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Introduction 

 To the Honorable Chief Justice and Associate Justices of the Supreme 

Court of New Jersey. 

This matter was before us on a motion for final discipline filed by the 

Office of Attorney Ethics (the OAE), pursuant to R. 1:20-13(c)(2), following 

respondent’s convictions, in the United States District Court for the Southern 

District of New York, for two counts of cyberstalking, in violation of 18 U.S.C. 

§ 2261(a)(2) and 18 U.S.C. § 2.1 The OAE asserted that these offenses constitute 

a violation of RPC 8.4(b) (committing a criminal act that reflects adversely on 

the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer).  

For the reasons set forth below, we determine to grant the motion for final 

discipline and conclude that a deferred, two-year suspension is the appropriate 

quantum of discipline for respondent’s misconduct. 

 

Ethics History 

Respondent earned admission to the New Jersey bar in 1988, the New 

York bar in 1989, and the District of Columbia bar in 1991. During the relevant 

 
1 The government elected not to proceed on one of the counts charged in the indictment. Moreover, 
on March 21, 2025, the United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit affirmed the 
conviction on two counts but reversed the third count. Thus, we have excluded from our review of 
this matter any evidence not relevant to the charges for which respondent ultimately was convicted. 
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timeframe, he practiced law in New York, New York. He has no prior discipline 

in New Jersey. 

Effective June 30, 2025, the Court administratively revoked respondent’s 

license to practice law in New Jersey, pursuant to R. 1:28-2(c), for his failure to 

pay the annual assessment to the New Jersey Lawyers’ Fund for Client 

Protection (the Fund) for seven consecutive years. R. 1:28-2(c) states, in part, 

that “an Order of revocation shall not, however, preclude the exercise of 

jurisdiction by the disciplinary system in respect of any misconduct that 

occurred prior to [the] Order’s effective date.” Respondent’s misconduct under 

scrutiny in this matter occurred prior to the revocation of his license in New 

Jersey. Accordingly, we and the Court retain jurisdiction to address his 

misconduct, detailed below. 

Effective August 3, 2023, the Supreme Court of New York, Appellate 

Division, First Judicial Department, temporarily suspended respondent pending 

the outcome of the disciplinary action in connection with his convictions 

underlying this matter. In the Matter of Willie E. Dennis, 218 A.D.3d 51 (N.Y. 

App. Div., First Dept. 2023). To date, New York has not imposed final 

discipline. 

Effective December 5, 2023, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals 
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temporarily suspended respondent based upon his temporary suspension in New 

York, but stayed the matter pending the outcome of the New York disciplinary 

proceedings.  

To date, respondent’s license remains revoked in New Jersey and he 

remains temporarily suspended from the practice of law in both New York and 

the District of Columbia. 

We now turn to the facts of this matter. 

 

Facts 

On November 19, 2020, a grand jury in the United States District Court 

for the Southern District of New York returned an indictment charging 

respondent with four counts of cyberstalking, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 

2261A(2)(B) and 18 U.S.C. § 2.2 A year later, in November 2021, authorities 

 
2 18 U.S.C. § 2261A(2), “Stalking,” provides that it is illegal to engage in conduct “with the intent 
to kill, injure, harass, intimidate, or place under surveillance with intent to kill, injure, harass, or 
intimidate another person, uses . . . any interactive computer service or electronic communication 
service or electronic communication system of interstate commerce, or any other facility of 
interstate or foreign commerce to engage in a course of conduct that (A) places that person in 
reasonable fear of the death of or serious bodily injury . . . or (B) causes, attempts to cause, or 
would be reasonably expected to cause substantial emotional distress to a person . . . .”  
 
18 U.S.C. § 2, “Principals,” states that “(a) Whoever commits an offense against the United States 
or aids, abets, counsels, commands, induces or procures its commission, is punishable as a 
principal. (b) Whoever willfully causes an act to be done which if directly performed by him or 
another would be an offense against the United States, is punishable as a principal.” 
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arrested respondent, in the Dominican Republic, in connection with that 

indictment.  

In October 2022, respondent’s criminal matter proceeded to trial on three 

of the four counts in the indictment. Respondent represented himself at trial, 

did not testify, and did not call any witnesses.3 On October 17, 2022, the jury 

returned a guilty verdict on three counts.  

On February 10, 2023, the Honorable Jed S. Rakoff, U.S.D.J., sentenced 

respondent to a twenty-four-month term of incarceration, followed by a three-

year term of supervised release. 

Respondent failed to notify the OAE of his criminal charges and 

subsequent conviction, as R. 1:20-13(a)(1) requires. Rather, the OAE learned 

of his criminal matter following the publication of an article in the New Jersey 

Law Journal.  

The facts underlying respondent’s criminal convictions are as follows. 

  

 
3 The District Court determined that respondent qualified for court-appointed counsel and assigned 
an attorney to represent him. Respondent then terminated that attorney and moved to represent 
himself, which the District Court allowed following a hearing. In doing so, however, the court 
appointed “shadow counsel” to assist respondent with his defense. When respondent later 
terminated that attorney, the District Court appointed a second shadow counsel. However, when 
respondent terminated that attorney, the court declined to appoint a third shadow counsel, and 
respondent then represented himself at trial, without any such assistance.  
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Victim J.B. 

