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LAWYER POPULATION AND AGENCY CASELOAD VOLUME, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of
No. of Complaints No. of No. of
No. of Complaints No. of Summarily Complaints Lawyers Charged
Lawyers Received by Complaints Dismissed No. of Dismissed After
with Active Disciplinary Pending from for Lack of Complaints After Probable Cause
STATE License Agency Prior Years Jurisdiction Investigated Investigation Determination
Alabama 14,821 1,487 * 215 1,060 301 149 46
Alaska 2,781 232 63 196 38 24 14
Arizona 13,619 4,940 946 1,061 2,070 821 75
Arkansas 8,600 942 718 0 976 183 148
California 151,975 15,817 2 4,540 12,032 5,106 2,320 429
Colorado 21,320 3,929 3 42 3,417 353 82 54
Connecticut 33,700 1,194 NA 133 1,061 939 255
Delaware 2,668 455 38 83 410 352 21
District of Columbia 60,640 1,380 405 951 8344 459 20
Florida 77,102 8,451 3,479 1,187 10,752 6,525 NA

Alabama: Includes matters handled by central intake.

“California: Includes matters handled by central intake. The State Bar of California defines a complaint as a communication concerning the conduct of a member received by the Office of the Chief
Trial Counsel which is designated for evaluation to determine if any action is warranted by the State Bar. Reportable Actions are included in this number although they are statutorily required reports
from courts, insurers, financial institutions, and members of the State Bar.

®Colorado: Includes matters handled by central intake.

*District of Columbia: 405 cases carried over from 2004. 429 new docketed matters during 2005.
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LAWYER POPULATION AND AGENCY CASELOAD VOLUME, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of
No. of Complaints No. of No. of
No. of Complaints No. of Summarily Complaints Lawyers Charged
Lawyers Received by Complaints Dismissed No. of Dismissed After
with Active Disciplinary Pending from for Lack of Complaints After Probable Cause
STATE License Agency Prior Years Jurisdiction Investigated Investigation Determination
Georgia 28,689 2,500 ° 123 2,039 356 112 123
Hawaii 4,573 602 529 247 883 361 9
Idaho 3,637 344 81 387 206 46 13
1linois 80,041 6,082 ¢ 1,944 1,460 6,566 4,239 147
Indiana 15,508 1,625 818 957 1,486 629 41
lowa 8,269 814 155 50 659 499 50
Kansas 10,100 937 NA 382 555 283 48
Kentucky 14,960 1,305 717 775 1,259 388 52
Louisiana 20,049 2,790 2,611 1,496 3,905 1,149 62
Maine 4,760 399 60 65 338 257 22

®Georgia: Excludes 22,429 inquiries received by Consumer Assistance Program, of which about 17% were referred to the office of General Counsel for forms and constituting the complaints received.
SIlinois: Includes 3,697 matters handled by central intake As of 6-5-06, intake concluded 3,659 of the complaints received in 2005 and had pending an additional 38 complaints, for a total of 3,697.
"Kentucky: Includes 77 matters handled by Consumer Assistance Program during the 2005-2006 fiscal year.



STATE

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

No. of

Lawyers
with Active
License

33,000

48,927
35,920

25,576

9,711

28,076

3,254

6,188

6,321

4,241

61,360
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LAWYER POPULATION AND AGENCY CASELOAD VOLUME, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of
Complaints No. of
Received by Complaints
Disciplinary Pending from
Agency Prior Years
2,031 415
929 8 1,183
3,541 NA
1,150 525
457 1° 107
2410 NA
429 272
566 95
1,362 NA
235 251
7,370 1,154

No. of
Complaints

Summarily
Dismissed

for Lack of

Jurisdiction

1,562
10°
2667

556

273

1,475

156

172

136

124

5,896

No. of
Complaints
No. of Dismissed
Complaints After
Investigated Investigation
884 472
2112 862
884 461
1,119 389
37 6
1,584 NA
393 328
394 284
1,226 B o8
169 79
1,474 1,160

No. of

Lawyers Charged
After
Probable Cause
Determination

115

162
111

36

17

32

20

40

16

26

226

8Massachusetts: Excludes 5,672 matters handled by central intake, but there is some overlap. Central intake handled 4,752 matters that did not become complaintsreferred to Bar Counsel.

®Massachussetts: Estimated .

Mississippi: Excludes matters handled by consumer assistance program.

“Missouri: Includes matters handled by central intake.

2Nevada: Estimated.

BNevada: Data does not provide "carry over" statistics. 969 cases were investigated, but no grievance file opened, plus 257 grievance files opened for a combined total of 1,226.
YNevada: Of 257 grievance files opened, 81 were dismissed outright or dismissed with letters of caution, and 17 were closed with private reprimands.



STATE

New Mexico

New York
1st Judicial Department

New York
2nd Judicial Department
2nd & 11th Districts

New York
2nd Judicial Department
9th District

New York
2nd Judicial Department

10th Judicial District

New York
3rd Judicial Department

New York

4th Judicial Department
5th, 7th & 8th Districts

North Carolina

North Dakota

No. of

Lawyers
with Active
License

6,045

76,777

13,000

13,119

19,348

9,221

13,000

20,651

1,866

LAWYER POPULATION AND AGENCY CASELOAD VOLUME, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

No. of
Complaints No. of
Received by Complaints
Disciplinary Pending from
Agency Prior Years
522 121
3,371 1,238
2,368 581
1,976 730
2,955 1,116
1,688 1,623
2,524 665
1,392 NA
222 122

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of
Complaints

Summarily
Dismissed

for Lack of
Jurisdiction

427

737

1,044

614

1,509

1,057

961

NA

60

No. of
Complaints
Investigated

7

3,495

1,268

812

1,116

735

3,419

NA

217

No. of

Complaints
Dismissed

After
Investigation

1,957

309

763

930

516

1,024

1111

176

BNorth Carolina: Excludes approximately 18,380 incoming calls, 2,011 letters and 450 email inquiries received by separate Consumer Assistance Program.

