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11 PER CURI AM This is a reciprocal discipline matter.
The O fice of Lawer Regulation (OLR) filed a conplaint against

Attorney Mark MIlos seeking the inposition of discipline

reciprocal to that inposed by the Illinois Suprene Court. On
Septenber 26, 2011, the Illinois Suprene Court suspended
Attorney MIlos' Illinois law license for 90 days, effective
Cctober 17, 2011, based on two counts of m sconduct. At t or ney

Ml os and the OLR have entered a stipulation under SCR 22.12 for
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the inposition of discipline reciprocal to that inposed by the
II'linois Supreme Court. After our review of the matter, we
accept the stipulation and inpose the sane 90-day suspension
inposed by the Illinois Suprene Court. W also require that
Attorney Mlos conmply with the terns and conditions established
by the Illinois Suprenme Court. Because the parties' stipulation
does not address the issue of costs, and because the stipulation
requests that this court issue a final order consistent with the
stipulation, no costs will be inposed.

12 Attorney Mlos was admtted to practice law in both
[I'linois and Wsconsin in 2007. Attorney MIlos practices law in
Kenosha, W sconsin.

13 The followng facts are taken from docunents relating
to the Illinois disciplinary proceedings, which were attached to

the OLR s conpl ai nt and acknow edged in the parties’

stipul ati on. Attorney MIlos obtained a Wsconsin real estate
broker's license in 2008. In 2009 Attorney MIlos used his
Wsconsin real estate broker's license to enter a Kenosha,
W sconsin, condomnium owned by his «client's opponent in

l[itigation, and obtained evidence that he later used in that
[itigation matter. Attorney MIlos also nmade false statenents to
a police officer investigating Attorney MIlos' entry into the
condom ni um

14 On May 26, 2010, the Illinois Attorney Registration
and Disciplinary Commssion (the Illinois Conmssion) filed a
conplaint against Attorney MIlos alleging two counts of

m sconduct :
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Count |: Making a statenent of material fact to a
tribunal which the |awer knows or reasonably should know
is false, in violation of Rule 3.3(a)(l) of the Illinois
Rul es of Professional Conduct (IRPC); using nethods of
obtai ning evidence that violate the legal rights of a third
person, in violation of [IRPC 4.4; conduct involving
di shonesty, fraud, decei t, or m srepresentation, in
violation of IRPC 8.4(a)(4); conduct that is prejudicial to
the admnistration of justice, 1in violation of |IRPC
8.4(a)(5); and conduct which tends to bring the courts or
the legal profession into disrepute, in violation of
II'linois Suprenme Court Rule 770.

Count I1: Maki ng statenments of material fact to a
third person which the |awer knows or reasonably should
know are false, in violation of |IRPC 4.1(a); conduct
i nvol ving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or msrepresentation,
in violation of IRPC 8.4(a)(4); conduct that is prejudicial
to the admnistration of justice, in violation of |IRPC
8.4(a)(5); and conduct which tends to bring the courts or
the legal profession into disrepute, in violation of

[I'linois Supreme Court Rule 770.

15 Attorney Mlos joined a petition filed by the Illinois
Commission in the Illinois Suprene Court to inpose discipline on
consent . On June 13, 2011, at a hearing before the Illinois

Comm ssion, Attorney M1l os, through counsel, asked the panel to
approve the petition to inpose discipline on consent. At t or ney
Ml os' counsel inforned the panel that Attorney M| os has never

3
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been disciplined before and is renorseful with regard to this

matter.

16 On Septenber 26, 2011, the Illinois Supreme Court
accepted the petition of the Illinois Conmmssion to inpose
di scipline on consent and suspended Attorney MIlos' license to
practice law in Illinois for 90 days, effective October 17,
2011. The Illinois Suprenme Court also directed Attorney MI os
to conplete the Illinois Comm ssion's Professionalism Sem nar

Wi thin one year of the court's final order of discipline, and to
reinmburse the Cient Protection Program Trust Fund for any
client protection paynents arising fromhis conduct.

M7 After reviewing the mtter, we inpose the identical
90-day suspension inposed by the Illinois Supreme Court. See

SCR 22.22.Y  On Novenmber 15, 2011, OLR filed a conplaint and

1 SCR 22.22 provides, in pertinent part:

(3) The suprenme 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 proof
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.

(4) Except as provided in sub. (3), a fina
adjudication in another jurisdiction that an attorney
has engaged in msconduct or has a nedical incapacity

4
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order to answer. On Novenber 23, 2011, this court ordered
Attorney Mlos to inform the court, in witing, of any claim
predi cated upon the grounds set forth in SCR 22.22(3), that the
inposition of discipline identical to that inposed in Illinois
would be unwarranted and of the factual basis for any such
claim The order stated that if Attorney Mlos failed to
respond by Decenber 13, 2011, the court would proceed under SCR
22.22. The order was sent via certified mil; the signed
certified mail receipt was returned to the court. At t or ney
Mlos filed no answer to the conplaint and did not respond to
this court's Novenber 23, 2011, order.

18 On Decenber 27, 2011, the parties filed wth this
court a stipulation signed by Attorney Mlos in which he agreed
wth the facts alleged in the conplaint and the docunents
attached to the conplaint, and he agreed that he is subject to
reciprocal discipline in Wsconsin pursuant to SCR 22.22.
Through the stipulation, Attorney M| os does not claim defenses
to the proposed inposition of reciprocal discipline, nor does he
contest the inposition of discipline in Wsconsin.

19 Through counsel, Attorney MIlos has requested that
this court nake its order effective 60 days from the date of
i ssuance so that Attorney MIos can provide adequate service to

his clients.

shal | be conclusive evidence of the attorney's
m sconduct or nedical incapacity for purposes of a
proceedi ng under this rule.
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170 IT IS ORDERED that the license of Mark MIlos to
practice law in Wsconsin is suspended for a period of 90 days,
effective April 3, 2012.

112 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Mark MIlos shall conply
with the terms and conditions set forth in the Illinois Suprene
Court's order and judgnent of Septenber 26, 2011.

12 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Mark MIlos 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.
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