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STATE OF MINNESOTA February 11, 2016
OFFICE OF
IN'SUPREME COURT APPELLATE COURTS
A15-1243

In re Petition for Disciplinary Action against

Amanda Lyn Ruffing, f/k/a Amanda Lyn Koble,

a Minnesota Attorney, Registration No. 0386825.
ORDER

The Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility has filed a
petition for disciplinary action alleging that respondent Amanda Lyn Ruffing committed
professional misconduct warranting public discipline—namely, practicing law while her
license was suspended; failing to properly file pleadings on behalf of a client; failing to file
a notice of withdrawal; failing to inform a client that her license was suspended; and filing
an affidavit that falsely stated that she did not have any clients at the time of her suspension.
See Minn. R. Prof. Conduct 1.4(a)(3), 1.4(b), 1.16(c), 3.4(¢c), 5.5(a), 8.1(a), 8.4(c), and
8.4(d), and Rule 26, Rules on Lawyers Professional Responsibility (RLPR).

The parties filed a stipulation for discipline. In it, respondent waives her procedural
rights under Rule 14, RLPR, withdraws her previously filed answer, and unconditionally
admits the allegations in the petition. The parties jointly recommend that the appropriate
discipline is a public reprimand. Respondent acknowledges in the stipulation that, “based
upon these admissions, this Court may impose any of the sanctions set forth in Rule
15(a)(1)-(9), RLPR, including making any disposition it deems appropriate,” and that the

Director has not made “any representations as to the sanctions the Court will impose.”



In a March 2013 order suspending respondent for committing professional
misconduct, we required respondent to file proof of her successful completion of the
professional responsibility portion of the state bar examination by March 13, 2014. Inre
Koble, 827 N.W.2d 765, 765 (Minn. 2013) (order). After respondent failed to provide such
proof, we indefinitely suspended her. In re Koble, 845 N.W.2d 157, 157 (Minn. 2014)
(order). In the current disciplinary case, respondent has admitted, among other things, to
practicing law while she was suspended for having failed to comply with the requirement
of our previous suspension order that she pass the professional responsibility portion of the
state bar examination.

“Practicing law in deliberate violation of a suspension order not only ‘constitute[s]
unauthorized practice of law][,] it also constitutes contempt of court.” ” In re Grigsby, 815
N.W.2d 836, 845 (Minn. 2012) (quoting In re Hunter, 473 N.W.2d 866, 869 (Minn. 1991)).
Moreover, respondent has twice defied our disciplinary suspension orders. As a result, we
reject the parties’ recommended discipline of a public reprimand. See In re Jaeger, 834
N.W.2d 705, 708 (Minn. 2013) (explaining that the court has applied “harsher discipline”
when a lawyer practices law while on a disciplinary suspension, as compared to when a
lawyer practices law while suspended for noncompliance with registration fees or CLE

requirements). We conclude that the appropriate discipline is a suspension for a minimum

of 30 days.



Based upon all the files, records, and proceedings herein,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. Respondent Amanda Lyn Ruffing is suspended from the practice of law for
a minimum of 30 days, effective 14 days from the date of this order;

2. Respondent shall pay $900 in costs pursuant to Rule 24, RLPR;

3. Respondent shall comply with Rule 26, RLPR (requiring notice of
suspension to clients, opposing counsel, and tribunals);

4. Respondent shall be eligible for reinstatement to the practice of law
following the expiration of the suspension period provided that, not less than 15 days before
the end of the suspension period, respondent files with the Clerk of Appellate Courts and
serves upon the Director an affidavit establishing that she is current in continuing legal
education requirements, has complied with Rules 24 and 26, RLPR, and has complied with
any other conditions for reinstatement imposed by the court; and

5. Within 1 year of the date of this order, respondent shall file with the Clerk of
Appellate Courts and serve upon the Director proof of successful completion of the
professional responsibility portion of the state bar examination. Failure to timely file the
required documentation shall result in automatic re-suspension, as provided in Rule
18(e)(3), RLPR.

Dated: February 11, 2016 BY THE COURT:

e

David R. Stras
Associate Justice
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STATE OF MINNESOTA
IN SUPREME COURT
In Re Petition for Disciplinary PETITION FOR
Action against AMANDA LYN RUFFING, DISCIPLINARY ACTION
f/k/a AMANDA LYN KOBLE,
a Minnesota Attorney,

Registration No. 0386825.

TO THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:

At the direction of a Lawyers Professional Responsibility Board Panel, the
Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional Respbnsibility, hereinafter Director, files
this petition.

The above-named attorney, hereinafter respondent, was admitted to practice law
in Minnesota on October 27, 2006. Respondent currently practices law in Elk River,
Minnesota.

Respondent has committed the following unprofessional conduct warranting
public discipline:

FIRST COUNT
n ized Practi w Matter

1. In March 2014, L.Z. hired respondent to represent him in a child custody
matter.

2. On April 8, 2014, the Minnesota Supreme Court issued an order
suspending respondent’s license to practice law. The terms of that order made the

suspension effective as of April 18, 2014.





