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I. Introduction

Petitioner Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh (hereinafter "Petitioner") hereby submits his

objections to the Final Report of the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline of

the Ohio Supreme Court (hereinafter "Board") which rejected the unanimous recommendation of

the Panel that Petitioner be reinstated to the practice of law. The Panel, after hearing the

testimony of four witnesses, including Petitioner's treating psychiatrist and his case manager at

the Ohio Lawyers' Assistance Program (hereinafter "OLAP"), found by clear and convincing

evidence that Petitioner fully complied with this Court's Decision and Order suspending

Petitioner indefinitely from the practice of law, has fulfilled the conditions for reinstatement set

forth therein, and meets the requirements to be reinstated to the practice of law in Ohio. The

majority of the Board, without explanation, voted to recommend that the Petition be denied.

Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court grant his Petitio.

II. Statement of the Case

On February 7, 2008, Petitioner's license to practice law was suspended pursuant to Gov.

Bar R. V(5)(A)(4) due to his felony conviction. On October 6, 2008, a hearing was held to

ascertain the appropriate penalty for Petitioner's disciplinary violations. Petitioner stipulated

that he violated Rule 8.4(b), Rule 8.4(h), DR 1-102(A)(3) and DR 1-102(A)(6). On August 20,

2009, this Court indefinitely suspended Petitioner's license to practice law in the State of Ohio.

(Appendix p. 1) In its August 20, 2009 Order, this Court set forth three conditions for

reinstatement that Petitioner must show in addition to the requirements of Gov. Bar R. V(10)(C).

These conditions were that Petitioner demonstrate that he had complied with the terms of his

community cou_rt sa-nctions, that Petitioner demonstrate that he had completed his OLAP



contract, and that Petitioner continue his psychiatric treatment and demonstrate that he is able to

return to the competent, ethical and professional practice of law. (Appendix pp. 1- 2) The Court

stated:

"We order Petitioner's indefinite suspension from practice and rely on the
reinstatement process to determine when Petitioner is capable of practicing within
ethical constraints. On the other hand, we also see no reason to prevent Petitioner
from attempting to qualify for reinstatement beyond the two-year bar imposed by
Gov.Bar R. V(10)(B) and therefore also afford credit for the interim suspension of

his license."

Disciplinary Counsel v. Ridenbaugh, 122 Ohio St. 3d 583, 591 (2008).

On August 23, 2012, Petitioner filed his Petition for Reinstatement. On December 14,

2012, Petitioner and Disciplinary Counsel filed Agreed Stipulations. Several facts were

stipulated, including: that Petitioner completed his contract with OLAP on or about June 12,

2012; that Petitioner complied with the terms of his community control sanctions; that Petitioner

complied with the continuing legal education requirements of Gov. Bar R. X(3)(G); and that

Petitioner paid the costs associated with his disciplinary proceeding owed to the Ohio Supreme

Court. (Appendix p. 2) A hearing on the Petition was held on January 4, 2013. Four witnesses

testified in person before the panel, in addition to the evidence introduced by the Stipulation.

After hearing the witnesses, including the testimony of the Petitioner, the Panel asked

Disciplinary Counsel: "Are you satisfied with Dr. Levine's testimony today and the fact that it

fills in the gaps that were missing earlier?" (Hearing p. 99) Disciplinary Counsel responded:

"In the original hearing, Dr. Levine was crucial to the panel and everyone's
understanding of the Petitioner's behavior and what was occurring. And also
because the Petitioner had only been in therapy for a couple of years at that period
of time, there was a lot that was unknown about the progression of his behavior;
and today Dr. Levine was able to certainly give a much broader
and fuller opinion of that progression over the past five years."
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Hearing, p. 99- 100) Disciplinary Counsel took no position regarding the Petition for

Reinstatement. (Hearing, p. 100)

After considering the testimony and evidence presented, the Panel issued a unanimous

recommendation to the Board that Petitioner's Petition be granted. The Panel was impressed

with the testimony of Dr. Levine and quoted it extensively in its decision. The Panel concluded:

"As a consequence of his training, education, experience, and his five
years of treatment of Petitioner, it is Dr. Levine's opinion, to a reasonable degree
of certainty that Petitioner `could be ethical, moral, cognitively intact, excellent

attorney in his field.'

Further, Petitioner has a sustained period of successful treatment.

Based upon the foregoing, the panel determines, by clear and convincing

evidence, that:

The Petitioner possesses all of the mental, educational and moral
qualifications that were required of an applicant for admission to the
practice of law in Ohio at the time of his original admission;
The Petitioner has complied with the continuing legal education
requirements of Rule X(3)(G) of the Rules for the Government of the Bar;

and
The Petitioner is now a proper person to be readmitted to the practice of
law in Ohio, notwithstanding the previous disciplinary action"

(Appendix pp. 20- 21) (internal citations omitted).

The Panel unanimously recommended to the Board that the Petition be granted. The

Board rejected the Panel's recommendation, simply stating: "A majority of the Board concluded

that Petitioner is not a proper person to be readmitted to the practice of law in Ohio and

recommends that the petition for reinstatement be denied." (Appendix p. 21) Petitioner received

notice of the final-report on April 29, 2013 and was given 10 days to file his objections.

III. Facts

On November 21, 2007, Petitioner pled guilty to several felony charges, including
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voyeurism and pandering sexually oriented material involving a minor. (Appendix p. 24) He

was sentenced to 48 months in prison and was granted an. early judicial release on January 17,

2008. (Appendix p. 24)

Upon his release, Petitioner was placed on community control. The terms of his release

required the following: 300 hours of community service, drug and alcohol counseling, group

therapy for sexual deviance, regular visits to his probations officer, and random drug screening.

(Hearing, p. 65) Petitioner successfully completed these requirements and was granted an early

release from his community control on August 16, 2010. (Appendix p. 9)

In addition to the requirements of his community bontrol, Petitioner had obligations

under his contract with OLAP. Petitioner was to attend two 12 step meetings a week, continue

his therapy with Dr. Levine, submit monthly 12 step meeting logs, and call OLAP regularly to

report on his progress. Petitioner complied with these conditions.and successfully completed his

contract with OLAP on June 2, 2012. (Appendix p. 8)

Petitioner was required to continue his Psychiatric treatment for the mental conditions

which were a significant factor in his criminal conduct. Petitioner continued his Psychiatric

treatment with Dr. Levine, who was recognized by this Court at the time of Petitioner's

suspension as an "expert in clinical sexuality, including paraphilia, a condition generated by `the

clash between individual sexual interest and social rules governing sexual behavior."'

Ridenbaugh, 122 Ohio St. 3d at 588. Dr. Levine testified that he has been treating Petitioner

regularly since June of 2007. He testified that Petitioner fully complies and participates in his

treatment and has made a pronounced and dramatic recovery from the mental conditions, which

led to his arrest and indefinite suspension.

Dr. Levine testified that, with the exception of Attention Deficit Disorder, which is being
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successfully treated with medication, he does not believe that Petitioner currently has a

diagnosis. (Hearing, p. 40) Dr. Levine stated his opinion that Petitioner will be able to be an

ethical, moral attorney. (Id.)

A close friend of Petitioner, John Juergensen, gave testimony as to Petitioner's good

character. He testified that Petitioner has been steadfast in his recovery from drugs and alcohol.

He has been with Petitioner on multiple social occasions when others are drinking and Aaron has

declined. He testified that Petitioner has made positive changes in his life since his arrest.

Finally, Petitioner testified regarding his ongoing treatment and the changes in his life

since his previous hearing in this case. Petitioner testified about his commitment to his 12 step

program, where he actively participates and has a leadership position within that organization.

He testified that he intends to remain a member of the 12 step program for the remainder of his

life. He also testified about how he now deals with stressful situations- by reaching out to

members of his support network, and how that differed from how he would react prior to his

arrest.

