Rule 8.4 Misconduct

(Commission’s Proposed Rule — Clean Version)

It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to:

@ knowingly assist in, solicit, or induce any violation of these Rules or the
State Bar Act;

(b)  commit a criminal act that involves moral turpitude or that reflects
adversely on the lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a

lawyer;

(©) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or intentional
misrepresentation;

(d)  engage in conduct in connection with the practice of law, including
when acting in propria persona, that is prejudicial to the administration
of justice;

(e) state or imply an ability to influence improperly a government agency
or official or to achieve results by means that violate these Rules or
other law; or

4] knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation
of applicable rules of judicial conduct or other law.

COMMENT
Paragraph (a)
[1] A lawyer is subject to discipline for knowingly assisting or inducing

another to violate these Rules or the State Bar Act, or to do so through the
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acts of another, as when a lawyer requests or instructs an agent to do so on
the lawyer’s behalf.

Paragraph (b)

[2] A lawyer may be disciplined under paragraph (b) for a criminal act that
reflects adversely on fithness to practice law, such as offenses involving fraud
and the offense of willful failure to file an income tax return. However, some
offenses carry no such implication. Although a lawyer is personally
answerable to the entire criminal law, a lawyer should be professionally
answerable only for offenses that indicate lack of those characteristics
relevant to law practice. Offenses involving violence, dishonesty, breach of
trust, or serious interference with the administration of justice are in that
category.

[2A] A lawyer may be disciplined for criminal acts as set forth in Article 6 of
the State Bar Act, (Business and Professions Code sections 6101 et seq.), or
if the criminal act constitutes “other misconduct warranting discipline” as
defined by California Supreme Court case law. (See e.g., In re Kelley (1990)
52 Cal.3d 487 [276 Cal.Rptr. 375]; In re Rohan (1978) 21 Cal.3d 195, 203
[145 Cal.Rptr. 855] [wilful failure to file a federal income tax return]; In re
Morales (1983) 35 Cal.3d 1 [196 Cal.Rptr. 353] [twenty-seven counts of
failure to pay payroll taxes and unemployment insurance contributions as
employer].)

[2B] In addition to being subject to discipline under paragraph (b), a lawyer
may be disciplined under Business and Professions Code section 6106 for
acts of moral turpitude that constitute gross negligence. (Gassman v. State
Bar (1976) 18 Cal.3d 125 [132 Cal.Rptr. 675]; Jackson v. State Bar (1979) 23



Cal.3d 509 [153 Cal.Rptr. 24]; In the Matter of Myrdall (Rev. Dept. 1995 ) 3
Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 363 [habitual disregard of clients’ interests]; Grove v.
State Bar (1967) 66 Cal.2d 680 [58 Cal.Rptr. 564]. See also Martin v. State
Bar (1978) 20 Cal.3d 717 [144 Cal.Rptr. 214]; Selznick v. State Bar (1976) 16
Cal.3d 704 [129 Cal.Rptr. 108]; In the Matter of Varakin (Rev. Dept. 1994) 3
Cal State Bar Rptr 179 [pattern of misconduct]; In re Calloway (1977) 20
Cal.3d 165 [141 Cal.Rptr. 805 [act of baseness, vileness or depravity in the
private and social duties which a man or woman owes to fellow human beings
or to society in general, contrary to the accepted and customary rule of right
and duty between human beings]; In re Craig (1938) 12 Cal.2d 93 [82 P.2d
442].)

Paragraph (d)

[2C] Paragraph (d) is not intended to prohibit activities of a lawyer that are
protected by the First Amendment to the United States Constitution or by
Article |, section 2 of the California Constitution. See, e.g., Ramirez v. State
Bar (1980) 28 Cal 3d 402, 411 [169 Cal. Rptr 206] (a statement impugning
the honesty or integrity of a judge will not result in discipline unless it is shown
that the statement is false and was made knowingly or with reckless disregard
for truth); In the Matter of Anderson (Rev. Dept 1997) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct.
Rptr. 775 (disciplinary rules governing the legal profession cannot punish
activity protected by the First Amendment); Standing Committee on Discipline
of the United States District Court for the Central District of California v.
Yagman (9th Cir. 1995) 55 F.3d 1430, 1443 (a lawyer's statement unrelated
to a matter pending before the court may be sanctioned only if the statement
poses a clear and present danger to the administration of justice).

[3] A lawyer who, in the course of representing a client, knowingly

manifests by words or conduct, bias or prejudice based upon race, sex,
religion, national origin, disability, age or sexual orientation, violates
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paragraph (d) when such actions are prejudicial to the administration of
justice. Legitimate advocacy respecting the foregoing factors does not violate
paragraph (d). A trial judge’s finding that peremptory challenges were
exercised on a discriminatory basis does not alone establish a violation of
paragraph (b).

[4] Testing the validity of any law, rule, or ruling of a tribunal is governed
by Rule 1.2(d). Rule 1.2(d) is also intended to apply to challenges regarding
the regulation of the practice of law.

[5] A lawyer's abuse of public office held by the lawyer or abuse of
positions of private trust such as trustee, executor, administrator, guardian,
agent and officer, director or manager of a corporation or other organization,
can involve conduct prohibited by this Rule.

