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STATE OF MINNESOTA 
 

IN SUPREME COURT 
 

A22-1486 
 
 

In re Petition for Disciplinary Action against 
Edward S. Rueda, a Minnesota Attorney, 
Registration No. 0397834. 
 
 

O R D E R 
 

 The Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility filed a petition 

for disciplinary action against respondent Edward S. Rueda after the Illinois Supreme Court 

suspended Rueda for 1 year, stayed after 30 days, with 2 years of probation.  Rueda was 

disciplined in Illinois for negligently misappropriating client funds because of the failure 

to maintain trust account books and records.  Respondent’s misconduct violated Ill. R. Prof. 

Conduct 1.15(a)(1) through 1.15(a)(8). 

 The parties have filed a stipulation for discipline with the court.  In it, respondent 

waives his procedural rights under Rule 12(d), Rules on Lawyers Professional 

Responsibility (RLPR), and unconditionally admits the allegations in the petition, 

including its attachments.  The parties jointly recommend that the appropriate discipline is 

a public reprimand and probation coextensive with respondent’s Illinois probation.  The 

parties contend that imposition of identical discipline would not be appropriate here 

because the discipline imposed by the Illinois Supreme Court is substantially different from 

the discipline warranted in Minnesota. 
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 The court has independently reviewed the file and approves the jointly 

recommended disposition.  Although we typically impose identical discipline in a 

reciprocal disciplinary proceeding, identical discipline is not required if it is “substantially 

different from [the] discipline warranted in Minnesota.”  Rule 12(d), RLPR.  We have 

imposed a public reprimand and probation in similar cases involving the negligent 

misappropriation of client funds.  See, e.g., In re Goetz, 971 N.W.2d 79, 79–80 (Minn. 

2022) (order); In re Daniels, 950 N.W.2d 300, 301 (Minn. 2020) (order); In re Ampe, 937 

N.W.2d 417, 417 (Minn. 2020) (order).  We conclude that the discipline imposed by the 

Illinois Supreme Court is substantially different from the discipline warranted in Minnesota 

and agree that a public reprimand is appropriate. 

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

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

 1. Respondent Edward S. Rueda is publicly reprimanded.   

2. Respondent shall pay $900 in costs pursuant to Rule 24(a), RLPR. 

3. Respondent is placed on probation for a period coextensive with his Illinois 

probation, subject to the following terms and conditions: 

a. Respondent’s probation shall be unsupervised and coextensive with his 
probation in Illinois, including as to terms and conditions of probation.  
Respondent’s probation shall conclude when respondent provides the Director with 
proof of the successful completion of his Illinois probation. 
 
b. Respondent shall cooperate fully with the Director’s Office in its efforts to 
monitor compliance with this probation.  Respondent shall promptly respond to 
the Director’s correspondence by its due date.  Respondent shall provide to the 
Director a current mailing address and shall immediately notify the Director of 
any change of address.  Respondent shall cooperate with the Director’s 
investigation of any allegations of unprofessional conduct that may come to the 
Director’s attention.  Upon the Director’s request, respondent shall provide 
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authorization for release of information and documentation to verify compliance 
with the terms of this probation. 
 
c. Respondent shall abide by the Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct. 
 
d. Respondent shall maintain trust account books and records in compliance 
with Minn. R. Prof. Conduct 1.15, and Appendix 1 to those rules.  These books and 
records shall include the following: client subsidiary ledgers, checkbook register, 
monthly trial balance reports, monthly reconciliation reports, bank statements, 
canceled checks (if they are provided with the bank statements), duplicate deposit 
slips, bank reports of interest, service charges and interest payments to the 
Minnesota IOLTA Program, and bank wire, electronic, or telephone transfer 
confirmations.  Such books and records shall be made available to the Director 
within 30 days of the approval of this stipulation and thereafter shall be made 
available to the Director at such intervals as the Director deems necessary to 
determine compliance.  
  

 Dated:  February 9, 2023    BY THE COURT: 

 
 

       Natalie E. Hudson 
       Associate Justice 
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STIPULATION



FILE NO.     

STATE OF MINNESOTA

IN SUPREME COURT

--------------------------------------------------
In Re Petition for Disciplinary Action
against EDWARD S. RUEDA,                                                   STIPULATION FOR
a Minnesota Attorney,                                                                RECIPROCAL DISCIPLINE 
Registration No. 0397834. 
-------------------------------------------------- 

THIS STIPULATION is entered into by and between Susan M. Humiston, 

Director of the Office of Lawyers Professional Responsibility (Director), and Edward S. 

Rueda, attorney (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. Respondent understands this stipulation, when filed, will be of public 

record. 

2. It is understood that respondent has certain rights pursuant to Rule 12(d), 

Rules on Lawyers Professional Responsibility (RLPR).  Respondent waives these rights, 

which include the opportunity to present arguments to the Court as to why the 

imposition of reciprocal discipline is unwarranted, and agrees to the Court’s immediate 

issuance of an order for reciprocal discipline.

3. Respondent admits service of the petition for disciplinary action (petition) 

seeking reciprocal discipline. 

