
IN THE MATTER OF

RICHARD R. THOMAS,    If,

AN ATTORtTEY AT LAW

i- Ueptember

SUPREME COURT OF NEW JERSEY
Term 2004

(Attorney No. 032601995)

The Disciplinary Review Board having filed with the court

its decision in DRB 04-303, concluding that RICHARD R. THOMAS,

II, of NEWARK, who was admitted to the bar Of this State in 1995,

and who has been suspended from the practice of law effective

October 29, 2004, should be suspended from the practice of law

for a period of two years for violating RPC. 1.1(a) (gross

neglect), RPC 1.3(lack of diligence), RPC 1.4(a) (failure to

communicate with a client), RPC 1.15(a)(failure to safeguard

property), RPC 1.15(b) (failure to make prompt disposition of

funds), RPC 1.15(d) (failure to �omply with recordkeeping rules),

RPC 8.4(a) (violation of, or attempt to violate the Rules of

Professional Conduct), RPC 8.4(b) (commission of a criminal act),

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

misrepresentation);

And the Disciplinary Review Board having further concluded

that respondent should continue to comply with the conditions

imposed in the Court’s Order filed on October I, 2004, requiring

that prior to reinstatement to practice, respondent should

complete ten hours of courses in professional responsibility and



complete ten hours of courses in professional responsibility and

practice under supervisionfor two years, and that respondent

should not be reinstated to practice until the conclusion of all

ethics matters pending against him;

And RICHARD R. THOMAS, II, having been ordered to show cause

why he should not be disbarred or otherwise disciplined;

And the Court having determined from its review of the

matter that a three-year suspension from practice is warranted;

And good cause appearing;

It is ORDERED that RICHARD R. THOMAS, II, is. suspended from

the practice of law for a period of three years and until the

further Order of the Court, retroactive to October 29, 2004; and

it is further

ORDERED that respondent shall not be reinstated to the

practice of law until all ethics matters pending against him are

concluded; and it is further

ORDERED that prior to reinstatement to practice, respondent

shall enroll in and complete ten hours of courses in professional

responsibility; and it is further

ORDERED that on reinstatement to practice, respondent shall

not practice law as a sole practitione~ and for a period of three

years and until the further Order of the Court, he shall be

supervised in his practice by a practicing attorney approved by

the Office of Attorney Ethics; and it is further

ORDERED that respondent continue to be restrained and

enjoined from practicing law during the period of suspension and

that respondent continue to comply with Rule 1:20-20; and it is
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the Honorable Deborah T.

this 3rd day of MaY, 2005.
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