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Introcaso, counsel, Concord, brief,of on the anddisciplinaryA.Julie
Concord,counsel,Kruse, orally,of for theL. assistant disciplinaryJames

conduct committee.professional

Gordon, L.of on theJoshua L. Concord GordonLaw CJoshuaOfficeof
orally), respondent.brief and for the

2011,Conboy, 14, Court ProfessionalFebruary SupremeJ. theOn
(PCC) recommending that thepetition respon-Committee filed aConduct

O’Meara, of law fordent, practicefrom the threeTimothy suspendedbe
himyears. We order disbarred.

I. Background

A. O’Meara’s Conduct

areby supported byfacts found the PCC orfollowingThe either were
O’Meara’sthe The conduct code violations at issue stem fromrecord.

in lawsuit.personal injuryAnita and Conant a Onrepresentation of James
Pennsylvania.in19, 2005, was in a car accidentMay Ms. Conant involved

was alight by pavingat a when her car rear-endedstoppedShe was red
owner,of Hohl Inc. SheLyons Paving,truck an its &by employeedriven

ventilator-dependentnowspinal injurya cord and is asuffered severe
accident, old.forty-seven yearsAt the time of the she was Shequadriplegic.

Mr.and in with their three adult children.Hamptonher husband lived
business, Conant thehis and Ms. wasConant owned own electrical

in Castle.postmaster New
accident, respira-Ms. Conant was intubated forImmediately after the

at the ofhospital Universityflown to thetory by helicopterfailure and
days in critical condi-twenty-threeremained forPennsylvania, where she
surgeries to stabilizePennsylvania,in underwent severaltion. While she

hercondition, fusion to insert steel rods intospinalher a cervicalincluding
upona tracheal whichtracheotomya to insert ventilatorspine, permanent

breathe, feedingto the installation of a tube.dependentshe is and
five after the accident.Hampshire daystoMr. Conant flew home New

25, ahe with atPennsylvania Mayto on met O’MearaflyingBefore back
of O’Mearapossibilitythe to discuss theairportfast food restaurant near

As a result of theinjuryin a lawsuit.representing personalthe Conants
signed contingenta one-pageandmeeting, Mr. Conant retained O’Meara
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agreement, provided paidfee which that would be 33.33% of theO’Meara
case,amount recovered” in the that Conants be“gross and the would

for allresponsible expenses.
3,orOn about June ten after the Conants retainedapproximately days

him, paving coverageO’Meara learned that the had insurancecompany
Davis,totaling million. The insurance retained Robert S. ofcompany$11

toPhiladelphia, Pennsylvania, pavingthe itsrepresent company and
employee.

3, 2005,On a personal injuryNovember O’Meara filed onlawsuit behalf
of in a Pennsylvania 1,2005,the Conants federal court. On December Davis
informed thatO’Meara the insurer did not contest liability.

8,2005,aO’Meara sent Davis letter dated instating, pertinentDecember
part: “AsI have on previously,indicated numerous occasions this is a policy
limits case. If said limits not paid, familyare the Conant has meinstructed
to proceed However,to trial.” O’Mearawas not authorized to settle the case

limits,for the insurance policy and he sent knowingthe December 8 letter
that he this authority.lacked

13,2006,On January O’Meara and Davis discussed settlement. O’Meara
told Davis that the pavingConants would release the itscompany and
employee liabilityfrom in forexchange the millionreceiving policy$11
limits, anyless advance payments. That O’Meara with Mr.day, spoke
Conant who confirmed that O’Meara was not authorized to settle the case

million,for even if the insurer offered this amount. January$11 Between 13
24,and January O’Meara did not inform that authorityDavis he lacked the

to that,settle the case for million or to the extent he ever had$11 such
authority, it had been revoked.

