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Relator Cleveland Metropolitan Bar Association answers as follows to the 
objections submitted by Respondent Tasso Paris to the recommendation of the Board of 
Professional Conduct that the sanction for Paris’s stipulated misconduct be a six-month suspension 
of his license to practice law in Ohio. 
I. INTRODUCTION 

There is only one issue at stake at this point in this disciplinary matter, and that is 
the sanction to be imposed on Respondent Tasso Paris.  Paris has already stipulated to violations 
of Rules 1.8(j) and 1.3 of the Rules of Professional Conduct.  He stipulated that he repeatedly 
solicited his client, Jennifer Cook, to engage in sexual activity, and he stipulated that he failed to 
show up for Ms. Cook’s sentencing hearing, to tell her he wasn’t going to be there, or to find 
substitute counsel. 

In a sense, Paris’s failure to appear at the sentencing hearing was a good thing.  
When the Cleveland Municipal Court Judge handling the case asked Ms. Cook at the hearing if 
she had an attorney, Ms. Cook responded that she had one, but that he hadn’t shown up.  She 
wasn’t surprised, she told the judge, because she had been having a problem with him and all he 
had been doing was “trying to get into [her] pants.”  (Stipulation 9.1)  This unsolicited moment of 
candor ultimately gave rise to Ms. Cook’s grievance against Paris, which has led us to where we 
are today. 

In the Stipulations, Relator and Respondent recommended to the Board of 
Professional Conduct (“Board”) that Paris’s sanction be a six-month stayed suspension of his 
license to practice law.  The Board has now recommended to this Court that Paris be suspended 

                                                 
1  The Stipulations are attached as Appendix A. 
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for six months, period.2  For the reasons stated below, Relator agrees with the Board’s 
recommendation. 
II. THE BOARD’S REASONING 

The Board recommended a sanction stronger than that recommended by Relator 
“because of Respondent’s additional misconduct, his failure to acknowledge the wrongful nature 
of his conduct, and the lack of evidence of good character and reputation.”  (Board 
Recommendation at ¶ 36.)  Most importantly, the Board was concerned that Paris “does not 
actually understand and accept the wrongful nature of his conduct.”  (Id. at ¶ 26.) 

Paris stipulated to his misconduct.  At a cost of $1,000, Jennifer Cook retained Paris 
to represent her in criminal proceedings in the Cleveland Municipal Court arising out of Cook’s 
arrest on March 17, 2013, when she was charged with driving under the influence, driving while 
under suspension, and not showing full time and attention to her driving.  (Stips. 3-4.)  During the 
course of the representation, she endured Paris referring to her as his “beautiful Irish girl,” asking 
her several times to go out with him, and being invited on more than one occasion to join Paris in 
his hot tub.  (Stip. 5.)  Cook didn’t know what to do, fearing that if she said anything to Paris it 
would impact the quality of Paris’s representation.  (Stip. 6.) 

Ms. Cook ultimately pled guilty to driving under suspension and lack of physical 
control, and was ordered to appear for sentencing on August 29, 2013.  (Stip. 7.)  Respondent did 
not show up for this hearing, did not tell Ms. Cook that he wouldn’t be there, and failed to obtain 
substitute counsel.  (Stip. 8.)  Her colloquy with the judge at the sentencing hearing regarding 
Paris’s wanting to “get in [her] pants” led to the judge vacating Cook’s plea and recusing herself.  

                                                 
2  The Board’s December 14, 2015 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendation is 
attached as Appendix B. 
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A public defender took up Ms. Cook’s case, and she ultimately pled guilty to operating an unsafe 
vehicle.  (Stips. 9-10.) 

The Board quoted extensively from Ms. Cook’s hearing testimony regarding how 
Paris’s conduct impacted her.  Ms. Cook testified that, having discussed the matter with her fiancé, 
she had decided to just go out with Paris if he asked her again, lest her failure to do so cause him 
to throw in the towel on her representation.  She decided that she “would do whatever [Paris] 
wanted.”  (Board Recommendation at ¶ 12.)  Fortunately, it never came to that. 

Based on Paris’s testimony at the hearing, the Board found that, despite these 
stipulations, Paris “refuse[d] to acknowledge . . . the wrongful nature of his conduct during the 
representation of Cook” and that Ms. Cook “was a vulnerable client who was harmed by 
Respondent’s misconduct.”  (Id. at ¶ 27.)  After a thorough analysis of the relevant law, the Board 
then recommended that Paris be suspended from the practice of law for six months. 
III. THIS COURT SHOULD, AT A MINIMUM, IMPOSE THE BOARD’S 

RECOMMENDED SANCTION OF A SIX-MONTH SUSPENSION 
Paris was given every opportunity in the Stipulations and at the hearing of this 

matter to do precisely what the Board found he never did—demonstrate that he understood and 
appreciated the wrongful nature of his conduct during his representation of Ms. Cook.  Having 
failed to do so twice, Paris could have at least taken the opportunity to do so in his unsupported 
objections and in his improper attempt to supplement the record with an affidavit.  He did not. 

To begin with, there is nothing in the record to substantiate the recitation of 
irrelevant events recited in paragraphs 1-6 of Respondent’s Opposition.  Most importantly, there 
is no support in the record for the statement attributed to Relator’s counsel in paragraph 5 that “in 
the vast majority of cases” the Board would accept the recommendation regarding the sanction.  
And even if Relator’s counsel—opposing counsel—had made any such statement, it was 
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incumbent upon Respondent to research and understand the law.  A recommendation is just that, 
a recommendation.  It was Respondent’s obligation to know the law regarding the import of the 
parties’ recommendation and of the Board’s authority to accept or reject it.   

