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THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO 

 

 

Columbus Bar Association, 

  Relator, 

v. 

Lawrence Edward Winkfield, 

  Respondent. 

: 

 

: 

 

: 

 

: 

Case No. 2020-1205 

(Practice of Law Case) 

 

RESPONSE OF RESPONDENT TO 

ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE; 

OBJECTIONS TO FINAL REPORT OF 

BOARD OF PROFESSIONAL 

CONDUCT AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

Respondent, by and through counsel, hereby responds to this Court’s Order to Show 

Cause dated October 8, 2020, from the final report of the Board of Professional Conduct, In re 

Complaint against Lawrence Edward Winkfield, Board of Professional Conduct, Case No. 2019-

042, Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendation of the Board of Professional 

Conduct (hereafter “the Board Report”, attached hereto as Appendix).  Respondent makes no 

argument herein opposed to any finding of fact or conclusion of law by the Board, but objects to 

the recommendation of sanction contained in the Board’s final report. Respondent has filed a 

renewed Application for Retirement or Resignation and begs the Court to grant the Application 

before considering the Board’s Recommendation.  

In the Disciplinary Cases section of this Court’s Case Announcements for January 15, 

2020, (01/15/2020 Case Announcements, 2020-Ohio-88), this Court denied Respondent’s 

application for retirement or resignation with discipline pending (In re Resignation of Winkfield, 
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2019-1761), pursuant to Gov. Bar R. VI(11)(C). At that time, the charges brought against 

Respondent in this present case were still pending. Since that time, the Board held a hearing on 

June 4, 2020, and on October 2, 2020, voted to adopt the findings of fact, conclusions of law, and 

recommendation of the hearing panel. 

The Complaint against Respondent alleged 11 violations of the Ohio Rules of 

Professional Conduct. The hearing panel found, and the Board voted to adopt, that Relator 

proved by clear and convincing evidence that Respondent violated only one of the alleged 

violations, a single violation of Prof. Cond. R. 8.4(d) (Board Report, ¶110). The hearing panel 

unanimously dismissed the other 10 alleged violations after finding that Relator failed to prove 

the allegations by clear and convincing evidence including: 

Count One 

Prof. Cond. R. 1.1: Failure to Provide Competent Representation (dismissed at ¶101) 

Prof. Cond. R. 1.16(e): Failure to Return Unearned Fees (dismissed at ¶105) 

Prof. Cond. R. 8.4(d): Conduct Prejudicial to the Administration of Justice 

(dismissed at ¶110) 

Prof. Cond. R. 1.2(a): Failure to Abide by Client’s Decisions (dismissed at ¶112) 

Prof. Cond. R. 1.3: Failure to Act With Reasonable Diligence and Promptness  

(dismissed at ¶116) 

Prof. Cond. R. 3.3(a)(1): Misrepresentation to a Tribunal (dismissed at ¶121) 

Prof. Cond. R. 8.1: Failure to Cooperate in a Disciplinary Proceeding (dismissed at ¶126) 

Prof. Cond. R. 3.5(a)(6): Impartiality and Decorum of the Tribunal (dismissed at ¶128) 

Count Two 

Prof. Cond. R. 8.4(d): Conduct Prejudicial to the Administration of Justice  

(dismissed at ¶144) 
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Prof. Cond. R. 8.1: Failure to Cooperate in a Disciplinary Proceeding (dismissed at ¶146) 

The Office of Disciplinary Counsel referred the present grievance concerning Sileye Dia 

to the Columbus Bar Association, who received it on February 21, 2018 (Board Report ¶18). In 

April 2018, the Columbus Bar Association filed a complaint in another matter concerning other 

clients of Mr. Winkfield, not including Mr. Dia (Board Case No. 2018-016).  That was the case 

that eventually reached this Court and resulted in the decision and order indefinitely suspending 

Mr. Winkfield, Columbus Bar Assn. v. Winkfield, 159 Ohio St.3d 61, 2019-Ohio-4532.  