In addition to the personal testimony, the stipulations included statements from other

witnesses. Matthew T. Green, an Assistant Attorney General for the State of Ohio, wrote that he

has known Petitioner for a period of 10 years and has personally observed the changes which

Petitioner has made inhis life. He wrote:

"I am aware of the many pressures faced by and responsibilities placed upon a
licensed, practicing attorney. Aaron is more than capable of dealing with these
pressures and responsibilities in an ethical and competent manner. I strongly
support his application to be reinstated as a full member of the bar."

(Appendix p. 11).

Attorney Michael J. Moran, who has employed Petitioner over a seven year period,
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wrote:

"Over the past five years, I have witnessed Aaron's growth, both as a person and
an employee. He is conscientious about his work and dedicated to his recovery

from past substance abuse and mental illness.

If reinstated to the bar, I strongly believe that Aaron will be a competent and

ethical attorney."

(Appendix p. 14).

In addition, Petitioner's Narcotic's Anonymous sponsor courageously waived his

anonymity to write to describe Petitioner's commitment to the program. He describes Petitioner

as being "very caring to others and very attentive in his program." He stated that Petitioner was

recently elected by the fellowship of Narcotic's Anonymous to the position of Vice Chairman

for Area. (Appendix p. 16)

IV. . Argument

Proposition of Law I: The Supreme Court should follow the unanimous recommendation
of the panel, which is well supported by the evidence in the record and, based upon the
Panel's factual findings, should grant the Petition for Reinstatement.

In the decision to suspend the Petitioner, this Court expressly stated that Petitioner would

be eligible for reinstatement and set forth the conditions and criteria under which such

restatement would be appropriate. Petitioner has made a dramatic turnaround in his life and

demonstrated to the panel by clear and convincing evidence that he had met all of the criteria and

preconditions for reinstatement and that he was capable of returning to the competent, ethical,

and professional practice of law. In fact, Petitioner testified that he envisioned that he would be

able to share his experiences and help other attorneys through volunteer work through the bar

association. (Hearing, pp. 77- 78) The evidence fully supported Petitioner's Petition and the

findings of the Panel.
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A. Dr. Levine's testimony demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence that the
mental conditions which contributed to Petitioner's misconduct have been

alleviated.

On August 20, 2009, this Court entered its Decision suspending Petitioner's license to

practice law indefinitely, giving credit for the time served under his interim suspension. The

majority of this Court's decision properly focused on the testimony of Dr. Levine, who this

Court recognized to be an expert in clinical sexuality. Ridenbaugh, 122 Ohio St. 3d at 589. This

Court, in examining Dr. Levine's testimony, found that it failed to demonstrate that Petitioner

was currently capable of returning to the ethical and competent practice of law; Id. This Court

concluded that there was "too much equivocation" in Dr. Levine's testimony. Id.

This Court sought stronger evidence of Petitioner's recovery from his mental conditions:

"We have never allowed a lawyer who has committed misconduct because of a
mental disability to continue to practice without the assurance of a qualified
health-care professional, in conformity with BCGD Proc.Reg. 10(B)(2)(g)(iv),
that the lawyer is able to practice safely. Evidence suggesting that the lawyer may
be able to practice competently and in accordance with ethical and professional
standards is not nearly enough. Our cases show that a lawyer whose diagnosed
mental disability has contributed to his misconduct must provide competent proof
that the disabling symptoms are fully managed currently."

Id., citing Disciplinary Counsel v. Bowman, 110 Ohio St.3d 480, 2006-Ohio-4333, 854 N.E.2d

480, ¶ 38; Disciplinary Counsel v. Shaw, 110 Ohio St.3d 122, 2006-Ohio-3821, 851 N.E.2d 487,

¶ 33; and Columbus Bar Assn. v. McCorkle, 105 Ohio St.3d 430, 2005-Ohio-2588, 828 N.E.2d

99, ¶ 11. Furthermore, this Court was not convinced that Petitioner was getting the psychiatric

oversight that he required due to his financial situation. This Court concluded that the

reinstatement process would determine whether Petitioner was able to return to the ethical

practice of law. Ridenbaugh, 122 Ohio St. 3d at 591.

Dr. Levine's testimony at the reinstatement hearing was unequivocal. He strongly
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believes that Petitioner's mental condition is no longer present and that he can currently return to

the ethical, competent practice of law. When asked to explain Petitioner's current diagnosis, Dr.

Levine testified:

"Oh, well, I don't call him depressed anymore. He has ADD. I don't think he has
the character disorder that he had before. And he's not -- you know, according to
the mentality of the thinking of AA, he has -- he will always be an addict; that is,
he takes responsibility that he's this far from falling off the wagon and he has to
be vigilant all the time. So his NA group would say and Aaron would say that he
is an addictive personality and he has to monitor that closely. That is not exactly
the psychiatric diagnosis. It's more a 12-step diagnosis, and I'm perfectly happy
with that. I don't think Aaron has a diagnosis.

So he doesn't really have a psychiatric diagnosis. He just has a psychiatric
history, and that's a wonderful thing for a psychiatrist to be able to record."

(Hearing, p. 38- 39)

Dr. Levine specifically addressed the original diagnosis of paraphilia:

"The paraphilia or the voyeurism -- "paraphilia" is a term that psychiatrists use
for a range of unusual behaviors, sexual behaviors; and that's just one of them,
voyeurism. I think his voyeurism was a product of the sense of being left out of
the world, left out of life processes. And the closest he could get to living a life
would be participating surreptitiously in the lives of other people like you would
participate if you're looking at pornography or as in the crime that he committed
in terms of eavesdropping electronically on other couples.

But as he has grown in the past five years and as he has been punished severely
for his criminal activity, he has naturally developed an aversion for anything that
-- involving pornography or voyeurism or anything what we would call socially
obnoxious or criminal. In questioning Aaron repeatedly over many, many years, I
wasn't just interested in the absence of the behavior, but the absence of fantasy
about the behavior; and he doesn't really seem to be preoccupied in any sense
with those activities, and I would say that he is no longer paraphilic. He's no
longer voyeuristic. He no longer has an interest in pornography. And I think he's
now participating in life, in sexual life and he has discovered what ideally we
would love all of our patients to discover; that the actual participation with a real
live human being is far better than the imagination with pixels or pictures of
human beings. And many people with paraphilias, voyeurism and others, even
when they have access to a real person as a partner, prefer pictures; and that's not
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true for Mr. Ridenbaugh. And so I think that's very reassuring."

(Hearing, pp. 31-33)

When asked whether Petitioner would be fit to return to the practice of law, Dr. Levine

responded:

"Yes. I feel very certain that Aaron could be ethical, moral, cognitively intact,
excellent attorney in his field. I feel like what I see and the years I've seen it and
watching the evolution, I haven't really been worried about his legal competence.
I mean, I don't -- I never heard of any moral misstep within the practice of law.

His moral missteps were in his private life.

But he seems to really enjoy learning and using his legal thinking, and I -- based
on what he says, it seems like he lives -- he is the recipient of a lot of respect in
his law firm. They kept him on after he lost his license in a lesser position. They
keep him busy, and I do believe that they -- if I could say this indirectly, they
don't see any problems with that at least that Aaron perceives. And so I think
Aaron is on the parameters that I can measure, he is competent and/or the public

is safe in having him practice law.

I think intellectually he has a grasp of his field, and morally and ethically he's
quite clear about what his responsibilities are, what boundaries are. And so I feel
very, very positive about his returning to the practice of law if the panel agrees."

(Hearing, p. 39- 40) Commissioner Bauer asked whether there were limitations on Petitioner's

ability to return to the competent, ethical practice of law:

COMMISSIONER BAUER: Okay. All right. You had a prognosis that the
Petitioner will be able to return to competent, ethical, professional practice under
any conditions. And if so -- if conditions are necessary, what would they be?

