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ORDER: 

PER CURIAM. On June 17, 2004, the Appellate Division, Supreme Court, First Judicial Department, 
County ofNew York, accepted the practitioner's resignation fiom the bar, struck her name fiom the roll 
ofattorneys and counselors-at-law in the State ofNew York: effective nunc pro tunc to April 15,2004. 
The petitionerwas ordered to make monetary restitution to former clients she identified in her affidavit of 
resignation dated April 15,2004. 

Consequently, on July I , 2004, the Departnient of Honieland Security (the "DHS," formerly ihe 
Immigration and Naturalization Service) initiated disciplinary proceedings against the respondenr and 
petitioned for the respondent's imniediaie suspension from practice before that agency. On .luly 1 5.2004, 
the Office ofGeneral Counsel for the I3ecut i \~  Ofice for Immigration Review asked that the respondent 
be similarly suspended from pixlice before the Board oflmniigration Appeals and the Inimjgraiion Courts. 
Therefore, on August 4, 2004, we suspended the respondent from practicing before the Board, the 
Immigration Courts, and the DHS pending final disposition of this proceeding. 

The respondent was required to file a timely and complete answer to the allegations contained in the 
Notice oflntent to Discipline. See 8 C.F.R. $3.105(c). In an answer dated July 28,2004, the respondent 
requested leniency in the imposition of disciplinary sanctions, stating as a "special matter of defense" that 
she was diagnosed with breast cancer in October 1999. While a sympathetic circumstance, the respondent 
has not denied any of the allegations contained in the Notice of Intent to Discipline, and she has not 
requested a hearing. We find that this constitutes an admission ofthe allegations contained in theNotice 
of Intent to Discipline, and the respondent is now precluded from requesting a hearing on the matter. 
8 C.F.R. 5 3.105(c). 

The Notice recommends that the respondent be suspended from practicing before the DHS. The 
Office of General Counsel of the Executive Office for Immigration Review asks that we extend that 
discipline to practice before the Board and the Immigration Courts as well. Since the recommendation 
is appropriate in light of the sanctions imposed by the State of New York: we will honor that 
recommendation: \ 
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Accordingly, we hereby suspend the respondent from practice before the Board, the Immigration 
Courts, and the DHS. As the respondent is currently under our August 4, 2004, order of suspension, we 
will deem the respondent's suspension to have commenced on that date. The respondent is instructed to 
maintain compliance with the directives set forth in our prior order. The respondent is also jnstructed to 
notify the Board of any further disciplinary action against her. 

After I year fiom the effective date ofthe respondent's suspension, the respondent may be reinstated 
to practice before the Board, the Immigration Courts: and the DHS, provided that the respondent meets 
the definition ofan attorney or representative set forth in 8 C.F.R. 0 I .I  (0 and 6). 8 C.F.R. 5 3.1 07(b). 
Therefore, should the respondent seek reinstatement, the respondent must notify the Board ofher bar 
standing and her ability to practice law in the state ofNew York. We will consider the respondent for 
reinstatement once the respondent demonstrates by clear, unequivocal, and convincing evidence that she 
possesses the moral and professional qualifications required to appear before the Board, the Immigration 

-G;ourts,-the DHS, or all three, and that the respondent's reinstatement will not be detrimental to the 
administration ofjustice. 8 C.F.R. 0 3.1 07(b)(l). 
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. Finally, given the reciprocal nature of the discipline we impose, we advise the respondent that, should 
she be reinstated to practice in the state ofNew York, we may entertain a request for reinstatement before 
Board, thelmmig-ration Courts, and h e  DHS ifthat request complies with the instructions set forth above. 
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