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2003 ABA Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems (S.O.L.D.)
Introduction to 2003 S.O.L.D. Survey Results
The ABA Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems questionnaire for 2003 was sent to 55 lawyer disciplinary
agencies. All 55 agencies responded to the questionnaire. Medians and averages of various categories are
shown where potentially meaningful. In most instances, averages have been rounded to the nearest whole
number.
The 2003 Survey consists of eight charts arranged alphabetically by jurisdiction, with footnotes if clarification
of data is necessary. In some instances exact figures were not available. Therefore, approximate figures were
provided. The abbreviation “N/A” means that the data was not available or applicable. These charts were
compiled from statistics reported to the ABA by the various jurisdictions. Please contact the specific
jurisdiction if you have further inquiries. Contact information for lawyer disciplinary agencies is at
http://www.abanet.org/cpr/regulation/scpd/disciplinary.html. Numerous resources for research and statistics
about lawyers and the legal profession are readily available at ABA Market Research Department (MRD).

2003 S.O.L.D. Survey Results
The following jurisdictions indicated they have fiscal years rather than calendar years: Alabama, Connecticut,
District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, New Hampshire, New York 2nd Jud. Dept. 9th District, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.
Questions regarding the Survey should be addressed to Ellyn S. Rosen, Senior Counsel, at the ABA Center for
Professional Responsibility. You can contact her at rosene@staff.abanet.org.
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INTRODUCTION
The American Bar Association's Center for Professional Responsibility is the only organization that
collects, analyzes and compiles statistics about lawyer regulatory systems on a national basis. This data,
which is published in the ABA Survey on Lawyer Disciplinary Systems (S.O.L.D.), serves to educate the
public, the profession, the news media and disciplinary agencies about enforcement, caseload and
budgetary activity in each jurisdiction. Information from the Surveys has been used by disciplinary
agencies to effect changes in caseload management, staffing and funding of their lawyer disciplinary
systems. As a result, it is essential that the Center maintain accurate data with respect to each jurisdiction.
Your cooperation in helping us collect this data is vital, and your timely responses are appreciated.
The Survey questionnaire is intended to be as brief as possible, while still allowing us to gather essential,
accurate and complete information. We continue our efforts to make the Survey more “user friendly”
given the diversity of lawyer disciplinary systems and terminology utilized by the various agencies. Any
suggestions for future modifications that would increase the usefulness of the Survey are welcome and
appreciated. Thank you again for your continued participation.
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PART I. REQUEST FOR RULES, REPORTS & FORMS

A. Please send us any other internal procedural rules utilized by the disciplinary board or hearing
committee/officers in disciplinary proceedings.
B. Please send us a copy of your annual report for 2003 and any internal professional responsibility
surveys regarding lawyer discipline, complainants or respondents.

C. Please send us any revised complaint forms, brochures and instructional materials describing your
system, including any video cassettes.

D. Please tell us about any significant developments in 2003, e.g., the opening of proceedings to the
public upon the filing of formal charges, establishment of an ethics school, etc.
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TERMS AND PHRASES
The following explanation of terms and phrases used in the Survey on Lawyer Discipline Systems is
provided to assist in the collection of data.
Complaint:
Any information received by the disciplinary agency regarding lawyer conduct that requires a
determination as to whether the disciplinary agency has jurisdiction over the lawyer or matter(s)
complained of, or whether sufficient facts are alleged that would, if true, constitute misconduct. These
complaints are sometimes called “grievances” or “requests for the investigation of a lawyer.” These
complaints may be in the form of a written submission, e-mail submission, an in-person discussion whose
contents are reduced to writing, or other information received by the disciplinary agency, including
written, audio or visual media reports, records of criminal convictions, etc.
Disbarment on Consent:
A form of discipline on consent whereby a lawyer against whom formal charges are pending tenders a
conditional admission to the allegations of misconduct, agrees that the appropriate sanction for that
misconduct is disbarment and requests that the appropriate authority, typically the highest court, impose
that sanction. In some jurisdictions, disbarment on consent is referred to as resignation with charges
pending. In other jurisdictions, a resignation, with or without charges pending, means that a lawyer who is
retired, or no longer engaged in the practice of law in that jurisdiction asks to assume inactive status. The
latter form of resignation does not constitute a disciplinary sanction for purposes of this Survey and should
not be reported to us.
Formal Charges:
Any document, pleading or notice filed by the disciplinary agency, or appropriate authority, before the
designated adjudicatory tribunal, wherein a lawyer is charged with specified acts of misconduct and a
disciplinary sanction is sought.
Investigation:
Any inquiry into allegations of misconduct contained in the initial complaint to the disciplinary agency,
including, but not limited to, asking the lawyer who is the subject of the complaint to respond to the
allegations, interviewing witnesses and/or obtaining documentary evidence concerning the allegations.
Misconduct:
A violation of the applicable rules of professional conduct.
Private/Non-Public Sanction:
Any disciplinary sanction where the identity of the lawyer sanctioned is kept confidential. Such private
sanctions may include censure, admonition or reprimand. In cases where a lawyer receives a private
sanction, a description of the conduct for which that lawyer has been disciplined, without disclosing the
name of the lawyer, may still be published for the education of the profession and the public. For purposes
of this Survey, if such publication occurs the sanction is still considered private/non-public.
Screened Out/Summarily Dismissed Without Investigation:
The disposal of a complaint by the disciplinary agency without seeking any information in addition to that
which is contained in the initial complaint to the agency, whether or not that complaint is accorded file
status or is docketed.
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PART II. CASE PROCESSING AND SANCTION STATISTICS
Please fill in the appropriate figures for calendar year 2003 or for your fiscal year ending in the
month of
, 2003. Where a question asks for an average, such as in Part III, Sections A.
& C., please provide that number for the calendar or fiscal year that you use. Some questions will
ask for data relating to other years. If you have any concerns regarding how to respond to a
particular question, please call Ellyn S. Rosen, Associate Regulation Counsel, at (312) 988-5311.
If your jurisdiction does not maintain the type of data or engage in the type of activity requested,
please answer with the designation N/A. Please provide explanations of your responses where
necessary.