 During respondent’s criminal trial, J.B. testified that he was an equity and 

managing partner at a law firm in New York (the Firm). Respondent had been 

an equity partner at the Firm, until May 2019, when he was “expelled from the 

firm by a vote of the partnership.” J.B. recounted that, following respondent’s 

termination, he began receiving disturbing e-mails from respondent, who quoted 

bible scripture and referenced mass shootings.  

As result of respondent’s behavior, in September 2019, the Firm sent a 

cease-and-desist letter to him, stating:  

You have been notified repeatedly that your 
communications directed to firm personnel – many of 
which contain statements that are false, offensive, 
menacing and/or threatening – are unwelcome and must 
stop, see e.g. Tab A. Yet, you have persisted in sending 
them. If you do not immediately cease-and-desist from 
all efforts to communicate with firm personnel, the firm 
and affected individuals will have no alternative but to 
continue to work with law enforcement and pursue all 
available remedies, including criminal sanctions. 
 
. . . . 
 
There is no doubt that your conduct constitutes 
harassment and menacing. Just since your expulsion 
from the firm on May 13, 2019, which became 
necessary in part because of your unrelenting 
harassment, you have directed more than 1,000 emails, 
text messages and faxes to scores of individuals in the 
firm. Many of the emails and text messages are sent by 
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you in rapid succession to multiple recipients at 
virtually all hours of the day and night and without 
response such that you had to understand the 
communication was unwelcome.  
 
. . . .  
 
You are to communicate with no one at the firm. In any 
manner or form. By any method or medium. 
 
[OAE231-32.]4 
 

Nevertheless, respondent continued to send Firm employees text messages.  

J.B. testified that, in May 2020, he began receiving text messages from 

respondent, including one such message stating: 

Also, please send me your home number so I can come 
by to water the plants. Of course, I will find a time when 
you are not there. A new gardener awakens flowers 
long dormant. Can you capture the image in your mind. 
It will be exhausting but fun. Your sons can help me. 
You must agree – I’m sorry, I want to make sure I didn't 
miss – I’m afraid I may have missed one. 
 
[OAE431.]  
 

J.B. further testified that respondent sent him a text message inquiring “what is 

your wife’s name. Save me some research time.” He added that the messages 

referring to his wife and children “terrified” him, and that he feared respondent 

 
4 “OAE” refers to the Bates stamped exhibits appended to the OAE’s August 27, 2025 brief.  
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would go to his home and attempt to interact with members of his family.  

J.B. testified that other messages from respondent referred to him as a 

“dirty prosecutor;” a “hypocritical bitch;” a “bigot;” and a “gutter rat piece of 

shit.” Respondent also stated “you are going to get yours,” which J.B. took as 

an overt threat that respondent intended to either attack his credibility as a 

former prosecutor or spread false information. He testified that respondent also 

accused him of engaging in an inappropriate relationship with C.B., another 

Firm partner, and possibly others at the Firm.  

In June 2020, respondent sent J.B. a text messages asking if his “klan” 

meeting was that weekend, which J.B. understood to mean the Ku Klux Klan.  

In August 2020, respondent’s text messages referred to marching children 

“to the ovens” and asked if J.B. had the “ovens going” that morning, which J.B. 

understood to be a reference to the Holocaust.   

On September 1, 2020, respondent sent J.B. a text message threatening to 

kill J.B.’s colleague, R.M., as well as R.M.’s children. J.B. testified that he 

believed that respondent was “threatening to actually kill [R.M.’s] kids.”  

Throughout August and September 2020, respondent continued to send 

text messages to J.B., referring to his family and his children, with one text 

message stating “kids are in.” He testified that, in another text message, 
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respondent stated: 

During this biblical moment, god is going to test [A.S. 
school] like it has never been tested before. Its survival 
will depend on its values. People will be dying daily for 
the next year and the [A.S.] school is going to watch it 
daily along with me. 
 
[OAE479.] 
 

J.B. added that his children and respondent’s children all attended A.S. school.  

J.B. testified that, on September 29, 2020, respondent sent a text message 

stating: 

[S]ince we are including family members in this 
conversation, I have asked everyone to provide me with 
contact information so I do not have to spend time 
locating people. Please provide. 
 
[OAE490.] 
 

J.B. testified that, on October 26, 2020, respondent sent text messages 

stating: 

I have been preoccupied. I have not forgotten about 
you. When we are done, you are going to wish you had 
never met me. I need your kids contact information. 
Can I get some through [A.S.]? It is going to be a long 
winter . . . bitch  
 
. . . I am going to chase them down and inflict such . . . 
and the sins of the father is real. Ask [P.K.] and [P.S.] 
or, even better, their sons, [M.K.] and [K.S.]. Have your 
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kids talk to them now.5 
 
[OAE487.] 
 

J.B testified that respondent’s text messages made him feel “alarmed” and 

“scared,” stating: 

In the context of all the messages that I was receiving, 
the frequency with which they were coming in, coming 
in in the middle of the night, very angry, clearly very 
focused on me, that he was clearly angry with me, and 
that he’s now invoking biblical -- violent biblical 
scripture, telling me that he’s acting at God’s 
command, this scared me because at this point, frankly, 
I thought he was just completely off the rails. And I was 
afraid that I did not know what he would do next. 
 
. . . . 
 
[T]hat [respondent] was now acting as a, as a messenger 
of God and was going to make sure that I was going to 
get punished. 
 