24,On January O’Meara and againDavis discussed settlement. Davis
million,toagreed settle the case for but$11 O’Meara told Davis that the

Conants would not settle for this amount. Davis heresponded that believed
the parties because,had an enforceable settlement onagreement January
13, million,had and, 24,O’Meara offered to settle for Januaryon Davis$11

agreedhad to do so.
24,On January Davis sent O’Meara a confirmingletter his understand-

of theing parties’ negotiations to date: “I to mywrite confirm telephone
acceptance [today]... insurer,on ofbehalf the defendants and their of the
plaintiffs’ . . all $11,000,000.. offer to settle of this for . .aspects case .
Subsequent to the acceptanceabove referenced of the settlementplaintiffs’

youoffer stated that the plaintiffs now the offer.”withdraw
24, Davis,on JanuaryAlso O’Meara sent a to which heletter dated

20,January earlier,four indays stating, pertinent part: “Aswe discussed
phone youon the this this informmorning, correspondence should serve to

mythat clients withdrawn for the policyhave their settlement demand
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20,$11,000,000.” Januaryof letter datedUpon receiptlimits of O’Meara’s
“I that on thestating,Davis a letter trust the date usedwrote O’Meara

simplyletter the result of inadvertence.”[January was20]
discussion, thatdismayIn a O’Mearasubsequent expressedMr. Conant

(dated 20)January24 that theJanuaryin his Conantshad stated letter
million. Mr. Conant toldtheir to settle the case for“withdrew” demand $11

how have withdrawnthat he did not understand the Conants couldO’Meara
thattold Mr. Conanttheya settlement demand had never made. O’Meara

theirsimplyDavis had misconstrued conversations.
25, 2006, metJanuary plannersO’Meara and two financialOn or about

thatconcernexpressedwith to discuss settlement. Mr. Conantthe Conants
a to the case for million evenO’Meara had communicated demand settle $11

million wasauthority thoughhad no to do so and eventhough he $11
26,2005, aConant’s needs. On Decembersupportinsufficient to Ms. future

the costopinedlife had that total to sustain Ms. Conantplannercertified
the over million.The revised his estimateplannerfor rest of her life was $15

26,2006, more had erredJanuaryon to than million. Because O’Meara$23
million,to for that heby demanding suggestedsettle Mr. Conant$11

and, ultimatelyto soagreed doingreduce his fee. O’Meara consider
$166,000.byhis feesuggested reducing

31, alleged JanuaryJanuary insurer filed a motion to enforce theOn the
motion, hisobjected the thatagreement. arguing24 O’Meara tosettlement

insurer,to the but“accepted” bywas not an “offer”December 8 demand be
24,insurer, on Januaryan offer from the and thatrather a solicitation of

the forhad insurer’s offer to settle caserejectedthe Conants the $11
tothat the Conants “had not authorized [him]”million. O’Meara conceded

forsettle the case million.$11
forThe the and the Conants was scheduleddispute between insurer

27, days ConantFebruary onlyin federal court on before Ms.mediation
for feared she would not survive.surgery familywas scheduled that her

familywith the members of the ConantO’Meara met Mr. Conant and other
At Mr. Conantpoint,25 to for the mediation. someFebruary prepareon
that, Ms.familythat to meet Conant’sshared with O’Meara the believed

needs, annuity.to in anplacedmillion needed beprojected $12.5
fee be in the eventhe his shouldthoughtMr. asked O’MearawhatConant

heof million. said thatfor the limits O’Mearapolicythe case settled $11
$500,000if thispotential byhis million feewillingwould be to reduce $3.67

brother, that heoccurred, Craig,Conant’s saidMr. Conant. Mr.angering
thisin a case such asthat a millionfee was reasonablehad been informed $2

Craig’sto comment.respondedone. None of the other Conants
heated,familyand becameThe O’Meara the Conantexchange between

I shouldwhyto “Tell meat Conant mouthed O’Meara:point,and one Ms.
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you him,not fire now?” what ifWhen asked would the Conants firedhappen
O’Meara thatresponded litigation “gets ugly.” He also told the Conants

services,that if they terminated his he forwould sue them his one-third
contingency fee and “would win.”