No. of

Lawyers Charged
After
Probable Cause
Determination

14

21

34

29

26

191

79

54

NA
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LAWYER POPULATION AND AGENCY CASELOAD VOLUME, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of
No. of Complaints No. of
No. of Complaints No. of Summarily Complaints
Lawyers Received by Complaints Dismissed No. of Dismissed
with Active Disciplinary Pending from for Lack of Complaints After
STATE License Agency Prior Years Jurisdiction Investigated Investigation
Ohio 36,473 6,526 381 4,284 2,242 1,043
Oklahoma 14,206 427 197 1174 428 349
Oregon 12,770 2,297 Y NA 800 1,500 8 1,330 8
Pennsylvania 57,086 4,716 1,007 94 5,629 4,031
Rhode Island 4,865 424 NA 87 337 328
South Carolina 9,600 1,383 798 199 1,982 1,005
South Dakota 2,153 1132 7 15 98 92
Tennessee 17,389 1,268 NA 286 1,043 %3 1,171 %
Texas 76,760 7,013 % NA 4,654 2,495 2,104

“TOnI0: 1his response applies to the OTTICe OT DiIsCIplinary Counsel only, and doesnot Include complaints that were tiled with the 35 Certitied Grievance Committees.

YOregon: Includes 2,210 matters handled by consumer assistance program.
¥Oregon: Estimated.
“*Oregon: Excludes 43 admonitions.

#g0yth Carolina: Number of complaints, not number of lawyers charged.

Zgouth Dakota: Excludes 15 summarily dismissed complaints.

ZTennessee: Excludes 4,644 matters handled by consumer assistance program.

ZTennessee: Excludes matters from previous years.

#Texas: Excludes 54,152 contacts with and 1,131 cases handled by consumer assistance program.

16

No. of
Lawyers Charged
After

Probable Cause
Determination

106

18

131%

228

18 20

85

59 23

665



No. of

Lawyers

with Active

STATE License
Utah 6,584
Vermont 2,000
Virginia 25,193
Washington 25,160
Wisconsin 18,023
Wyoming 2,060
TOTAL* 1,323,735
AVERAGE* 24,068
MEDIAN* 14,206

*West Virginia did not provide data.

Bytah: Excludes matters handled by central intake.
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LAWYER POPULATION AND AGENCY CASELOAD VOLUME, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of
No. of Complaints No. of
Complaints No. of Summarily Complaints
Received by Complaints Dismissed No. of Dismissed
Disciplinary Pending from for Lack of Complaints After
Agency Prior Years Jurisdiction Investigated Investigation
1,017 % 742 1,066 693 133
264 % 65 86 247 131
4,260 781 2,186 2,047 789
2,540 7 915 % 1,483 % 1,068 % 926
2,105 738 1,653 2,843 2,150
218 13 70* 135 80
128,294 33,326 65,481 82,316 46,404
2333 741 1235 1,524 859
1,383 529 775 930 460

%y/ermont: Excludes 245 matters handled by consumer assistance program.

27Washington: Includes matters handled by central intake.
“\Washington: Method of calculation changed.

No. of

Lawyers Charged
After
Probable Cause
Determination

57

10

NA

93
39
35
4426
167

4426
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SANCTIONS IMPOSED

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Of Total Of Total

Lawyers Lawyers Of Total Of Total

Of Total Publicly Publicly Lawyers Of Total Lawyers

Of Total Lawyers Sanctioned Sanctioned Publicly Lawyers Publicly

No. of No. of Lawyers Publicly No. Suspended No. Interimly Sanctioned Publicly Sanctioned No.
Lawyers Lawyers Publicly Sanctioned Excluding Suspended No. Publicly Sanctioned Transferred
Privately Publicly Sanctioned No. Disbarred Interim (for risk of harm or Reprimanded/ No. on to Disability
Sanctioned Sanctioned No. Disbarred On Consent Suspensions criminal conviction) Censured Probation Inactive Status
STATE

Alabama 46 51 2 2 18 5 20 4 2
Alaska 3 7 2 0 2 0 3 0 3
Arizona 0 112 4 2 22 8 68 49 4
Arkansas 33 99 7 12 17 5 72 0 1
California 67 426 57 68 229 75 72 176 9
Colorado 5 59 17 2 38 15 1 19 10
Connecticut NA 145 4 9 21 6 58 * NA 6
Delaware 9 15 3 0 7 0 5 2 0
District of Columbia NA 106 20 6 36 35 152 6 2
Florida NA 396 33 4 137 30 65° 54 5
Georgia 57 69 22 10 25 NA 9 NA NA
Hawaii 28 18 5 3 8 0 2 NA 1
Idaho 42 15 1 1 6 3 7 5 0
Ilinois 0 166 15 17 85 12 30 21 1
Indiana 20 53 1 12 23 3 17 6 0
lowa 70 25 1 1 5 0 19 0 NA

*Connecticut: 5 by the Court, 53 by Statewide Grievance Committee.
“District of Columbia: Bar Counsel also issued 27 admonitions.
“Florida: 67 admonishments were also issued.
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SANCTIONS IMPOSED

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
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Of Total Of Total

Lawyers Lawyers Of Total Of Total

Of Total Publicly Publicly Lawyers Of Total Lawyers

Of Total Lawyers Sanctioned Sanctioned Publicly Lawyers Publicly

No. of No. of Lawyers Publicly No. Suspended No. Interimly Sanctioned Publicly Sanctioned No.
Lawyers Lawyers Publicly Sanctioned Excluding Suspended No. Publicly Sanctioned Transferred
Privately Publicly Sanctioned No. Disbarred Interim (for risk of harm or Reprimanded/ No. on to Disability
Sanctioned Sanctioned No. Disbarred On Consent Suspensions criminal conviction) Censured Probation Inactive Status
STATE

Kansas NA a7 8 5 6 1 26 1 3
Kentucky 56 44 3 1 22 5 13 7 NA
Louisiana 38 52 10 7 30 19 12 16 11
Maine NA ¢ 19° 3 3 1 1 7 0 NA
Maryland 0 72 10 14 22 1 25 0 1
Massachusetts 43 89 ¢ 11 10 39 12 297 28 1
Michigan 165 117 19 1 57 9 29 2 0
Minnesota 113 35 2 4 22 7 7 10 2
Mississippi 14 23 6 3 5 1 8 NA 2
Missouri 94 43 15 2 14 2 5 6 0
Montana 51 18 1 NA 6 1 8 2 2
Nebraska 13 20 5 3 3 5 4 5 0
Nevada 28 27 4 2 13 3 5 9 1
New Hampshire NA 17 4 0 5 2 9 0 NA
New Jersey NA 178 19 11 45 33 42° 0 2

*Maine: Does not have "non-public discipline” but issued 17 non-public informal "Dismissals With Warning," which are not a form of discipline.
°Maine: Four of these were public non-disciplinary warnings.

