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To'the7Honorable Chief Justice and Associate Justices of

Jhe'Supreme ¢ourt of New Jersey.
?ursuant to R. 1:20-4(f), the District X Ethics Committee
(“ﬁ%ﬁ ) CErtlfled the record in this matter directly to us for

‘!“'th&%impOHztion of discipline, follow1ng respondent’'s failure to

i; filgikn answer to the formal ethics complaint.

- On Febﬁuary‘B, 2005, Bonnie C. Frost, secretary of the DEC
lfforwarded the ¢ompla1nt to respondent by certified and regular

)1 mail to 101 Nbrth, Beverwyck Road, Lake Hlawatha, New Jersey

?07034-2233.| t"'I.‘.he certified return receipt card evidenced




2 05, the DEC secretary sent a second lett"e‘ry[ to

,f‘respondent ‘with having violated RPC 8.1(b) (failure to
;,,ﬁa w:.th dlscipllnary authorltles) The 1etter was :sent,‘f",
“‘(was ‘returned indicating delivery on March 21, 2005,
tﬁeﬁeipt by ‘R.M. Onorevole.  The regqular mail was not

' of April 12 2005, the date of the ‘DEC secretarY's

In
aadmonlshed for gross neglect, lack of dJ.l:Lgence,

and failure to communicate with the client in one matter. In

.chard Onorevole, Docket No. DRB 94-294 (November
-2, 19%), In ‘1996, he received a reprimand for grgés neglect,
lack ﬁf diligence, failure to communicate with the client,

mimpmzenﬁation to the client, and failure to cooperate with

diecip iﬁ&rﬁf‘l’agthorities in a landlord/tenant matter. In re

on




144 NJ. 477 (1996). ' Thereafter, he received a

“seeond reprlman& for gross neglect, lack of diligence, failure

e to c'emunlcate w:Lth the client, and misrepresentation to ‘the

clxéﬁt !1 a‘ lemon law matter. In re_ Onorevole, 170 N.J. 64
Q*(zool)
In March 2000, Phyllis Myers retained respondent to probate

the esta'ﬁe pf her s:Lster, the late Carol Curtis. Respondent

Oﬁta‘lned leﬁtefs testamentary in April 2002. In June 2002, he

,.“'f"aemt letters to all beneflclarles of the estate. In August 2002,

; amers slgned tvm forms allowing respondent to contact banks and

ameunt of money held in the banks. Nine months
iy “’2003«,' Myers met with respondent to sign the same

iso;féft their May 2003 meeting,‘ | respondent advised

-““nyer:e ethat her 'sister's house could be sold, even with the

5~ffestate tax butstandlng Respondent never advised Myers that he

T:i‘had no’h tim?elyz flled the estate tax forms. In fact, he mailed
‘the‘ tax foms in November 2003, well after the allowable time
\%filing, and without Myers' signature. ’

‘, érs ultimately retalned another attorney, who prepared an

"inhem.tance tax return to correct errors in the form

| t 5:.\ respondent prepared The z.ncomplete filing resulted in an

f7;nterest charge to the estate.




~serviCe of}process was properly made. The record contains

‘. two 'réiurneﬂ teCeipt cards bearing what appears to be

i’?respbhdent s . slgnature. He received the complaint and received

;f;the flve—day letter advising him of the consequences of his

‘ 1»§fai1ure to file an answer.

5 FollQW1ng a review of the record, we find that the facts

red' in the complaint support the charges of unethical

‘ The complamnt charged respondent with having v1olated‘
'7%1(a) (gross neglect), REC 1. 3 (lack of diligence), and REC
;_’,&) (fa;;.lure to communicate with a cllent). The complaint
? ?a1sO charged respondent with having violated RPC 1.1(b) (pattern
iof neqlegt), when his prior disciplinary matters are considered.
V ?x‘l’&b noted abbve, it was amended to include a violation of RPC
\Qj;i 8. 1(b) (faxlure to cooperate with disciplinary authorltles)

H7531legations are deemed admitted when the matter proceeds as a

’dafault. | 3__ 1: 20-4(f)(1)
C@ndnct of thls sort, without more, generally leads to a

, zapriman& §gg In_re Weiss, 173 N.J. 323 (2002) (reprimand fqr

Llack of dillgence, gross neglect, and pattern of neglect); 1In re'

170 ,1, 198 (2001) (reprimand where, in three cllent

:f‘matters, the' attorney engagéd in lack of diligence, gross

“fi ﬂn@glec&y“ pattern of neglect, failure to communicate with

gﬂ; c1iéﬁts,"anﬁ failure to expedite litigation); In re Bennett, 164




2&00) (tepfimand for lack of diligence, failure to
Vﬂih*aa number of cases handled on behalf 'of‘ an
Afﬁsur#nce ;ompany, gross neglect, and pattern of neglect).

Reapondent has, however, previously been disciplined on
“;ea occaSLdns for strlkingly similar conduct. Iniadéifibn,jhe

| not. f:.le an answer to the complaint, allowing this matter to

?a:d'efawlt“?*basis. In default matters, the discipline

,*&*'

ii‘nmr:{r auhhorltles as an aggravating factor.  In_re
%‘1,'50 ﬂ,g 304 (2004) (where, because the matter

s a éﬁfault the usual discipline imposed for the

i»n"‘default matters involving similar violations

"al’ /p:::.ar di@cipllnary record, short-term su'spen%ions have
i ggg In re Davis, 162 N.J. 7 (1999) (thréez-r&ohﬁhf
in a &efault matter :anolv:n.ng gross neglect, lack of ‘

rce kWingly disobeying the rules of a trlbuna}., anyd’
a.il'ure‘ té cooPQrate with d:.sc:Lpllnary authorltn.es, attorngy had
,,rar: admonﬂ:ion), In re Herrom, . 162 N.J. 105 ~(1999) (three—"
fapenslon in a default matter for gfoss neglect, lack of

di. i:gancm 'fallure ‘to communicate with client, and failure to

atewn:h disciplinary authorities; attorney had two prior

14



:85~f0né;§e$; "éuspenéions); and In_re King, 157 N.J. 548 (1999)
§2(¢hﬁee-mdgth’suépension in a default matter for gross néglect,
pattern of i'm‘eg‘l'éct, lack of diligence, failure to communicate
ﬁifhi c;ient; and ~failure to cooperate with disciplinafy
-'aﬁﬁﬂégiéiéé;fattbrhey had prior reprimand).
- Tﬁib} isé:réspondént's fourth run-in with the disciplinary
‘,8ystem,~k  Ci;arly, his previous experiencés failed to make a
sufficiént‘ i&pa&t on his conduct. He is now demonstrating

if?digrespect'fdr‘éhe system by allowing this matter to proceed as

fiﬁa é%faﬁlt; We, therefore, determine that a six-month suspension

jA" _3;‘~7§1:V\ﬁo'a'zc'z'az‘x*t:ecl':‘.’m ‘this case. Chair Mary Maudsley, Vice-Chair
;iﬁ%iliém"o'shaughnessy, Esq., Memberv Robert Holmes, Esq.‘ and
%\igéhbéfgﬁﬁtthew ﬁoylan, Esq. dissented, voting for a three-month
{cﬂﬁégfﬁfﬁher’determine to require respondent to réimburse the

Disciplinary Oversight Committee for administrative costs.

Disciplinary Review Board
Mary J. Maudsley, Chair

ianne K. DeCore B
ief Counsel
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