THE WITNESS: I'm -- you know, based on my medical judgment, I think he's
capable of dealing with the ups and downs, the vagaries, the vicissitudes of legal
practice regardless of what is happening in his personal life.

All of us know that we're human beings and when our personal lives collapse, we
can't concentrate and we have to sometimes take a day off or a mental health day
or a mental health week; but he's capable of making decisions like that.

I just think that, given how I see other human beings function, I feel medically
certain that he's -- he's competent to practice from a psychiatric point of view.

9



Furthermore, when asked whether he had a final comment to add, Dr. Levine stated:

Well, many of my colleagues feel very, you know, pessimistic in dealing with the
run of people who come into our practice with paraphilia; and I - I use Aaron in
my own head as -- to remind me that human beings can get better. Not all human
beings get better, but some human beings get better. And so a person like Aaron
has helped me to sustain me in my optimism and my devotion to getting at the
bottom of what is behind socially abhorrent behaviors and seeing if we can
address those effectively. So Aaron has been more of a help to me than he would
ever know in that he keeps me -- he helps me with other patients because other
patients have problems that sometimes are even worse than Aaron's and yet we
continue and I continue to try to charge my colleagues with optimism, and part of
that optimism comes from watching the evolution of this young man.

(Hearing, p. 40- 41). Finally, Dr. Levine stated that he would recommend that Petitioner

continue to see him on a monthly basis and that Petitioner has, in fact, been seeing him monthly.

(Hearing, p. 48)

Dr. Levine's testimony demonstrates by clear and convincing evidence that Petitioner's

mental conditions which contributed to his misconduct are no longer present. Dr. Levine's

strong, clear belief that Petitioner has the ability to return to the ethical, moral practice of law

supports the Panel's recommendation that his Petition for Reinstatement be granted.

B. The evidence presented at the reinstatement hearing demonstrates that Petitioner
has been, and will continue to be, actively engaged in his recovery from the issues

that contributed to his misconduct.

The testimony of Petitioner's,witriesses at the reinstatement hearing evidence his

continuing commitment to bettering himself and leading a moral, ethical life going forward.

Megan Snyder was asked whether Petitioner was cooperative in the programs recommended for

Petitioner as part of his five year contract with OLAP. She responded:

"Yeah. Aaron, you know, from the day that we met him, was very willing to
engage in the treatment recommendations that were set forth. You know, OLAP
makes the recommendations; and then what we do is defer to the treating
professionals that he's working with in the community because OLAP actually
doesn't provide the treatment. We just provide the monitoring and support.

10



During the process, Aaron was actively engaged with his doctors and his 12-step
recovery program; and then as a result of his arrest and coming out, he had to
engage in other types of treatments, so we also received updates on those
things. And the entire time Aaron was very engaged and was making continued
progress in those treatment programs per the reports that we were getting back."

(Hearing, p. 15) In summarizing Petitioner's situation at the conclusion of his OLAP contract,

Mrs. Snyder stated:

"Some of the things that Aaron agreed to do at the beginning he's still doing
today, which he will continue to do, he has stated, as well as Dr. Levine has
stated, who is his treating psychiatrist; but Aaron successfully completed. His
inpatient treatment he successfully completed. He did some counseling at
Summit Psychological Counseling, he completed that. He's ongoing treating with
his psychiatrist; and he's also ongoing working in 12-step recovery, which will be
something that is a lifelong endeavor. So he was very compliant with all of those

things."

(Hearing, p. 16)

Attorney Juergensen also testified as to Petitioner's commitment to his recovery.

"I know he's been committed to his treatment. I know we've talked about it quite
a bit. We talk about, you know, ins and outs and everything; and I know how he
feels about it. I know he's committed to it. I know he has stuck with it, and I
know he will in the future as well. "

(Hearing p. 60) Dr. Levine is also of the opinion that Petitioner will continue to improve

himself.

"Aaron has the maturity to recognize that his participation in 12-step and his
participation in psychotherapy is something that's good for him and that he wants

to do that.

So I really think that he has made such progress and the public is safe having him
practice law; that he doesn't need to be monitored closely. I think he's his own --
he's an excellent self-monitor at this point in his life, yeah."

(Hearing, p. 42)

The evidence adduced at the reinstatement hearing demonstrates that Petitioner is
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committed to maintaining his ethical, moral lifestyle. This evidence supports the Panel's

recommendation that Petitioners Petition for Reinstatement be granted.

C. Petitioner has met the requirements of Gov. Bar R. V, Section 10, as well as the

additional requirements set forth in this Court's decision.

Gov. Bar. Rule V, Section 10 requires proof by clear and convincing evidence of the

following in order for reinstatement to be granted:

(a) That the petitioner has made appropriate restitution to the persons who were

harmed by his or her misconduct;

(b) That the petitioner possesses all of the mental, educational, and moral
qualifications that were required of an applicant for admission to the practice of
law in Ohio at the time of his or her original admission;

(c) That the petitioner has complied with the continuing legal education
requirements of Gov. Bar R. X, Section 3(G);

(d) That the petitioner has completed a term of probation, community control,
intervention in lieu of conviction, or any sanction imposed as part of a sentence

for a felony conviction;

(e) That the petitioner is now a proper person to be readmitted to the practice of
law in Ohio, notwithstanding the previous disciplinary action.

Gov. Bar. Rule V(10)(E)(1). These elements must be proven to the panel in order for

reinstatement to be granted. Office of Disciplinary Counsel v. Woods, 50 Ohio St. 3d 72, 74

(1990).

This Court set three additional requirements for Petitioner's reinstatement: "(1) his

compliance with the terms of his ordered community control, (2) his compliance with his OLAP

contract, and (3) his continued psychiatric treatment and his ability to return to the competent,

ethical, and professional practice of law." Ridenbaugh, 122 Ohio St. 3d at 591.

The testimony of the witnesses, as set forth above, demonstrate that subsections (b) and

(e) of Gov. Bar. Rule V, Section 10, as well at this Court's third additional requirement, have
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been proven by clear and convincing evidence. As for the requirement of appropriate restitution,

the evidence indicates that Petitioner's_misconduct resulted in $50.00 in damages to the

apartment in which he was living at the time. (Hearing, p. 72) Petitioner forfeited his security

deposits in the amount of $250, which covers the cost of the damage. (Hearing, p. 71)

Additionally, the Agreed Stipulations indicate that he is current in his CLE requirements

of Gov. Bar R, Section 3(G). (Appendix pp. 2, 10) The Agreed Stipulations further demonstrate

that Petitioner has paid the costs associated with his initial disciplinary hearing and has complied

with the conditions of his court-ordered community control. (Appendix pp. 2, 9) Finally,

Petitioner successfully completed his contract with OLAP as evidenced by the testimony of

Megan Snyder and the Agreed Stipulations. (Appendix pp. 2, 8)

Finally, Petitioner has kept himself abreast of changes in the law. See generally In re

Petition for Reinstatement ofAtkins, 2 Ohio St. 3d 32 (1982). Apart from the two months when

he was incarcerated, Petitioner has worked as a paralegal in a law office. His work primarily

consists of research and writing under the supervision of licensed attorneys. Although the bulk

of his work is in bankruptcy matters, a variety of state law issues present themselves in the

bankruptcy context. (Hearing, p. 70- 71) Furthermore, Petitioner has been attending CLEs

which have covered areas such as probate, real estate law, appellate advocacy, and bankruptcy.

(Appendix p. 10)

D. The Board's majority recommendation does not challenge any of the factual
findings or conclusions of the Panel and does not provide any basis for the
recommendation of the majority of its members.

The Board did not set forth any conditions which Petitioner failed to meet, or any basis

for denying his petition. The only thing that can be taken from the Board's recommendation was

that the original conduct was so severe that the Petitioner, regardless of his reformation and
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rehabilitation, should never be permitted to be reinstated to the practice of law. This is directly

contrary to the position of this Court at the time of his suspension. In following the dictates of

the suspension order, the Petitioner has done everything well. He has actively and successfully

completed treatment programs and has completely turned his life around. He is now a willing

resource and good example, which the bar can use in assisting other attorneys who have mental

or addiction problems. He would be a credit to the bar going forward and.a good and competent

attorney.