In paragraph 7 of his Objections, Respondent addresses the Board’s assessment that 
he never acknowledged that his conduct toward Ms. Cook had been inappropriate.  Respondent 
maintains that he demonstrated his acceptance of responsibility by signing the Stipulations and 
acknowledging “that his conduct may have been mistakenly taken by” Cook.  (Emphasis added.)  
This is in fact the opposite of acceptance of responsibility.  Respondent has already stipulated that 
there is nothing about his conduct that may have been mistakenly taken by Ms. Cook.  Respondent 
stipulated that he called Ms. Cook his “beautiful Irish girl,” asked Ms. Cook out several times and 
on more than one occasion invited her to join him in his hot tub.  In stipulating to the violation of 
Rule 1.8(j), Paris stipulated that he solicited Ms. Cook to engage in sexual activity with him.  There 
is nothing that Ms. Cook may have been mistaken about here. 

Whatever effort Paris was trying to make to demonstrate to this Court that he does 
indeed understand and appreciate his misconduct fares no better in his improper attempt to bolster 
the record in this case with the affidavit he submitted with his Objections.  First, just as the Board 
noted he had done at the hearing, in his affidavit Paris cannot help himself from attacking Ms. 
Cook.  There is nothing in the record to support his statements in paragraph 4 regarding any other 
OVI charges against Ms. Cook, or that she had prior convictions for driving under suspension, all 
of which are not in any way relevant to the analysis here regarding the appropriate sanction for 
Paris’s misconduct.  Trying to make Ms. Cook look bad does not make Paris look better. 

Paris seems in paragraphs 6-8 and 11 of his affidavit to be pushing the blame for 
the outcome here on his attorneys and on his own ignorance of the disciplinary process.  He did 
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not know he was to present mitigation evidence.  He believed that the Stipulations had resolved 
the matter, but somehow was not aware of the Board’s authority to accept or reject Relator’s 
recommendation as to the sanction.  This was a “first impression matter” for his counsel, his father 
and brother. 

In paragraph 10 of his affidavit Paris states that, had he had the opportunity to do 
so at the hearing before Ms. Cook left, he would have apologized to Ms. Cook, not by looking her 
in the eye, but by looking “at least in her general direction.”  He would have apologized for asking 
her out to dinner and for “mentioning” his hot tub.  And in paragraph 16 the best he can muster is 
to say that he is “sorry for any perceived and/or actual misconduct.”  The problem is that he didn’t 
just innocently ask Ms. Cook out or “mention” his hot tub, and his misconduct was not merely 
“perceived.”  In stipulating to violating Rule 1.8(j), Paris stipulated to soliciting sexual activity 
from Ms. Cook.  Nowhere in his Objections or affidavit does he apologize for having done so, or 
even attempt to.  And nowhere in his Objections or affidavit does he apologize for abandoning Ms. 
Cook when she appeared for sentencing. 

Paris referred to Ms. Cook at the hearing as an “Irish chick.”  (Hearing Tr. at 39.)  
That is how he saw her, and that is how he treated her, unapologetically.  As recommended by the 
Board, Paris’s license to practice law should be suspended for six months.  An actual suspension 
is warranted because, as the Board found, Paris’s unwelcome advances had caused Cook to lose 
her trust in him as her attorney, to the point where she almost gave in to those advances in an effort 
to ensure that he continued to represent her appropriately.  Disciplinary Counsel v. Fowerbaugh, 
74 Ohio St.3d 187, 190, 1995-Ohio-261 (an attorney who violates the trust on which the attorney-
client relationship is based “will be actually suspended from the practice of law for an appropriate 
period of time”).  An actual suspension is also warranted because, as discussed above, Paris has 
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shown no remorse for his conduct, never apologized to Ms. Cook, and continues to cast aspersions 
on Ms. Cook’s character.  See, e.g., Cleveland Metropolitan Bar Ass’n v. Sleibi, 144 Ohio St.3d 
257, 2015-Ohio-2724, at ¶¶ 23-24 (actual suspension longer than that recommended by Board 
justified in part because attorney who engaged in sexual relations with several clients blamed his 
victims, failed to apologize, and during the disciplinary process continued to assert “unflattering 
information” about the clients he had stipulated to having harmed).  Ms. Cook was a vulnerable 
client for whom, as the Board noted, the $1,000 fee she paid Paris was a meaningful sum.  She 
expected and deserved an attorney who would fight for her.  Not one who would repeatedly ask 
her out, and repeatedly invite her to join him in his hot tub.  See, e.g., Disciplinary Counsel v. 
Detweiler, 135 Ohio St.3d 447, 2013-Ohio-1747, at ¶ 20 (attorney suspended for one year for 
escalating sexual advances to client, including texting nude photograph). 
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IV. CONCLUSION  
For all of the reasons stated above, this Court should, at a minimum, impose against 

Respondent Tasso Paris the sanction recommended by the Board of Professional Conduct.  At a 
minimum, Paris’s license to practice law in Ohio should be suspended for six months. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  
I certify that on January 21, 2016, a copy of the foregoing was sent by email to 

Thomas Paris (parislegal@yahoo.com), attorney for Respondent Tasso Paris. 
  

 
      /s/ Thomas L. Anastos    
      One of the Attorneys for Relator 
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