Ultimately, the and agreed modifyConants O’Meara to the original
contingent modified,agreement.fee As statinginstead of that O’Meara

case,would be paid gross33.83% of inrecovery agreementthe the the
stated that his fee negotiated.”was “to be Both Mr. Conant and O’Meara
initialed changethis handwritten to the original agreement.fee

day, 26,The next February O’Meara faxed Mr. Conant a “Memorandum
of Fees,”Understanding Regarding topurporting confirm the modified
contingent agreement. However,fee instead of that feestating O’Meara’s

negotiated,”was “to be the memorandum stated: “If the final settlement
$11,000,000offer is no more tha[n] then the total of all attorneys fees and

costs $2,000,000.”inclusive shall be no thanmore and no less than[] Mr.
Conant telephoned O’Meara that day explainedand that he signwould not
the memorandum because it did not reflect the 25parties’ February
agreement.

27,February mediation,On the ofday the Mr. Conant and other
members of his family met O’Meara at the Pennsyl-federal courthouse in
vania. O’Meara said that he would not proceed with the mediation heunless
received at least a million fee. gave$2 O’Meara Mr. Conant a new
memorandum to whichsign, stated: “The total of all attorneys fees and
costs shallinclusive be no more than $2,000,000.00and no allless forthan[]

upsettlements to 14.5 then 20% for allm[illion] amounts recovered over
14,500,00[0].”

Mr. Conant thatbelieved he had no to signchoice but the memorandum
because he feared that if so,he did not do O’Meara would refuse to
represent infamilythe the imminent mediation.

The place mediation,mediation took as scheduled. At the the mediator
verified that if the paving $500,000tocompany paywere forced more than

limits,over its insurance policy it likelywould declare At thebankruptcy.
mediation,end of the the final from pavingoffer the itscompany and

(theinsurer was million $500,000).policy pluslimits of million$11.5 $11
Unhappy conduct,with O’Meara’s the Conants histerminated services

5,effective 6,March 2006. On March partiesthe settled the underlying
personal injury foraction million.$11.5

The agreedConants and O’Meara that the would payConants O’Meara
$750,000, $1,250,000 escrow,an undisputed placefee of in and arbitrate the

ofissue this Theyhow amount should be divided. agreedalso that the
Conants not claim incould the arbitration that O’Meara failed to obtain a
reasonable in their personal injuryresult case.
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hadarbitration, Conants and O’Meara eachthe at which theDuring
that, oncounsel, he the Conants’ homeO’Meara testified before left

25, him in Everyto million fees.February agreed paythe Conants had $2
to and PCC found that O’Mearacontrary,other witness testified the the

believinginto that thetestimony to induce the arbitratorspresented false
had, fact, on 25 to the essential terms of whatagreed FebruaryConants in

agreement. Ultimately, panellater 27 the arbitratorFebruarybecame the
$837,000 $1,250,000 in andof the held escrow awardedawarded O’Meara

$413,000.the remainingtheConants

ProceedingsB. Disciplinary

(ADO)1, 2009, issued noticeAttorneythe aApril DisciplinaryOn Office
O’Meara, that New RulesHampshireof to he had violatedcharges alleging

(Conflict1.2(a) ofRepresentation),of 1.7(Scopeof Professional Conduct
8.4(a) (General Rule).8.4(c) (DeceitInterest), TheDishonesty), andand
in andby HearingPCC’s Panel October Novembercharges were heard the

hadbyfound clear and evidence that O’Mearaconvincing2009. The Panel
violations,the chargedcommitted and recommended disbarment.

2010, ruleHearingIn the the Panel about theAugust agreedPCC with
The recommended that O’Meara beoriginally suspendedviolations. PCC

However, counsel movedyears. disciplinaryfrom the of law for twopractice
reconsideration, grantedPCC the motionfor for Thearguing disbarment.

in the sanction for O’Meara’s dishonestpart, that correct baselinefinding
5.11(b)in of ABAas set forth Standard theconduct was disbarment

LawyerImposing (2005) (Standards).Standards for Sanctions
However, not sanctionproperthe found that disbarment was thePCC

afterfrom conduct that occurredchargebecause “the most serious [arose]
in context of a feerepresentation dispute.”of the client was terminated the