V. Conclusion

Petitioner has proven by clear and convincing evidence that he meets all of the

requirements to be reinstated to the practice of law in the State of Ohio and that he is capable of

returning to the competent, ethical, and professional practice of law. Therefore, Petitioner

requests that this Court follow the unanimous recommendation of the Panel and grant

Petitioner's Petition for Reinstatement.

GIBSON & LOWRY

"4^
Kenneth L. Gibson #0018885
Attorney for Petitioner
234 Portage Trail, P.O. Box 535
Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio 44222
330.929.0507
330.929.6605 (fax)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

A copy of the foregoing Petitioner's Objection to the Final Report of the Board of
Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline has been mailed by ordinary U.S. mail this 7th day

of May, 2013 to the following:

Jonathan E. Coughlan
Disciplinary Counsel
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, OH 43215-7411

and

Heather L. Coglianese
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, OH 43215-7411

Kenneth L. Gibson #0018885
Attorney for Petitioner
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
ON GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE
OF THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh Board No. 08-025
10928 Buehler Road, N.E.
Bolivar, OH 44612 FILED
Atty. Reg. No.: 0076823

Respondent,

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

Relator.

DEC 14 2012
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ON GRIEVANCES & DISCIPLINE

AGREED STIPULATIONS

AGREED STIPULATIONS

Relator, Disciplinary Counsel, and respondent, Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh, do hereby

stipulate to the admission of the following facts and exhibits.

1

2.

3.

STIPULATED FACTS

Respondent, Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh, was admitted to the practice of law in the State of

Ohio on November 10, 2003. Respondent is subject to the Code of Professional

Responsibility and the Rules for the.Government of the Bar of Ohio.

Respondent's license to practice law was indefinitely suspended on August 20, 2009, by

Order of the Supreme Court of Ohio, case no. 2008-2493.

The Order added three conditions that respondent must show in addition to those cited in

Gov. Bar R. V(l0)(C) to be reinstated to the practice of law. Respondent must show that he

has complied with the terms of his court ordered community control, completed his Ohio

1



Lawyer's Assistance Program (OLAP) contract and continued his psychiatric treatment and

is able to return to the competent, ethical and professional practice of law.

4. Respondent filed his petition for reinstatement to the practice of law on or about August 23,

2012.

5. Respondent completed his contract with OLAP on or about June 12, 2012.

6. Respondent complied with the terms of his community control sanctions imposed by the

Stark County Court of Common Pleas and was released by the court on or about August 16,

2010.

7. Respondent has complied with the continuing legal education requirements of Gov. Bar R.

X(3)(G).

8. Respondent paid the costs owed to the Supreme Court.

STIPULATED EXHIBITS

1. Order, Disciplinary Counsel v. Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh, Supreme Court of Ohio, case

no. 2008-2493, dated August 20, 2009

2. Letter from Scott Mote, Director, OLAP, dated October 2, 2012

3. Report and Order Terminating Supervision Prior to Original Expiration Date, State of Ohio

v. Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh, Stark County Court of Common Pleas, case no. 2007-CR-

1748

4. CLE transcript

5. Character letters:

a. Matthew T. Green, Esq.

b. John L. Juergensen, Esq.

c. Michael J. Moran, Esq.

2



d. Travis Ridenbaugh

e. Mark Lattimer

CONCLUSION

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

day of &I, 201 ^-.

H m Cogli s 0068151)

Assistant Disciplinary Cou.nsel
Counsel for Relator
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, OH 43215
Telephone: 614.461.0256
Facsimile: 614.461.7205
H Coglianese(a)sc ohio.gov

Kenneth L. Gibson (001885)
Counsel for Respondent
234 Portage Trail
Cuyahoga Falls, OH 44221
Telephone: 3 3 0.929.05 07
Facsimile: 3 3 0.929.660 5
Gibsonec&yaho o . com

Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh (0076823)

Respondent
10928 Buehler Road, N.E.

Bolivar, OH 44612
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d. Travis Ridenbaugh

e. Mark Lattimer

CONCLUSION

The above are stipulated to and entered. into by agreement by the undersigned parties on this

day of

lonathan E. Coughlan (0026424)
Disciplinary Counsel _

1-leather Hissom Coglianese (0068151)
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel
Counsel for Relator
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, OH 43215
Telephone: 614.461.0256
Facsimile: 614.461.7205
I-1 Cogl'ianese(u^se ohio.ov

Kenneth L. Gibson ^Q01885}
Counsel for Respondent
234 Portage Trail
Cuyahoga Falls, OH 44221
Telephone: 33 0.929,050'1
Facsimile: - 330.929.6645 .
Gibsoneoftr yahoo.com

Aaron Antltony Ridenb h (0Q^bg23)
Respondent
10928 Buehler Road, N.E.
Bolivar, OH 44612
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FgLED
04-o AI^02UM

G!fMOCOURT
-'', Case No. 2008-2493 ^fP^1E C{lb^"(1^'OiiIOz,

Disciplinary Counsel,
Relator, ON CERTIFIED REPORT BY THE

V. BOARD OF COM1vTISSItINERS.ON
Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh, GRIEVANCES AND DISCIPLINE OF

Respondent. . THE SUPREME COURT

ORI}ER

On February 7, 2008, in In re: Aaron Ridenbaugh, Case No. 2008-0039, respondent,
Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh, was suspended on an interim basis pursuant to Gav.Bar R. V(5).
Pursuant to this court's order, the respondent was required to file with the clerk of tl& court an
affidavit showing aornpliance with the order, showing proof of service of all noticss required by
the order, and setting forth the address where the respondent would receive communications.
Respondent filed an affidavit of compliance.

The Board of Commrissioners on Grievances and Discipline filed its final report in this
court on December 30, 2008, recommending that pursuant to Rule V(6)(B){2} of the Supreme
Cotrrt It.ules for the Governanent of the Bar of Ohio the resppndent, Aaron Anthoxiy Ridenbaugh,
be suspended indefinitely from the practice of law with no credit for time served. Respondent
filed objections to said final report, relator filed an answer, and this cause was considered by the
court. On consideratiori thereof,

Tt is ordered and adjudged by this court that Case No. 2008-0039 is dismissed and, that
consistent with the opinion rendered hersin and pursuant to Gov.Bar R. V(6)('B)(2), respondent,
Aaron Anthony Ridenbau.gh, Attorney Registration Number 0076823, last known business
address in Cuyahoga Falls, Ohio, be in.defixaitely suspended frorn the practice ofiaw with credit
for time served from February 7, 2008, in Case No. 2008-0039. It is further ordered that in
addition to the require.rnents of Gov.Bar R.V(l 0), respondent must, upon petitioning for
reinstatement, show proof of (1) his compliance with the torins of his ordered community
corztroI, (2) his compliance N{►ith his Gbio Lawyers Assistance Program contract, atid (3) his
continued psychiatric treatment and his ability to return to the coinpetent, ethical and
professional practice of law.

It is further ordered that the respondent immediately cease and desist from the practice of

law in any fonn and is hereby forbidden to appear on behalf of another bofore any court, j udge,
comtnission, board, administrative agency or other public authority.

It is further ordered that respondent is hereby forbidden to cocunset or advise or prepare
legal instrumeiats for others or in any manner perform sucli services.

It is further ordered that the respondent is hereby divested of eacli, any, and all of the
rights, privileges and prerogatives customarily accorded to a member in good standing of the
legal profession of Ohio,

5
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It is further ordered that before entering into an employment, contractual,•or consulting
relationship with any attorney or law firm, the respondent shall verify that the attorney or law

firm has compliecl with the registration requirements of Gov.Bar R. V(8)(G)(3). If employed

pursuant to Gov.Bar R. V($)(G), respondent shall refrain from direct client contact except as

provided in Gov.Bar R. V'(S)(G)(l), and from receiving, disbursing, or otherwise handling any

client trust funds or property.

