano
419 Vine Street
East Liverpool OH 43520

Re: My Apology
Dear Anthony and Krista:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees 1 know that [ owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had
1o contol. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that | know it caused. Iam deeply sorry for this.

I am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that [ would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. 1 completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

I can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there such as John
Drumm, your current attorney that ¢leaned up my mess, that do their job they way it is supposed
10 be done. The way 1 did it before the addiction took hold of me. The way I hope to do it in the
future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.




DOCUMENT NOT SCANNED
PURSUANT TO SUPERINTENDENCE |
RULE 45



RECEIPT
On November L S , 2010 I Anthony Romano received from Richard Hoppel check

number 6712 in the amount of One Thousand Four Hundred Seventy Four dollars ($1,474.00) as

reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

oues JIH131O il Wrnin

Anthony Romano



Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
November 12, 2010
Mr. & Mrs. David Fusco
588 7" Avenue
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. And Mrs. Fusco:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees 1 know that I owe you
something else-am apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptey proceeding the way that you should
'have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which [ had
1o control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should nol have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that 1 know it caused. 1am deeply sorry for this.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that I would ever have gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me, [ completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image

of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way I did it before the addiction took hold of me., They way]

hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish o contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

Respeotfully [ remain, very fruly yours,




,, DOCUMENT NOT SCANNED
PURSUANT TO SUPERINTENDENCE
RULE 45



RECEIPT

On November l 3 , 2010 David Fusco received from Richard Hoppel check number
6719 in the amount of Five Hundred Ninety dollars ($590.00) as reimbursement of attorney fees

and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated: J(—{ 7~ 1O I\APS~DMM

'David Fusco



Richard V. Hoppel, 1.D.
7 West Liberty Street

Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
rvhoppel@gumail.com
November 12, 2010
Ms. Cynthia Robb
48257 State Route 14|
New Waterford OH 44445
Re: My Apology .
Dear Ms. Robb:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees I know that I owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology lor my failure to represent you in your legal proceeding the way that you should have
been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you the time, money and emotional and mental anguish that 1
know it caused. Iam deeply sorry for this.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Chio. It is probably the only way that ] would have ever gotien help for the
addiction that controlled me. I completed treatment for the discase and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job
they way it is supposed to be done. The way [ did it before the addiction took hold of me, The
way I hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

Respectfully 1 remain, very truly yours,




__ DOCUMENT NOT SCANNED
PURSUANT TO SUPERlNTENDENCE
RULE 45



RECEIPT

On November I 5 , 2010 I Cynthia Robb received from Richard Hoppel check
number 6710 in the amount of One Thousand Two Hundred Seventy Five dollars as

reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

! );L%J/Q (o llits

/T CY"N’T'@NROBB i ‘



Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.
7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
rvhoppel@gmail.com

November 12, 2010

Ms. Nadene Dorsey
1313 Riverview Street
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Ms. Dorsey:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that I owe you
something else-an apology. To that end pleasc try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which [ had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that I know it caused. 1am deeply sorry for this. I hope that your son has not suffered as
the result of my actions.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. 1t is probably the only way that | would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. [ completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since

October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.
[ can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the

way it is supposed 1o be done. The way 1did it before the addiction took hold of me. The wayl
hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

truly yours,




| DOCUM]@NT NOT SCANNED .
PURSUANT TO SUPERINTENDENCE
RULE 45




RECEIPT

On November 1‘3‘%\ , 2010 Nadene Dorsey received from Richard Hoppel check

number 6716 in the amount of Nine Hundred dollars (5900.00) as reimbursement of attorney fees

and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated: - ¥3-10 Mro@@{np@m,u% _

Nadehe Dorsey /




Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.
7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
{330) 545-6900
rvhoppel@gmail.com

November 12, 2010

Ms. Tammy Bauer
876 Grandview
East Liverpoo! OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Tammy:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that I owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent your mom in her bankruptcy proceeding the way that she
should have been represented.