PCC, therefore, from thesuspendedThe that O’Meara berecommended
law threepractice years.of for

AnalysisII.

cases, iffindingsto PCC’s factualattorney disciplineIn we defer the
torecord, authorityretain ultimate determineby the butsupported

found, governing attorneyof ruleswhether, facts a violation theon the
52,Case,and, so, 162 N.H.Bruzga’shas if sanction.conduct occurred the

(2011).57

A. Rules Violations

thatconvincingclear and evidencefinding bythefirst consider PCC’sWe
Sup. 37A(III)(d)(2)(C).R.the Rules. See Ct.O’Meara violated
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1.2(a)1. Rule

1.2(a) states,Rule in apertinent part: lawyer shall abide client’sby“[A]
concerning objectivesdecisions the of and ...representation, shall consult

to■withthe client as the means which are to R.by they pursued.”be N.H.
1.2(a). 1.2(a)PROF. TheConduct PCC found that O’Meara violated Rule

8, to, 13,because in his letter JanuaryDecember 2005 and 2006 conversa-
with, Davis,tion he communicated a the personal injurydemand to settle

case for million even the had not authorized him tothough Conants$11
settle for this amount.

arguesO’Meara first that the PCC mischaracterized the ademand as
when, fact,demand to settle in it was a “Dumas” demand. v.See Dumas

Farm, (1971).Co.,State Auto. Ins. 111Mut. N.H. 43 anDumas concerned
againstinsured’s action a forliability negligentinsurer failure to settle tort

Dumas,againstclaims the 111 Dumas,insured. N.H. at 44. anUnder
mayinsured maintain such an outstandingaction when the insured has an

judgment him anagainst limits,for inamount excess of the andpolicy the
case could have been settled Inpolicywithin the limits. id. at 44-45.See

case,asuch an insured may assign againsttortfeasor his claimDumas the
insurer to the victim. See id. at 45. O’Meara contends that “all he did was

amake Dumas todemand ... invite an offer set the aupand for[insurer]
failure to make one.” Although O’Meara concedes that had authorityhe no

case,to settle the he asserts that he authorityhad the to aissue so-called
Dumas demand.

There is in supportevidence the record to finding bythe PCC’s clear
and convincing evidence that O’Meara communicated a settlement demand

the concedes,to insurer’s attorney, even asthough, he he lacked the
(datedto Inauthority January 20),do so. his 24 Januaryletter O’Meara

referred to his December 8 toletter Davis as a “settlement demand.” The
letter specifically stated that his “haveclients withdrawn their settlement

$11,000,000.”Moreover, 3,demand the policyfor limits of FebruaryDavis’s
to2006 letter O’Meara a thatsupports finding O’Meara made a settlement

letter, 2006,demand. In his February January 13,Davis stated: “On . ..
[y]ou . . instated . that forexchange payment policyof the limits of the

policies, partial damageless andpayments property[insurance] the
made,...payment already corporatethe employeedefendant and its would

fullybe released.” Davis confirmed the contents of his letter when he
testified we is inbefore the PCC. Because conclude that there evidence the
record to the PCC’s that asupport finding O’Meara communicated

demand, conclusion,finding. lightsettlement we that In of weuphold our
authorityneed not address whether O’Meara the to issue ahad “Dumas”

demand.
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annotthat his settlement demand wasreject O’Meara’sassertionWe
somethingdoingAn or frompromiseto “offer” is a to do refrainoffer settle.
to thepromises paythe the and oraccepts paysthat offeree offerprovided

Dictionary (9th 2009).Black’s 1189 ed. O’Meara’sof the offer. Lawprice
bya his to dopromisean it was clientssettlement demand was offer:

(release of theliability) upon promisethe from thesomething defendants
million).($11pricepayinsurer to the offer

2. 1.7Rule

1.7(a)(2) in shall notpertinent part: lawyerprovides, “[A]Rule
a conflict ofa if the involves concurrentrepresent representationclient

if... is a significantA conflict of interest exists thereinterest. concurrent
materiallyclients bethat the of one or more willrepresentationrisk

thatthe The PCC foundby personal lawyer.”limited ... a interest of
(1) to Conants forRule threatened sue theO’Meara violated this when: he

