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ATTORNEY  disciplinary pr oceedi ng. Attorney's i cense

suspended.

11 PER CURI AM W review a stipulation filed by the
Ofice of Lawer Regulation (OLR) and Attorney Jon E. Stanek

pursuant to SCR 22.12! requesting this court to suspend Attorney

1 SCR 22.12 provi des:

(1) The director may file wth the conplaint a
stipulation of the director and the respondent to
t he facts, concl usi ons of law regarding
m sconduct, and discipline to be inposed. The
suprene court nay consider the conplaint and
stipulation without the appointnment of a referee.
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Stanek's license to practice law in Wsconsin as reciprocal
discipline identical to that inposed by the Suprene Court of
M nnesot a.

12 According to the stipulation, Attorney Stanek becane
licensed to practice law in Wsconsin in 2005, and practices in
Eau Claire. He has no prior Wsconsin disciplinary history.

13 In the stipulation Attorney Stanek acknow edges that
on Novenber 26, 2012, the Suprene Court of M nnesota suspended
his Mnnesota law |icense for 30 days for failing to conply with
the terms of a consent agreenent for conditional adm ssion and
maki ng fal se statenments to the director of Mnnesota's Ofice of
Lawyers  Professional Responsibility during a disciplinary
i nvestigation. The Suprenme Court of M nnesota found that those
actions violated Rules 3.4(c), 8.1(a) and (b), 8.4(c) and (d),
and 25 of the M nnesota Rul es of Professional Conduct.

4 Attorney Stanek states in the stipulation that he does
not claimthat any of the conditions listed in SCR 22.22(3)(a)-

(c)? prevent the inposition of reciprocal discipline in this

(2) If the suprene court approves a stipulation, it
shal | adopt the stipulated facts and concl usions
of law and i npose the stipul ated discipline.

(3) If the suprene court rejects the stipulation, a
referee shall be appointed and the nmatter shall
proceed as a conplaint filed wi t hout a
stipul ation.

(4) A stipulation rejected by the suprene court has
no evidentiary value and is without prejudice to
the respondent’'s defense of the proceeding or the
prosecution of the conplaint.

2 SCR 22.22(3)(a)-(c) states:
2
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case. Attorney Stanek and the OLR jointly request that Attorney
Stanek's license to practice law in this state be suspended for
30 days. The stipulation properly provides that it did not
result from plea bargaining. Attorney Stanek says he does not
contest the facts and msconduct alleged by the OLR or the
discipline that the OLR director is seeking in this matter.
Attorney Stanek represents that he fully wunderstands the
m sconduct allegations; fully wunderstands the ramfications
should the court inpose the stipulated |evel of discipline;
fully understands his right to contest this matter; and fully
understands his right to consult with counsel. He further avers
that his entry into the stipulation was nade know ngly and
voluntarily and represents his decision not to contest the
m sconduct alleged or the type of discipline sought by the OLR
di rector.

15 Based upon our independent review, we determ ne that

the SCR 22.12 stipulation should be accepted and Attorney

The suprene court shall inpose the identica
di scipline or license suspension unless one or nore of
the followng is present:

(a) The procedure in the other jurisdiction was
so lacking in notice or opportunity to be heard as to
constitute a deprivation of due process.

(b) There was such an infirmty of pr oof
establishing the m sconduct or nedical incapacity that
the suprenme court <could not accept as final the
conclusion in respect to the msconduct or nedical
i ncapaci ty.

(c) The m sconduct justifies substantially
different discipline in this state.
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Stanek's license to practice law in Wsconsin should be
suspended for 30 days as reciprocal discipline to that inposed
by the Suprene Court of M nnesota. Since Attorney Stanek
entered into a stipulation and there was no need to appoint a
referee, we agree that costs should not be inposed in this case.

16 IT IS ORDERED that the license of Jon E. Stanek to
practice law in the State of Wsconsin is suspended for a period
of 30 days, effective June 13, 2013.

17 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Jon E. Stanek shall conply
with the provisions of SCR 22.26 concerning the duties of a
person whose license to practice law in Wsconsin has been
suspended.

18 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that conpliance wth all
conditions of this order is required for reinstatenent. See

SCR 22.28(2).
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