It is further ordered that respondent be taxed the costs of these proceedings in the amount

of$3,435.55, which costs shall bo payable to this court by certified check or money order on or

before 90 days from the date of this order. It is further ordered that if these costs are not paid in
full on or before 90 days frorn the date of this order, interest at the rate of 10% per annum shall
accrue as of 90 days from the date of this order and the matter may be referred to the Attorney

General for coltection. It is further ordered that respondent may not petition for reinstatement
until such time as respondent pays costs in full, including any accrued interest.

It is 1'urt:her ordered that, pursuant to Gov.Bar R. X(3)(G), respondent shall coznplow one

credit hour of continuing legal education for each month, or portion of a month, of the
suspension. As part of the total credit hours of continuing legal education required by Gov.Bar

R. X(3)(G), respondent shall complete one credit hour of instruction related to professional

conductxequiredi by Gov.Bar R. X(3)(A)(1), for cach six nxonths, or portion of six montiis, of the

suspension.

It is further ordered, sua sponte, by the court, that within 90 days of the date of this order,
respondent shall reimburse any amounts that have been awarded against the respondent by the
Client.s' Security Ftrnd pursuant to Gov.Bar R. V IIl(7)(F). It is further ordered, sua sponte, by
the court that if, after the date of this order, the Clients' Security Fund awards any amount against
the respondent pursuant to Gov.Bar R. VIII(7)(F), the respondent shall reimburse that amount to

the Clients' Security Fund within 90 days of the notice of such award.

It is further ordered tliut respondent shall not be reinstated to the practice of law in Ohio

unti:l (1) respondent complies with the requirements for xeiiistatement set forth in the Supreme

Court Rules for the Government of the Bar ol`Ohio; (2) respondent complies with the Supreme

Court Rules for the Government of the Bar of Ohio; (3) respondent complies with this and all

other orders of the court; and-(4) this court orders respondent reinstated.

It is further ordered that on or before 30 days from the date of this order, respondent

shall:

1, Notify all clients being represented in pending matters and any co-counsel of
respondent's suspension and consequent disqualification to act as an attorney after the
effective date of this order and, in the absence of co-counsel, also notify the
clients to seek legal service elsewhere, calling attention to any urgency in seeking the
substitution of another attorney in respondent's place;



2. Regardless of any fees or expenses due respondent, deliver to all clients being
represent.ed in.pending matters any papers or other property pertaining to the client, or
notify the clients or co-counsel, if any, of a suitable time and place where the papers or
other property may be obtained, calling attention to any urgency for obtaining such
papers or other property;

3. Refund any part of any fees or expenses paid in advanoe that are uneamed or not paid,
and aocount for any tWst money or property in the possession or control of respondent;

4. Notify opposing counsel in pending litigation or, in the absence of counsel, the
advcrse parties, of respondent's disqualification to act as an attorney after the effective

date of this order, and file a notice of disqualification o€respondent with the court or
agency before which the litigation is pending for inclusion in the respective file or ftes;

.5. Send all notices required by this order by certified mail with a return address where
communications may thereafter be directed to respondent;

6. File with the clerk of this cottrt and the Disciplinary Counsel of the Supreme Court an
afltdavit showing compliance with this order, showing proof of service of notices
required herein, and setting forth the address where the respondent may receive
communications; and.

7. Retain and maintain a record of the various steps taken by respondent pursuant to this

order.

It is further ordered that ruitil such time as respondent fully complies with this order,
respondent shall keep the Clerk and the Disciplinary Counsel advised of any change of address
where respondent may receive coiriniu.nicati{?ns.

Zt is further ordered, sua sponte, that all documents filed with this court in this case shall
meet #he filing requirements set forth in the Rules off'ractice of the Supreme Court of Ohio,
ixialuding requirements as to forrn, number, and timefiness of filings.

It is further ordered, sua sponte, that service shall be deemed made on respondent by
sending this order, and all other orders in this case, by certified mail to the most recent address
respondent has given to the Office of Attorney Services.

It is fiarther ordered that the clerk of this court issue certified copies of this order as
provided for in Gov.Bar R. V(8)(D)(1), that publica.tion be made as provided for in Gov.Bar R.
V(8)(D)(2), and that respondent bear the costs of publication.
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Ohio Lawyers Assistance Progr'am,1nc.
WD 1.8ke Shora Dttve, Sulte 376, Cofumbus, Ohto 432044994

Tat. 808-348-4343 81-0-568•0621 F8x: 8i4-50,0833
www,ohlolax+.org

SCQT'f R. MOTE, ESQ.
C1nC1nn^N aN1oe: C1sveTand {7fRCS.

RE OR C tlt. 'a XEGUTIVE DtRECTOR q8$OOIa'^^ bJRBC'taR A380 ^A7 IF31 ICAUC

STEP;rJAhAE S. KtiZ{JARtCH, MSW, E.tSW3, I-{TpC-II! $13•823•9853
$40 696•E^DB

Cf.I11ICAL nIRI.:C7'OR

MEOAM R. SNYOM M3W. LISW
Ct.INtCAL A980CIA7t;

Kenneth L. Gibson, Esq.
Qlbson & I.owei'y LLC
234 Portege Tra3I
Cuyahoga Falls, dhiQ 44221

Re: Anior► A. Ridenbaugh

Dear Mr. tlibson:

ootofser 2,2012

I write. at your request to confirm that R.idenbaugh successfal[y compteted his OLAP Mantat
Healtli Recovery Cnnti`act (Jucte 3, 20073une 2, 2012), He was compliant in all t'espects,
except that he has paid 4ttiy $600 towarrtis Ws adYninisttitive fees, leaving a balance due of

$6,600. He has been inaking payments, aitd I expect lie wili contintie to do so.

SRlvits

Please sdvise sitould yoii have any tluestions.

STIPULATED
EXHIBIT

2

Sincsrety,

Scott R. Mote, Esq.
l3xeoutive Director
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. . . .. .. w . . ._.^- ...._ .... . . .. ... . ... .._. . .

Report and Order Tarminating Stlpervis€un
Prior to Original Expiration t]ate

^^^3 `^` I^^C^^F ft
^

1#18 A'Ylg 16 Ptf y; /
$

......_..-^ -r-=

In the Court of Common Pleas
Stark County, Ohio

STATE t'?F S?HQ

Vs.

AARON ANTHCyitilY RIdEN9AtMH

No. 2007CF21748

Judge John G. Hans

On January 46, 2008, the abave named was placed on Judio€ai rateaae for a period of

3 years, Fte has cvmp€ied v+rith the rules and reguiattons of judio#al re€ease and Is no longer In

need of supervision. It is accordirLgiy recommerldott that ha be discharged from judicial

raiease.
Respectfully submitted,

Steven Does, Ssnior Probation C3fficar
Canton !i€, #A090g

ORDER OF COURT

Considered and ordered th}s day of 20J-Q,., that the judlc3a€

releasa order entered on the day of La rjtAaly 0 8" pertaining to

ftie above named offender be terminated and that he tt rged frQm judl alre€ease.

^,d e John G. Haas
%ark County Court of Common Pleas

DRO 3072

STIPULATED
EXHIBIT
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.00tobler ^oi2

R-tlttgtaiement ap0floation dAmri:^^idflnbaugh

T.Q -it,t^^^ ^-owevi.