®Massachusetts: Excludes interim suspensions.

‘Massachusetts: Includes 5 reciprocal disciplinary sanctions.

®Massachusetts: Excludes ethics school.

“New Jersey: 34 reprimands; 8 censures.



STATE

New Mexico

New York
1st Judicial Department

New York
2nd Judicial Department
2nd & 11th Jud. Districts

New York
2nd Judicial Department
9th Judicial District

New York
2nd Judicial Department
10th Judicial District

New York
3rd Judicial Department

New York
4th Judicial Department

5th, 7th and 8th Jud. Dist.

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

“Ohio: Does not recognize Private Reprimands as a sanction.

Of Total
No. of No. of Lawyers
Lawyers Lawyers Publicly
Privately Publicly Sanctioned
Sanctioned Sanctioned No. Disbarred
6 8 1
75 61 21
145 44 13
49 22 7
55 35 6
109 29 11
166 25 7
34 79 12
19 11 2
0o 93 6
24 18 0
NA 111 2

SANCTIONS IMPOSED

CHART 1l

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Of Total
Lawyers

Publicly
Sanctioned

No. Disbarred

On Consent

11

11

NA

Of Total
Lawyers
Publicly
Sanctioned
No. Suspended
Excluding
Interim
Suspensions

15

19

11

13

10

22

44

35

Of Total
Lawyers Of Total
Publicly Lawyers
Sanctioned Publicly
No. Interimly Sanctioned
Suspended No. Publicly
(for risk of harm or Reprimanded/

criminal conviction) Censured
1 1

9 6

19 1

11 3

5 4

3 5

NA 4

3 36

1 5

22 8

0 4

3 22

Of Total
Lawyers
Publicly

Sanctioned

No. on
Probation

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

16

NA

Of Total
Lawyers
Publicly

Sanctioned No.

Transferred

to Disability
Inactive Status

NA

NA

NA

20

NA

NA



STATE

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming
TOTAL*
AVERAGE*

MEDIAN*

SANCTIONS IMPOSED

CHART 1l

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Of Total
Of Total Lawyers
Lawyers Lawyers Publicly Sanctioned
Privately Publicly Sanctioned No. Disbarred
Sanctioned Sanctioned No. Disbarred On Consent
134 116 19 18
29 11 NA 3
29 26 0 3
20 5 0 2
99 56 4 0
108 236 38" NA
24 42 4 3
5 7 0 1
126 77 5 10
NA 80 9 4
16 39 2 4
3 5 0 0
2,270 3,799 483 335
49 69 9 6
34 44 5 4

*West Virginia did not provide data.
MTennessee: Not a disciplinary sanction.
BTexas: Does not distinguish between types of disbarment.

2Washington: Includes Admonitions.

Of Total
Lawyers
Publicly
Sanctioned
No. Suspended
Excluding
Interim
Suspensions

51

12

17

119

25

31

17

1,444

26

17

Of Total
Lawyers Of Total
Publicly Lawyers
Sanctioned Publicly
No. Interimly Sanctioned
Suspended No. Publicly
(for risk of harm or Reprimanded/

criminal conviction) Censured
15 2

0 3

13 11

0 1

141 35

2 62

5 27

3 3

NA 31

15 22

21 15

1 3

465 1,006

9 18

5 9

Of Total
Lawyers
Publicly

Sanctioned

No. on
Probation

24

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

463

12

Of Total
Lawyers
Publicly

Sanctioned No.

Transferred

to Disability
Inactive Status

NA

1
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REINSTATEMENT AND READMISSION

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of Petitions, Motions or

Requests for Reinstatement/ No. Granted After No. Granted After
Readmission Filed Disbarment Suspension

STATE

Alabama 5 1 4
Alaska 1 0 NA
Arizona 2 0 0
Arkansas 13 0 11
California 18 18 0
Colorado 5 1 2
Connecticut 1 NA NA
Delaware 3 0 2
District of Columbia 7 0 1
Florida NA NAL NA
Georgia 1 NA 1
Hawaii 1 0 0
Idaho 0 0 0
Hlinois 8 0 0
Indiana 4 0 4
lowa 6 0 6
Kansas 4 0 2
Kentucky 7 0 0
Louisiana 9 4 5
Maine 0 NA NA

Florida: 11 total granted, but not distinguishable based on granted after disbarment or suspension.
?Indiana; Reinstatements granted were all on matters filed in a prior year, not on cases filed in 2005.

No. of Petitions, Motions or Requests

for Reinstatement/ Readmission
Denied/Dismissed

NA



STATE
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
1st Judicial Department

New York
2nd Judicial Department
2nd & 11th Judicial Districts

New York
2nd Judicial Department
9th Judicial District

New York
2nd Judicial Department
10th Judicial District

New York
3rd Judicial Department

No. of Petitions, Motions or

Requests for Reinstatement/

No. Granted After

Readmission Filed

10
15°
11

10

39*

NA

13

6

CHART Il

REINSTATEMENT AND READMISSION

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. Granted After

Disbarment Suspension
0 10
0 15
0 11
1 5

NA 1
3 5
0 0
0 3
0 2
0 0
0 18
1 2
5 4

NA NA
0 0
2 1
1 5

3Massachusetts: 8 were automatic reinstatements after short suspensions.
“Missouri: Includes petitions related to discipline, fees and restoration from inactive status.