[OAE468-69.] 

 
J.B. testified that, from May through October 2020, respondent sent him 

text messages multiple times a week, sometimes daily, and often in the middle 

of the night. He further testified that he found the messages to be disruptive, as 

they often arrived between 1:00 a.m. and 4:00 a.m., with some messages arriving 

 
5 J.B. testified that P.K. and P.S. were a former partner and current partner at the Firm, and that 
M.K. and K.S. were the names of their sons.  
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within minutes of each other. He stated that he never replied to the texts but did 

not block respondent’s text messages, adding that “I was so concerned that 

[respondent] might actually be planning harm for me or my kids or my family 

that I at least wanted to know, if he was going to come, I wanted to know when 

he was coming.”  

J.B. further testified that he showed his children photographs of 

respondent “so that they understood that if they ever saw him around our home 

that they should call the police.” He testified that he changed both his parking 

garage and his route to work; minimized the amount of time he walked openly 

on the sidewalk; upgraded his home security system and added cameras; and 

slept with a loaded gun. He added: 

I’m not scared that he’s going to jump me in the 
courtroom today. I’m scared that after we’re -- after I 
leave here today and after he leaves here today that he’s 
going to continue doing what he’s been doing for the 
last couple of years, which is going out, spreading vile, 
awful lies that are designed to impact my integrity, my 
reputation, potentially endanger my family, my kids. 
I’m concerned that he’s going to continue to do that. 
I’m scared about that. 
 
[OAE519.] 
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Victim C.B. 

 During respondent’s criminal trial, C.B. testified that she also had worked 

with him at the Firm, where she had a cordial relationship with him until he was 

“expelled from the partnership,” in 2019, at which time he began sending her 

text messages about a movie containing violent scenes and a suicide mission. 

C.B. testified that she interpreted the contents of the texts as respondent sending 

her a message, which frightened her.  

C.B. further testified that, by August 2020, respondent “really ramped up” 

the text messages to her and she felt she was in danger. In his texts, respondent 

referred to C.B. as “gutter to the end,” said she did not “fool” him, she could not 

be trusted, and “the world needs to know.” C.B. testified that she believed that 

respondent was threatening her career and reputation, and he intended to start a 

“smear campaign” to “spread false statements in retaliation” for her not 

responding to his messages.  

At the time, both C.B. and respondent lived in the same general area. On 

August 31, 2020, respondent sent C.B. a text message stating: 

You need to practice outside of New York. Because if 
you stay in New York, I am going to follow you till you 
answer my questions cotton head. Easier I think for you 
to practice elsewhere. But your call. Cotton head. 
 
[OAE614.] 
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C.B. testified that she considered respondent’s use of the term “cotton head” as 

a derogatory, racial slur and found it to be hurtful, embarrassing, and demeaning. 

She further testified that she perceived his text message to be a threat, which 

caused her to feel vulnerable and frightened.6 Later that day, respondent sent 

another text message to C.B., asking if she was packing yet and informing her 

that he was going to make an example out of her.  

C.B. further testified that: 

[I]in late August, he sent texts telling me he was going 
to follow me until I answered him and, you know, more 
of this biblical symbol stuff and sending me texts with 
the word death and skull. Skull followed by death, but 
like several times in one text. Sending me pictures of 
myself, which shows he’s like finding a picture on the 
internet and sending it back to me. So I really was 
afraid.  
 
And so I stopped leaving my apartment as frequently. I 
normally went for a morning jog. I did it every now and 
then, but I was so afraid, I stopped doing it as much. 
Then I got security. So those were the steps I took. 
 
. . . .  
 
Well, because he said he was going to follow me, and 
he was sending me texts that were clearly intended to 
intimidate and were threatening. And so I didn’t know 
if he was following me, and I didn’t feel safe. 
  

 
6 C.B. testified that respondent also referred to her as a “biscuit head;” a “murderer;” a “gutter rat;” 
and “trash.”  
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And then, it was exacerbated by the fact that we were 
in a pandemic and everyone was wearing a mask, and I 
couldn’t tell who was who, so I was like extra paranoid. 
Standing in line outside the grocery store wearing a 
mask, not knowing who was behind me. Running and 
not knowing if I was running past his [home]. Even 
though I knew he had a [home] in [my area], I didn’t 
know what street it was on. So I just was very paranoid 
and very anxious, so I just kind of became more of a 
recluse. 
 
[OAE610-11.] 
 

On September 1, 2020, at approximately 1:00 a.m., respondent sent a 

message to C.B. stating, “you are going to be a biblical symbol during this time 

of injustice and hatred of what happens when you are offensive in the eyes of 

the lord.” Throughout that day, respondent continued sending C.B. text 

messages telling her to pack and “get out,” and stating that her “moment is here” 

and “during this biblical moment, you will be a biblical example.” Another text 

message stated: 

You know every time I send a text to the big room and 
you do not respond it makes me even more annoyed at 
you. You can discuss my reasonableness won’t respect 
to my family publicly (sic) and then back to the no 
backbone [C.B.] I have always known. Others have 
stated it but again I was silent. You really need to leave 
the New York office soon, like in a week or so or you 
will become part of the public conversation. 
 