As you are aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had no
control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your mom the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that 1 know it caused. 1am deeply sorry for this.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. | completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God. Wendy and Addie have been the best influence 2 man
could ask for! ‘

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed 10 be done. The way 1did it before the addiction took hold of me. The way I
hope to do it in the future. '

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

lly T remain, very truly yours,
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RECEIPT

On November 16 , 2010 I Tammy Bauer received from Richa?l Hoppel check
number 6711 in the amount of One Thousand Four Hundred dollars ($1,400.00) as

reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dateds_||- \ 5 810 yMMC%MULf

) TAMMY BAU@R



Richard V., Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
rvhoppel@email.com
November 12, 2010
Ms. Marsha Watson
952 Ambrose Avenue
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Ms. Watson:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that I owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please lry and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you are aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had no
control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that I know it caused. [am deeply sorry for this. We have known each other for a long
time and 1 know from reading your complaint that you thought [ was a nice person in High
School. 1was. And [ keep working on being a better person today. Some day 1 hope that you
may think of me as you did then.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. I completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only esk that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way [ did it before the addiction took hold of me. The way I
hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

esp liy I remain, very tndy yours,

RicL . Hoppel, J.IX
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RECEIPT
On November i EZ , 2010 Marsha Watson received from Richard Hoppel check

number 6721 in the amount of One Thousand One Hundred Seventy Five dollars (31,175.00) as

reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated: ‘\\"' \?) ~ \O m%m_;
Marsha Watson




Marsha L. Watson
952 Ambrose Avenue
East Liverpool, OH 43920
November 15, 2010

Disciplinary Counsel

The Supreme Court of Ohio

Attention: Heather Hissom, Asst. Disciplinary Counsel
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325

Columbus, OH 43215-7411

Re: Money Refunded by Richard Vincent Hoppel, Esq.
(A8-2946)

Dear Ms, Hissom:

Since my last letter of inquiry to you dated 11-08-10, to my surprise Richard Hoppel showed up at
my home on the moming of Sat., Nov. 13, 2010 stating he was there to pay me back what he owed me. Mir.
Hoppel handed me a check in the amount of 1,175.00, the full amount I had paid to him to represent me in
my bankruptcy, as you are of course aware, and then did not. _

The check was drawn on his father's account, he stated that his father had agreed to help him make
restitution to those he wronged.

I was at first hesitant to sign the receipt he was asking me 1o sign since it of course stated that I was
stating that | received the § 1,175.00 from him. I explained that if 1 signed it, it showed proofon his end
that I received it, however, I had a check, and did not know if that check would clear. I requested that I
raake a copy of both the check and the receipt together for my records. In addition, he stated that his
father's bank was down the street from me and suggested 1 go directly to cash it.

1 was able to cash the check at the bank it was drawn on, therefore I have been fully reimbursed the
money 1 paid to Richard V. Hoppel back in2008. 1 am enclosing a copy of the check made payable to me
by Herm Hoppel on Rich's behalf, along with a copy of the receipt 1 signed for him.

I would like to add, Rich seemed truly sincere in his face to face apology to me. Although my first
reaction towards him when he showed up was less than welcoming, I heard him out, giving him the benefit
of the doubt. After accepting his apology and his reimbursement, I encouraged him to “stay clean”, to
“keep his life on track.” He said he would, and that he had a wife and baby to think of now. I wished him
well, and as we shook hands he asked that | read the letter to me he placed in the envelope with the check.

Afier he left, 1 read his personal letter of apology to me. It was heartfelt, personal, and
professional, and seemed singere, It must be very humbling for him to go door to door and personally pay
back and apologize face to face those he wronged. 1 give him credit for righting the wrongs in this Tanner
as opposed to doing so by mail. I only hope he continues to hold the memories of this entire experience
clearly throughout his life so s to not fall back juto a similar situation in the future. Hopefully, having the
responsibility and the love of a wife and child will keep him on track. It's so sad when good people go bad
because of the influence of one thing or another.