3. Respondent drafted a summons and petition for custody on behalf of L.Z.
Although respondent asserts that she signed the summons and petition on
April 17, 2014, her signature on the summons and petition is dated April 23, 2014.

4. On April 24, 2014, respondent arranged for service of the summons and
petition for custody on the mother of L.Z.’s child, E.V. That same day she drafted and
had executed an affidavit of service.

5. Respondent did not file with the court the summons and petition she had

 caused to be served on E.V. or advise L.Z. as to the need to file the summons and

petition that had been served on Vought.

6. Some time prior to May 17, 2014, respondent re-drafted the summons and
petition for custody to reflect that L.Z. was bringing the action pro se.

7. On May 17, 2014, respondent forwarded the revised summons and
petition to L.Z. by email utilizing the email address: ruffinglaw@gmail.com. The email
stated, ” Attached are the revised pleadings. Please sign both documents in front of a
notary. Then make a copy for yourself, mail one to [E.V.] and file the originals along
with the affidavit that states she was served (this is being sent to you in the mail) at the
Wright County Courthouse.” Significantly, respondent did not tell L.Z. that her license
to practice law was suspended.

8. Although respondent was aware as of at least April 8, 2014, that her
license to practice law was going to be suspended, she never clearly told L.Z. that she
would be unable to continue to represent him.

9. Respondent’s arranging for service of the summons and petition, her
drafting of a revised summons and petition on behalf of L.Z., and her advice to L.Z. as
to the signing and filing of the revised summons and petition, all while her license to
practice law was suspended, constitutes the unauthorized practice of law.

10.  OnMay 29, 2014, L.Z. and E.V. appeared in court for an Initial Case
Management Conference (ICMC) that had been scheduled by the court upon the filing
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of E.V.s answer to the summons and petiti(‘mv. Respondent did not appear. Because the
summons and petition that had been drafted and served by respondent had never been
filed with the court, the court took no action other than placing the matter on inactive
status until the petition was filed.

11.  OnJune 25, 2014, L.Z. filed with the court the summons and petition that
respondent had drafted reflecting his appearance pro se together with the affidavit of
service that respondent had provided to him. That affidavit of service reflected service
of the summons and petition originally drafted and signed by respdrident (as set forth
in paragraph 3 above), not the pro se summons and petition that was actually filed with
the court.

12.  Despite having appeared on behalf of L.Z. by serving pleadings she
signed on the opposing party, respondent never filed a notice of withdrawal with
respect to her representation as required by Rule 105, General Rules of Practice for the
District Courts.

13.  Respondent’s conduct in practicing law while her license to practice was
suspended violated Rule 5.5(a), Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct (MRPC).

14.  Respondent’s conduct in failing to file or arrange for the filing of the
summons and petition she had drafted and had executed on behalf of L.Z., thereby
resulting in the rescheduling of the ICMC after L.Z. and E.V. had already appeared,
violated Rule 8.4(d), MRPC.

15.  Respondent’s conduct in failing to inform L.Z. that her license to practice
law was going to be suspended and that she would not be able to continue to represent
him violated Rule 1.4(a)(3) and (b), MRPC.

16.  Respondent’s conduct in failing to file a notice of withdrawal in the L.Z.

matter pursuant to Rule 105, General Rules of Practice for the District Courts, violated
Rules 1.16(c) and 3.4(c), MRPC.
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SECOND COUNT
Failure to Provide Notice of Sus ion and F tement to Dir r‘

17.  Asnoted above, respondent’s license to practice law was suspended by
Supreme Court order dated and filed on April 8, 2014.

18.  The April 8 order provided, in part, that, “Respondent shall comply with
Rule 26, Rules on Lawyers Professional Responsibility (RLPR) (requiring notice of

suspension to clients, opposing counsel, and tribunals).”

19.  On April 25, 2014, the Director received an affidavit from respondent with

respect to her obligations under Rule 26, RLPR. In that affidavit, respondent falsely
stated, “I do not currently have any clients so no notice is required.” In fact, as noted
above, at the time of her suspension respondent represented L.Z.

20. Respondent failed to provide the required Rule 26, RLPR, notice of her
suspension to L.Z.

21.  Respondent’s failure to provide notice of her suspension to L.Z. as
required by Rule 26, RLPR, violated Rule 3.4(c), MRPC, and Rule 26, RLPR.

22.  Respondent’s conduct in making a false statement to the Director in her
Rule 26, RLPR, affidavit, violated Rules 8.1(a) and 8.4(c), MRPC.

DISCIPLINARY RY

23.  OnMarch 13, 2013, respondent’s license to practice law was suspended
for 30 days for improperly attempting to withdraw from representation of a client and
misappropriating fees belonging to her law firm, in violation of Rules 1.16(d) and
8.4(a), (c), and (d), MRPC.