[OAE619.] 
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C.B. testified that respondent stated “hundreds” of times that she was 

going to be a “biblical symbol,” and that “god commanded him to act,” which 

led her to believe he was going to harm her.  

In another text message, respondent stated: 

[C.B.], this week I will begin to make you a biblical 
symbol during this biblical moment. Black lives matter. 
As you know I have been reflecting on this for over a 
year, so it is being done with much regret. Having 
traveled a similar road, I also know it will be very 
painful personally and professionally. For this reason, I 
think you deserve to know why. Such information may 
be helpful to you to navigate the storm which is 
descending. During the course of this Sunday, I will try 
and complete this obligation that I do owe you.  
 
[OAE608-09.] 

 
In his text messages, respondent also stated that C.B. was “not at the very 

top of the list, but I can hardly wait to get to you.” C.B. testified that the text 

messages led her to believe that respondent was going to begin exacting 

whatever revenge he was alluding to in his earlier messages, causing her to be 

anxious, paranoid, and unable to concentrate, sleep, or work.  

C.B. testified that, due to respondent’s persistent and alarming text 

messages, and his proximity to her home, she obtained security at her apartment 

at night. However, when the text messages became more threatening, the 

security remained with her during the day and followed her to work. She 



15 

 

testified: 

I ultimately decided it would be best for me to leave the 
state for a bit until I got more clarity on the situation, 
where he was, if he was indeed following me, because 
although I had security, I felt like a stalker knows your 
security’s habits, and they know when they’re there and 
not there and where they are, and if I’m ever out of their 
sight, be a target. And I wasn’t able to get comfortable, 
even with them there. I was just always on edge. So I 
moved. 
 
[OAE628-29.] 
 

In September 2020, C.B. temporarily moved out of New York, but respondent 

was unrelenting.  

C.B. testified that, in September and October 2020, she was just getting 

“so, so, so many texts that it was just the series of texts that made it, together, 

very harassing and intimidating.” In October 2020, respondent sent her text 

messages stating, “[y]ou just did not know that God intends for you to be a 

biblical symbol through these unholy times, at this point beyond either of our 

control.” He sent her another text message stating, “[a] biblical symbol and did 

not even know it while I was watching you being set up. Well, now, come to 

papa.” Another text message stated, “[y]ou better speak. I’m getting annoyed 

with you today.”  

In November 2020, upon learning respondent was no longer in New York, 
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C.B. moved back. However, the text messages continued. Respondent sent her 

additional messages, accusing her of sleeping with men at the Firm, and in 

January 2021, he told C.B. to “sleep with one eye open.” C.B. testified that she 

decided to move out of the apartment she had lived in for thirteen years because 

she continued to receive text messages from respondent and she remained “very 

afraid.”  

C.B. testified that, at times, respondent would send her hundreds of text 

messages in a single day. She stated that she never responded to any of the 

messages but she never blocked respondent’s number because she wanted to 

know what he was thinking and planning.  

 Based, in part, on the foregoing facts, in November 2021, respondent was 

arrested on the charges in the indictment. A five-day jury trial took place 

between October 11 and October 17, 2022. Throughout the trial, the District 

Judge repeatedly admonished respondent and threatened to hold him in contempt 

for improperly making assertions of fact to the jury by offering lengthy 

statements while questioning the witnesses. On October 17, 2022, the jury 

returned a guilty verdict on the three counts.  

On February 10, 2023, respondent’s sentencing hearing took place before 

Judge Rakoff. Respondent retained counsel and testified at the sentencing 



17 

 

hearing. During his testimony, respondent apologized to the three victims, 

stating he “fully accepted responsibility” for his actions and the “negative 

consequences which harmed each” of them. He admitted to sending thousands 

of “e-mails” to the three victims with the intent of “at least frightening them,” 

and with the knowledge that a reasonable person could read some of the 

messages “as being threatening.” Respondent testified that, at the time, “he was 

emotional” because he felt the victims were not supporting him in his fight 

against the Firm. He testified that he recognized that his “e-mails” deeply 

disturbed and frightened the victims and, although he never intended to cause 

physical harm, they would have interpreted what he said as threatening physical 

harm.  

Respondent also apologized to his prior legal counsel, who he conceded 

had attempted to provide him with legal advice, which he stated he “could not 

hear at the time.” He added that he will “continue to pay for that error in 

judgment” for the rest of his life. He also apologized to the District Court, 

stating that he appeared before the District Court with “all the pride of a man 

who had been practicing criminal law for 30 years . . . however, [he] was a 

corporate lawyer with no litigation or criminal experience . . . .”  

Following respondent’s testimony, Judge Rakoff sentenced him, on each 
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count, to concurrent twenty-four-month terms of incarceration. Judge Rakoff 

noted that, although respondent was “out of control when he committed the 

crimes here for emotional reasons,” two psychiatrists determined that there was 

“nothing more seriously mentally ill about him,” and, thus, the District Court 

recommended that respondent serve his sentence in a medical prison to address 

his ongoing medical issues,7 rather than in a mental health program. Judge 

Rakoff also imposed a three-year term of supervised release.  

 

The Parties’ Positions Before the Board 

In support of its motion for final discipline, the OAE argued that 

respondent violated RPC 8.4(b) based on his criminal convictions for two counts 

of cyberstalking. In support of its recommendation that respondent receive a 

three-year suspension, the OAE cited disciplinary precedent, discussed below, 

in which attorneys convicted of harassment, stalking, or cyberstalking have 

received discipline ranging from a reprimand to lengthy terms of suspension.  

