
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS 
BOARD ON PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

 
In the Matter of:    : 
      :  
 CHARLES F. DAUM,  :      
      :  D.C. App. No. 12-BG-1421 
Respondent.     :  Board Docket No. 12-BD-052 
      :  Bar Docket No. 2012-D227 
A Suspended Member of the Bar of the  : 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals : 
(Bar Registration No. 952481)  : 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
OF THE BOARD ON PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

 
 This matter is before the Board on Professional Responsibility (the “Board”) as a result of 

Respondent’s conviction in the United States District Court for the District of Columbia of three 

counts of obstruction of justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1503, one count of conspiracy to 

obstruct justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1503, and two counts of subornation of 

perjury in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1622.   On September 5, 2012, the District of Columbia Court 

of Appeals (“the Court”) directed the Board to institute a formal proceeding to determine the 

nature of Respondent’s offense and whether it involves moral turpitude within the meaning of 

D.C. Code § 11-2503(a) (2001).  For the reasons that follow, the Board recommends that the 

Court disbar Respondent pursuant to D.C. Code § 11-2503(a) for conviction of a crime of moral 

turpitude per se, if Respondent does not appeal his conviction, or if his conviction is sustained on 

appeal.   

BACKGROUND 

 Respondent is a member of the Bar of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals, having 

been admitted by motion on June 23, 1978 and assigned Bar Number 952481.   
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Following a bench trial, on June 22, 2012, Respondent was found guilty of three counts 

of obstruction of justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1503, one count of conspiracy to obstruct 

justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1503, and two counts of subornation of perjury in 

violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1622.  Respondent is scheduled to be sentenced on January 10, 2013. 

 Respondent did not notify Bar Counsel of the guilty verdict.  Bar Counsel learned of it 

from news articles, and filed a certified copy of the verdict with the Court on August 27, 2012.  

On September 5, 2012, the Court suspended Respondent pursuant to D.C. Bar R. XI, § 10(c). 

The Court directed the Board to determine the nature of the offense and whether it involves 

moral turpitude within the meaning of D.C. Code § 11-2503(a) (2001).  On September 6, 2012, 

the Board directed the parties to file briefs addressing whether the crimes of which Respondent 

was convicted involve moral turpitude per se.  Bar Counsel filed its brief on September 26, 2012, 

recommending that Respondent be disbarred.  Respondent did not file a brief with the Board.  He 

also has not filed the affidavit required by D.C. Bar R. XI, § 14(g), following the Court’s order 

of suspension. 

ANALYSIS 

 D.C. Code § 11-2503 provides for mandatory disbarment of a member of the District of 

Columbia Bar convicted of a crime of moral turpitude.1  A crime is one of moral turpitude if the 

prohibited conduct is base, vile or depraved, or if society manifests a revulsion toward such 

conduct because it offends generally accepted morals.  See In re Sims, 844 A.2d 353, 361-62 

                                                        
1 The statute states in part:  

(a) When a member of the bar of the District of Columbia Court of Appeals is 
convicted of an offense involving moral turpitude…the court shall, pending final 
determination of an appeal from the conviction, suspend the member of the bar 
from practice….If a final judgment of conviction is certified to the court, the 
name of the member of the bar so convicted shall be struck from the roll of the 
members of the bar and such person shall thereafter cease to be a member. 
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(D.C. 2004); In re McBride, 602 A.2d 626, 632-33 (D.C. 1992) (en banc); In re Colson, 412 

A.2d 1160, 1168 (D.C. 1979) (en banc).   

 If the Court has determined that a particular crime involves moral turpitude per se, 

disbarment is mandatory and the Board’s review and final determination are limited to “the 

question whether the certificate of conviction used in this court’s order of suspension (or 

otherwise provided to the Board) establishes that the attorney, in fact, has been convicted of the 

crime charged.”  Colson, 412 A.2d at 1164, 1165.   

 The Court has already determined that obstruction of justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. 

§ 1503 and conspiracy to commit obstruction of justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 

1503 are crimes of moral turpitude per se.  See, e.g., Colson, 412 A.2d at 1165 (obstruction of 

justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1503); In re Gormley, 793 A.2d 469, 470 (D.C. 2002) 

(conspiracy to commit obstruction of justice in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 371 and 1503).  In In re 

Corizzi, 803 A.2d 438, 438, 442 (D.C. 2002), the court noted that perjury and perjury-related 

offenses, such as subornation of perjury, involve moral turpitude per se.  Thus, Respondent’s 

disbarment is mandatory under D.C. Code § 11-2503(a). 

 Respondent has not been sentenced, and it is not clear whether Respondent intends to 

appeal his conviction.  Where a respondent has stated his intention to appeal his conviction, the 

Court has directed the Board to issue its report and recommendation “for further action, 

notwithstanding the pendency of an appeal of the underlying criminal conviction.”  In re 

Hirschfield, 622 A.2d 688, 690 (D.C. 1993).  We see no reason to delay our report here.  In the 

event that Respondent fails to timely appeal the conviction, or the conviction is affirmed, the 

Office of Bar Counsel is to deliver to the Court a certified copy of the final judgment “as soon as 

it becomes available so that [the Court] may take final action.”  Id.   If Respondent’s conviction 
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of crimes of moral turpitude are set aside by the trial court, or reversed on appeal, Bar Counsel 

shall notify the Board, and make a further recommendation regarding the appropriate sanction in 

this matter.  Accordingly, the Board’s Report and Recommendation shall issue forthwith.   

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, the Board recommends that Respondent be disbarred pursuant 

to D.C. Code § 11-2503(a) because he has been convicted of a crime of moral turpitude per se.  

The Board further recommends that Respondent’s disbarment should run, for the purposes of 

reinstatement, from the date he files an affidavit that conforms to the requirements of D.C. Bar 

R. XI, § 14(g).  See In re Slosberg, 650 A.2d 1329, 1331-33 (D.C. 1994). 

     BOARD ON PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 

 
      _____       _/LF/__________________________ 
      By: La Verne Fletcher 
Dated:     November 16, 2012 

 All members of the Board concur in this Report and Recommendation, except Ms. 
Cintron, who did not participate, and Mr. Carter, who is recused. 