Many thanks to you for all of your comrespondence to me over the last two years. Please let me

know if there is any further information you need from me.

' Marsha L. Watson
Enclosure: 1 copy check/receipt
Ce: Richard V. Hoppel

Sincerely,

AN



Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
rvhoppel il.co
November 12, 2010
My, Derek Carter
1163 Erie Street
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr, Carter:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees 1 know that [ owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which [ had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your fanily the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that | know it caused. 1am deeply sorry for this.

[ am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counse] and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. 1completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God. ’

1 can only zsk thal you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind, There are many good lawyers out there that do their jobthe

way il is supposed to be done. The wayl did it before the addiction took hold of me. The way 1
hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do s0.

truly yours,
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RECEIPT

On November ,3 , 2010 Derek Carter received from Richard Hoppel check number
6715 in the amount of One Thousand Two Hundred Twenty Five dollars ($1,225.00) as

reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Derek Carter

Dated: /7. /;éy | M %Z??



Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.
7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900

gvhoppel@gmail.com

November 12, 2010

Mr. David Miller
7031 Depot Road
Lishon OH 44432

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. Miller:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that  owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please iry and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotiona! and mental
anguish that I know it caused. [am deeply sorry for this.

[ am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that ] would have ever gotien help for the
addiction that controlled me. 1completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God. I continue to work toward being a better person One Day

ata Time.

1 can only ask that you accepl my apology and hope thal my behavior has not tamished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There arc many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way 1 did it before the addiction took hold of me. The way ]
hope to do it in the [uture.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

espectiully 1 remain, yery truly yours,

Richard V. Hoppel, J.
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The Supreme Conrt of Qlio

CLIENTS' SECURITY FUND
65 SOUTH FRONT STREET, 5TH FLOOR, COLUMBUS, OHIO 43215-3431

CHEF AXITICE . . ADMDUSTRATOR
ERIC BROWN JANET GAEEN MARBLEY
ASTICES TELEPHONE §14,387.9380
PAUL £. FFEIFER 1.600.231.1680
EVELYN LUNDBERS STRATTON FACSIMILE 814.387.5339
MAUREEN O'CONNOR e supiemacourtohio.gov
TEARENCE ODONNELL
JUDITH ANN LANZINGER
ROBERT R. CUPP
November 19, 2010
David A, Miller
619 Florida Avenue

Salem, Ohio 44460

Re:  David A, Miller v. Richard V. Hoppel
CSF Claim No. 09-0095

Dear Mr. Miller:

Per your conversation of today with Pam Leslie of our office, you were informed that Mr.
Hoppel has offered to make restitution in the amount $2,500 on your behalf. Please find
enclosed 1¢t National Community Bank check number 6720 in the amount of $2,500 payable
to you, and Mr. Hoppel's letter of apology.

Your Clients' Security Fund application for reimbursement will be closed.

If you need more information, contact our office.

A

Janjej Green Marbley, Administrato
Clignts' Security Fund of Ohio

JGM/pdl
Enclosure

cc: Richard V, Hoppel



Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
v e ail.com
November 12, 2010

Mr, Brian Grimm
12844 Echo Dell Road #15
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. Grimm:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that I owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure 1o represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which 1 had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that I know it caused. [ am deeply sorry for this.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counse) and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. 1t is probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. | completed treatment for the disease and have been sobier since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tamished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way Idid it before the addiction took hold of me. The wayI
hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.
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RECEIPT

On November [' LZ , 2010 Brian Grimm received from Richard Hoppel check number
6717 in the amount of One Thousand Two Hundred dollars ($1,200.00) as reimbursement of

attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated: /! ~1Y -]10 %‘:‘:" Zﬁ%\/

Brian Grimm




Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
rvhoppel@gmail.com
November 12, 2010
Mr. & Mrs. Donald Cusick
4060 Adams Road
East Palestine OH 44413

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. & Ms. Cusick:

Along with the check for reimbursement of aftomey fees and filing fees I know that  owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your banknuptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you are aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which [ had no
control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that I know it caused. am deeply sorry for this.