In mitigation, the OAE noted that respondent has no prior discipline in his 

thirty-seven years at the bar. In addition, the OAE argued that respondent 

engaged in the misconduct, in part, in a personal capacity, rather than a 

 
7 At the time of his conviction, respondent had multiple medical conditions.  
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professional capacity. Further, the OAE asserted that his misconduct did not 

harm any clients.  

In aggravation, the OAE emphasized that respondent had engaged in a 

pattern of harassment, for nearly two years, with the intent to intimidate his 

victims, which resulted in those victims seeking enhanced security measures. 

Moreover, the OAE noted that respondent refused to comply with the Firm’s 

cease-and-desist letter and, during his criminal trial, the District Court was 

forced to frequently admonish him for failing to follow the court’s directives. 

The OAE also noted that respondent failed to report his criminal charges, his 

conviction, or his temporary suspension in New York, as R. 1:20-13(a)(1) and 

R. 1:20-14(a)(1) require.  

Respondent did not submit a brief for our consideration. 

 

Respondent’s Submissions to the Board 

Between November 17 and November 19, 2025, respondent sent a series 

of e-mails to the Board, asserting that he could not “meaningfully participate in 

[his] defense without access to [his] federal criminal and appellate case file,” 

and requesting that we adjourn the oral argument scheduled for November 20, 

2025, pending the release of his criminal client file. Respondent further 
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requested that we issue a directive to his former defense counsel “reminding 

them of their obligation to release [the criminal file] immediately.”   

Following our initial denial of his adjournment request, respondent filed 

with us (1) a request for reconsideration of the adjournment denial; (2) an 

“emergency request for a protective order,” reiterating his view that “it is 

impossible for [him] to defend [himself] in a [disciplinary] proceeding without 

access to the judgment of conviction, sentencing transcript, PSR, appellate 

filings, counsel correspondence, discovery materials, medical documentation, 

and other essential records;” (3) an “emergency request for disclosure of 

evidence and access to the record,” seeking access to all exhibits, documents, 

communications, files, witness lists, or statements the presenter intended to use 

at the disciplinary hearing; and (4) a “request for appointment of counsel.” 

On November 21, 2025, we granted respondent’s adjournment request, 

noting that the OAE had served respondent with the underlying motion for final 

discipline in September 2025 and the Office of Board Counsel had provided him 

with a copy of the entire file in November 2025. Despite such proper service, 

respondent did not file a reply brief by the provided deadline.  

We further stated that we would not consider respondent’s e-mails, styled 

as applications for the appointment of counsel, requests to compel the 
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production of records from his prior counsel, and other requests for relief, as 

pending motions, and directed respondent to proceed in accordance with the 

Court Rules governing attorney discipline if he wished to file any motion for 

relief. We further directed him to seek consent from the OAE if he wished to 

submit a brief in connection with this matter.  

On December 31, 2025, respondent filed with us another request, seeking 

(1) the complete record underlying the instant disciplinary matter; (2) an order 

compelling his former defense counsel to produce the criminal client file; (3) a 

deferment of the deadline for his reply to the underlying motion for final 

discipline until his receipt of the entire criminal file and the record underlying 

the disciplinary matter; (4) an itemized list of the materials relied upon by the 

OAE and us; (5) a sworn certification of completeness; and (6) any other relief 

we deemed appropriate. 

On January 2, 2026, we sent respondent a letter, confirming that he was 

in possession of the entire disciplinary record upon which we and the Court 

would rely to determine the appropriate quantum of discipline for his criminal 

convictions. We, thus, denied his requests as moot. We further confirmed that 

we lacked jurisdiction to compel his former attorney to release his criminal 

client file and, consequently, denied that request. Last, we denied his request for 



22 

 

a second adjournment in this matter.  

On January 14, 2026, respondent sent an e-mail to the Court, styled as an 

emergent application to stay or postpone our January 15, 2026 review of this 

matter. On the same date, the Court notified respondent, via e-mail, that it does 

not review our adjournment decisions on an emergent interlocutory basis. 

However, the Court informed him that his arguments are preserved for review 

and may be raised, following the issuance of our decision in this matter, by filing 

a notice of petition for review with the Court. 

 

Analysis and Discipline 

Violations of the Rules of Professional Conduct 

Following a review of the record, we determine to grant the OAE’s motion 

for final discipline. Final discipline proceedings in New Jersey are governed by 

R. 1:20-13(c). Under that Rule, a criminal conviction is conclusive evidence of 

guilt in a disciplinary proceeding. R. 1:20-13(c)(1). See also In re Magid, 139 

N.J. 449, 451 (1995), and In re Principato, 139 N.J. 456, 460 (1995).  

Pursuant to RPC 8.4(b), it is misconduct for an attorney to “commit a 

criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness[,] 

or fitness as a lawyer.” Thus, respondent’s convictions for two counts of 
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cyberstalking, contrary to 18 U.S.C. § 2261(a)(2), establishes his violation of 

RPC 8.4(b). Hence, the sole issue left for our determination is the proper 

quantum of discipline for his misconduct. R. 1:20-13(c)(2); Magid, 139 N.J. at 

451-52; Principato, 139 N.J. at 460. 