A. LAWYER POPULATION

1.

Total number of lawyers, resident and nonresident, with active licenses to practice law in your
jurisdiction in the 2003 calendar/fiscal year:
_________________

B. CASE PROCESSING STATISTICS

2.

Total number of complaints received by the disciplinary agency regarding lawyer conduct during the
2003 calendar/fiscal year:
_________________

3.

Total number of complaints received by the disciplinary agency prior to the commencement of the
2003 calendar/fiscal year that were still pending on the first day of that calendar/fiscal year:
_________________

4.

Total number of complaints that were screened out or dismissed without investigation during the 2003
calendar/fiscal year for lack of jurisdiction, or for not alleging sufficient facts that would, if true,
constitute misconduct. (This number may include complaints that were received prior to the
commencement of the 2003 calendar/fiscal year.):
_________________
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5.

Total number of complaints that were investigated during the 2003 calendar/fiscal year (This number
should include complaints from previous years that were still pending as of the first day of the 2003
calendar/fiscal year, as well as complaints received during that year):
_________________

6.

Of the total number of complaints reported in response to question 5, how many were closed or
dismissed by the disciplinary agency during the 2003 calendar/fiscal year after a determination
that there was not a sufficient basis to warrant formal charges.
_________________

7.

In how many of the complaints reported in response to question 5, was there a determination by the
appropriate authority, in calendar/fiscal year 2003 that formal charges of misconduct should be
brought/initiated:
_________________

8.

Total number of lawyers against whom formal charges were brought/initiated in calendar/fiscal year
2003:
_________________
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C. SANCTIONS

9.

Total number of lawyers who received private, i.e., non-public, disciplinary sanctions during
calendar/fiscal year 2003:
_________________

10. Total number of lawyers who received public disciplinary sanctions in the calendar/fiscal year
2003:
_________________

11. Of these total public sanctions,
a.

Total involuntary/adjudicated disbarments:

b.

Total disbarments on consent (including resignations as
defined in the Terms & Phrases):

c.

Total suspensions:

d.

Total interim suspensions (for risk of harm or
for criminal conviction):

e.

Total public reprimands/censures:

f.

Total probations (including probation imposed with
other sanctions):

g.

Total transfers to disability-inactive status:
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D. REINSTATEMENT AND READMISSION

12. Total number of petitions, motions and requests for reinstatement/readmission to the practice of law
filed during calendar/fiscal year 2003: __________________

13. Of these, the number granted after imposition of the following sanction:
a. Disbarment (involuntary, adjudicated disbarment and disbarment on consent as defined in the
Terms & Phrases): _______________

b.

Suspension: ________________

14. Total number of petitions, motions or requests for reinstatement/readmission denied and/or
dismissed, voluntarily or involuntarily, during calendar/fiscal year 2003:
_________________
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PART III. CASE LOAD

A. DISCIPLINARY COUNSEL

15.

What was the average caseload per staff lawyer in calendar/fiscal year 2003? (Caseload means
the number of investigations and formal charges).
_________________

16.

What was the average number of cases per staff lawyer carried over into calendar/fiscal year
2003 from previous years?
_________________

17.

What was the average number of new cases assigned per staff lawyer in calendar/fiscal year
2003?
_________________

18.