(2)services;they although partiesif his thehis fee terminatedcontingency
outby crossingtheagreed original contingent agreementhad to revise fee

innegotiated” place,to “to be itsinsertingthe reference 33.33% and
orknowledgewithout the Conants’agreementfurther revised theO’Meara
(3)fee;that, revised, it him a million andconsent so as entitled to $2

the themorningto on ofthreatened withdraw as counselO’Meara
bythatas million fee. The PCC determinedmediation so to secure the $2

inconduct, collectinglet personalin this O’Meara his own interestengaging
to,of, duty loyaltylimit his and ofmaterially representationa million fee$2

the Conants.

support theseand written statements of the ConantstestimonyThe
testimonyconvincing Althoughclear O’Meara’sfindings by and evidence.

tribunal,Conants, fact-findinga the [PCC]with that of the “[a]sconflicted
rejectand acceptat to conflict in the evidence to orliberty anywas resolve

Alexander,it fit.” 163N.H.testimony Appealof the as sawportionssuch of
omitted)(2012)397, (referring appealsto(quotation personnel403-04

(1995).board); Case, 489,N.H. 491see Budnitz’ 139
ofthat, fact,in those the Conants werehis interests andO’Meara asserts

thatfindingto the PCC’sHowever, supportthere is evidencealigned. ample
precedencefee takesecuringin a million toallowedhis interest $2O’Meara

further the Conants’ interests.obligation toprimaryover his

84(c)3. Rule

8.4(c) states, “It is misconductprofessionalin pertinent part:Rule
fraud, orinvolving dishonesty, deceita to ... in conductlawyer engagefor

bythisviolated ruleThe found that O’Mearamisrepresentation.” PCC
hisagreedthe Conants tohearing thatfalsely testifying at the arbitration
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Februarymillion fee at the 25 The reached this conclusionmeeting. PCC$2
everybased its thatupon finding other witness contradicted O’Meara’s

well,account 25February meeting. speculated,of the The PCC as that the
panelarbitration thatlikely falselyconcluded O’Meara testified about the

$1,587,000,25 himFebruary meeting because it awarded a total fee of
instead of the million fee to which he claimed he was entitled.$2

O’Meara does not that he was the to thatdispute only testifywitness the
his million atparties agreed Februaryto fee the 25 Normeeting. does$2

him hisdisputehe that the arbitration panel did not award entire million$2
fact,fee. To thatthe extent O’Meara contends that inpanel,the arbitration

credible,testimonyfound his to be we lack a sufficient torecord decide this
issue because panel’sthe decisionwas not of the andpart PCC record is not

ofpart the record on appeal. Because there is evidence in the record that
supports finding by evidence,the convincingPCC’s clear and it.upholdwe

8.1(a)Rulek-

8.4(a)Rule itprovides “professionalthat is lawyermisconduct for a to
violate or toattempt violate the Rules of Professional Conduct.” Because

upheldwe have the PCC’s determination that O’Meara violated several
Rules, necessarily uphold 8.4(a).we also its conclusion that he Ruleviolated

B. Sanction

Having Rules,concluded that O’Meara violated the we turn next to
the sanction. We retain the authorityultimate to determine the sanction for

Case,a violation of the Rules. atBruzga’s 162 N.H. 60. determiningWhen
imposewhether to the disbarment,ultimate sanction of we focus not on

offender,punishing the onbut theprotecting public, maintaining public
bar,inconfidence the preserving integrity profession,the of the legal and

preventing Case, 538,similar conduct in the future. Morse’s 160 N.H. 546
(2010).We consider the case on its own facts and circumstances in deciding
the sanction. Id. The sanction imposewe must take into account the
severity of the misconduct. Id.

lookWe to the STANDARDS for 547.guidance. Id. at Under the
STANDARDS, (a) (b)violated;we duty lawyer’sconsider: the the mental