No. of Petitions, Motions or Requests

for Reinstatement/ Readmission
Denied/Dismissed

NA

NA
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REINSTATEMENT AND READMISSION

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

No. of Petitions, Motions or No. of Petitions, Motions or Requests
Requests for Reinstatement/ No. Granted After No. Granted After for Reinstatement/ Readmission
Readmission Filed Disbarment Suspension Denied/Dismissed
STATE
New York
4th Judicial Department 9 0 5 4
North Carolina 2 0 0 2
North Dakota 1 0 1 0
Ohio 11 0 7 NA
Oklahoma 10 0 1 3
Oregon 175* 0 25* NA
Pennsylvania 94 6 11 14
Rhode Island 2 0 2 1
South Dakota 1 0 1 0
Tennessee 10 NA NA 3
Texas 6 NA® NA® 1
Utah 0 0 0 0
Vermont 0 0 0 0
Virginia 0 NA NA NA
Washington 0 NA NA 0
West Viginia’ NA NA NA NA
Wisconsin 26 0 3 2
Wyoming 1 1 0 0
* = Estimated.

®Ohio: "suspensions for term".
®Texas: Total of 5 reinstatements granted, but statistic does not distinguish betweenthose granted after suspension or after disbarment.

"West Virginia did not provide data.



STATE
Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Hlinois
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts®
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska

* = Estimated.

Average Caseload Per
Lawyet
234
250*
52"
107
73
102
93
374
27
92
297
55
226
250
237
536
124
38
141
55°
36
35
701

131

CHART IV

DISCIPLINARY AGENCY CASELOAD STATISTICS

Not all jurisdictions maintain this data

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 200!

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Average No. Carried Over
From Prior Years
95

180*

49
16

NA

45
109
15
NA
110
58
45
NA
167
342
20
41
79
NA
37
10
272

32

Average No. of New Cases

Assigned Per Lawyel

120

230*

63
%
110
114
48
264
17
93
187
168
181
250
110
194
133
47
66
100°
36
25
429

120

Average No. of Cases Closed Per
Lawyer
82

207*

19
106
45
88
51
310
15
65
259
177
150
NA
81
215
128
53
71
96*
37
25
371

95

1California: This number only refers to cases that are part of the attorney's official caseload. If supervised cases included, the average is 83 per attorney.
Massachusetts: Excludes central intake caseload numbers.

®*Michigan: Investigative files only.



STATE
New Mexico

New York
1st Judicial Department

New York

2nd Judicial Department
9th Judicial District
New York;

2nd Judicial Department
10th Judicial District

New York
3rd Judicial Department

New York
4th Judicial Department

North Carolina
Ohio*
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia

* = Estimated.

Average Caseload Per
Lawyer

97

45

95

116

552

455
NA
88
14
45%
208
106
9%
14
295
124

186

CHART IV

DISCIPLINARY AGENCY CASELOAD STATISTICS

Not all jurisdictions maintain this data

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 200!

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Average No. Carried Over
From Prior Years

13

62

95

111

271

89

NA

64

NA
38
NA
NA
NA
295
42

71

Average No. of New Cases

Assigned Per Lawyel

85

167

151

295

281

367

NA

180

60*
175
161
NA
NA
171
67

115

Average No. of Cases Closed Per
Lawyer

43

113

210

263

278

341
11 formal; 329 investigations
163
6
T4*
174
NA
147
NA
220
65

103

“Ohio: Case loads apply to the Office of Disciplinary Counsel (ODC) only and donot include the staff at the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline

(BoC).



STATE
Alabama

Alaska

Arkansas
Arizona
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
ldaho

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

* = Estimated.

Average Time

Time from Receipt of
Standards Complaint to
Formally Summary
Adopted Dismissa

NA 1 Week*
Yes 73 Days
NA NA
Yes 43 Days
Yes 48 Days
No 1.6 Weeks
Yes 14 Days
NA 7 Days
28 Days
No 5 Days
NA 2 Weeks*
NA 4 Days
NA 1 Week
No 4 Weeks*

Yes 3 Days

NA 7 Days

Yes 30 Days

CASE PROCESSING TIMES

CHART V

Not all jurisdictions maintain this data.

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Average Time From

Average Time From Average Time From

Receipt of Complaint
to Closure/Dismissal

Receipt of

Receipt of Complaint

Complaint to Filing

to Imposition of

Average Time From Receipt

Average Time to Process
Petition/Motion or

Request for Reinstatement

of Complaint to Imposition

After Investigatior

6 Months*

679 Days

NA
156 Days
190 Days
29.7 Weeks
104 Days
45 Days
64 - 96 Days
60 Days
6 Months*

6 Months

See below"
5 Months*
370 Days

3 -5 Months

120 Days

of Formal Charges

12 Months*

NA

NA
377 Days
405 Days

33.3 Weeks
103 Days
120 Days
162 Days
8 Months
1 Year*

18 Months

9 Months - 1 Yeal

16 Months*
378 Days
6 - 8 Months

9 Months

Private Sanction

9 Months*

1322 Days

NA
NA
541 Days
68.3 Weeks
NA
120 Days
NA
10 Months
1 Year*
6 Months
NA
NA

623 Days

3 - 5 Months

NA

of Public Sanction

12 Months*

897 Days for Disbarment
3402 Days for Suspension

1156 Days for Public Censure
94 Days for Public Reprimand

NA
634 Days
621 Days*

82.7 Weeks
225 Days
210 Days
338 Days

1 Year
2 Years*

12 Months

1-1.5Years
30 Months*
1265 Days

6 - 8 Months

12 - 13 Months

Readmission from Filing
to Final Disposition

6 Months*

37 Days

15 Days*
655 Days
417 Days
22.4 Weeks
NA
120 Days
NA
3 Months
3 Months*

3 Months

1-1.5Years
NA
549 Days
3 -4 Months

30 Days

*Kansas: 70% of investigations only involve requesting the attorney to respond informally. The average time in that situation is approximately 30 - 45 days. Cases that are formally investigated

approximately 6 months.



STATE

Massachusett?

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi
Montana
Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Mexico

New York
1st Jud. Dept.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
2nd & 11th Jud. Dist.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
9th Jud. Dist.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
10th Jud. Dist.

New York
3rd Jud. Dept.

* = Estimated.

Average Time

Time from Receipt of
Standards Complaint to
Formally Summary
Adopted Dismissa

NA 10 Days
NA 45-60 Days
NA 1 Month
NA 90 Days
2 Weeks
Yes 1-2 Days*
Yes 1 -4 Weeks*
NA NA
NA 1 Month
NA 14 Days
NA 2 Weeks
NA 1 Week
NA 3 Weeks*
NA 90 Days

CHART V

CASE PROCESSING TIMES

Not all jurisdictions maintain this data.