24.  On June 19, 2013, respondent was issued an admonition for failing to
notify a client of her March 13, 2013, suspension, in violation of Rules 3.4(c) and
8.4(d), MRPC, and Rule 26, RLPR.





25.  On February 25, 2014, respondent. was issued an admonition for failing to
notify a client of her impending suspension from the practice of law in violation of
Rules 1.4(a)(3) and (b) and 1.16(d), MRPC.

26.  On April 8, 2014, respondent’s license to practice law was indefinitely
suspended, effective April 18, 2014, for failure to take and successfully pass the
professional responsibility portion of the state bar examination as required by the
May 1, 2013, order reinstating her to the practice of law after her March 2013
 suspension. -

27.  On September 17, 2014, respondent, having provided proof of the
successful completion of the professional responsibility portion of the state bar
examination, was reinstated to the practice of law.

WHEREFORE, the Director respectfully prays for an order of this Court
imposing appropriate discipline, awarding costs and disbursements pursuant to the
Rules on Lawyers Professional Responsibility, and for such other, further or different
relief as may be just and proper.

Dated: _ VO 79— 2015

€« =MARTIN A. COLE

DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF LAWYERS
PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY

Attorney No. 0148416
1500 Landmark Towers
345 St. Peter Street
St. Paul, MN 55102-1218
(651) 296-3952

M@DL_

PATRICK R. BURNS
FIRST ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
Attorney No. 0134004
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IN SUPREME COURT APPELLATE COURTS
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Action against AMANDA LYN RUFFING, STIPULATION
f/k/a AMANDA LYN KOBLE FOR DISCIPLINE

a Minnesota Attorney,
Registration No. 0386825.

THIS STIPULATION is entered into by and between Patrick R. Burns, Acting Director of the
Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility, hereinafter Director, and Amanda Lyn Ruffing,
attorney, hereinafter respondent.

WHEREAS, respondent has concluded it is in respondent’s best interest to enter into this
stipulation,

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by and between the
undersigned as follows:

1. Pursuant to the Rules on Lawyers Professional Responsibility (RLPR), the parties agree
to dispense with further proceedings under Rule 14, RLPR, and respondent agrees to the immediate
disposition of this matter by the Minnesota Supreme Court under Rule 15, RLPR.

2 Respondent understands this stipulation, when filed, will be of public record.

3. It is understood that respondent has certain rights pursuant to Rule 14, RLPR.
Respondent waives these rights, which include the right to a hearing before a referee on the petition;
to have the referee make findings and conclusions and a recommended disposition; to contest such
findings and conclusions; and to a hearing before the Supreme Court upon the record, briefs and
arguments.

4. Respondent withdraws the answer filed herein and unconditionally admits the
allegations of the petition.

5. Respondent understands that based upon these admissions, this Court may impose any

of the sanctions set forth in Rule 15(a)(1) - (9), RLPR, including making any disposition it deems





appropriate. Respondent understands that by entering into this stipulation, the Director is not
making any representations as to the sanctions the Court will impose.

6. The Director and respondent join in recommending that the appropriate discipline is
public reprimand pursuant to Rule 15, RLPR. Respondent agrees to the imposition and payment of
$900 in costs pursuant to Rule 24, RLPR.

7. This stipulation is entered into by respondent freely and voluntarily, without any
coercion, duress or representations by any person except as contained herein.

8. Respondent hereby acknowledges receipt of a copy of this stipulation.

9. Respondent has been advised of the right to be represented herein by an attorney but
has freely chosen to appear pro se.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties executed this stipulation on the dates indicated below.

Dated:_JANwAT=2y/ [/ 2016
’ PATRICK R. BURNS

ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE
OFFICE OF LAWYERS PROFESSIONAL
RESPONSIBILITY

Attorney No. 0134004

1500 Landmark Towers

345 St. Peter Street

St. Paul, MN 55102-1218

(651) 296-3952

Dated: )(J\u(f-vi /é , 2016.

Attorney No. 0386825






Memorandum

The parties, in entering into this stipulation are aware of the Court’s recent order in I 7e
Kennedy, (A15-1390, January 5, 2016). While the misconduct in this case is similar to that in Kennedy,
there are differences that warrant the issuance of a reprimand rather than suspension. Respondent’s
practice of law after suspension here was not as extensive or blatant as Kennedy’s. Respondent here
continued to practice law with respect to only one client, giving that client limited advice and
documents drafted on his behalf in the six weeks following her suspension. Respondent here did not
involve third parties or the courts in her unauthorized practice of law. Kennedy, on the other hand,
filed pleadings with the courts in three separate matters and discussed one of those matters with
opposing counsel’s office. Further, there is no indication, other than communications with the single
client involved in this matter, that respondent improperly held herself out to the public as authorized
to practice law during the term of her suspension. Finally, respondent asserts that another difference
here is that her suspension arose out of her failure to take and pass the professional responsibility

exam as opposed to Kennedy’s suspension which arose out of more substantive misconduct.
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