(c)state; misconduct;the potential injuryor actual caused theby lawyer’s
(d)and the aggravating mitigatingexistence of or factors. Id. We first

categorize identifythe respondent’s misconduct and the baseline sanction.
sanction,determiningId. After the then of anywe consider the effect

aggravating or on Id.mitigating factors the ultimate sanction. When there
are imposedmisconduct “the at leastmultiple charges, sanction should be

withconsistent the sanction for the most instance of misconductserious
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violations; and should begenerallyit well bemighta number ofamong
(quotationId.for the most serious misconduct.”greater than the sanction

omitted).

theAccordingSee id. tofirst the duties O’Meara violated.We review
PCC, inpanel,was to the arbitrationlyingmost serious violationO’Meara’s

8.4(c). serious, view,in our is O’Meara’sviolationEquallyviolation of Rule
1.7(a)(2) with effectiveof his own interests to interfereby allowingRule

circumstances, and, byultimately,under therepresentation of the Conants
themorningto on the ofthreatening representationwithdraw from

his for a million fee. O’Meara’stheymediation acceded to demandunless $2
to act in his clients’ bestconduct his duties to be truthful andviolated

(2009).Case, 299, asregardN.H. 303 “We theseinterests. Conner’s 158
legalthe Id.profession.”bedrock duties of

violations,Next, hisstate at the time ofwe consider O’Meara’smental
intent, or Id. at 304. Themay knowledge, negligence.which be ofone

acts, pressuresthe and the external that couldvolitional nature of not
Id. PCCjudgment, is relevant. The deter­have hindered hispotentially

Case,we 159knowingly, agree. Wyatt’sthat acted and Seemined O’Meara
(2009).285,N.H. 307

Next, byactual or caused O’Meara’spotential injurywe consider the
client,as to a the‘injury’ public,define harmmisconduct. “The STANDARDS

lawyer’sthe results from a miscon­system, professionthe or whichlegal
omitted).Case, Aside from the(quotation158 N.H. at 304duct.” Conner’s

arbitration, thelengthy disputeforcosts incurred the Conants the feeby
to the“[I]njury integrityis toparamount injury injury profession.here the

inattorney engagesanprofessionof is substantial wheneverlegalthe
(2007).128,Case, 155 132•deceit.”Bosse’s N.H.

state,violated, themental andthe duties O’Meara’sConsidering
PCC,caused, conclude, that theharm as did thepotentialharm and we

is generally appro­“Disbarmentbaseline sanction is disbarment.proper
elient(s)... engagesa the consent oflawyer,when without informedpriate

areknowing lawyer’sa client that the interests adversein ofrepresentation
..., causes seriouslawyerthe to the andto the client’s with intent benefit

4.31(a).Standards, §injury suprato the client.”potentiallyor serious
to beHere, of the Conantsknowingly representationallowed hisO’Meara

a fee. theobtaininghis in lucrative Onmaterially bylimited own interest
formediation, scheduledjust daysthe before Ms. Conant wasmorning of
toagreethe an ultimatum: eitherlife-threatening surgery, gavehe Conants

egregiousin Thisthe mediation.representa million fee or themselves$2
1.16(b) (attorney mayR. PROF. CONDUCTconduct was See N.H.improper.
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representation onlywithdraw from when “withdrawal can be accomplished
client”).ofwithout material adverse effect on the interests the

lawyerDisbarment also agenerally engagesis “when ...proper
.. fraud, deceit,in . intentional orinvolving dishonesty, misrepre­conduct

seriously adversely lawyer’ssentation that reflects on the fitness to
5.11(b).Standards,practice.” supra §at “The of law”privilege practicing

truth,comes with “the concomitant ofresponsibility honesty.candor and
no singleBecause reflects more on thetransgression negatively legal

lie,”profession attorneythan a involving dishonesty usuallymisconduct
Case, (1998)justifies 169,disbarment. Cohen’s 143 N.H. 172 (quotations,

omitted).brackets, Here,ellipsisand O’Meara lied under oath when he
testified at the arbitration that agreedthe Conants to his million fee at$2
the February meeting.25 Although vigor­O’Meara cannot be faulted for
ously advocating arbitration,his inposition vigorous advocacythe cannot

lyinginclude to a tribunal.

