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BEFORE TIm LAWYER DISCIPLINARY BOARD 

STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA 


Re: Ronald D. Hassan, a member of Bar No.: 1631 
The West Virginia State Bar I.D. No.: 16-05-080 

STATEMENT OF CHARGES re -~ 

rDEC 212016 

To: Ronald D. Hassan 	 «ORY L. PEliRY II. ~lER~ 
SUPREME COURT Of APPEAlS 

or WE TViRGINIAPost Office Box 1054 

Welch, West Virginia 24801 


YOU ARE HEREBY notified that a Hearing Panel Subcommittee of the Lawyer 

Disciplinary Board will hold a hearing pursuant to Rules 3.3 through 3.16 of the Rilles of 

Disciplinary Procedure, upon the following charges against you: 

1. 	 Ronald D. Hassan (hereinafter "Respondent") is a lawyer practicing in Welch, 

which is located in McDowell County, West Virginia. Respondent, having passed the 

bar exam, was admitted to The West Virginia State Bar on November 5, 1985. As 

such, Respondent is -subject to the disciplinary jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of 

Appeals ofWest Virginia and its properly constituted Lawyer Disciplinary Board. 

COUNT I 


I.D. No. 16-05-080 


Complaint of the Office of Disciplinary Counsel 


2. 	 In June of 2015, Respondent contacted the Office of Disciplinary Counsel about 

billing issues he was having with the Public Defender Services (hereinafter 
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"PDS"). Respondent advised the Office ofDisciplinary Counsel that he needed an 

opinion as to whether he needed to self-report. Respondent was advised to self

report the issue. Soon after, Respondent advised that he was seeking an opinion 

from outside counsel regarding whether he needed to self-report. 

3. 	 On or about September 23, 2015, Respondent entered into a conciliation 

agreement with the PDS. That agreement showed that Respondent had the 

following billing: 

A. 	 Thirty (30) or more hours ofbilling on three (3) dates; 

B. 	 Twenty-four (24) to thirty (30) hours of billing on four (4) dates; 

C. 	 Twenty (20) to twenty-four (24) hours ofbilling on eleven (11) dates; and 

D. Fifteen (15) to twenty (20) hours of billing on twenty-six (26) dates. 

The Agreement stated that Respondent ''would bill in increments of .5 hours for 

services and that he did not have a system for accumulating the daily total of 

time." To resolve the matter, Respondent agreed to a reduction of his vouchers 

that were presently held by PDS for payment by one-half (112) of the total amount 

of each voucher. The total amount of the reduction was Nine Thousand Eight 

Hundred Eighty Dollars and Seventeen Cents ($9,880.17). The conciliation 

agreement was signed by Respondent and Dana F. Eddy, Executive Director of 

thePDS. 

4. 	 On or about February 19, 2016, after the Office of Disciplinary Counsel did not 

hear anything from Respondent about self-reporting his billing issues, Disciplinary 
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Counsel obtained a copy of the conciliation agreement signed by Respondent and 

Mr. Eddy. 

5. 	 On or about February 24, 2016, a complaint was opened against Respondent in the 

name ofthe Office ofDisciplinary Counsel regarding the overbilling to PDS. 

6. 	 Respondent filed a timely response on or about March 31,2016.1 In his response, 

Respondent stated that the conciliation agreement made note that Respondent's 

vouchers were approved by the circuit judges presiding in the cases, and no judge 

ever raised issues with Respondent about his vouchers. Further, Respondent was 

unaware that his practice to bill in half hour increments was improper and unaware 

of the PDS' guidelines requirement of billing in tenth-hour increments. 

Respondent acknowledged "that W. Va. Code § 29-21-13a(g) provides, 'Vouchers 

submitted under this section shall specifically set forth the nature of the service 

rendered, the stage of proceeding or type .of hearing involved, the date and place 

the service was rendered and the amount of time expended in each instance. All 

time claimed on the vouchers shall be itemized to the nearest tenth of an hour' ..." 

Respondent argued that his invoices were itemized to the tenth of an hour because 

he "block-billed" activities into half-hour increments as opposed to breaking out 

multiple activities for a single client on a single day. Respondent said he had 

sought advice of counsel and was advised that he had no obligation to self-report. 

I Respondent had timely sought an extension to file his response on or about March 4, 2016, by counsel. Respondent 
was given an extension to April 4, 2016 to:tile his response. 
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7. On or about June 28, 2016, Mr. Eddy provided reports generated from the online 

voucher system maintained by PDS regarding Respondent. Mr. Eddy noted that 

"systematic billing in increments of one-half hour or one hour does not reflect the 

actual time involved with a task and expressly contravenes the statutory directive 

regarding billing to the nearest tenth of an hour." The report showed the following 

dates that Respondent billing over twenty-four (24) hours for a single day: 

