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Kristina D. Frost, Clerk
Supreme Court of Ohio
65 South Front Street, 8ffi Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215

Re: Eric Dorman Hall

Dear Ms. Frost:

ApMItiISrRATOG
JANET GREEN MARBLEY

TELEPHONE 614.387,9390
1.800.231.1680

FACSIMILE 614.387.9399
www supremecourt.o; iio. gov

Enclosed please find copies of the Claim Determination Entry for awards made by the Board
of Commissioners of the Clien.ts' Security Fund of Ohio in the following claims:

CSF CLAIM NO.
12-0054
12-0069
12-0053.
12-0005
12-0061

CLAIMANT
Tami 13eckwith
Nelson Corporan
Oebra A. Hetman
Gary R. Bell
John Villegas

AWARD
$1,500
$2,500
$2,500
$1,474
$500

These awards arose from the dishonest conduct of Eric Dorman I-lall. We ask that the
information concerning the awards snade by the Clients' Security Fund be placed in the attorney's
file.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly y ou rs,

s
J^anet Green Marbley, Administratki
Clients' Security Fund

JGM/pol
Enclosures: as stated
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7^^e Sup^ente Caiirt of Ohio
+Clients°SecurityFaind^

65 Soutlz Fro3yt Street, 5th Floor
Colunibus, t)laio 43215-3431

;M.qureen CJ`C oiinor
Ciiitf justicE

Satl f W Cui2I jczflet Gree3z Marbley
OYf.l1Y /-IdrY2Z3Z1s,"7 atoY

CLAIM DETERMIhlA'I'IOhi ENTRY

In Re Application of Taxni Beckwith v. Eric Dorrrian Hall
Claiui ?Vuanber 12-0054

This cause carn.e on for hearing before the Board of Commissioners of the Clients' Secu_rity Fund
this 71n day of June 2013 on the application of Taia-d Bec.kivitfi alleging a loss in the axnount of $1,500,
cause:I by dishonest conduct of an attorney duly liceiYsed to practice in the State of C.^hio

The C'onumissioriers of the CliezYts` Security Funcl of Ohio find that:

a) An attorneyclierit relationship did exist between the claimant asrd
Eric Dorma_n Hall,

b) The claimari t suffered a loss of $1,500 on or about julyf Aug. 2006.

'1'he Commissioners further fin.d that the dishonest conduct consisted of theft of iu7earned fees,
and that the folloivijlg disciplinary proceedings were taken:

Suspended Fcar 'I'erm on 3/1/2012

The Commissioners further find that the claimant took affirmati-ve action against the attorney
within one year of becomi^-ig aware of the loss; a»d that there is no insura.nce or bond iv.hicli ivill
benefit the claimant; and that said ctai;.naait is not a s^.7ouse, close relative, partner; insurer or bonding
co:rlapany,lior a governmental unit

Therefore tlie Coxrzrnissioners of the Clients' Securit), Fund do hereby deterinisYe tlzat the claim,
of Taiaii k3e.ckwith is eligible for re.i3nburseJne77t in the amount of $1;500.

1 ayirient of said amount is coriditioned upori claimant cornplving with the subrogation
assignment and otl7Qr requirements of Sec. 6 of COV. Rule VIII of the Ohio Supreme Court.
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The Supi°eifze Court of Ohio
Clients' Secz{rity Fund

65 5oacth Front Street, ,tir Floor
Columbus, C11zzo 43215-3431

jlsoureerr O'Connor
Chief Iustice

Sa'ly TN. Cr.rni JUne} Green I3IurbXe.•y
Ciucir Adrrinistrator

CI:MM DETERMINATION ENTRY

Ixl Re Application of Nelson Corporan v. Eric Dcr mari f--Iall
Cla im Nurftber l2-0069

This cause came on for hearing before'-he Board of Corru7iissioners of the Clients Sec:urity Fun.cl
this 7th day of June 2013 on the application of. Nelson. Corporan alleging a loss in the arnount of $2,500;
caused by dishonest condiict ofnn attorizey diily licensed to practice in the State of Ohio

The Comnnissioners of the Clients' Security Fund of Ohio find that:

a) An attorney client relationship i-iicl exist hetween the claiinzin.t and
Eric DormarE Hall.

h} The clairri-ar.it sufferec.I a loss of $2,500 on or about ^une 18, 2010.

'The Co-mxnissioners fu-rther fizld that the dishonest conduct coaisisted of tY.eft of unearzled fees,
and that the followi.ng disc:ipli»ary proceedi-tigs were taken:

Suspended For Term tn 3/"I/2012

The Corn-missioners further find that the claimarit took a-ffirrrtative action against the attorney
vti ithin one year of hecoming aware of the loss; and that there is no ir^surance or bond which 1'ill
benefit the claimarit; and that said claimant is not a spouse, close relative, partner, insurer or bondilig
company, nor a goverzirnental unit.

Therefore the C'onunissioriers of the C::Lents' Secu.rity Fund do hereby determhle that ffie claim
of Nelson Coi•poran is eligible for reirnhurseniQnt in tl-ce aina-urit of $2,500.