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Average Time From

Average Time From Average Time From

Receipt of Complaint
to Closure/Dismissal

Receipt of

Receipt of Complaint

Complaint to Filing

to Imposition of

Average Time From Receipt

Average Time to Process
Petition/Motion or

Request for Reinstatement

of Complaint to Imposition

After Investigatior

312 Days
NA

7 Months

90 Days

90 Days
30 - 60 Days*

30 - 60 Days**

NA

6 Months - 1 Year

6 Months

4 Months

9 Months - 1 Year

6 Months*

120 Days

of Formal Charges

752 Days
NA

NA

180 Days

6 Months
4 - 7 Months*

60 - 120 Days*

NA

6 Months - 1 Year

22 Months

4 Months - 1 Year

NA

1 Year*

180 Days

:‘Massachusetts: These numbers are averages and exclude Central Intake processing times.
*Massachusetts: Includes automatic reinstatements.

“Nevada: Dismissed at correspondence level with no grievance file opened, but some investigation: 30-60 days. Dismissed after grievance file is opened and reviewed by a screening panel: 45-90 days.

Private Sanction

675 Days

NA

Admonition = 10 Mos.

Probation = 15 Mos.
90 Days
100 Days

5 - 8 Months*

60 - 90 Days*

NA

1 Year*

20 Months

4 - 8 Months

9 Months - 1 Year

NA

120 Days

of Public Sanction

1041 Days

NA

90 Days

1 Year
1-2 Years*

Uncontested: 4 - 9 Month:
Contested: 9 - 12 Months

2 Years 5 Months

1 Year*

NA

1.5 Years

NA

NA

6 Months - 1 Year

Readmission from Filing
to Final Disposition

273 Day<®

168 Days

270 Days

NA
2 Months*

60 - 90 Days

NA

6 Months - 1 Year*

NA

1 Year

NA

NA

45 Days



STATE

New York
4th Jud. Dept.

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Vermont
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming

* = Estimated.

Average Time

Time from Receipt of
Standards Complaint to
Formally Summary
Adopted Dismissa

NA 14 Days
NA NA
Yes 3 Months
Yes 4 Weeks
NA 15 - 20 Day<®
Yes 14 Days*
Yes 7 Days
NA 2 Days*
Yes NA
NA 3 -7 Days
NA 1-5 Days*
Yes 30 Days
NA < 30 Days*
NA 6 Days*
NA 39 Days
NA 14 Days

®Oklahoma: Formulated by random sampling.
®Oregon: For uncontested matters (reinstatements after inactive status, or after short-term suspension), 60 days. For uncontested matters when applicant has been away from law practice for an exter
period or has more extensive disciplinary history, 6 months. For contested matters that are litigated and appealed, average is similar to other discipline cases.
"Washington: This number is with investigatiol

CHART V

CASE PROCESSING TIMES

Not all jurisdictions maintain this data.

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Average Time From

Average Time From Average Time From

Receipt of Complaint
to Closure/Dismissal

Receipt of

Receipt of Complaint

Complaint to Filing

to Imposition of

Average Time From Receipt

Average Time to Process
Petition/Motion or

Request for Reinstatement

of Complaint to Imposition

After Investigatior

90 Days
213 Days
3 Months
60 - 150 Days
120 Days®
150 Days*
52 Days
90 Days*
NA
80 Days
1 Year*
90 Days
1 - 3 Months*
69 Days
417 Days

10 Weeks

of Formal Charges

9 Months
NA
3 Months
150+ Days
150 Days®
260 Days*
7 Months*
6 - 8 Months*
NA
120 - 180 Days
6 Months*
165 Days
3 - 6 Months*
333 Days*
NA

3 Months

Private Sanction

2 - 6 Months
NA
3 Months

NA

130 Days®
NA
16.6 Months
8 - 10 Months*
NA
150 Days
1 Year*
NA
6 - 12 Months*
NA
706 Days

2 Months

of Public Sanction

1 Year
NA
6 Months

24 Months

12 Months

22 Months
27 Months
8 - 10 Months*
NA
240 Days
1-2 Years*
NA
9 - 12 Months*
NA
890 Days

4 Months

Readmission from Filing
to Final Disposition

3 Months
NA
6 Months

6 Months for hearing
9 Month¢®

60 Days - 6 Month¢®
7 Months
6 Months*
NA
90 Days
1 Year*
NA
4 Months*
NA
191 Days

2 Months



CHART VI

STATE BY STATE BUDGET FOR DISCIPLINE, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Total Discipline Total Discipline Board
Total Lawyer Counsel or or Comparable
Total No. of Discipline Comparable Administrative/
Lawyers with System Budget Prosecutorial Office Adjudicative Budget
STATE Active Licenses $) Budget ($) [€30 Source of Funding
Alabama 14,821 875,937 Included Included 100% Legislative appropriation.
Alaska 2,781 634,277 Included Included 100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
Arkansas 8,600 614,805 587,805 27,000 100% Supreme Court assessed fees. Fines and costs assessed to attorneys receiving disciplinary
sanctions.
California 151,975 42,480,000 31,372,000 7,713,000 100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
Colorado 21,320 3,213,575 Included Included 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
Connecticut 33,700 NA NA NA 100% Legislative appropriation.
Delaware 2,688 NA NA NA 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
District of Columbia 60,640 4,915,9871 NA NA 100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
Florida 77,102 9,377,103 Included in 9,377,103 95% Bar Association earmarked dues; 5% cost reimbursement.
Georgia 28,689 1,821,992 1,821,992 30,000 100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
(Includes Bar Counsel)
Hawaii 4573 1,222,995 Included Included 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
ldaho 3,637 555,000 Included Included 100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
Illinois 80,041 13,217,000 11,396,161 1,821,153 95.18% Supreme Court assessed fees, 1.29% recovered costs and 3.53% interest earned.
Indiana 15,508 1,672,036 1,629,153 NA 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
lowa 8,269 896,831 815,591 NA 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
Kansas 10,100 1,500,000 NA NA 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
Kentucky 14,960 961,998 Included Included 100% Bar General Fund.
Louisiana 20,049 3,065,760 Included Included 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
Maine 4,760 864,598 Included Included 96% Supreme Court assessed fees, 2% MCLE and 2% other miscellaneous expenses.
Maryland 33,000 3,551,136 Included NA 100% Supreme Court assessed fees.

