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DI STRI CT VA ETHI CS COW TTEE,

Conpl ai nant, E DI SCI PLI NARY ACTI ON
vs. . COWPLAI NT
: (M nor M sconduct)
PATI ENCE R CLEMMVONS : R 1: 20- 4( b)
Respondent ,

Conpl ai nant, District VA Ethics Conmttee, whose mailing
address is c/o Essex County Bar Association, One Riverfront
Pl aza, Seventh Fl oor, Newark, New Jersey 07102, by way of
Conpl ai nt agai nst respondent, says:

GENERAL ALLEGATI ONS

1. Pati ence R. Clemons (hereinafter called
"respondent”) was admtted to the New Jersey Bar in 1987.

2. Respondent is a sole practitioner and maintains her
| aw of fices at 38 Vassar Avenue, Newark, New Jersey 07112.

FI RST COUNT
Di li gence, Comruni cati on

1. James Johnson (hereinafter called "grievant")

retained Al berta Foster, Esq. to represent himin a personal



injury claimarising out of a Novenber 21, 1994 notor vehicle
acci dent.
2. On Novenber 21, 1996, Foster filed a conplaint on

grievant's behal f captioned, Janmes Johnson v. Frank E.

Conversano and Allstate |Insurance Conpany, in the Superior

Court of New Jersey, Law Division, Sonerset County, Docket No.
SOM L-2126- 96.

3. Respondent took over responsibility for handling of
the case from Foster when Foster closed her |aw practice due
toill health on or about October 31, 1997. (Exhibit 1-1).

4. Thereafter, several dates for non-binding
arbitration were schedul ed, but were adjourned at the request

of Allstate attorneys.

5. The final arbitration date was schedul ed for March
13, 1998.
6. On that day, respondent appeared and advi sed court

personnel that an agreenent had been reached to submt
Johnson's case to Uninsured Motorist Arbitration.

7. Based on respondent's representations, the Court
initiated a Motion to Dism ss the Conplaint wthout prejudice
and the case was dism ssed on March 18, 1998.

8. On March 11, 1999, a Stipulation of Dismssal with

Prejudice was filed with the Court. (Exhibit 1-2).



9. Respondent has taken no further action since the
filing of the Stipulation of D sm ssal.

10. In addition, respondent has failed to keep grievant
reasonably informed as to the status of the matter or to
respond to grievant's reasonabl e requests for information.

11. In so doing, respondent commtted the follow ng
vi ol ations of the Rules of Professional Conduct:

a) RPC 1.3 - in that she did not act with reasonable
dil i gence and pronptness in representing a client;

b) RPC 1.4(a) - in that she did not keep the client
reasonably informed as to the status of the matter
and did not pronmptly conply with reasonabl e requests
for information.

SECOND COUNT
Di | i gence Commruni cati on

1. On or about October 31, 1997, respondent assuned the
handl i ng of a speeding ticket (Summons No. 00523) in the
Bor ough of Hi ghland Park on behalf of grievant's wfe, Joan
Enbry Johnson. (Exhibit 11-1).

2. Foster had handled the matter initially, had entered
a "not guilty plea" on behalf of the client, and had
requested, paid for and received discovery.

3. On COctober 31, 1997, respondent filed a Substitution
of Attorney. (Exhibit 11-2).

4. On May 14, 1998, the Court sent notice scheduling

the matter for trial on August 31, 1998. (Exhibit 11-3),



5. On the schedul ed trial date, respondent did not
appear and did not request an adjournnment.

6. The matter was adj ourned for reasons unknown.

7. On Decenmber 17, 1998, the Court sent notice re-
scheduling the matter for trial on January 11, 1999. (Exhibit
11-4).

8. On the re-scheduled trial date, respondent did not
appear and did not request an adjournnment.

9. On January 27, 1999, a Warrant was issued for Ms.
Johnson's arrest. (Exhibit 11-5).

10. Thereafter, Ms. Johnson attenpted to contact
respondent a nunber of tinmes, but respondent failed and
refused to reply.

11. Utimtely, Ms. Johnson's daughter, Carla Rivera,

t el ephoned the Hi ghl and Park Municipal Court and made
arrangenents for the bench warrant to be vacated, her nother
to plead guilty to the traffic sumopns and pay the prescribed
fine, $111.

12. In so doing, respondent conmtted the follow ng
vi ol ations of the Rules of Professional Conduct.

a) RPC 1.3 - in that she did not act with reasonable
diligence and pronptness in representing a client;

b) RPC 1.4(a) - in that she did not keep the client
reasonably informed as to the status of the matter
and did not pronptly conply with reasonabl e requests
for information;



THI RD COUNT
Failure to Cooperate with Disciplinary Authorities

1. In a letter to the OAE dated February 1, 1999,
grievant alleged that respondent |acked diligence and failed
to communicate with himin connection with his personal injury
matter and that respondent | acked diligence and failed to
conmuni cate in connection with his wife's nunicipal court
matter. (Exhibit I11-1).

2. On March 17, 1999, grievant submtted an Attorney
Et hics Gri evance Form and addi ti onal docunmentation. (Exhibit
111-2).

3. On April 12, 1999, the grievance was docket ed.

4. On April 26, 1999, the OAE forwarded a copy of the
grievance to respondent at her home address, 851 Park Pl ace,
Br ookl yn, New York 11216, and directed respondent to submt
her written response on or before May 18, 1999. (Exhibit I11-
3).

5. Respondent did not submt a response.

6. The OAE sent respondent a second letter on June 3,
1999 directed to the address appearing in the OAE' s records as
respondent's New Jersey |aw office, 38 Vassar Avenue, Newark,
New Jersey 07112, requesting her witten response. (Exhibit
111- 4) .

7. Agai n, respondent did not submt a reply.



8. On July 13, 1999, OAE Investigator Jule K. Bakle
hand-del i vered to respondent's New Jersey |law office, a copy
of the OAE's June 3, 1999 letter, a copy of the grievance and
a business card.

9. Agai n, respondent did not submt a reply, nor did
she contact the OAE in any fashion

10. In so doing, respondent conmtted the foll ow ng
vi ol ations of the Rules of Professional Conduct:

a) RPC 8.1(b) - in that, in connection with a

di sciplinary matter, she knowingly failed to respond

to a lawful demand for information from an
adm ssions or disciplinary authority.

WHEREFORE, respondent shoul d be disciplined.
DI STRI CT VA ETHI CS COW TTEE

Dat ed: May 22, 2000 /sl Charles F. Kenney, Esq.
Chai r



I nformati on on Answer
As of January 2000, the District VA Ethics Commttee had

no record of having received an answer from Ms. Cl enmons.



Di sposition
On Septenber 6, 2002, Respondent was suspended from practice

for a period of three nonths. Click here for report.


http://www.cjnj.org/html/sanctions/169NJ477.pdf
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