I.atw at3. Aa'iatant-AttowyGetiet'-Ai in the Offloo. 6fAttOrldy-^3eries'al ->^tke

;^1$'-^:ina: have °^tn^^v^n-Aarrort :Rid^nbaug^^ £ox o^rsr ^^ ys^^sAatYa^ h^s aiwa.y^
Ai^ ^^Afe. of 'tiie p-, robknis. Agrdri hm

Aar-on.has made wrtumbonof

pos^Civ^ o^an^^^ ^n h^s ^I^v^ ^^s aom^^ttnsx^^ ^o aobritet.y. -is aIh^.^^^^^ 'lle^ has ^7tade
^a^dt^Iri^^ita^ ^^i^tt^^s is hotv h^. il^r^s ^^d b^^v he xriterlict^^vvith,thi: ^vs^t'ld,,:^'n^. I

m- imxo -o^^he ^sst^x^s ^hoo4 b al^^-f^spc^sj^^^1i^ios plac^4:^^^oixT ^m ^^^r prr ^'
a liedMedf pmot^oh^g attbrric^, Aaron,6 Mbr16 th"All :^ul>Ao.of^dea1^q W-Itii ftso

otioll to be t-ofdsttitod '4s 44414 .1416A*o of't^obar.^'appart W:t Apolfc
Vo1ky truly yoilvs,

m^^tw1w 'T,. Cikom
712'1 gumpt'ion Dr>,
No.w. AEbpyj. OH '0054

STIPULATED
EXHIBIT
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I ^Uvupnsvv &,

Attorney at Law

October 23, 2012

Kenneth L. Gibson, Esq.
Gibson & Lowry
234 Poilage Trail

PG Box 535
Cuyahoga Fa1ls, Ohio 44221

Re: Aaron Ridenbaugh

Dear Attorney GibsOn:

,aPo 9cy`b

My name is John L. 3u.ergensen, and I am sole-practitioner in North Canton, Ohio< I ha.ve

been practicing law for nearly 13 years, and I am offering this letter in support of Aaron

Ridenbaugh relative to his license reinstatement,

I have known Aaron for over eight years. During that time, Aaran and I have spent many

ltorit's together playing golf, dining out, and otherwise sacializing.,. As such, I am quite familiar

with Aaron both prior to and after the suspension of his lieense. Over the last five years, I have
seen first-hand Aaron's commitment to his rehabilitation. He has been steadfast ht his treatment,

faithful to the conditions placed upon him by the court, and detiicated.to making amends for his

past transgressions.

Most irnpvi-tantly, Aaron has always takeil responsibility for his actions. At no time have I
ever heard him niake excuses or try to justify his conduct. Frorn the beginning, he accepted fiill
responsibility and embraced the importance of seeking treatment for his mental health issues. I

have secit him work hard over the years to address and to overcome those issues.

As such, it is 3ny recoznmen.dation to the panel that Aaron's license be reinstated. .I believe
wholeheartedly that Aaron has tlle ability to represent and advise clients. I believe that Aaron
can be a responsible and conscientious meinber of ft b,ar. And, I.believe, that Aaron will
comply with all staiidaids of prflfessional.conduct and ethics going forward.

12
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Five years ago, I wrote a letter to the judge in Aaron's criminal case predicting that he would

embrace the opportunity to get treatment for the mental health issues that led him to commit his
crlmes. I prediated that, with cantinued treatment and the suppo^:'t of friends and family, Aaron

would be rehabilitated. As I look baok over the past five yeaxs, I c s^^datian lcontaine^i in t ts
those predictions have come trtie. I do not take lightly the reco
letter because every attorney has an obligation and responsibility to maintain the integrity of the
profession. As 'such, I am secure in. recommending to this panel that Aaron be r.einstatecl to

practice law.

I wish to thank the panel for the opportunity to speak on Aaron's be^n al contact me you have
any questions or wish to diseuss this matter further> please do not hesitate

Sxnloerely,

13



October 25, 2012

Re: Petition for Reinstateinent of Aaron Ridenbaugh

To whom it may concern:

My name is Michaell. Moran and I am a partner at Gibson, Morans & Gibson. Aaron
Ridenbaugh has been an employee of mine for the last seven years. Since his arrest in 2007,

Aaron has worked as a paralegal in my office.

Over the past five years I have witnessed Aaron's growth, both as a person and an employee. He
is conscientious about his work and dedicated to his recovery from his past substaxice abuse and

mental illtYess.

If reinstated to tlie bar, I strongly believe that Aaron will be a competent and ethical'attorney.
Therefore, I recomxnend that his petition to be reinstated as a member of the bar of the state of

Ohio be approved.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questioris or concerns.

e truly yours,

Ivlich&e17. Moran, Esq: (0018869)
Daytime Phone: (330) 929-0507

STIPULATED
EXHIBIT
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To WtioM it may eiirtcern,.

E^Jy name.is Travis Rider.^baugh;and i'rri Aaron f^idenbaugh`s yout' ►ger hr.Qtfl^r writiog ti^€s tottor to ot7nvey

tti^it I am awore. of his past perscilaEllogaE #rari^g^e;asioii;s; but Yi^ve 's.een.rri^riy ^h^iigss sirics :tifs-atre^t'ai^d
rshatsifitation that.Eeave no questivn in rny min.c#:about W 0.1l1ty to bO b4th O caf?abto and iimarat:attor.ney,

Imrmsdiataly folloviring his arr.est, EWas' trtipfe^s^d iiy Aar.on'^ uvitlirign.^ 3S to t#liB:rBspQn$.ibiitty foP i.i%-.aC#iQns
and ful(y adclress hovu hls aatioria hac^ taacl tt^ hts ^ituatinn.. "fhis :v±^^s e^sy`#o;^e^ liy fi^^ way t3e sriu^tit tielp iiY
#h^:ft^rrii>of pr,ofessional .counselirig.anci grciuj^; tha^a??Y: ^Ei^sa: ^cttuitle^ tiave:coritr€pttted tc 6 hotic.eable eharige.
En hfs auttook to.ward-life, and:ccrriri7uriiEyigr6up:irav6iVament iri 'partleuEat: Ih fabt, 'as Ohio St&teAlums1 used tti
be.able-ta.count on-an iri-game pnQne-ecnVar-satton with ri'iy-bi'461har.,,.however, i typtvatly,:find-that-he Es
organizing/caordinat(nggroup- therapy sessicns orvotuntearing ft^r communit,y events-an most Saturciay,s

instead .of .watching telgvision.

yis cAmmitmer}# to. fife:change has atso:manifesxed,itseif. pl^ystcally as he's mceri tlyhecome-oommitked to his
^^in h$.a1th and los1waEgh# tiirou-gh dtet°and'exercts#. Aithcrugh seemingEy sUperflctaf; 'it reailY Ahovver! rna E^is

levat of.c^imirriErr^nt toward a:toW life chan^e:

tn short; I'm cQtr^vinoed t^iat ftie is O.c?mrriitted to hig s©bt^iety and helpirig -ts-oommun'it.y as^:a whote:-: f'rn.^ure^ that
^io cari:b:0 an:^ffe.^tfv^. attb^riey and..aod thM.hi5 Morgi composs is:p4i.ritsd in the right:.d..ir0otioh.

Thanls y^►u. f,oir`ccr^st^erlilg irty ^qYri-rn^rits;

Travt-s Rid015augh
1124 G.oun#iy f,.ane NE
Atianta, GA 30524:
404-7$8-6127

STIPULATED
EXHIBIT
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November 14, 2012

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is a reference for Aaron Ridenbaugh who is my Sponsee and
friend. Aaron and I have been working together on the 12 Step
Program of Narcotics Anonymous for 2 years. The Narcotics
Anonymous program is a spiritual program to be addiction free. I have
grown to know Aaron as a person and know of his previous situation
and I feel he has learned from it and grown spiritually for the better.

He is very caring to others and very attentive in his program. I feel he

has a bright future as an attorney.

Aaron is also a home group member of "Hump Day Happenings" and
was recently elected by the fellowships of Narcotics Anonymous to the
position of Vice Chairman for Area (volunteer service work at the area

level).

If you need any other information or have any questions please do not

hesitate to contact me at 330-314-3694.