 

Quantum of Discipline 

In determining the appropriate measure of discipline, we must consider 

the interests of the public, the bar, and respondent. “The primary purpose of 

discipline is not to punish the attorney but to preserve the confidence of the 

public in the bar.” Principato, 139 N.J. at 460. Fashioning the appropriate 

penalty involves the consideration of many factors, including “the nature and 

severity of the crime, whether the crime is related to the practice of law, and any 

mitigating factors such as respondent’s reputation, [their] prior trustworthy 

conduct, and general good conduct.” In re Lunetta, 118 N.J. 443, 445-46 (1989). 

The Court has noted that, although it does not conduct “an independent 

examination of the underlying facts to ascertain guilt,” it will “consider them 

relevant to the nature and extent of discipline to be imposed.” Magid, 139 N.J. 

at 452. In motions for final discipline, it is acceptable to “examine the totality 

of [the] circumstances, including the details of the offense, the background of 
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respondent, and the pre-sentence report” before reaching a decision as to the 

sanction to be imposed. In re Spina, 121 N.J. 378, 389 (1990). The “appropriate 

decision” should provide “due consideration to the interests of the attorney 

involved and to the protection of the public.” Ibid. 

The fact that an attorney’s conduct did not involve the practice of law or 

arise from a client relationship will not excuse an ethics transgression or lessen 

the degree of sanction. In re Musto, 152 N.J. 165, 173 (1997). “Offenses that 

evidence ethical shortcomings, although not committed in the attorney’s 

professional capacity, may, nevertheless, warrant discipline.” Ibid. (citing In re 

Hasbrouck,140 N.J. 162, 167 (1995)). The obligation of an attorney to maintain 

the high standard of conduct required by a member of the bar applies even to 

activities that may not directly involve the practice of law or affect the attorney’s 

clients. In re Schaffer, 140 N.J. 148, 156 (1995).  

In New Jersey, attorneys found guilty of harassment or stalking have 

received discipline ranging from a reprimand to a term of suspension, depending 

on factors including the duration of the criminal behavior, whether the attorney 

had a history of stalking or harassment, and whether the attorney’s crimes were 

linked to diagnosed mental illness.  

In Frankfurt, the Court suspended an attorney for three months following 
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his guilty plea to fourth-degree stalking, in violation of N.J.S.A. 2C:12-10(b). 

In re Frankfurt, 159 N.J. 521 1999). In that matter, the victim was a Passaic 

County Superior Court Judge. In the Matter of Stanley S. Frankfurt, DRB 98-

312 (April 5, 1999) at 2. During a one-month period, the attorney visited the 

judge’s chambers on numerous occasions and asked to speak to her, despite the 

fact that he had no matters pending before her. Id. Even after court staff informed 

the attorney that the judge would not speak to him, he repeatedly returned to her 

chambers and asked to speak with her. Id.  

In determining that a three-month suspension was the appropriate 

quantum of discipline, we considered that the attorney purposely and repeatedly 

engaged in a course of conduct that was distressing to the judge and that 

reasonably caused fear of bodily harm. Id. at 4. Moreover, we noted that, six 

weeks after entering a guilty plea for stalking, the attorney failed to appear at a 

trial, despite a judge having directed him to appear. Id. 

Four years later, in Thakker, the Court reprimanded an attorney who 

pleaded guilty to one count of harassment. In re Thakker, 177 N.J. 228 (2003). 

In that matter, the attorney made repeated telephone calls, in the span of a few 

hours, to his former client, asking to speak with her husband. In the Matter of 

Jeff Edward Thakker, DRB 03-047 (June 5, 2003) at 2. The attorney knew, and 
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the client repeatedly reminded him during his first several calls, that her husband 

had been committed to a correctional facility that same day for an assault upon 

her. Id. After the client called the police, the responding officer warned 

respondent over the telephone to cease harassing the client or be charged with 

harassment. Id. The attorney then challenged the officer to come to his house 

and fight him. Id. Despite the police officer’s warning, the attorney continued 

to call his former client until just after midnight. Id. at 3. In determining that a 

reprimand was the appropriate quantum of discipline, we considered that the 

attorney’s conduct was attributable, at least in part, to his alcohol abuse, and 

that he was not practicing law at the time. Id. at 6.   

Thereafter, in Wachtel, the Court suspended an attorney for six months 

for stalking two individuals. In re Wachtel, 194 N.J. 509 (2008). In the first 

matter, Wachtel left numerous threatening telephone messages for his wife’s 

attorney and inappropriately sent a box of feminine hygiene products with an 

obscene note attached, intended for that attorney’s pregnant daughter. In the 

Matter of Eric D. Wachtel, DRB 07-275 (December 20, 2007) at 2. The note 

wished for the woman’s death during childbirth. Id. In a second matter, Wachtel 

threatened a court-appointed mediator by leaving obscene messages for her with 

references to “doing certain sexual acts” to her. Id. at 3. We considered, in 
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aggravation, that Wachtel had previous involvement with the law, including a 

2005 guilty plea to disorderly conduct and possession of drug paraphernalia in 

connection with an arrest for shoplifting, and a 2006 guilty plea to harassment, 

a disorderly persons offense. Id. at 5. In further aggravation, as executor of his 

late father’s estate, Wachtel sent his sister’s attorney a harassing letter and left 

two harassing, obscene messages on the attorney’s answering machine. Id. at 5-

6. In mitigation, we considered Wachtel’s severe mental illness and history of 

drug and alcohol abuse. Id. at 6. 