District of Columbia: $280,000 represents donated space; balance of $4,635,987 was 100% funded by bar dues.



STATE
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
1st Jud. Dept.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
2nd & 11th Jud. Dist.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
9th Jud. Dist.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
10th Jud. Dist.

New York
3rd Jud. Dept.

New York
4th Jud. Dept.

North Carolina

North Dakota

Total Discipline

CHART VI

STATE BY STATE BUDGET FOR DISCIPLINE, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Total Discipline Board

Total Lawyer Counsel or or Comparable
Total No. of Discipline Comparable Administrative/
Lawyers with System Budget Prosecutorial Office Adjudicative Budget
Active Licenses $) Budget ($) %)
48,927 8,085,007 4,623,797 1,446,225
35,920 4,083,207 3,161,684 921,523
25,576 2,560,251 Included Same
9,711 450,557 Included Included
28,076 2,440,266 2,185,266 253,000
3,254 337,326 238,500 98,826
6,188 484,302 NA NA
6,321 992,120 Included Included
4,241 889,982 NA NA
61,360 8,945,640 5,314,143 1,806,495
6,045 736,530 Included Included
76,777 3,847,536 NA NA
13,000 1,257,425 Included Included
13,119 NA 1,769,285 NA
19,348 NA 1,695,933 NA
9,221 NA 1,079,331 NA
13,000 NA 1,825,447 NA
20,651 996,528 292,777 43,645
1,866 303,765 NA NA

Source of Funding
100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
91% Bar Association earmarked dues; 9% Supreme Court general budget.
100% Supreme Court assessed fees.
100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
95% Supreme Court assessed fees; 5% Character & Fitness Committee fees.
100% Supreme Court assessed fees.

100% Supreme Court assessed fees.

100% Bar Association earmarked dues.

100% Legislative appropriation.

100% Legislative appropriation.

Office is part of the Appellate Division, Second Department's operating budget.

100% Attorney Licensing Fund.

100% Legislative appropriation.

100% Bar Association earmarked dues.

51% Bar Association earmarked dues; 49% Legislative appropriation.



STATE

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina®

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Virginia
Washington
West Virginia®
Wisconsin

Wyoming

* = Estimated.

?pennsylvania: Integrated budget with Disciplinary Board and Office of Disciplinary Counsel budget.

Total Discipline

CHART VI

STATE BY STATE BUDGET FOR DISCIPLINE, 2005

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Total Discipline Board

Total Lawyer Counsel or or Comparable
Total No. of Discipline Comparable Administrative/
Lawyers with System Budget Prosecutorial Office Adjudicative Budget
Active Licenses $) Budget ($) %)
36,473 4,523,539 1,946,203 811,225
14,206 883,656 Same NA
12,770 2,141,000 1,696,000 40,000*
57,086 7,674,000 Integrated2 Integrated
4,865 862,211 NA NA
9,600 NA NA NA
2,153 62,000 20,000 42,000
17,389 2,006,600 2,000,600 6,000
76,760 8,500,000 6,200,000 NA
6,584 825,401 NA NA
25,193 3,805,820 NA NA
25,160 3,382,036 3,157,501 65,425
NA NA NA NA
18,023 2,398,000 0 0
2,060 121,500 98,700 2,600

®South Carolina did not provide data.
*Washington: These are not earmarked.

SWest Virginia did not provide data.

Source of Funding
100% from Attorney Registration fees, then annual budget allocation is approved by the Supreme
Court.
General Budget line item -- 19%

100% Bar Association earmarked dues.

92% Supreme Court assessed fees: assessment to recoup cost of disciplinary sanctions, late payment
fees, investments, interest, fees for letters regarding status/disciplinary history.

100% Supreme Court assessed fees.

100% Supreme Court general budget.

85% budget from non-earmarked dues as needed. 15% comes from state government on
contract basis.

95% Supreme Court assessed fees, 5% interest earnings and reimbursement of expenses by disciplined
attorneys.

100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
100% Bar Association earmarked dues.
Mandatory Bar dues.

100% Bar Association dues.*

NA
100% Bar Association earmarked dues.

100% Bar Association earmarked dues.



ALLOCATION OF DUES AND FEES IN STATE DISCIPLINARY SYSTEMS

CHART VII

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Discipline Office Budget Includes:

STATE Salaries/Benefits Space Equipment/Supplies Travel/Education/Training Annual Dues/Fees (3$)
Alabama X X 250

Alaska X X X X 540"
Arkansas X X X 100/ 175°
Arizona 315/ 460°
California X X X X 390"
Colorado X X X X 50 /155 / 195°
Connecticut 560
Delaware 110/ 130/190/ 300°
District of Columbia X X X 173

Florida X X X X 265

Georgia X X X X 218’

Hawaii X X X X 100/ 160°
Idaho X X X X 55/90 /140 / 255 / 340°
Illinois X X X X 0/90/ 229"
Indiana xH X X X 105

!Alaska: $540 dues, $10 Lawyers Fund for Client Protection.

2Arkansas: Less than 3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

3Arizona: Less than 2 years in practice/more than 2 years in practice.

“California: Reduction of dues based on income available upon request.

®Colorado: Inactive/0-3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

®Delaware: Government or corporate employee/0-5 years in practice/5-10 years in practice/more than 10 years in practice.

7Georgia: $109 for inactive attorneys.

®Hawaii: Less than 4 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

®Idaho: 70 years or older/less than 1 year in practice and admitted before 7-1-05 /less than 1 year in practice and admitted after 7-1-05 /1-3 years in practice/more than 3 years in
practice.

“Illinois: Less than 1 year in practice/more than 1 but less than 3 years in practice or inactive/more than 3 years in practice. An attorney admittted to the bar for more than 3 years shall
pay an annual registration fee of 229.00, 7.00 of whih shall be remitted to the Lawyers' Assistance Program Fund (LAP) and 42.00 of which shall be remitted to the Lawyers Trust Fund
(IOLTA).