Sincerely,

Mark Latimer
Aaron's Sponsor

STIPULATED
EXHIBIT
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BEFURE. THr Bt)ARD t3p' CoMMSSI4NEIiS
O1'+I

GRWVAN+CES ANB DISCIP'LTNE
OF

THE SUPREME {COURT OF C?HIt)

InRe:

Reinstatejment of

Aaron Anthony Ridenbaugh
Attorney Reg. No. 4076$23

pp+:^

Disciplinary Couinsel

SCO Case No. 2008-2493

BCGD Case No. 2008-025

of Fact,
C'onc1 sii^ns +uf Latv, and

l^ Reco menda.tion of the
Board f Commissioners on

APR Gr%ev ces and Discipli.ne of

CL*tHh U^
the Su 'reme Court of Ohio

'"

(411} This rnatt+er was heard on Janusay.4, 2013 in Columbus upan the petition ofA.aron

A^:fi^a.+^ny Rid:en.^+augh for rei.ristaternent to the ,praetice of law, pursuant to Rule V, Section 10(A)

of the Rules for.th.e C.a`roverunent of the .Bar of t)13io, before a panel consisting of Robert

CTreshanrrn, .Alvi.n R. Bell, and Bernard. K. Bauer, chair. None of the panel members was from the

appellate district in which Petiti©ner resides or of the appellate district in which Petitioner

resided at the time of his suspension.

[1[2} Petitioner was represented by Ken.neth L. Gibson and Relator was represented by

Heather L, Coglianese. Petitioner was present.

14(3} The burden is on Petitioner toshow by clear and convincing evidence that he

should be reinstated to the practice of law. Petitioner must establish that he possesses all of the

mental, educational, and moral qualifications that were required of an applicant for admission to
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1^161 Petitioner complied with.:the terus Of his corn.m.unity cantrol sanctions imposed

of Ccimno^. Pleas and was released by t.ie court on or about August
the Staxk County Courtby

1S, 201O:

J +^17} It i
s likewise ciear to this hearing panel that Pet.ition.er has continued his

PsYclu.atric treatment and is able to return to the competent, ethical, and professional practice of

law.

{118} Petitioner offered the testimon.
.y of Stephen Levin, M.D., a we11-c}ualified

psychiatrist, who has continuously treated the Petitioner since June 21}07.

tii.gi Dr. Levine's initial assessment of the Petitioner revealed that he suffered fram

dysthymis., voyeurism, attention deficit disorder, a long history of marijuaiYa d.
^ependence, ancl a

passive socially avoidant personality pattern.

M20} Dr, Levine testified that the Petitioner "was a shy, unconfident person, very smart,

but socially inhibited from making contact -- intimate contact with women." Hearing Tr. 28.

14p1} Petitioner's depression and attention deficit disorder were treated with

medications, "[b]ut the treatment for the paraphilia had to do with psychQtherapy and the

continuing probing and trying to understand the remote developmental factors and the current

social factors that were supporkin.g before his arrest these socially, if yau' 11 excuse the

expxession; rid.iculous behaviors." Hcarmg Tr. 29.

{402} Tn terms of his current situation., Dr. Levine's opinions about the Petitioner are:

Well, the dysthym%a, that is the chronic depression, -I think is gone.
And as I. wrote in. a previous report, I can't actually be sure how
much it's dependent on the dose of and.depressant which he's
taking, which he's totally compli-ant with, or it's just the
matuata.tional shift that has occurred between the OLAP processes
and his psychotherapy and tizne, but I don't really think Aaron is
dysthymic or depressed any longer. He's actively engaged in life
and he -- h.e's xnuch more optipi.stic about his capacity to be in the

4
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world. And T think he's much more confident about his capacity to

solve problems.

And as I'm sure 'aIl ofypu are aware, the conditions uncler which
he hasbeen living for the last five years has required a great deal
of h.umility and sort of compliance and ackn.omvledging that there
are other views about everything.. And so he's been a very good,
eager.student to lexa.m about hoW to live a better life. And as a
result of that, I think his depression is gone. So that's the first

thing.

The paraphilia or the voyeurism -"paraphiliar is a term that
psychiatrists use for a range of unusual behaviors, sexual
N-,haviors; and that's just one of them, voyeurism. I think his
voyeurisrh was a product of the sense of being left out of the
world, left out of life pracesses. And the closest he coWd get to
living a life would be participating surreptitiously in the lives of
other people like you would participate if you're looking at
pornogxaphy or as in the crime that he committed in term.s of
eavesdropping electronically on. other couples.

But as he has grown. in the past five years and as he has been
punished severely for h%scriminal a.ctivity, he has naturally
developed an aversion for anythi.ng that '_- involving pornography
or voyeuar.ism. or anything what we ;wauld call socially obri.oxious
or criminal.

In questioning Aaron repea#edly.over rn:any, many yeM,1 wasn't
just interested in the absence of the behavior, but the absence of
fantasy about the behavior; and be doesn't really seem to be
preoccupied in any sense with those activities, and T would say that
he is no longer paraphilic. He's no longer voyeuristi+c.. He. no
longer has an interest in pornography. And I think he's now
participating in life, ni sexual life and h,e has discovered what
ideally we would love all of otu patients to discover; that the actual
participation with a real live human being is far better than the
imagination with pixels or pictures of human beings. Aridrnany
Reople with paraphilYas, voyeurism and others, even when they
have access to a real person as a partner, prefer pictures; and that's
not true for Mr. Ridenbaugh. And so I thsnk that's very reassuring.

As to th.e diagtiosis of A.DT3, wh.atever residual of attention'deficit
disorder exists, he will just have to live with. I'm not impressed --
we don't talk about ADD. He takes his medicine. He seems'to
function vocationally extretn. ely well. So I consider that a
nonissue. Ijust renew his medicine once a year.
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And about his character disorder, what I call his passive-
dependent, social-avoidant style, he',s made dramatic progress in.
this in that he's engaged in problem solving in an intim,ate
relationship; and he now, rather than being a faricrrn, a.Icohol-
dependertt, xnarijuaina-depentient person is engaged in things that
he likes do. He loves.to go1f, so he -- he's.a1ways takini 4bout his
rare oppartuxuties to golf, He likes to bowl. He likes to do things
arotxnd his house -- mulch the beds, whatever, take care of the
property. He's much more engaged in his life.

He's even engaged in his -- yvu know, his vocational life in. a way
that indicates - I sense that he really enjoys the work that he does.
I mean, he enjoyed the yea'rs of being a lawyer and now he's
enjoying the role he plays -- the lesser role he plays. And I know,
of course, he's looking fommrd to being reinstated if that's

possible.

So Aamn is -- you know, if all psychiatrists had patient,.a like
Aaron, we'd have a much better reputation as being useful. So --

Heari.ng 'I'r. 30-34.

(123) Further, marijuana use is .no 1onger an issue in Petitioner's life, aecvrding to Dr,

Levine.

{124} As a"consequence of his training, education, experien.ce, and his five years of

treatment of Petitioner, it is Dr. L,evi.ne's apinipn, to a reasonable degree of certainty that

Petitioner "could be ethical, mcaral., cogmiively inta.et, excellent attomey in his field." Hearin.g

Tr. 39.

(¶2:5) Further, Petitioner has a sustainerl period of successful treatm.ent. Hearing Tr

52.

{4126j D4,-sed'4poii, the f6regoing, the panel deter3nines; by clear and convincing

evidence, that:

• The Petitioner possesses al.l of the mental, educational, and moxal gualifications
that were required of an. applicant for admission to the practice of law in Ohio at

the tune of his original adznzssioo.;
• The Petitioner has complied with the continuing legal education requirements of

Rule X(3)(G) of the Rules f4r the Government of the Bar; and

6
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. The Petitioner is now a proper person w be readmittCd to the practice Qflaw in
C3hio, a.+atwitlstanding tlae previpus disciplinary acti.crn.

