
SUPREME COURT OF NEW, JERSEY
D-121 September Term 2005

SAMUEL A. R~LAT,
ORDER

T~eDisciplinary Review Board having filed with the Court

its decision in DRB 06-036, concluding on the record certified to

the iBoard pursuant to Rule 1:20-4(f) (default by respondent), that

formerly of HADDON HEIGHTS, who was admittedto

the ibarof~this State in 1989, and who has been suspended from

of law since April 7, 2003, pursuant to Orders of

the CoUrt filed on March 12, 2003, and September 8, 2003, should

be sUspended from the practice of law for a period of six months

violating RPC i. l(a) (gr~ss neglect), RPC I. 1 (b) (pattern of

neglect), RPC 1.3(lack of diligence), ~RP~ 1.4(b)(failure to keep

~?~Client reasonably informed about the status of a matter and to

promptlycomply with reasonable requests for information), RPC

l~4(c)(failure to explain a matter to the extent reasonably

the client to make informed decisions

RPC 1.5(b) (failure to communicateregarding..the representation), __

the basis or rate of fee to client in writing), RPC

~.8.1(b) (fail~re to cooperate with disciplinary authorities), RPC



8.4(c)(conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or

misrepresentation), and Rule 1:20-20(14) (failure to maintain

files~ documents and other records of pending matters during

And SAMUEL A. MALAT having been ordered to show cause why he

..... S~ not be ~barre~ or otherwise_disciplined;

And the Court having determined from its review of the

matter that a one-year suspension from practice is the

appropriate discipline for respondent’s unethical conduct;

And good cause appearing;

It iS ORDERED that SAMUEL A. MALAT is suspended from the

practice of law for a period of one year and until the further

~Or~er Of the Court, effective immediately; and it is further

ORDERED that respondent shall continue to be restrained and

enjoined from practicing law during the period of his suspension

andcontinue to comply with Rule 1:20-20 dealing with ~suspended

and it is further

ORDERED that pursuant to Rule 1:20-20(�), respondent’s

failure tO comply with the Affidavit of Compliance requirement of

Rule ~:20-~0(b) (15) may (I) preclude the Disciplinary Review

Board from considering respondent’s petition for reinstatement

for a period Of up to six months from the date respondent files

proof of compliance; (2) be found to constitute a violation of

RPC~8.1~(b) and RPC 8.4(c); and (3) provide a basis for an action

for contempt pursuant to Rule 1:10-2; and it is further



ORDERED that prior to reinstatement to practice, respondent

ehail provide proof of his fitness to practice law as attested to

~ya~men~al health professional approved by the Office of

ORDERED that on reinstatement to practice, respondent s~hall

s~e~islon of~a practicing attorney approved by.the Office of

Attorney Ethics ~til the further Order of the ~Court; ~d it is

ORDERED that the entire record of this matter be made a

part of respondent’s file as an attorney at law of this

S~ate;an~ it is further

ORDERE~that respondent reimburse the Disciplinary Oversight

6om~ittee ,for appropriate administrative costs and actual

expenses incurred in the prosecution of this matter, as provided

~In Rule 1:20-17.

WITNESS, the Honorable Deborah T.~ Poritz, Chief Justice, at

this 21st day of June, 2006.