4. Respondent unconditionally admits the allegations of the petition and its 

attachments, which establish that respondent was disciplined by the Illinois Supreme 

October 19, 2022
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Court on September 23, 2021. Pursuant to Rules 12(d) and 19(b)(3), RLPR, the Illinois 

Supreme Court’s order and findings therein are conclusive evidence that respondent 

committed the misconduct.

5. Respondent understands that based upon these admissions and 

Rule 12(d), RLPR, 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 further 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 agree that reciprocal discipline is 

appropriate, but for reasons described in the attached memorandum, the discipline 

imposed in Illinois is substantially different from the discipline that would be imposed 

in Minnesota for similar conduct.  The Director and respondent agree and join in 

recommending that: 

a. The appropriate discipline pursuant to Rule 15, RLPR, is a public 

reprimand;

b. Respondent pay $900 in costs pursuant to Rule 24(a), RLPR; 

c. Respondent shall be placed on probation for a period of up to two 

years. The conditions of respondent’s probation are as follows: 

i. Respondent’s probation shall be unsupervised and 

coextensive with his probation in Illinois, including as to terms and 

conditions of probation.  Respondent’s probation shall conclude upon 

proof of the successful completion of his probation in Illinois.  

ii. Respondent shall cooperate fully with the Director’s Office 

in its efforts to monitor compliance with this probation and promptly 

respond to the Director’s correspondence by the due date.  Respondent 

shall provide to the Director a current mailing address and shall 

immediately notify the Director of any change of address. Respondent 
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shall cooperate with the Director’s investigation of any allegations of 

unprofessional conduct which may come to the Director’s attention.  

Upon the Director’s request, respondent shall provide authorization for 

release of information and documentation to verify compliance with the 

terms of this probation. 

iii. Respondent shall abide by the Minnesota Rules of 

Professional Conduct.

iv. Respondent shall maintain trust account books and records 

in compliance with Rule 1.15, MRPC, and Appendix 1 to the MRPC.  

These books and records shall include the following:  client subsidiary 

ledgers, checkbook register, monthly trial balance reports, monthly 

reconciliation reports, bank statements, canceled checks (if they are 

provided with the bank statements), duplicate deposit slips, bank reports 

of interest, service charges and interest payments to the Minnesota IOLTA 

Program, and bank wire, electronic, or telephone transfer confirmations.  

Such books and records shall be made available to the Director within 30 

days of the approval of this stipulation and thereafter shall be made 

available to the Director at such intervals as the Director deems necessary 

to determine compliance.

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 acknowledges receipt of a copy of this stipulation. 

9. Respondent has been advised of the right to be represented by an attorney 

but has freely chosen to appear pro se. 
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MEMORANDUM

The Illinois Supreme Court suspended respondent for one year, with the 

suspension stayed after the first 30 days in favor of two years of probation.  The 

misconduct relates to negligently misappropriating client funds from his IOLTA 

account through failure to maintain the required books and records.1 The discipline 

imposed by the Illinois Supreme Court is substantially different from the discipline 

imposed in Minnesota for similar misconduct. 

Respondent’s misconduct most likely would have resulted in a public reprimand 

had it occurred in Minnesota.  See, e.g., In re Carlson, 917 N.W.2d 774 (Minn. 2018) 

(ordering a public reprimand and probation where respondent attorney negligently 

misappropriated client funds and commingled earned fees in trust); In re Hackert, 915 

N.W.2d 755, 755-56 (Minn. 2018) (ordering a public reprimand and probation for failure 

to maintain books and records for attorney trust account and negligently 

misappropriating client funds). 

A public reprimand in this case is also supported by cases approving joint 

recommendations in similar cases.  See, e.g., In re Goetz, 971 N.W.2d 79 (Minn. 2022) 

(approving joint recommendation and issuing public reprimand where attorney 

negligently misappropriated client funds, failed to maintain required books and 

records, and failed to perform monthly reconciliations of her trust account).

The Illinois Court found no aggravating factors.  The Illinois Court found several

mitigating factors, including that respondent was remorseful for his misconduct, that he 

 
1 Respondent failed to maintain the required books and records for his IOLTA 
account, resulting in the total balance falling below the individual client’s funds that 
should have been held in trust, meaning that one client’s funds were used for 
obligations of other clients; respondent was not aware of this.  According to the Illinois 
Rules of Professional Conduct, respondent’s described use of the funds constitutes 
conversion of funds received in connection with the representation of a client.  Under 
this Court’s case law, this use of client funds is considered negligent misappropriation.
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had implemented appropriate accounting practices in order to avoid negligently 

misappropriating client funds again, and that he cooperated with the investigation. The 

difference between a public reprimand and a short suspension has generally been 

viewed as material in Minnesota because it requires notice to all parties and tribunals 

and, where applicable, withdrawal as counsel and successful completion of the MPRE.  

Additionally, the Court generally does not impose a lengthy year-long suspension 

while staying a portion of it.  

For these reasons, the discipline imposed by the Illinois Supreme Court,

including a period of suspension, is substantially different from the public reprimand 

that has been imposed in Minnesota for similar misconduct.  
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