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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS
No. 99-BG-769
IN RE MICHAEL V. KUHN, RESPONDENT.

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

On Report and Recommendation of the
Board on Professional Responsibility

(Submitted December 7, 2000 Decided December 28, 2000)

Before STEADMAN, Associate Judge, and PRYoOR and NEBEKER, Senior Judges.

PerR CuriaM: Inthisreciprocal discipline case from Maryland, the Board on Professional
Responghility (“Board”) recommendsthat regpondent Michad V. Kuhn be sugpended for thirty daysfrom
thepracticeof law inthe Digtrict of Columbiaand that, prior to reinstatement, berequired to establish
fitness pursuant to D.C. Bar R. X1, § 16 (d).* On April 5, 1999, the Court of Appedsof Maryland
entered an order indefinitey suspending respondent for severa instances of misconduct, including fallure
to provide competent representation, failureto pursue client objectives, faillure to act with reasonable
diligence, fallureto communicate with clients, failure to cooperate with adisciplinary proceeding, and
exhibiting conduct prgudicid to the adminidration of justice. Respondent consented to the indefinite

suspengon, thetermination of which issubject to having amonitor oversee hispracticefor two yearsand

! The Board d <0 provisondly recommendsthat rengtatement here be conditioned on aprobetion
period withapracticemonitor, recognizing dso thepossibility thet thefitnessrequirement may bevacated
If respondent isreingtatedin Maryland. SeelnreBerger, 737 A.2d 1033, 1045-46 (D.C. 1999). Such
determinations and any modifications thereto may await the time of actual reinstatement proceedings.
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paying the complainant asum of money. We entered an order on June 29, 1999, suspending respondent
fromthepracticeof law inthe Digrict of Columbia, pursuantto D.C. Bar. R. X1, 8 11 (d), and directing

the Board to determine whether reciprocal discipline should be imposed.

Inredproca distiplinecases, thereisapresumption infavor of imposang thesamedisciplineinthis
jurigdiction asthat of theorigind disciplining jurisdiction. SeelnreZilberberg, 612 A.2d 832,834 (D.C.
1992). Our disciplinary rules, however, do not provide for indefinite sugpenson asapossible sanction.
Therefore, inkeepingwith prior practiceinvolving Maryland reciprocal cases, the Board recommended
thirty daysasthe gopropriate period of sugpengon, asanction condstent with thet of adisciplinary action
originatinginthe Didrict of Columbiawithasmilar factud predicate. SeelnreBerngen, 707 A.2d 371,
377 (D.C. 1998); Inre Dietz, 633 A.2d 850 (D.C. 1993) (per curiam); Inre Ontell, 593 A.2d 1038,
1043 (D.C. 1991); Inre Foster, 581 A.2d 389 (D.C. 1990) (per curiam); Inre Banks, 577 A.2d 316,
319 (D.C. 1990) (per curiam); Inre Dory, 528 A.2d 1247, 1248 (D.C. 1987) (per curiam). Neither
respondent nor Bar Counsdl hasfiled any exceptionto the Board' srecommendeation. Givenour limited
scope of review, see D.C. Bar R. X1, § 11 (f)(1); In re Goldsborough, 654 A.2d 1285, 1288 (D.C.

1995), we accept the recommendation of the Board. It istherefore

ORDERED that respondent be, and hereby is, sugpended for thirty daysfrom the practice of law
inthe Didrict of Columbia, with areguirement of proof of fitnessfor reingatement pursuant to D.C. Bar
R. Xl, 816 (d). For the purpose of seeking reinstatement, however, respondent’ s suspenson shdl not

begin until he satisfies the requirements of D.C. Bar R. XI, 88 14 and 16 (c).



So ordered.