In Beatty, which was decided the same year as Wachtel, the Court 

suspended an attorney for three months after he pleaded guilty to fourth-degree 

stalking, in violation of N.J.S.A. 2C:12-10(b). In re Beatty, 196 N.J. 153 (2008). 

In that matter, the attorney worked as a security guard at Monmouth Park 

Racetrack and became fixated on a woman who was a frequent guest of a horse 

trainer.  In the Matter of Paul Stephen Beatty, DRB 08-006 (June 10, 2008) at 

3. When the woman ceased appearing at the racetrack, Beatty convinced himself 

that something terrible must have happened to her. Id. at 3-5. Therefore, he 

traveled to the horse trainer’s home in South Carolina in an attempt to locate the 

woman. Id. 

Additionally, the year before Beatty began employment at the racetrack, 
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he stalked his neighbor. Id. at 5. The neighbor had turned down Beatty’s 

invitation to dinner, so he contacted the police. Id. at 6. With no basis in fact, 

Beatty had imagined that the neighbor had hosted a loud party at her apartment, 

at which a young man was tortured in preparation for his murder. Id. Eventually, 

Beatty’s conduct deteriorated to the point that he was caught peering into the 

neighbor’s apartment window while she dressed. Id. After the neighbor moved 

away, Beatty located her and resumed his stalking by again peering into her 

window. Id. Beatty admitted that he had suffered from mental illness, for which 

he had been treated for thirty years. Id. 

We found that Beatty’s misconduct, which occurred over two years, was 

more serious than the attorney’s misconduct in Frankfurt. Id. at 10. Furthermore, 

we were troubled that Beatty stalked the woman at the racetrack while enrolled 

in Pretrial Intervention for having stalked his neighbor. Id. Because the attorney 

suffered from a serious mental illness, we requested that the OAE compel his 

medical examination for possible placement on disability inactive status. Id. at 

11.  

More recently, in February 2023, the Court imposed lengthy terms of 

suspension for attorneys who engaged in severe, depraved acts of stalking, 

including cyberstalking and threatening behavior. See In re Lynch, 253 N.J. 3 
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(2023), and In re Waldman, 253 N.J. 4 (2023). 

In Lynch, the attorney pleaded guilty to one count of stalking after he set 

his romantic sights on a stranger at a train station. In the Matter of William H. 

Lynch, Jr., DRB 21-274 (June 21, 2022) at 3. Lynch’s victim initially welcomed 

him as a friend and repeatedly told Lynch that she wanted nothing more than his 

friendship. Id. at 4. However, Lynch ignored her clear statements and, instead, 

projected his sexual desires onto her, repeatedly and incessantly sending her 

thousands of sexual and abusive text messages, during the span of several weeks. 

Id. at 4-9. After his victim demanded that Lynch never contact her again, Lynch 

left her two profane, sexually explicit voicemail messages. Id. at 9-11. During 

one of the voicemail messages, Lynch told his victim that “you’re gonna sign a 

contract so that you’re not gonna cry rape and try to sue me.” Id. at 10. 

Thereafter, based solely on his victim’s refusal to accept his sexual 

advances, Lynch threatened his victim that he would utilize his “contact[s]” at 

the Federal Bureau of Investigations and the Central Intelligence Agency in 

connection with his victim’s status in the United States. Id. at 15. Moreover, 

Lynch went to his local police station, as well as the Pennsylvania Attorney 

General’s Office, in attempts to file baseless reports against his victim. Id. at 35. 

Finally, Lynch threatened his victim by claiming that he had several firearms in 
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his house. Id. at 12.  

In determining that an eighteen-month suspension was the appropriate 

quantum of discipline, we weighed, in aggravation, the fact that Lynch’s conduct 

had caused his victim so much fear that she purchased a firearm, obtained a 

license to carry the firearm, and joined a shooting club to prepare to protect 

herself from him. Id. at 44. We accorded minimal weight to Lynch’s mental 

health diagnoses, particularly because of his own concession that there was no 

link between his conduct and his mental health, and the lack of medical 

documentation establishing any link between his behavior and his diagnoses. Id. 

at 47. The Court agreed. 

In Waldman, the attorney pleaded guilty to one count of cyberstalking in 

connection with the end of his four-month dating relationship with his victim. 

In the Matter of David R. Waldman, DRB 22-012 (July 18, 2022) at 3. After the 

breakup, Waldman, for the next four years, engaged in a course of conduct that 

threatened his victim’s safety and caused her substantial emotional distress. Id. 

Specifically, Waldman sent his victim hundreds of harassing and threatening e-

mails, created various blogs and posted complaints about the breakup, and 

repeatedly threatened violence against his victim. Id. at 3. Waldman threatened 

to kidnap his victim, hold her bound and gagged in his apartment, and rape her 
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with a knife. Id. at 3. Waldman also demanded that his victim have sexual 

intercourse with him and threatened her with other acts of violence. Id. 

Additionally, Waldman contacted his victim’s employer multiple times, making 

baseless allegations that his victim had abused illegal drugs. Id. at 8.  

