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Minnesota Supreme Court stafed that the respondent had to comply with this requirement by
June 7, 2018, and reiterated that a failure to do so would result in automatic re-suspension under
Rule 18(e)(3), Minnesota Rules on Lawyers Professional Responsibility. 7

On June 7, 2018, the Supreme Court of Minnesota suspended the respondent from the practice
of law in Minnesota indefinitely, effective June 17, 2018. /n Re Nwaneri, 912 N.W.2d 882, 882-
83 (Minn. 2018); Petition for Immediate Suspension, Exh. 1. This was based on the respondent’s
failure to timely submit proof of having successfully completed the Multistate Professional
Responsibility Examination, in compliance with Rule 18(e)(3), Minnesota Rules on Lawyers
Professional Responsibility. Id. The Minnesota Supreme Court observed that it had provided
warnings concerning this requirement in its previous orders concerning the respondent. Id

Based on the Supreme Court of Minnesota’s June 7, 2018, suspension order, the Disciplinary
Counsel for EOIR petitioned for the respondent’s immediate suspension from practice before the
Board and the Immigration Courts on August 9, 2018.

We agree with the Disciplinary Counsel for EOQIR that the Supreme Court of Minnesota’s
June 7, 2018, order is a disciplinary suspension, in that it directly resulted from the respondent’s
2017 suspension for professional misconduct. See Petition for Immediate Suspension at 1, n.1;
8 C.F.R. § 1003.103(2)(1) and (4) (practitioner who has been suspended by the highest court of
any state is subject to immediate suspension by the Board).

The Disciplinary Counsel for EOIR states that the respondent remains suspended from the
practice of law in Minnesota, as of the date of its filing. The Disciplinary Counsel for DHS asks
that he be similarly suspended from practice before that agency. The petition will be granted.’

ORDER: The petition is granted, and the respondent is immediately suspended from the
practice of law before the Board, the Immigration Courts, and the DHS. 8 C.F.R. § 1003.103(2)(4).

FURTHER ORDER: The respondent shall promptly notify, in writing, any clients with cases
currently pending before the Board, the Immigration Courts, or the DHS that the respondent has
been suspended from practicing before these bodies.

FURTHER ORDER: The respondent shall maintain records to evidence compliance with this
order.

FURTHER ORDER: The contents of this notice shall be made available to the public,
including at Immigration Courts and appropriate offices of the DHS.
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! The Board may set aside the order of immediate suspension upon a showing of good cause when
it appears in the interest of justice to do so. 8 C.F.R. § 1003.103(a)(4).