A. Respondent claimed 31.5 hours ofwork on June 30, 2014. 

B. Respondent claimed 24.5 hours ofwork on October 24,2013. 

C. Respondent claimed 37.0 hours ofwork on November 8, 2013. 

D. Respondent claimed 24.5 hours ofwork on December 4,2013. 

E. Respondent claimed 24.5 hours ofwork on September 25, 2014. 

F. Respondent claimed 30.0 hours ofwork on January 14,2014. 

G. Respondent claimed 28.5 hours ofwork on June 26,2014. 

8. In addition, the report showed the following dates that Respondent billed twenty 

(20) to twenty-four (24) hours for a single day: 

A. Respondent claimed 20.5 hours ofwork on November 13,2013. 

B. Respondent claimed 21.5 hours ofwork on July 9, 2014. 

C. Respondent claimed 22.0 hours ofwork on July 15,2014. 

D. Respondent claimed 22.0 hours ofwork on July 8,2013. 

E. Respondent claimed 20.0 hours ofwork on October 28,2013. 

F. Respondent claimed 21.0 hours ofwork on March 20, 2014. 

G. Respondent claimed 21.5 hours ofwork on March 12,2014. 
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H. Respondent claimed 20.5 hours ofwork on December 13, 2013. 

I. 	 Respondent claimed 22.5 hours ofwork on February 20, 2014. 

J. 	 Respondent claimed 20.0 hours ofwork on February 3, 2014. 

K. 	 Respondent claimed 21.0 hours ofwork on November 12, 2013. 

9. 	 In the report, Respondent billed fifteen (15) to twenty (20) hours for a single day 

on the following days: 

A. 	 Respondent claimed 16.0 hours ofwork on November 7, 2013. 

B. 	 Respondent claimed 15.0 hours ofwork on October 15,2013. 

C. 	 Respondent claimed 18.0 hours of work on January 9, 2014. 

D. 	 Respondent claimed 16.0 hours of work on February 4,2014. 

E. 	 Respondent claimed 15.0 hours ofwork on November 6, 2014. 

F. 	 Respondent claimed 15.5 hours ofwork on January 7,2014. 

G. 	 Respondent claimed 17.5 hours of work on October 16,2013. 

H. 	 Respondent claimed 17.5 hours of work on January 27,2014. 

1. 	 Respondent claimed 16.0 hours of work on July 29,2014. 

J. 	 Respondent claimed 16.5 hours ofwork on September 23,2013. 

K. 	 Respondent claimed 19.0 hours of work on November 14,2013. 

L. 	 Respondent claimed 18.5 hours of work on September 26, 2013. 

M. 	 Respondent claimed 18.5 hours of work on March 14,2014. 

N. 	 Respondent claimed 18.5 hours of work on February 5, 2014. 

O. 	 Respondent claimed 17.0 hours ofwork on January 16,2014. 

P. 	 Respondent claimed 17.5 hours of work on November 7,2014. 
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Q. 	 Respondent claimed 17.5 hours ofwork on January 29, 2015. 

R. 	 Respondent claimed 16.5 hours ofwork on December 10, 2013. 

S. 	 Respondent claimed 16.8 hours ofwork on February 28,2014. 

T. 	 Respondent claimed 17.5 hours ofwork on January 8, 2014. 

U. 	 Respondent claimed 19.5 hours ofwork on January 28,2014. 

V. 	 Respondent claimed 17.5 hours ofwork on April 24, 2014. 

W. 	 Respondent claimed 16.5 hours ofwork on September 30, 2013. 

X. 	 Respondent claimed 15.5 hours ofwork on March 21,2014. 

Y. 	 Respondent claimed 15.5 hours of work on August 14, 2014. 

Z. Respondent claimed 16.0 hours ofwork on January 23, 2014. 

AA. Respondent claimed 19.5 hours ofwork on February 2, 2015. 

10. 	 The report also showed how Respondent spent his time for the seven (7) days 

where he billed over twenty-four (24) hours. On June 30, 2014, Respondent billed 

2.5 hours of waiting in court, 7 hours of hearing in court, and 22 hours of out of 

court time. On October 24, 2013, Respondent billed 1.5 hours of waiting in court, 

11 hours of hearing in court, and 12 hours of out of court time. On November 8, 

2013, Respondent billed 6 hours of waiting in court, 6 hours of hearing in court or 

plea/arraignment, and 25 hours of out of court time. On December 4, 2013, 

Respondent billed .5 hours of waiting in court, 2 hours of hearing in court, and 22 

hours of out of court time. On September 25, 2014, Respondent billed 8 hours of 

hearing in court and 16.5 hours of out of court time. On January 14, 2014, 

Respondent billed 2 hours of waiting in court, 8 hours of hearing in court, and 20 
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hours of out of court time. On June 26, 2014, Respondent billed 3 hours of waiting 

in court, 12 hours ofhearing in court, and 13.5 hours of out ofcourt time. 