"indiana: Includes transfer of $194,088 to fund Judges and Lawyers Assistance Program.



CHART VII

ALLOCATION OF DUES AND FEES IN STATE DISCIPLINARY SYSTEMS

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Discipline Office Budget Includes:

STATE Salaries/Benefits Space Equipment/Supplies Travel/Education/Training Annual Dues/Fees (3$)
lowa X X X X 160

Kansas X X X X 150
Kentucky X X X 110/ 220/ 270*
Louisiana X X X X 100/ 165"
Maine X X X X 87 /192"
Maryland X X X 125
Massachusetts X X X Active: 20 / 165 / 220"

Inactive: 10/82/110

Michigan X X X X 315
Minnesota X X X X 97/107 /218"
84/82/193
Mississippi X X X X 70/130/ 270"
Missouri X X X X 135/143 /198"
Montana X X X X 285
Nebraska X X X X 220/ 320"
Nevada X X X X 100/ 200 / 350

2Kentucky: Judges (active/retired)/1-5 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

3 ouisiana: Less than 3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

“Maine: Less than 2 years in practice/more than 2 years in practice.

Massachusetts: More than 50 years in practice/less than 5 years in practice/5-50 years in practice.

Minnesota: Less than 3 years in practice/non-resident and military/more than 3 years in practice and resident. Second line of figures indicates adjustment for low income.
Y\Mississippi: Less than 1 year in practice/less than 3 years in practice/4 or more years in practice.

®Missouri: Non-resident/less than 3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

Nebraska: Less than 5 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

®Nevada: Federal Judiciary members/1-5 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice. For a multijurisdiction law practice firm add $500.



STATE
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York
1st. Jud. Dept.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.

2nd & 11th Jud. Dist.

New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
9th Jud. Dist.
New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
10th Jud. Dist.

New York
3rd Jud. Dept.

New York
4th Jud. Dept.

North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio

ALLOCATION OF DUES AND FEES IN STATE DISCIPLINARY SYSTEMS

CHART VII

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Discipline Office Budget Includes:

Salaries/Benefits
X

X

N/A

Space

X

X

N/A

Equipment/Supplies

Travel/Education/Training

X

X

N/A

“New Jersey: Less than 2 years in practice/3-4 years in practice/5-49 years in practice.
#New Mexico: 1-3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.
“North Dakota: Less than one year in practice/1-5 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

X

X

N/A

Annual Dues/Fees ($)

195
28/157/182%

315/ 365%

350

350

350

350

350

350
200
325/350/380%

150



CHART VII

ALLOCATION OF DUES AND FEES IN STATE DISCIPLINARY SYSTEMS

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Discipline Office Budget Includes:

STATE Salaries/Benefits Space Equipment/Supplies Travel/Education/Training
Oklahoma X X X
Oregon X X X X
Pennsylvania X X X X
Rhode Island X X X
South Carolina X X X X
South Dakota X X
Tennessee X X X X
Texas X X X X
Utah X X X X
Vermont

Virginia X X X X
Washington X X X X
West Virginia® NA NA NA NA
Wisconsin X X X X
Wyoming X X

“*Oklahoma: Less than 3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

%QOregon: More than 50 years in practice/15-50 years in practice/less than 2 years in practice/inactive.
“Rhode Island: $225 mandatory bar dues and $200 annual court registration.

#5outh Carolina: Less than 3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

%3outh Dakota: Less than one year in practice/1-4 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.
®Texas: Inactive/0-3 years in practice/3-5 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

#®Utah: Less than 3 years in practice/more than 3 years in practice.

#\Washington: 1-2 years in practice/3-4 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

*West Virginia did not provide data.

#\Wyoming: 1-5 years in practice/more than 5 years in practice.

Annual Dues/Fees ($)

137/ 275*
0/115/360/110%
175
425%

150 / 2207

0/195/315%

105
50/ 68 /148 / 2357

190 / 350%
150

250
195/318/391%
NA
133

137/ 250%



STATE-BY-STATE STAFFING OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL'S OFFICE

CHART VIlI

Chief Other
Disciplinary  Disciplinary Other
Counsel Counsel Lawyers Investigators

STATE

Alabama 1 3 0 0;1
Alaska 1 2 0 1
Arizona 1 10 5 35
Arkansas 1 3 0 1
California 1 8 28 57
Colorado 1 2 11 5
Connecticut 1 2 0 1
Delaware 1 3 0 0
D.C. 1 9;1 1 2
Florida 1 32 0 0;24
Georgia 1 7 2 1
Hawaii 1 4,2 0 1
Ilinois 1 36.9 2;1 11.2
Idaho 1 1;1 0 2
Indiana 1 0 9;1 1
lowa 1 3;1 0 1
Kansas 1 3 1 2
Kentucky 1 6 0 0
Louisiana 1 9 4 4;1

'California: Seasonal -- 20 hours weekly.
ZColorado: Computer-Controller.

®Delaware: Two part-time auditors paid by Lawyers Fund for Client Protection.
“District of Columbia: This number includes 3 Lawyers and 6 Support staff.

®Indiana: Not an adjudicative body but a probable cause body.
®Kentucky: 33.0% at the Probable Cause Level; 19.0% at the Appellate Level.