[6] Alternative bases for professional discipline may be found in Article 6
of the State Bar Act, (Business and Professions Code sections 6100 et seq.),
and published California decisions interpreting the relevant sections of the
State Bar Act. This Rule is not intended to provide a basis for duplicative
charging of misconduct for a single illegal act.
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It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to:


(a)
knowingly assist in, solicit, or induce any violation of these Rules or the State Bar Act;


(b)
commit a criminal act that involves moral turpitude or that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer;


(c)
engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or intentional misrepresentation;


(d)
engage in conduct in connection with the practice of law, including when acting in propria persona, that is prejudicial to the administration of justice;


(e)
state or imply an ability to influence improperly a government agency or official or to achieve results by means that violate these Rules or other law; or


(f)
knowingly assist a judge or judicial officer in conduct that is a violation of applicable rules of judicial conduct or other law.

COMMENT


Paragraph (a)


[1]
A lawyer is subject to discipline for knowingly assisting or inducing another to violate these Rules or the State Bar Act, or to do so through the acts of another, as when a lawyer requests or instructs an agent to do so on the lawyer’s behalf.


Paragraph (b)


[2]
A lawyer may be disciplined under paragraph (b) for a criminal act that reflects adversely on fitness to practice law, such as offenses involving fraud and the offense of willful failure to file an income tax return.  However, some offenses carry no such implication.  Although a lawyer is personally answerable to the entire criminal law, a lawyer should be professionally answerable only for offenses that indicate lack of those characteristics relevant to law practice.  Offenses involving violence, dishonesty, breach of trust, or serious interference with the administration of justice are in that category.  


[2A]
A lawyer may be disciplined for criminal acts as set forth in Article 6 of the State Bar Act, (Business and Professions Code sections 6101 et seq.), or if the criminal act constitutes “other misconduct warranting discipline” as defined by California Supreme Court case law. (See e.g., In re Kelley (1990) 52 Cal.3d 487 [276 Cal.Rptr. 375]; In re Rohan (1978) 21 Cal.3d 195, 203 [145 Cal.Rptr. 855] [wilful failure to file a federal income tax return]; In re Morales (1983) 35 Cal.3d 1 [196 Cal.Rptr. 353] [twenty-seven counts of failure to pay payroll taxes and unemployment insurance contributions as employer].)


[2B]
In addition to being subject to discipline under paragraph (b), a lawyer may be disciplined under Business and Professions Code section 6106 for acts of moral turpitude that constitute gross negligence. (Gassman v. State Bar (1976) 18 Cal.3d 125 [132 Cal.Rptr. 675]; Jackson v. State Bar (1979) 23 Cal.3d 509 [153 Cal.Rptr. 24]; In the Matter of Myrdall (Rev. Dept. 1995 ) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 363 [habitual disregard of clients’ interests]; Grove v. State Bar (1967) 66 Cal.2d 680 [58 Cal.Rptr. 564].  See also Martin v. State Bar (1978) 20 Cal.3d 717 [144 Cal.Rptr. 214]; Selznick v. State Bar (1976) 16 Cal.3d 704 [129 Cal.Rptr. 108]; In the Matter of Varakin (Rev. Dept. 1994) 3 Cal State Bar Rptr 179 [pattern of misconduct]; In re Calloway (1977) 20 Cal.3d 165 [141 Cal.Rptr. 805 [act of baseness, vileness or depravity in the private and social duties which a man or woman owes to fellow human beings or to society in general, contrary to the accepted and customary rule of right and duty between human beings]; In re Craig (1938) 12 Cal.2d 93 [82 P.2d 442].)


Paragraph (d)


[2C]
Paragraph (d) is not intended to prohibit activities of a lawyer that are protected by the First Amendment to the United States Constitution or by Article I, section 2 of the California Constitution.  See, e.g., Ramirez v. State Bar (1980) 28 Cal 3d 402, 411 [169 Cal. Rptr 206] (a statement impugning the honesty or integrity of a judge will not result in discipline unless it is shown that the statement is false and was made knowingly or with reckless disregard for truth); In the Matter of Anderson (Rev. Dept 1997) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 775 (disciplinary rules governing the legal profession cannot punish activity protected by the First Amendment); Standing Committee on Discipline of the United States District Court for the Central District of California v. Yagman (9th Cir. 1995) 55 F.3d 1430, 1443 (a lawyer’s statement unrelated to a matter pending before the court may be sanctioned only if the statement poses a clear and present danger to the administration of justice).


[3]
A lawyer who, in the course of representing a client, knowingly manifests by words or conduct, bias or prejudice based upon race, sex, religion, national origin, disability, age or sexual orientation, violates paragraph (d) when such actions are prejudicial to the administration of justice.  Legitimate advocacy respecting the foregoing factors does not violate paragraph (d).  A trial judge’s finding that peremptory challenges were exercised on a discriminatory basis does not alone establish a violation of paragraph (b).


[4]
Testing the validity of any law, rule, or ruling of a tribunal is governed by Rule 1.2(d).  Rule 1.2(d) is also intended to apply to challenges regarding the regulation of the practice of law.


[5]
A lawyer's abuse of public office held by the lawyer or abuse of positions of private trust such as trustee, executor, administrator, guardian, agent and officer, director or manager of a corporation or other organization, can involve conduct prohibited by this Rule.


[6]
Alternative bases for professional discipline may be found in Article 6 of the State Bar Act, (Business and Professions Code sections 6100 et seq.), and published California decisions interpreting the relevant sections of the State Bar Act.  This Rule is not intended to provide a basis for duplicative charging of misconduct for a single illegal act.
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