We next consider the effect of aggravating and factors.mitigating
There are no mitigatingsubstantial infactors this case. The PCC found

onlythat the possible mitigating factor indelay proceedings.was the Like
PCC,the we give weight. Case, 613,this factor little See Douglas’ 156N.H.

(2007) factor).generally621-22 (delay not a mitigating Byconsidered
contrast, (1)there are numerous aggravating priorfactors: O’Meara’s

—disciplinary offense for inengaging similar misconduct tolying a
tribunal, Case, 157, (2)see (2003);O’Meara’s N.H. 159150 his selfish

(3)motive; (4)to acknowledgehis failure any wrongdoing; his substantial
(5)law;in theexperience practice of and his multiple Rule violations.

presenceDespite the of numerous aggravating factors and the
factors,of mitigatinglack and recognizedeven it thatthough disbarment
sanction,was the because,baseline the suspensionPCC recommended

when O’Meara lied to the panel, longerarbitration he was no the Conants’
attorney and he lied in the of dispute.context a fee We with thisdisagree
reasoning. thoughEven O’Meara no longer represented the Conants when

adverselyhe lied to the arbitration hispanel, conduct reflects hisupon
Case,practicefitness to law. See Bosse’s 155 N.H. at 131. “Lawyering

public requires unswerving allegiance honestyinvolves a trust and an to
omitted).and Id.integrity.” (quotation “Accordingly, responsibilityit is the

omitted).attorneyof at all to truthful.”every (quotationtimes be Id. “As
court,officers of attorneys prohibited makingthe are from false statements

548;Case,of material fact to a tribunal.” Morse’s N.H. at see R.160 N.H.
3.3(a)(1).Conduct, testimonyPROF. O’Meara’s false demonstrated a

todisregard” very protect“serious for the institutions that he has sworn
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(1989).211,Case, previ-182 N.H. 217 We haveFitzpatrick’sand uphold.
at 218for in misconduct. See id.ously attorneys engagingdisbarred similar

PCC); Case, at 492-93attorney lying to Budnitz’ 139 N.H.(disbarring for
PCC); Case,and Astles’ 134(disbarring attorney lying grand juryfor to cf.

(1991)602, andattorney usingfor dishonest(disbarringN.H. 605-07
home).financing histo commercial for ownfraudulent means obtain

theof thatdisputeThat lied in the context a fee illustratesO’Meara
interest, hisat ofexpenseof lie was to further his own thepurpose his

aaggravating, mitigating,If this is an notanything,clients’ interests.
Moreover, panel.lie to the arbitrationjustfactor. O’Meara did more than

any authorityHe settle his case for millionwithoutdemanded to clients’ $11
payhe his into tosignificantly, agreeingto do so. Most clientspressured

because, found, athe he “did not wanthim a million fee as PCC$2
significant slip away.”fee to

misconduct, ofof the absenceIn of the O’Meara’slight egregiousness
factors,factors, of wepresence aggravatingand the numerousmitigating
necessarythat Disbarment isproperconclude disbarment is the sanction.

the legal professionto the ofprotect public preserve integritythe and
case, personalwhen, selfishlyin not allows his ownattorney onlyas this an

clients,his alsoloyaltyto his of to butprecedence dutyinterests take over
willlies to a tribunal. No lesser sanction suffice.

PCC in thehereby expenses byis all incurred theO’Meara assessed
Inthis matter. the event that O’Mearaprosecutionand ofinvestigation

bar, than threemayto he not do so earlierapplies to be readmitted the
Sup. (I)(c).R. 37A Under noopinion.from date of this See Ct.years the

he to the bar unless he the Newpassesshall be readmittedcircumstances
Responsibil-the Multistate ProfessionalBar Examination andHampshire

of Supremeother Courtity requirementsExamination and satisfies the
37(14).Rule

So ordered.

Dalianis, C.J., JJ.,Lynn,and concurred.HICKS and