What was the average number of cases closed per staff lawyer during calendar/fiscal year 2003?

_________________
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B. TIME GUIDELINES
19.

In response to the 2003 survey, the following jurisdictions indicated that they have formally
adopted time guidelines for case processing: AK, CA, HI, LA, ME, MD, MA, MS, NE, NV, OH,
OR, PA, SC, TN, VA, WA and WI. If your jurisdiction has adopted such formal time guidelines,
indicate so below, and provide a brief description or a copy of them:

______

20.

If your jurisdiction does not have formally adopted time guidelines, does your jurisdiction
have unofficial or aspirational time guidelines?
Yes

No

(If yes, and they are new or have changed since 2002, please include a copy or indicate
below what they are.)
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C. CASE PROCESSING TIMES
21.

What is the average time to process a complaint from the receipt of the complaint to summary
dismissal/screening without investigation, as described in Section II, B -- Case Processing Statistics
of this Survey?
_________________

22.

What is the average time to process a complaint from the receipt of the complaint to closure or
dismissal if no formal charges are filed?
_________________

23.

What is the average time to process a complaint from the receipt of the complaint to the filing of
formal charges?
_________________

24.

What is the average time to process a complaint from the receipt of the complaint to the imposition
of:
Private/non-public sanction:

Public sanction:

25.

_________________

_________________

What is the average time to process a petition, motion or request for reinstatement/readmission to the
practice of law, from the time the petition, motion or request is filed to final disposition?
_________________

10
SLDQ-03

PART VI. FEES, DUES, AND BUDGET
A. 2003 BUDGET
26.

Total budget for the lawyer discipline system in the 2003 calendar/fiscal year: $______________

27.

Total budget for disciplinary counsel’s office: $_________________

28.

This amount includes:
a. Salaries and benefits:

Yes

No

b. Space:

Yes

No

c. Equipment and Supplies:

Yes

No

d. Travel/Education/Training:

Yes

No

e. Other:
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________

29.

Total budget for disciplinary board administration: $_________________

30.

Please indicate the percentage of funding from each source:
a. Bar association earmarked dues:

%

b. Supreme Court assessed fees:

%

c. Supreme Court general budget:

%

d. Legislative appropriation:

%

e. Other: (please specify)
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B. FEES & DUES

31.

Please respond to the following for calendar year 2003 or for your fiscal year ending in the month of
, 2003.

32.

Annual fees/dues required per lawyer to practice law: $_________________.

If there is a scale related to years of practice, please include from lowest to highest:

(years in practice)

$

(years in practice)

$

(years in practice)

$

(years in practice)

$
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PART V. STAFFING OF THE DISCIPLINARY AGENCY
Please report the total number of full-time equivalents for 2003 in each category, e.g., when two
individuals are each employed part-time for 50% of the work week, they equal one full-time
equivalent. Decimals may be used, e.g., when three individuals are each employed part-time for
50% of the work week, they equal 1.5 full-time equivalents. Please report paid staff only.

Full Time

Part Time

1. Chief Disciplinary Counsel:
2. Other Disciplinary Counsel:
3. Other lawyers on staff:
4. Investigators:
5. Legal assistants/paralegals:
6. Secretarial/clerical/administrative
personnel:
7. Law students/clerks:
8. Auditors:
9. Probation monitors:
10. Other staff not reflected above:
(please specify category of personnel)
11. TOTAL number of paid disciplinary
agency staff: (should be the sum of
1 through 10)
12. What is the percentage of nonlawyer members
on hearing bodies in your agency?
________
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_______

In order for the Center to maintain accurate information for each jurisdiction in the Directory of Lawyer
Disciplinary Agencies, please complete the following information for the Chief Disciplinary Counsel and
the Disciplinary Board Chair:
Name of Chief Disciplinary Counsel:
Title:
Address:

Phone:
Fax:
E-Mail:
Website (if available):
Name of Disciplinary Board Chair:
Title:
Address:

Phone:
Fax:
E-Mail:
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS
SURVEY. PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE TO:
(Before May 12, 2004)
Susan E. Dianovsky
American Bar Association
Center for Professional Responsibility
541 North Fairbanks Court, 14th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60611-3314
PH: 312/988-6223*
FAX: 312/988-5491 or 312/988-5280
E-Mail: sdianovsky@staff.abanet.org

(After May 12, 2004)
Susan E. Dianovsky
American Bar Association
Center for Professional Responsibility
321 North Clark Street, 15th Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60610
PH: 312/988-6223*
FAX: 312/988-5491 or 312/988-5280
E-Mail: sdianovsky@staff.abanet.org

*Call for an e-mail version of the survey if you prefer.
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