R.ECtJMNiFNDATI#Q^i

{127} RelatOi has taken no position regarding reizistatement. HoIever, on questioning

by the panel, Relator's counsel stated that„ "In the orig;inal hear%ng, Dr. Levine was crucial to the

anel and everyone's understanding of the Responderit's behavior and what was occurxix^g. And
p
also because the R.espondent had only been in therapy for a couple of years at th.at period of time,

there was a lot that w
as unknown about the prngression of his behavior; and today Dr. Levine

was able to certainly give a much broader and fuller opinion of that progression over the past

five years." Hearing Tr. 99-1 00.

g^ Accordingly, the Panel unanimously recammelads that Petitioner be readmitted
M2^

tci the practice of law in Ohio for"ith. .

flGAlI'D REC+©MMFNilATIC1N

Pucsuant to Gov. Bar R < V, -Section 10, the Board of Commissioners on Crrievances and

Discipline of the Supreme Court of +0hi4 considered this matter on April 5, 2013. A majnrity of

the Board concluded that Petitioner is not a proper person to be readmitted to the practice 'of law

in Ohio and recommends that the petition for reinstatement be denied. The Board further

reco
mmends that the cost of these proceedings be taxed to Petitioner in any d.isciplina,ry arder

r

entered, so that execution May issue.

Pursuant to the order of the Board of Commissioners an

Grievances and Discipline of the Supreme Court of ®hio,

I hereby cert'tfy the foregvling Findings of Fact, Cancl.usiOns

of Law, and Ree+ummendation as those of the Board.

IRUC-ARD OVE, Secretary

7
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIfJNERS ,
ON GRI-EVANCES AND DISCIPLINE

OF THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO
5

Aaron Ridenbaugh
Atty. Reg. No.: 0076823
26700 CR 406
Fresno, Ohia 43824 AGREED

STIPULATIONS
BOARD NO. 08-025

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

AGREED STIPULATIONS

Relator, Disciplinary Counsel, and respondent, Aaron Ridenbaugh, do hereby

stipulate to the admission o# the following facts and exhibits:

STIPULATED FACTS

9. Respondent, Aaron Ridenbaugh, was admitted to the practice of law in the State of

Ohio on November 10, 2003. Respondent is subject to the Code of Professional

Responsibility and the Rules for the Goverriment of the Bar of Ohio.

2. Respondent's license to practice law was suspended on February 7, 2008 pursuant

to Gov. Bar Rule V(5)(A)(4).

3. On May 21, 2007 Respondent was arrested and charged with one count each of:

voyeurism R.C. 2907.08, a misdemeanor of the third degree; criminal trespass, R.C.

2917.21, a misdemeanor of the fourth degree; and possession of criminal tools,

R.C. 2923.24(A), a misdemeanor of the first degree.
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4. Respondent pled not guilty to the charges in the Massillon Municipal Court and was

released on ten-percent cash as surety bond of $1,750.00.

5. On June 27, 2007 Respondent's case was bound over to the Stark County Court of

Common Pleas for possible felony indictment.

6. On July 24, 2007, Respondent was indicted on the fo(lowing charges: three counts

of interception of wire, oral or efectronic communications, R.C. 2933.52(A)(1),

felonies of the fourth degree; and four counts of voyeurism, R.C. 2907.08(A),

misdemeanors of the third degree.

7. Of those charges, one count of interception of wire, oral or electrQnic

-communications and one count of voyeurism occurred on April 21, 2005. One

count of interception of wire, oral or electronic communications and one count of

voyeurism occurred on September 27, 2006. The remaining count of interception of

wire, oral or electronic communications. and two counts of voyeurism occurred on

May 21, 2007.

8. On August 17, 2007 Respondent was arraigned on the felony charges and pled not

guilty.

2
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9. On October 16,2007 a bill of information charged Respondent with the following:

three counts of pandering sexually-oriented matter involving a minor, R.C.

2907.322(A)(5), felonies of the fourth degree; and one court of illegal use of a minor

in a nudity-oriented materiai or performance, R.C. 2907.323(A)(3), a felony of the

fifth degree. All of the counts occurred on November 9, 2006.

1-0. Respondent pled guilty to all of the charges on October 17, 2007.

11. On November 21, 2007 Respondent was sentenced to a total of 48 months in

prison on the charges with sentencing as follows:

Sixteen months on each count of interception of wire, oral or electronic

communications to run consecutively;

Twenty days on each count of voyeurism to run concurrently;

Sixteen months on each count of pandering sexually-oriented matter involving a

minor to run concurrently; and

Twelve months on the count of illegal use of a minor in a nudity-oriented material or

performance to run concurrently.

12. Respondent was released on or about January 17, 2007.

13. Respondent is currently on probation.

14. Responde,^.t was evaluated by OLAP on J une 4, 2007 and signed an OLAP contract.

3
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15. Respondent has been in treatment with Steven B. Levine, M.D. since June 2007.

STIPULATED VIOLATIONS

For misconduct occurring after February 1, 2007, respondent's conduct constitutes

violations of Rule 8.4(b), (It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to commit an illegal act

that reftects adversely on the lawyer's honesty and trustworthiness); and Rule 8.4(h), (it is

professional misconduct for a lawyer to engage in any other conduct that adversely reflects

on the iawyer's fitness to practice law).

For misconduct occurring before February 1, 2007, respondent's conduct

constitutes violations of DR 9-102(A)(3), (A lawyer shall not engage in conduct involving

mral tutpitude); and DR 1-102(A)(6), (A lawyer shail not engage in any other conduct that

adversely reflects on his fitness to practice law).

STiPULATED EXHIBITS

1. Jackson Township pQiice reports

2. Indictment of Juf.y 24, 2007 (Case no. 2007CR'i 068)

3. Bill of Information of October 18, 2007 (Case no. 2007CR1748)

4. Transcript of plea hearing, October 17, 2007

5. Stark County Court of Common Pleas Journal Entry Sentencing Form,
November 21, 2007.

6. Transcript of sentencing hearing, November 21, 2007

7. Stark County Court of Common Pleas Criminal Hearing Disposition Sheet,
January 16, 2008.

4
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8: Judgment Entry, Judicial Release, January 23, 2008

Order of the Supreme Court of Ohio of February 7, 2008 suspending
respondent fr©m the practice of law

10. September 16, 2008 & November 16, 2007 letters of Megan Robertson,
MSW, LSW,

11. Ju'ne 25, 2008 & November 5, 2007 report of Steven B. Levine, MD

12. Sixteen page curriculum vita of Steven B. Levine, MD

STIPULATED MITIGATING AND AGGRAVATING FACTORS

Relator and Respondent stipulate to the following mitigating factors pursuant to

BCGD Proc. Reg. § 10 (e)(2):

(a) absence of a prior.disciptinary record;

(b) full and 'free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward

proceedings.

(c) imposition of other penalties or sanctions.

There are no stipulated aggravating factors.

SANCTION

Relator and Respondent are unable to stipulate to an appropriate sanction. Instead

the parties ieave the determination as to appropriate sanction to the wisdom and discretion

of the panel.

5
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CONCLUSION

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

parties on this 25th day of Septeniber, 2008.

}Vo.6gk1la nn

,

Jon an0026424) Richard C. A42 '̂ 14

isciplinary Couns Counsel for RespondentD

HE the r L. Hissom (0068151-)
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel

Aaron enba (007683)
Respondent

6
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

A copy of the foregoing RESPONDENT'S OBJECTIONS TO THE FINAL

REPORT OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS ON GRIEVANCES AND
^

_-_ day of February, 2008
DISCIPLINE has been mailed by ordinary U.S. mail this ^

to the following:

Jonathan E. Coughlan
Disciplinary Counsel

Disciplinary Counsel

and

Heather L. Hissom
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel
250 Civic Center Drive, Suite 325
Columbus, OH 43215-7411

44
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Attorney for Respondent
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