After Relator filed the Complaint in this present case, Board Case No. 2018-016 was 

pending and had not yet gone to hearing. Relator could have and should have sought leave to file 

an Amended Complaint to include the present grievances. Relator argued to the Board that 

Respondent was responsible for any delay in prosecuting the present case because notices sent to 

Respondent’s previous counsel went unanswered. However, the hearing panel found that 

“Respondent, without knowledge of a pending complaint” was not responsible for the actions of 

his attorney (Board Report ¶125) and that Relator failed to prove that any delay in responding to 

the present Complaint was attributable to Respondent. Respondent objects to the recommended 

sanction of permanent disbarment and asks this Court to consider that, had the grievances been 

combined and Respondent found to have violated this one additional violation of the 11 charged, 

that the sanction in Columbus Bar Assn. v. Winkfield, 159 Ohio St.3d 61, 2019-Ohio-4532 would 

have been the same. This one additional violation, that resulted in no prejudice to the client, 

would not have amounted to “the straw that broke the camel’s back” (Board Report ¶161) 

because it would have been considered contemporaneous with the other violations. 

The hearing panel stated that “a review of the Supreme Court’s precedent would indicate 

a sanction of a suspension from the practice of law with time stayed”, (Board Report ¶153). The 

panel also recognized that a less severe sanction against a lawyer with multiple cases might be 
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justified under the circumstances of each case. In this case, Respondent did answer the 

Complaint, made a timely and good faith effort to make restitution, made a free and full 

disclosure to the Board, demonstrated a cooperative attitude, and faces no other penalties or 

sanctions than those currently pending in Columbus Bar Assn. v. Winkfield, 159 Ohio St.3d 61, 

2019-Ohio-4532. 

The hearing panel also cited this Court’s rejection of Respondent’s previous Application 

for Retirement or Resignation. Now that the 11 charges of misconduct pending at the time of this 

Court’s rejection of that Application have been resolved, Mr. Winkfield has submitted, 

contemporaneous with the submission of this Brief, a renewed Application for Retirement or 

Resignation. Respondent is currently serving an indefinite suspension and cannot and is not 

practicing law. He is 74 years old with health issues and desires to retire from the practice 

permanently.  

This Court has consistently held that the primary purpose of sanctions is not to punish the 

offender but to protect the public. Disciplinary Counsel v. Edwards (2012), 134 Ohio St.3d 271, 

2012-Ohio-5643. By accepting Mr. Winkfield’s renewed Application for Retirement or 

Resignation, resulting in a permanent surrender of Mr. Winkfield’s license with no avenue to 

reinstatement, this Court will have done its duty to protect the public while permitting 

Respondent to resign with some sense of dignity intact. In addition, Respondent has paid all fees 

to former clients previously ordered by this Court, as well as those from the present case that 

were not recommended by the Board (Board Report ¶151). 

Accordingly, Respondent Lawrence Winkfield asks this Court not to confirm the report 

of the Board and enter a disciplinary order, but instead accept his Application for Retirement or 

Resignation with discipline pending.      
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David P. Williamson (0032614) 

BIESER, GREER & LANDIS, LLP 

6 North Main Street 

Suite 400 
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Tel:  (937) 223-3277 
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Attorney for Respondent, 

Lawrence Edward Winkfield 

         

 

Kent Markus (0016008) 

kent@cbalaw.org 

Thomas E. Zani (0071175) 

thomas@cbalaw.org 

Columbus Bar Association 

175 South Third Street, Suite 1100 

Columbus, OH  43215 

Attorneys for Relator  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and accurate copy of the foregoing was 

served electronically and by regular U.S. Mail this 28th day of October 2020, upon Richard A. 

Dove, Director of the Board of Professional Conduct, 65 South Front Street, 5th Floor, 

Columbus, OH 43215-3431, and upon Kent Markus and Thomas E. Zani, counsel for Relator 

Columbus Bar Association, 175 South Third Street, Suite 1100, Columbus, OH  43215. 
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