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005

ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Legal Secretarial/ Law
Assistants/ Clerical/ Students/ Probation Board
Paralegals Admin. Clerks Auditors Monitors Counsel
2 5 0 0 0
1 2 0 0 0 0
45 6 0 0 0
0 2 0 0 0 0
i1 63 0;15" 0 0 30
1 11 2 0 1
1 0 0 0 0 6
0 1;1 0 0;2° 0 0
0 8;1 10 0 0 9*
10 53;4 0 5 0
7 0 0 0 0 0
2 4 0 0 NA 0
13.6 15 0;4 0 0.5 2.6
0 2 0;1 0 0
0 3 0;3 0 0 0
0 2 0 0 0 0
0 3 1 1 0 0
8;1 1 0;1 0 0
0 14;1 0;1 0 0 0

Other

Staff

10;2

Total
Paid
Staff

111

30

230; 15

36

18

41,2
101; 28
19
12;2

81.8;5

12
16;2

42;5

% Nonlawyer

% Nonlawyer

Members Members
on Hearing on Adjudicative
Bodies Bodies
16.0%
11.0%
33.0%
28.6%
NA
33.0%
33.0%
33.0%
33.0% 33.0%
33.0%
2.0%
30.0%
33.3%
22.0%°
25.0%
0.0%
33.0% ; 19.0%°
33.0%
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STATE-BY-STATE STAFFING OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL'S OFFICE

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Chief Other Legal Secretarial/ Law
Disciplinary  Disciplinary Other Assistants/ Clerical/ Students/ Probation Board
Counsel Counsel Lawyers Investigators Paralegals Admin. Clerks Auditors Monitors Counsel
STATE
Maine 1 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0
Maryland 1 1 8 6 2 11 0 0 0
Massachusetts 1 18 0 0 17 12;2 0 0 0 0
Michigan 1 12;2 NA 3 0 13 0 0 0 2
Minnesota 1 8 0 0 4;1 8;1 0;1 0 0 0
Mississippi 1 2 0 0 1;1 0 0 0 0 0
Missouri 1 1 5;11 0 3 6 0 0 0 1
Montana 1 0 0 1 1 1 0;1 0 0 0;2
Nebraska 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Nevada 1 3 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 1 0;1 3 0 0 5 0 1 0 0
New Jersey 1 9.5 15 22 1 20 0;1 5 0
New Mexico 1 3;1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0
New York
1st Jud. Dept. 1 21 0 6 5 11 0;2 1 NA
New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
2nd & 11th Jud. Dist. 1 8;2 0 1 1 4 0 1 0 0
New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
9th Jud. Dist. 1 8 0 1 0 3;5 0 1 0 NA
New York
2nd Jud. Dept.
10th Jud. Dist. 1 0 9 3 0 6;1 NA 0 0

‘Michigan: This number includes 2 Lawyers and 5 Support staff.

8New Jersey: 2 Information Technology and 1 Law Office Administrator.

®New Mexico: 1 Contract Attorney and 1 Computer Database.

New York, 1st Judicial Department: 1 Computer Intake and 1 Computer Programmer.

Other
Staff

Total
Paid
Staff

29
48 ;2

30;2

10
10;1

63;1

472

16;2

13;5

19;1

% Nonlawyer

% Nonlawyer

Members Members
on Hearing on Adjudicative
Bodies Bodies
34.0%
33.3%
25.0%
0.0% 33.0%
40.0%
0.0%
33.0%
36.0%
33.3%
0.0%
0;38% 33.0%
33.0%
25.0%
20.0%
0.0% 20.0%



CHART VIlI

STATE-BY-STATE STAFFING OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL'S OFFICE

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

% Nonlawyer % Nonlawyer

Chief Other Legal Secretarial/ Law Total Members Members
Disciplinary  Disciplinary Other Assistants/ Clerical/ Students/ Probation Board Other Paid on Hearing on Adjudicative

Counsel Counsel Lawyers Investigators Paralegals Admin. Clerks Auditors Monitors Counsel Staff Staff Bodies Bodies
STATE
New York
3rd Jud. Dept. 1 5 0 2 0 7 0.5 0 0 0 155 14.0%
New York
4th Jud. Dept. 1 3 4;1 6 0 7;1 0;1 0 0 0 21;3 14.0%
North Carolina 1 7;1 0 10 1 3 0 1 0 6 29;1 33.0%
North Dakota 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 33.3%
Ohio: Disciplinary 1 7 0 2:0.33 2 9 0;0.67 0 0 0 0 2211 14.0%'%

Counsel's Office

Oklahoma 1 4 0 4 0 4 0;1 0 0 0 0 13;1 32.0%
Oregon 1 7 0 1 1 6 0 0 0 0 o 16 33.0%
Pennsylvania 1 1 27 6 0 19 0 4 0 0 0 59 12.5%
Rhode Island 1 1 2 1 0 3;1 0 0 0 0 8;1 33.0%
South Carolina 1 6 NA 1 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 14 0.0%
South Dakota 0;1 0;1 0;1 0 0 0;05 0 0 0 0 0 0;35 14.0% 0.0%
Tennessee 1 7 1 0 1 8;1 0 0 0 0 0 18;1 0.0% 100.0%
Texas 1 29 0 10 28 17 0 0 0 1 86 33.0%
Utah 1 5 0 0 2 2;1 0 0 0 0 0 10;1 24.0%
Vermont 1 0 15 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 35 33.0%
Virginia 1 11 6;1 10 3 5 0 0 0 0 36;1 33.0%
Washington 1 16 0 3 6 7 0 0 0 1 0 34 0.0% 29.0 - 33.0%
West Virginig'
Wisconsin 1 2 2 11;3 2 5;1 2 0 0 0 25;4 35.0%
Wyoming 0;1 0 0 0 0;1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0;2 28.0%

Hohio: Office of Disciplinary Counsel also hires the services of 2 private, part-time field investigators as paid independent contractors, not as Court employees. This number is not included in this chart.
20hio: The Office of disciplinary Counsel (ODC) is not the hearing nor adjudicative body. ODC receives and evaluates greivances, investigates and prosecutes. ODC forwards cases for formal hearings to another agency within the
Supreme court of Ohio, the Board of Commissioners on Grievances and Discipline (BoC). Their percentage of non-lawyers is 14%. (4 of 28).
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STATE-BY-STATE STAFFING OF DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL'S OFFICE

SOURCE: Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems, 2005
ABA Center for Professional Responsibility

Chief Other Legal Secretarial/ Law
Disciplinary  Disciplinary Other Assistants/ Clerical/ Students/ Probation Board
Counsel Counsel Lawyers Investigators Paralegals Admin. Clerks Auditors Monitors Counsel

STATE

*Oregon: Does not include staff in Client Assistance Office (intake). That office has 3 staff lawyers, 2 legal assistants and one clerk.

14West Virginia did not provide data.

Other
Staff

Total
Paid
Staff

% Nonlawyer

% Nonlawyer

Members Members
on Hearing on Adjudicative
Bodies Bodies
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