11. 	 On or about October 17~ 2016, Respondent appeared for a sworn statement at the 

Office of Disciplinary Counsel. Respondent stated that ''when [he] first came to 

the bar, older lawyers told [him] if [he] talk[s] to [his] clients, [he's] worth a half 

an hour. If [he] gores] to court, [he's] worth an hour. So most of [his] - not all of 

[his] answers, but most of [his] entries are one-half hom and one hour entries. If 

[he] gores] to court and spend some time with a client, one-half hour conversation 

and one hour for the hearing." Respondent also stated that he agreed to the 

reduction in vouchers "because that's what [he] needed to do to get [Dana Eddy] 

to sign the conciliation agreement and settle this issue." Further, Respondent said 

that he no longer takes court appointed work because ''the way [Dana Eddy] wants 

[him] to bill, [he] can't make any money. [He'll] lose money doing it. For 

example, [Dana Eddy] has told [him] and other people [he] can't charge a half an 

hour to send a form letter. It's too much. It should take [him] a tenth of an hour, 

six minutes. Okay. And by the way, [he] can't bill at the $45 an hour attorney rate. 

[He has] to bill at the secretary's paralegal rate, which has a maximum amount, a 

maximum limit of $20 per hour. So if [he is] paying [his] secretary, if [he] pay[s] 

[his] secretary $10 an hour, [he] could only charge a tenth of an hour - that's $1 

to write a form letter. [He has] to pay her ... [He has] to pay her payroll tax. She's 

using [his] equipment, [his] inkjet printer, [his] paper, [his] copier ... And [he has] 

to put postage on that letter. [He] can't make any money." Respondenfs response 

7 
-6786S.JHDR 



to a question about acknowledging that you can't bill more than 24 hours in one 

day, was "[a]bsolutely, not even 20, not even 18." 

12. Because Respondent charged unreasonable fees by charging over twenty-four (24) 

hours on seven (7) different dates in various cases wherein he was court appointed 

to represent indigent clients, along with charging eighteen (18) hours or more on 

an additional eighteen (18) days, he violated Rule I.5(a)2 of the Rules of 

Professional Conduct, which provides as follows: 

Rule 1.5. Fees. 
(a) A lawyer's fee shall be reasonable. The factors 

to be considered in determining the reasonableness of a fee 
include the following: 

(1) the time and labor required, the novelty and 
difficulty of the questions involved, and skill requisite to 
perform the legal service properly; 

(2) the likelihood, if apparent to the client, that the 
acceptance of the particular employment will preclude other 
employment by the lawyer; 

(3) the fee customarily charged in the locality for 
similar legal services; 

(4) the amount involved and results obtained; 
(5) the time limitations imposed by the client or by 

the circumstances; 
(6) the nature and length of the professional 

relationship with the client; 
(7) the experience, reputation, and ability of the 

lawyer or lawyers performing the services, and 
. (8) whether the fee is fixed or contingent. 

2 Amended Rules of Professional Conduct became effective January 1, 2015. Because Respondent's misconduct 
occ\.UTed prior to that date, the old Rules of Professional Conduct are applicable here. It is noted that there were 
small changes to Rul~ 1.5(a) with the adoption of the Amended Rules on January 1,2015. 
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13. 	 Because Respondent committed criminal acts of fraudulent schemes in violation of 

W.Va. Code § 61-3-24d, Respondent violated Rule 8.4(b)3 of the Rules of 

Professional Conduct, which provides as follows: 

Rule 8.4. Misconduct. 
It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 

* * * 
(b) commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the 

lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in 
other respects; 

14. 	 Because Respondent submitted billings to the PDS and circuit judges which he 

knew were not ''true and correct," he violated Rules 8.4(c) and 8.4(d)4 of the 

Rules ofProfessional Conduct, which provide as follows: 

Rule 8.4. Misconduct. 
It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: 

* * 	* 
(c) engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, 

deceit or misrepresentation; 
(d) engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the 

administration ofjustice; 

* * * 
Pursuant to Rule 2.9{ d) of the Rules of Lawyer Disciplinary Procedure, the 

Investigative Panel has found that probable cause exists to formally charge you with a 

violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct and has issued this Statement of Charges. 

As provided by Rules 2.10 through 2.13 of the Rules of Lawyer Disciplinary Procedure, 

3 Amended Rules of Professional Conduct became effective January 1. 2015. Because Respondent's misconduct 
occurred prior to that date, the old Rules of Professional Conduct are applicable here. It is noted that there were no 
changes to Rules 8.4(b) with the adoption of the Amended Rules on January 1,2015. 
4 Amended Rules of Professional Conduct became effective January 1, 2015. Because Respondent's misconduct 
occurred prior to that date, the old Rules of Professional Conduct are applicable bere. It is noted that there were no 
changes to Rules 8.4(c) or Rule B.4(d) with the adoption oftbe Amended Rules on January 1,2015. 
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you have the right to file a verified written response to the foregoing charges within 30 

days of service of this Statement of Charges by the Supreme Court of Appeals of West 

Virginia. Failure to file a response shall be deemed an admission of the factual 

allegations contained herein. 

STATEMENT OF CHARGES ORDERED on the 14th day of December, 2016, 

and ISSUED this 14th day ofDecember, 2016. 
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