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FORMAL COMPLAINT OF ATTORNEY MISCONDUCT
Pursuant to Utah Rules of Professional Conduct (URPC) and Rules of Discipline, Disability and Sanctions (RDDS)


	Respondent Attorney
	Paul Morris

	Utah Bar Number
	[TO BE CONFIRMED — search at utahbar.org/directory]

	Title
	Executive Director and General Counsel, MIDA

	Complainant
	[COMPLAINANT NAME]
[Address] | [Phone] | [Email]

	Date
	May 2026

	Rules Alleged Violated
	URPC Rule 1.7 (Conflict of Interest: Current Clients); URPC Rule 1.11 (Special Conflicts — Government Service); URPC Rule 2.1 (Advisor — independent professional judgment); URPC Rule 8.4(d) (Conduct Prejudicial to Administration of Justice)

	Subject Matter
	Morris served simultaneously as MIDA's Executive Director (project champion) and its General Counsel (independent legal advisor) for the same Stratos Project approval — a structurally irreconcilable conflict under the URPC. As General Counsel, he failed to identify board member conflicts, failed to vet materially false site claims, and failed to provide the independent legal oversight his role demanded.




	IMPORTANT
	OPC complaints are not automatically confidential and will be shared with the respondent attorney. Coordinate timing with the UCA 67-16 complaint filed simultaneously with the AG. Note: this complaint is secondary to the UCA 67-16 filing — the AG referral is the primary enforcement track given the financial magnitude of the conduct.




I. PRELIMINARY STATEMENT
This complaint concerns a textbook violation of the attorney's duty to provide independent professional judgment. Paul Morris is General Counsel of MIDA — the quasi-governmental authority that approved the Stratos Project on April 24, 2026. In that role, he is the attorney responsible for providing MIDA's board with independent legal advice, including conflict-of-interest analysis, review of factual claims underlying major approvals, and legal oversight of the agency's proceedings.

Morris simultaneously served as MIDA's Executive Director — the project's primary internal champion, the person who presented the Stratos Project to county commissioners, who publicly advocated for its approval, and who cited specific site advantages that are materially contradicted by federal data. These two roles are fundamentally incompatible. A lawyer cannot simultaneously be the advocate for an outcome and the independent legal advisor checking that outcome. The Rules of Professional Conduct recognize this incompatibility explicitly.

	CORE ALLEGATION
	Morris acted as both project advocate and legal gatekeeper for the same approval — roles whose competing obligations cannot be reconciled. As General Counsel he failed to: (1) identify and flag board member conflicts; (2) verify the accuracy of site advantage claims he was simultaneously making publicly; and (3) provide the independent professional judgment URPC Rule 2.1 requires. His dual role is itself a violation of Rules 1.7 and 1.11.




II. RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT ALLEGEDLY VIOLATED

	URPC Rule 2.1
Advisor — Independent Professional Judgment
	In representing a client, a lawyer shall exercise independent professional judgment and render candid advice. In rendering advice, a lawyer may refer not only to law but to other considerations such as moral, economic, social and political factors, that may be relevant to the client's situation.



Rule 2.1 Application: Morris's client — MIDA as an institution — was entitled to independent legal advice on the Stratos approval. Morris could not provide independent advice on a matter he was simultaneously championing as Executive Director. His public statements promoting the project, his presentation of it to county commissioners, and his advocacy for approval all demonstrate that his judgment was not independent. A lawyer who has already publicly committed to an outcome — 'once in a generational opportunity' — cannot then provide independent legal advice about whether that outcome is lawful, properly documented, and free of conflicts.

	URPC Rule 1.7
Conflict of Interest: Current Clients
	A concurrent conflict of interest exists if the representation of one client will be directly adverse to another client, or there is a significant risk that the representation will be materially limited by the lawyer's own interests.



Rule 1.7 Application: Morris's personal interest in MIDA's institutional success — tied directly to his role as Executive Director — created a concurrent conflict with his duty as General Counsel to provide objective legal advice. His interest in the approval's success materially limited his ability to provide independent legal oversight. The Utah Supreme Court's comment to Rule 1.7 is explicit on lawyer-directors: 'If there is material risk that the dual role will compromise the lawyer's independence of professional judgment, the lawyer should not serve as a director or should cease to act as the corporation's lawyer when conflicts of interest arise.' Morris did neither.

	URPC Rule 1.11
Special Conflicts — Government Service
	A lawyer currently serving as a public officer or employee shall not participate in a matter in which the lawyer participated personally and substantially as a private practitioner, and is subject to the conflict of interest rules of Rule 1.7.



Rule 1.11 Application: Rule 1.11 specifically governs lawyers in government roles and explicitly incorporates Rule 1.7's conflict prohibitions. Morris's dual role as government officer and government lawyer for the same proceeding is precisely what Rule 1.11 addresses. His failure to conduct conflict-of-interest screening of board members, his failure to disclose his own role conflicts, and his failure to seek independent outside legal counsel for the Stratos approval all implicate Rule 1.11.

	URPC Rule 8.4(d)
Conduct Prejudicial to Administration of Justice
	It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of justice.



Rule 8.4(d) Application: A General Counsel who publicly advocates for an approval using factual claims later shown to be materially inaccurate, who fails to flag documented board member conflicts, and who provides no independent legal check on the largest approval in his agency's history — all while holding the title of the lawyer responsible for those very functions — engages in conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of quasi-governmental justice. The integrity of MIDA's approval process depends on its General Counsel performing that role honestly. Morris did not.


III. SPECIFIC QUESTIONS FOR OPC INVESTIGATION
1. Did Morris conduct any conflict-of-interest screening of MIDA board members before the April 24, 2026 vote, and if so, what did that screening conclude?
1. Did Morris advise the MIDA board that his dual role as Executive Director and General Counsel created a conflict requiring outside independent legal counsel for the Stratos review?
1. What was the factual basis for Morris's 'redundant fiber availability' claim, and did he verify it against FCC or independent telecom data before making it publicly?
1. Did Morris provide any written legal opinion to the MIDA board regarding the validity, legality, or conflict-of-interest compliance of the Stratos approval?
1. Has Morris ever advised MIDA to retain outside counsel for any matter, and if not, why not for a $100B+ project with documented board conflicts?
1. What is Morris's bar number, and is he in good standing with the Utah State Bar?


IV. EVIDENCE AND RELIEF REQUESTED
Evidence is identical to the UCA 67-16 complaint filed simultaneously — see Exhibits A through H in that filing. The OPC is requested to:

1. Open a formal investigation into Morris's conduct as General Counsel in the Stratos approval;
1. Compel production of any legal opinions, conflict-of-interest analyses, or board advisories Morris provided regarding the Stratos Project;
1. Coordinate with the Utah AG's UCA 67-16 investigation;
1. If misconduct is found, impose appropriate discipline including mandatory recusal from MIDA General Counsel duties pending resolution, public reprimand, and if conduct is found to be intentional, suspension or disbarment.


V. COMPLAINANT CERTIFICATION
Submitted in good faith based on publicly available evidence.


	Complainant Name
	[COMPLAINANT — PRINT NAME]

	Address
	[ADDRESS]

	Phone / Email
	[PHONE] | [EMAIL]

	Signature
	_________________________________

	Date
	________________
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