{ am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlied me. 1completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the lega! profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way Idid it before the addiction took hold of me. The wayl
hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

Respectljlly I remain, very truly yours,

V. Hoppel;' J.D.
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Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
tvho ai
November 12, 2010
Mr. & Mrs. Richard McCauley
427 Westfield Road
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. & Mrs. McCauley:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that ] owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankrupicy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented and for the way I treated you in retuming your file. [ was a coward that
could not face the people that he had hurt.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had
no control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that T know it caused. Iam deeply sorry for this.

[ am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. It is probably the only way that | would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. 1completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tarnished the image
of the legal profession in your mind. There are many good lawyers out there that do their job the
way it is supposed to be done. The way 1did it before the addiction took hold of me. The way[
hope 10 do it in the future.

Should you wish lo contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.

truly yours,
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Richard V. Hoppel, 1.D.

7 West Liberty Streel
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
n !
November 12, 2010
Mr. & Mrs. Dale Blazer
46155 Walnut Street
Rogers OH 44455

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. & Mrs. Blazer:

Along with the check for reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees I know that 1 owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please iry and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you may be aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which I had
1o control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost the two of you the time, money, and emotional and menial
anguish that I know it caused. [ am deeply sorry for this.

1 am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. Itis probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. 1 completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
October 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

1 can only ask that you accept my apology and hope that my behavior has not tamished the image
of the lepal profession in your mind. Ihad done work for you in the past which I did to your
satisfaction. This is how most lawyers work. The way 1did it before the addiction took hold of
me. The way I hope to do it in the future.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.
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RECEIPT

On November 7.3 , 2010 Dale and/or Betty Blazer received from Richard Hoppel
check number 6713 in the amount of One Thousand Three Hundred Twenty Four dollars

(51,324.00) as reimbursement of attorey fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated:_}{sor /3,- 22/0

Dale Blazer d

__ﬁ,/i,«ﬁ'zééw,_n)

Betty Blazg/‘ v /



Richard V. Hoppel, J.D.

7 West Liberty Street
Girard OH 44420
(330) 545-6900
hoppe il.co
November 12, 2010
Mr, & Mrs. Douglas Reckner
49370 Qakmont Avenue
East Liverpool OH 43920

Re: My Apology
Dear Mr. & Mrs. Reckner:

Along with the chieck for reimbursement of attomey fees and filing fees I know that I owe you
something else-an apology. To that end please try and accept my deepest and most sincere
apology for my failure to represent you in your bankruptcy proceeding the way that you should
have been represented.

As you are aware, my thinking and behavior were clouded by an addiction over which 1 had no
control. This addiction has cost me dearly in my personal life as well as professionally.
However, it should not have cost you or your family the time, money, and emotional and mental
anguish that I know it caused. [am deeply sorry for this.

{ am fortunate that you, among others, made my problem known to the Disciplinary Counsel and
the Supreme Court of Ohio. Itis probably the only way that I would have ever gotten help for the
addiction that controlled me. [ completed treatment for the disease and have been sober since
Octaber 23, 2008 by the Grace of God.

We had z long standing history and you know the way I worked before the addiction took
control. I remember that you brought me chili when you came to see me! I counted you as
friends and | am so sorry that I violated that [ hope some day you will count me as a friend.

Should you wish to contact me regarding this or any other matter please feel free to do so.
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RECEIPT

On November __/ 2 , 2010 Douglas and/or Rebecca Reckner received from Richard
Hoppel check number 6723 in the amount of One Thousand Forty Five dollars (81,045.00) as

reimbursement of attorney fees and filing fees paid to Richard Hoppel.

Dated: Haw, /2, 2.0/0
Douglas Reckner

Rebecca Reckner
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