Pavment of said aznoun_t is coz-tditioneci upon cTaiurarlt corrxplying ivith the subrogation
assignment and otherrequiremeilts of Sec. 6 of GOV. Rule VIII of the Ohio Supreme Court.
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The ^.Suprenae Court of Ohio
Clients' Seeutity Fusrd

65 Svutdi Frotzt Street, 511, Flc^^^
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3431

Nlrureen O'Connor
C.hief lustt^,e

Sally 10,71 Cuni Janet Green Marbley
Cluxir adrni}zistrutor

CLAIM DETERMINATION ENrTRY

In Re _Application of Debra A. Hetman v. Eric Dornian.l-iall
Claim ':°v 3znlber 12-0() .53

I-Tiis cause ca:rne on far hearing before the Board of Goinnzissi.oners of the C:"lients' SecuritY Fund
thzs 7ihday of June 2013on theapplicationof Debra A. Hetrnanalleging a loss intliean2oant of S2,500,
ca-used by dishonest conduct of an attorney duly licenser.i to practice in the State of 0hio

The Goirunissiorters of the CIients' Security Ftrnd of Olvio find that:

a) l^n attorney client relationship did exist between the claimant and
Eric Dorman Hall.

b) The claimant suffered a Ioss of $2,500 on or , aabout May 10, 2010.

The Cornmissioncrs furtYier fiz-id that the di,shonest conduct consisted of theft of unearned fees,
and that the fo3lotiv;l-ig disciplinary proceedings were taken:

Suspen.ded For Term on 3,rP1/2012

The Gornrnissioners further nnd that the clairnant took affirmative action against the attorney
within one y>ear of Lecorning aware of the loss; and that there is no insurance or bond wh.ioh will
benefit the claimant; and that said clairriant is not a spouse, close relative; partner, insurer or bondi.:e-t-
cornpanv; nor a goverrLrnerbtal unit.

'1 herefore the Corrtrrussioners of the Clients' Security Fund do hereby determine that the claim
of Deb7.•a A. Hetman is eligihIe for reirribussement in tl7e arrio-unf of $2,500.

Payment of said axnount is conditioned upori claimant complying with the s-uhrogati.on
assigiln-ient and other reqiziremeitts of Sec. 6 ofGC)V. Rule VIII of the C)hio Supreme Court.
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The Suprenie Court of Ohio
Clieiats' Security Fuytd

65 South groiat Street, V1 .FIoor

Cnluaazbus, Ohio 43215-3431

Maureen O'Connor
Chief Jt.cstice

Sally W. Ctitzi Janet Green,Wardyley
Clwir Adtnrn;sfrutor

CLAIM DETERMINAT'IO1®1 ENTRY

Ia-i Re Application of GaitiR. Bell v. Eric L3c?rm.an. Hall
Clai^. Number 12-0005 J

This cause cazne on for hearing before the Board of C.ornrriissioners of the L:.lients' Seeurity Fund
this 7th day of June 2013 on the applicatiorr of Gary R. Bell alleging a loss in the amount of $1,474,
caused hy dishoi-test conduct of an attoiney duly licensed to practice iiz the State of Ohio

The Comn-dssioners of the Clien.ts' Secu-rity F-Lu-id of Ohio find that:

a) An attorney client relationship did exist between the claiznant and
Eric Dorman Hall:

h.) The diaimaizt sirffered a loss of $1,474 on or about July 7, 2008.

The Coanm-issioner.s furtlier fii-id that the di;shonestconduct ccsri..sisted of theft of -anearned fees,
and that the following disciplinary proceedings were taken:

Suspended For Terrn on 3N2012

The Cornn-dssioners further fiird that the c:laimant took affirmative action against the attorney

within one year of becoming aware of tE.e loss; and that there is no insurance or bond which will

benefit the claiunant;and that said claimant is not a spouse, close relative, partner, insurer or -bonding
company, rior a governmental unit.

Therefore the CommAssioners of the Clients' Security Fund do hereby determine that the claim
of Gary R. Bell is eligible for reimbursement in tl-te arn.ou-nt of $1,474.

PaSme.nt of said arn.oui-it is conditioned upon claimant complying with the su3-^rogation
assignment ai-«d other requirements of Sec. 6 of GOV. Rule VII1 of the Ohio Supreme Court.
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The Supre^^e Court of Ohio
+Cliearts' Securi^y Fuyfd

65 South Front Street; 5th Floor
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3431

Maurverz O'Connor
Chief Justice

.Srzllv, lV C.izni jarr.et Green L1ttrbley
cl"Lc711' ACl7nt n,isf r6ttor

CLAIM DFTERMINATIflbN ENTRY

In 1Zellpplication of Jolu-i Viilegas vEric Dorman Hall
Clai-in. Number 12-0061

This cause came on for hearirtg before the Board of Commissioners of the C:lienfis' Security Fund

this 7th day of June 2013 on the applrzatioza of John Villegas alleging a loss in the arriount of $3,281,
caused b,T di.shonest conduct of an attorney duly licensed to practice in the State of Ohio

The Conln ►issionPrs of the Clieaits' Security Fund of Ohio find that.

a) An attorney client relationship did exist between the clafmant and
Eric Dorman Hall.

l,^} The tlaimant s-uffered a loss of $500 on or about+Marcli 30, 2012.

The CorAzrrussioiiers fiirther find that the dishonest conduct consisted of theft of unearr2ed fees,
araci that the following disciplinary proceedings were taken:

Suspended For Tern4 on 3/1/2012

Ttte Coiruizissioners f-ci.rther fij-id that t}-Ee claizziant took affirmative action against the attorney
within one vear of becoining aware of tfie loss; and. that there is no instixaaice or bond ivluch s.rill
benefit the claimant; arld that said claimant is not a spouse, close relative, partner, insurer or bonding
contpany, nor a governmental uriit.

Therefore the Commissioilers of the Cliex-its` Sec^arity Fund do herebsr deterniitle that the ciaim
of jc^hn Ville^as is eli^ihie for reimbursement ir5: tne amount of $500.

7'ay-ment of said amount is conditioned upon claiin.ant complying with the subrogation
assi&nirient and otlier requirements of Sec. 6 of GOVe Rule VIII of the Ohio Supreme Court.
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