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Your client was released from detention shortly after the bond hearing. According to him,
you informed him “a day or two” before the merits hearing that you would not be attending the
hearing because you had a conflict, the interview with your other client. You told your client that
another attorney would be appearing in your stead, and that the other attorney would be seeking a
continuance. Your client agreed to this arrangement. However, you failed to explain to the other
attorney that the April 28 hearing was scheduled as a merits hearing, or provide that other
attorney—who would eventually become successor counsel—with any documentation or details
about your client’s case that would have enabled him to represent his interests in a substantive
way.

Upon arriving at the Immigration Court, the other attorney learned for the first time that
your client was facing a merits hearing and declined to enter his appearance as he did not believe
he was prepared to competently represent your client. The Immigration Court stated that your
client would have to speak on his own behalf. As stated in its decision of September 9, 2015,
however:

[Blefore the case could proceed, the Government offered [your client] the option to
withdraw his asylum application without prejudice, waive his right to appeal, and
accept 120-day voluntary departure. Additionally, the Government stated that a
motion to reopen filed by [your client] during the period of voluntary departure
could be received favorably by the Government, with the possibility of the
Government joining the motion if certain actions were taken by [your client], such
as filing a bar complaint against Mr. Maturi.

Your client accepted the Government’s offer.

Ultimately, your client filed a bar complaint against you. In August 2015, successor
counsel and the Government filed a Joint Motion to Reopen the proceedings and for a stay of
removal. The Immigration Court denied the motion. However, successor counsel appealed on the
client’s behalf, and on November 3, 2016, the Board of Immigration Appeals sustained the appeal,
noting that you did not appear at the April 28 hearing. The BIA vacated the Immigration Court’s
order and remanded for further proceedings, such that your client will now be able to litigate the
merits of his petition.

You have stated that you believed successor counsel would easily obtain a continuance of
the April 28 hearing, because your client had been released from detention and therefore the case
would no longer be a priority for the court. Accordingly, you did not provide successor counsel
with substantive details or documents concerning the case. However, the court specifically advised
at the time that bond was set that the merits hearing would be moving forward on April 28 absent
further notice from the Court. Even without this specific admonition, there was always a chance
that a motion for continuance would be denied, and that the merits hearing would move forward.

We find that your conduct in this matter—failing to ensure that your client would be
adequately represented at the merits hearing—violated Texas Disciplinary Rule of Professional