Waldman’s victim obtained two restraining orders against him, both of 

which he violated. Id. at 9-10. Additionally, Waldman’s violation of the 

restraining orders included employing increasingly sophisticated means to 

continue his violent threats against his victim, including the creation of blogs 

using pseudonyms. Id. at 12-13. After Waldman was arrested, federal agents 

found a large knife in his home, a lock-picking kit, and several diaries that 

purportedly included instructions on how to conceal Internet Protocol addresses 

and create untraceable blog pages. Id. at 13.  

In determining that a three-year suspension was the appropriate quantum 

of discipline, we weighed, in aggravation, the fact that Waldman attempted to 

dissuade his victim from reporting his criminal conduct to law enforcement. Id. 

at 29. In further aggravation, we weighed the discriminatory character of 

Waldman’s antisemitic and misogynistic comments, which we viewed as 

irreconcilable with the traits of a member of the New Jersey bar. Id. The Court 

agreed. 
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In our view, respondent’s conduct was more serious than that of the 

attorney in Wachtel, who the Court suspended for six months. Specifically, 

respondent’s conduct was more pervasive than Wachtel’s, considering that 

respondent sent hundreds of disturbing messages over a span of approximately 

eighteen months. Further, unlike Wachtel, respondent was not diagnosed with 

mental health issues, nor did he have substance abuse issues.  

Although respondent did not threaten the use of a weapon, his behavior 

was no less threatening and instilled the same fear in his victims as that of the 

attorney in Lynch, where the Court determined that an eighteen-month 

suspension was the appropriate quantum of discipline.  

Like Lynch, respondent sent his victims hundreds of disturbing and 

menacing text messages, some of which he laced with profanity and derogatory 

names, and others he admitted he sent with the knowledge that a reasonable 

person could read the messages as being threatening. His actions caused J.B. to 

change his parking garage and his route to work; minimize the amount of time 

he walked openly on the sidewalk; upgrade his home security system and add 

cameras; and sleep with a loaded gun to protect himself and his family. 

Respondent’s actions had caused C.B. so much fear that she altered her daily 

routine; sought enhanced security measures; temporarily left New York; and 



33 

 

ultimately moved out of her home of thirteen years. Moreover, respondent’s 

conduct was more pervasive as that of the attorney in Lynch, whose conduct 

spanned only a few months. Unlike Lynch, however, respondent did not 

expressly attempt to leverage his status as a lawyer in connection with his 

threatening behavior.  

Conversely, respondent’s conduct was not as pervasive as that of the 

attorney in Waldman, who the Court suspended for three years. Respondent’s 

conduct spanned approximately eighteen months, versus the four years 

confronted in Waldman. Although respondent did not make specific threats of 

violence against either victim or threaten them with a weapon, as Waldman had 

done, he did threaten to kill R.M.’s children and his repeated references to 

biblical violence led his victims to believe he intended to commit acts of 

violence against them. Unlike Waldman, respondent’s refusal to heed the 

warnings set forth in the Firm’s cease-and-desist letter did not rise to the level 

of violating two restraining orders. Moreover, unlike Waldman, respondent did 

not attempt to dissuade his victims from reporting his criminal conduct to law 

enforcement. 

Based upon the foregoing disciplinary precedent, we determine that an 

eighteen-month suspension is the minimum quantum of discipline necessary to 
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protect the public and to preserve confidence in the bar. To craft the appropriate 

discipline in this case, we also consider mitigating and aggravating factors. 

In mitigation, respondent expressed remorse for his actions. Although he 

has an unblemished career in his thirty-seven years at the bar, a factor we 

ordinarily accord significant weight, we accord little weight to this fact in view 

of his administrative ineligibility to practice law, since 2019. Further, the record 

does not establish that he ever practiced law in New Jersey. See In the Matter of 

Tony Chung-Min Hom, DRB 22-210 (May 3, 2023) (we accorded little weight 

to the attorney’s twenty-five-year career at the New Jersey bar because he had 

been administratively ineligible to practice law in New Jersey for seven 

consecutive years), and In the Matter of David Jay Bernstein, DRB 21-011 

(September 22, 2021) (we accorded little weight to the attorney’s thirty-six years 

admitted to the New Jersey bar because the attorney acknowledged, during oral 

argument, that he did not practice law in New Jersey).  

In aggravation, respondent failed to inform the OAE of his criminal 

charges, his conviction, and his temporary suspension in New York as the 

disciplinary Rules require.  
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Conclusion 

On balance, we determine that a two-year suspension is the quantum of 

discipline necessary to protect the public and preserve confidence in the bar.  

Moreover, because the Court administratively revoked respondent’s 

license to practice law in New Jersey based on his failure to pay the annual 

assessment to the Fund for seven consecutive years, we recommend that his two-

year suspension be deferred until such time as he seeks to resume the practice 

of law in New Jersey. 

Chair Cuff voted to recommend a deferred, eighteen-month suspension. 

Members Hoberman and Modu were absent. 

We further determine to require respondent to reimburse the Disciplinary 

Oversight Committee for administrative costs and actual expenses incurred in 

the prosecution of this matter, as provided in R. 1:20-17.  

      Disciplinary Review Board 
      Hon. Mary Catherine Cuff, P.J.A.D. (Ret.), 
      Chair 
 
          By: /s/ Timothy M. Ellis    
             Timothy M. Ellis 
             Chief Counsel 
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