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Supreme Court, App€llate Division, Third
Depmmenl, New York.

ln the Matter ofGerald ORSECK, an Altorney,
Respond€nt,

COMMITTEE ON PROFESSIONAI
STANDARDS. THIRD JUDICIAL

DEPARTMENT, Pealbner.

May 15, 1981.

Attorney disciplinary pro€eeding wai brought.
The Supreme Coun, App€llate Division, held that
neglect of legal ma(er, misleading client as to st,nrs
of claim. and deceiving Comniltee on Professional
Standards wanants susp€nsion for six months.

Suspension ordered.
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Attom€y and Client F58
45k58 Mosl Cited Cases
Neglect of legal marcr, misleading clienl as to
sunrs of claim, and deceiving Commitlee on
Professronal Standards warrants susp€nsbn tor six

*,887 Before MAHONEY. P. J., and MAIN,
MIKOLL, YESAWCH and HERLIFry. JJ.

MEMORANDUM DECISION,

*962 Respondenl was admnted lo the Bar by this
.oun on May 22. 1958. Th€ petition in this
pr$eeding charges him wilh fie following
misconduct: neglect of a legal marret by, intet alia,
failing 1o oppose a motion to disniss his clients
nelhgence aLtron for lack ol proseturn'n:
misleading his client as to the sblus of his claim by
falsely advising him lhat a settlement offet had *963
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been made; and deceiving petitioner by frlsely
sradng, inrer ala, thal the consideration tbr
settlem€nt of his clienls action wa5 paid by lhe
defendant s carrier. Respondent admitted lhe
charges in his answer. Thereafter he filed affdavits
and app€ared b€fore the Coun and was heard on the
question of mnigation.

In derermining the measu.e of disciplaf,e to b€
inposed for respondent s misconducr, we note thal
he s€nled the maner to his clienis sansfaction by
paying him a substantial sum of money that appears
to b€ well in €xcess of lhe valu€ of the original
claim. However, the facl remains that \rhen
respondent was first asked by p€tilioner lo furnish a
reply to th€ inquiry rec€ived from his client, insread
of providing a complete and trulhfut accounl of the
facts conceming his handling of the maner and the
manner in which he thereafter settled with his client.
r€spond€nt deceived p€tittuner by makang false and
misl€ading statements. This conduct cannot be
condoned. Und€r all the circumstances. w€'*888
have concluded that respondent should b€
suspended ftom fte praclic€ of law fbr a period of
six months and until further order ofthe coun.

R€spondent suspended for a period of six months.
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