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In the Matter of Owen Chambers, an attorney and
counselor-at-law.

Grievance Committee for the Second, Eleventh, and
Thirteenth Judicial Districts, petitioner; Owen Chambers,
respondent.

(Attorney Registration No. 3974284)

Application by the petitioner, Grievance Committee for the Second, Eleventh, and
Thirteenth Judicia Districts, pursuant to 22 NY CRR 691.3, to impose discipline on the respondent
based upon disciplinary action taken against him by the Supreme Court of New Jersey. The
respondent was admitted to the Bar in the State of New Y ork at aterm of the Appellate Division of
the Supreme Court in the Third Judicial Department on July 24, 2001.

Diana Maxfield Kearse, Brooklyn, N.Y. (Myron C. Martynetz of counsel), for
petitioner.

PER CURIAM. By order filed March 9, 2012, the Supreme Court of

New Jersey suspended the respondent from the practice of 1aw for aperiod of three months, effective
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April 9, 2012, for violating Rules of Professional Conduct (hereinafter Rule) 1.1(a) (gross neglect);
Rule 1.3 (lack of diligence); Rule 1.4(b) (failure to communicate with client); Rule 1.15(a) (failure
to safeguard property); Rule8.1(a) (making afal se statement to disciplinary authorities); Rule8.1(b)
(failure to cooperate with disciplinary authorities); and Rule 8.4(c) (conduct involving dishonesty,
fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation). The order was based on a Decision of the Disciplinary Review
Board (hereinafter DRB) of the Supreme Court of New Jersey, decided December 22, 2011.

The respondent was admitted to the New Jersey Bar in 2000.

Summarized briefly, the underlying facts, as set forth in the DRB’ s decision, are as
follows: In 2003, Walter Richardson retained the respondent to pursue the return of funds he
believed an individual named Patricia Royster had taken from his retirement dinner. Royster was
in charge of organizing the retirement party. After the party, Royster gave Richardson a cash gift
of $500 (five $100 bhills) and a $500 travel gift certificate. Richardson believed that Royster
shortchanged him. When Richardson met the respondent in September 2003, Richardson gavethe
respondent, as evidence for his case against Royster, the five $100 bills and the gift certificate.
Richardson paid the respondent a retainer, and the respondent thereafter filed a summons and
complaint in Middlesex County Special Civil Part on Richardson’s behalf. Royster defaulted, and
Richardson obtained adefault judgment against Royster for approximately $6,400. The respondent
was to obtain an execution of Royster’ swages, but failed to do so. Despite numerous and repeated
attempts by Richardson to contact the respondent, the respondent did not communicate with
Richardson, aside from sending a letter stating that he owed the respondent more money.

Following a hearing on March 11, 2011, the District VIII Ethics Committee
(hereinafter DEC) made certain findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The DRB conducted
a de novo review of the record. In a written decision dated December 22, 2011, the DRB was
satisfied that the DEC’ s conclusion that the respondent was guilty of unethical conduct was fully
supported by clear and convincing evidence, and found that the respondent’ s failure to move for a
wage execution constituted lack of diligence and gross neglect. The DRB further found that the
respondent failed to reply to Richardson’ s repeated attempts to contact him about the status of the
matter, and that the respondent failed to safeguard Richardson’ sfundsand property. Inaddition, the
DRB found that the respondent misrepresented to Kim Connor, the investigator for the DEC, that
the $500 had been deposited into histrust account when, in fact, the money had not been deposited
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into any account. Lastly, the DRB found that the respondent failed to cooperate with the DEC
investigators, and that the respondent’ slying at the DEC hearing wasasignificant aggravating factor.
Under the totality of the circumstances, the DRB determined that a period of suspension of three
months was appropriate.

By order filedMarch 9, 2012, the Supreme Court of New Jersey, inter alia, suspended
the respondent from the practice of law for a period of three months, effective April 9, 2012.

The Grievance Committeefor the Second, Eleventh, and Thirteenth Judicial Districts
served the respondent with a notice pursuant to 22 NY CRR 691.3, viafirst class mail, on May 17,
2012. More than 20 days have elapsed since service of the notice, and the respondent has neither
filed averified statement nor requested additional timein which to do so. Accordingly, thereisno
impediment to the imposition of reciprocal discipline.

Inview of thefindings of the DRB and the disciplineimposed by the Supreme Court
of New Jersey, we find that the imposition of reciprocal discipline is warranted and suspend the

respondent from the practice of law for a period of six months.

ENG, P.J., MASTRO, RIVERA, SKELOS and ANGIOLILLO, JJ., concur.

ORDERED that the petitioner’ sapplicationtoimposereciprocal disciplineisgranted;
and it isfurther,

ORDERED that pursuant to 22 NY CRR 691.3, the respondent, Owen Chambers, is
suspended from the practice of law for aperiod of six months, commencing January 14, 2013, and
continuing until further order of this Court. Therespondent shall not apply for reinstatement earlier
than June 14, 2013. In such application, the respondent shall furnish satisfactory proof that during
the said period he (1) refrained from practicing or attempting to practicelaw, (2) fully complied with
thisorder and with the terms and provisions of the written rules governing the conduct of disbarred,
suspended, and resigned attorneys (see 22 NYCRR 691.10), (3) complied with the applicable
continuing legal education requirements of 22 NYCRR 691.11(c), and (4) otherwise properly
conducted himself; and it is further,

ORDERED that the respondent, Owen Chambers, shall promptly comply with this
Court’ srulesgoverning the conduct of disbarred, suspended, and resigned attorneys(see22 NY CRR
691.10); and it is further,

ORDERED that pursuant to Judiciary Law 8 90, during the period of suspension and
until further order of the Court, the respondent, Owen Chambers, shall desist and refrain from (1)
practicing law in any form, either as principal or as agent, clerk, or employee of another, (2)
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appearing as an attorney or counselor-at-law before any court, Judge, Justice, board, commission,
or other public authority, (3) giving to another an opinion as to the law or its application or any
advice in relation thereto, and (4) holding himself out in any way as an attorney and counsel or-at-
law; and it is further,

ORDERED that if the respondent, Owen Chambers, has been issued a secure pass

by the Office of Court Administration, it shall be returned forthwith to the issuing agency, and the
respondent shall certify to the samein hisaffidavit of compliance pursuant to 22 NY CRR 691.10(f).

ENTER:

Aprilanne/Agd<lino
Clerk of the Court
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