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DI STRI CT OF COLUMBI A COURT OF APPEALS
No. 96-BG 272

I N RE MARK C. RUSHFI ELD,
RESPONDENT.

A Member of the Bar of the
District of Colunbia Court of Appeals

On Report and Recomendati on of the

Board on Professional Responsibility

(Submi tted Novenber 10, 1998 Deci ded Decenber 10, 1998)

Bef ore Steabvan, ScHveLB and Relb, Associ at e Judges.

PErR CurR AM Respondent Mark C. Rushfield entered a guilty plea to three
m sdeneanor counts charging willful violations of 29 U S.C. 8§ 1131 relating to
ERI SA reporting requirenents. The Supreme Court of New Jersey reprinmanded
respondent, and subsequently the Supreme Court of New York, Appellate D vision,
First Departnent, issued a public censure as reciprocal discipline.

Advi sed of these actions, we entered an order referring the matter to the
Board on Professional Responsibility for a recomrendati on whether identical,
greater, or lesser discipline should be inposed as reciprocal discipline, or
whet her the Board el ected to proceed de novo, pursuant to D.C. Bar Rule XI, § 11.
Inits Report and Recommendation to us, the Board on Professional Responsibility
concludes that respondent's misconduct warrants a substantially different
sanction in the District of Colunbia. The Board reconmends that Rushfield be

suspended fromthe practice of lawin the District of Colunbia for 30 days.
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The O fice of Bar Counsel has advised the court that it supports the
Board's Report and Reconmendation, and Rushfield has not filed an exception to
the Board's recomrendation. Where there is no tinmely opposition to the
di sci pline recommended by the Board, "our standard of review of the Board's
recomended sanction is . . . especially deferential.” 1In re Ranacciotti, 683
A .2d 139, 140 (D.C. 1996) (citations onitted); see also D.C. Bar R X, §

11(f)(1). Accordingly, it is

ORDERED that Mark C. Rushfield, Esquire, is suspended fromthe practice of
law in the District of Colunbia for a period of thirty days. Respondent' s
attention is called to the requirenents of D.C. Bar R XI, 8§ 14, including the
affidavit requirenent of subsection (g), and to the consequences of not tinely
conplying with the requirenments of section 14 set forth in DDC. Bar R X, §

16(c).

So ordered.





