


Addendum.  The Addendum provided for a total settlement payment (including the 

$15,000 paid in August 2012) of $161,675. Of this amount, the Addendum provided for 

the Ryans to receive $31,295.

         Less than a month later, the respondent received a check for $146,675, representing 

the balance of settlement funds due from The Soundings under the Addendum. At no point 

did the respondent inform the Ryans that he had received any settlement funds on their 

behalf. While the respondent disbursed a total of $45,980 to two of the four remaining 

Soundings clients, he paid nothing to the Ryans and used most or all of the remaining funds for 

his personal needs, an amount which exceeded what he would have been entitled to under his 

fee agreement with his Soundings clients. The respondent intentionally misused such funds 

with the intention and effect of depriving his clients of the full proceeds of the settlement he 

had ostensibly obtained on their behalf. To date, the respondent has not paid over any portion 

of the settlement funds to the Ryans.

       On December 24, 2012, the respondent filed a stipulation of dismissal in Barnstable 

Superior Court, dismissing the complaint he had filed against The Soundings. He never 

informed the Ryans that their action against the resort developer had been dismissed.

       On January 29, 2018, at a disciplinary hearing concerning another matter, the respondent 

gave intentionally and materially false information under oath, to the effect that he had 

disbursed funds to the Ryans and the other clients named in the Addendum.   The respondent’s 

conduct violated Rules 1.2(a), 1.4(a), 1.4(b), 1.15(b), 1.15(c), 3.3(a)(1), 8.1(a), 8.4(c) and 

8.4(h) of the Massachusetts Rules of Professional Conduct.

         The second count of the petition charges the respondent with a failure to cooperate with 

bar counsel in his investigation of the Ryans’ complaint. He failed to file a written response to 

the petition within the deadline. This conduct violated Rules 8.1(b) and 8.1(g), and SJC Rule 

4:01, § 3.

          Because the respondent did not file an Answer to the Petition for Discipline, all of the 

above facts were deemed admitted without opposition.

           Bar counsel requested disbarment in the brief on disposition it filed February 4, 2019 

before the Board of Bar Overseers, noting that the respondent was already indefinitely 

suspended for similar misconduct in another matter, and that in any event disbarment was the 

proper sanction for intentional misuse of client funds with deprivation and no restitution. The 

respondent filed nothing in response.




