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'ANTHONY J. % i

‘AN ATTORNIY AE LKW Y
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A(Attorney ﬂb. 044871989)

tﬁ The Disciplinary Review Board having filed with the COurt )

its decision in DRB 05-248, concluding that ANTHORY J. SINHDNB

B formerly oi anaax who was admitted to the bar of this State in

1989, and who nas been temporarily suspended“from the«praetice of
. law since Mareh_zi, 2003; by Qrder of the Court filed on February
| 2i}”2003;ishQu1d;be snspended from practice’tor a period of two B
‘years forgviolating_ggg'lfl(a)(gross negiect)} ggg-i;s(lack of
diligence), RPC ii4(a)(failure to communicate vith client),:ggg_
1. 15(a)(fai1ure to safeguard client funds), and RPC | | |
‘1 15(b)(fai1ure to promptly deliver property to a client),

And the Disciplinary Review Board having further concluded '
that prior to reinstatement to practice, respondent should
uprovide proot of his fitness to practice and that on
reinstatement, respondent should be required to practice under
dsupervision,

And ANTHQNY J. SIMMONS having been ordered to show cause why

he should not be disbarred or otherwise disciplined




‘;And'thé Court having detérmined from its review of ﬁhg
jfecoid-that'the,appropriate éuantum of d;scipline for
reépdhdéntfé unetﬁieal-conduct“is a three-year suspension from
‘practice re&:éactiVe to‘the date of}respondent{s tempofary |
auspeﬁéibn énd thét'in additioﬁ to the cénditiqns the |
Disgipliha:y’néview ﬁﬁérd concluded éhould‘be-impqsed,"respondent.
.should not be pefmitted to practice as a sole practitioner; |

: .BFAfgcod ;auéeuéppearing;: i i e o

it:is CRDER#b‘that ANTHONY J. SIMMONS is‘suspended’frbm the
pr@cti#éuof.iaw for}; ée?iod-df three years,.retréaétivé‘td March}
 21;'5§03, and‘ﬁhﬁilythevfurther Order cf‘the Court; and it is
’furihér- N 7 |
 ‘16kDEREb'tha£ piiorltd reihstaﬁemengltp préétice, fespondent
shallAsubﬁifﬁprbof 6f‘his fitness to practice law as attested to
Mby:atmeﬁfa1 heaith p:ofessional'épprOVed by the Offiée of

-~

Attornéj Ethicn,=§nd shall.sat;sfy the awafd by thé‘Diétfiét ?AH 
FeeVArbitrétion Committee in District Docket No. VA-01-35F, as
ord__er‘etli'bycyt_he Court on February 21, 2003; and it is further

,ORDERED that on reihStatément to practice, réspbndéntvshall
_npt practiée law as a sole practitionervand éhall practice undéi',
:‘thé sﬁper#iéiﬁn ofﬁa pfacticing attorney aﬁproved by tha Officé'
of #ttorneyﬁEthics for a period of three yearé and until further
‘O:dér‘ofﬁtheiCourt; and it is’further | |

ORDERED that respondeht comply with Rule 1:20420Adealing




with suspended attorneys- and it is further

ORDERED that pursuant to Rule 1:20- 20(c), respondent'

e ‘failurefto coMply with the Affidavit of Compliance requirement of

| ‘fRule 1420 zocb)(is) may (1) preclude the Dieciplinary Review
‘Board from conaidering respondent's petition for reinstatement )

for a period of up to six months £rom the date respondent filea

g prootro£~conplianoe, (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 pureuant to. Rule 1:10- 2 and it is further |
ORDERED that the entire record-of this matter be made a -
permanent part of respondent's file as an attorney at. law of this
;'State. and it ie further

ORDERED that respondent reimburse the Disciplinary Oversight:
~*Committee for apprOpriate administrative costs and actual

expenses incurred in the prosecution of this matter, ‘as provided

_in Rule 1:20-17.

«WITﬁEss; the Honorable Deborah T. Poritz, Chief Justice, at

. Trenton, this 2nd day of May, 2006.

Theforagoingisatmecopy
oftheorigimlonﬁlein office.
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