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BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS 
APPOINTED BY THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS 

IN THE MATTER OF  § 
NEJLA KASSANDRA KEYFLI LANE,   § TX CAUSE NO. 67623 
STATE BAR CARD NO. 24095557   §  

 § EMERGENCY MOTION 
       § 
==========================================================  

EMERGENCY MOTION TO RECONSIDER BODA’S NOVEMBER 16, 2023, 
SUSPENSION ORDER 

========================================================== 
Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane (“Lane”), appearing pro se, respectfully requests that 

the Board of Disciplinary Appeals (“BODA” or “Board”) take one of the following actions: (1) either 

vacate the Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension (hereinafter “Judgment”) in Cause No. 67623, 

issued by BODA on November 16, 2023, or, (2) in the alternative, assuming arguendo, that the 

Illinois disciplinary proceedings were not so deficient in due process or flawed as to create a clear 

conviction; in such a case, Lane still contends that any Texas reciprocal discipline imposed by BODA 

should be concurrent, non pro tunc, with the effective date of the Illinois suspension (the original 

jurisdiction).  Furthermore, (3) as another alternative, Lane requests that the Board STAY the 

Judgment until the resolution of this matter currently pending before the Supreme Court of Texas. In 

support of this this Emergency Motion Lane states as follows:  

Statement of Facts and Grounds for the Emergency Motion: 

1. Firstly, this Emergency Motion (“Motion”) is filed primarily pursuant to Texas Rule of 

Disciplinary Procedure 17.06's limitation provision. Lane seeks, in the first instance, the vacation 

of the Judgment. Alternatively, Lane request that the suspension imposed by BODA be made 

concurrent with the original jurisdiction, non pro tunc, effective February 7, 2023.  In another 

alternative, Lane seeks a stay on the suspension until the resolution of this matter before the 

Supreme Court of Texas. 
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2. On October 27, 2023, BODA conducted a hearing on the reciprocal discipline matter, case no. 

67623. Following this, on November 16, 2023, BODA issued a suspension. If this suspension 

is imposed, it will result in irreparable harm to Lane's legal career, livelihood, professional 

reputation and her mental well-being. 

3. Lane's Emergency Motion is primarily revolving around the issue of the State Bar of Texas' and 

BODA's Lack of Jurisdiction, as stipulated in Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 17.06's 

limitation provision. This rule explicitly states that "[n]o attorney may be disciplined for 

Professional Misconduct that occurred more than four years before the date on which a 

Grievance alleging the Professional Misconduct is received by the Chief Disciplinary 

Counsel." Lane reported the alleged misconduct that occurred in June of 2017, to the Chief 

Disciplinary Counsel (“CDC”), Seana Willing, on July 29, 2020.  (See Exh. A, combined emails 

sent/received by the Chief Disciplinary Counsel). 

According to the Definition section Rule 1.06 (§ R):  
Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure: “Grievance” means a written statement, from whatever 
source, apparently intended to allege Professional Misconduct by a lawyer, or lawyer 
Disability, or both, received by the Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel. (Emphasis 
added) (Tex. R. D. P., updated September 1, 2023. P. 4). 
 

4. It is undisputed that the alleged attorney’s Professional Misconduct occurred on April 18, 2017, 

June 23, 2017, and on June 26, 2017, respectively. Lane properly reported this alleged professional 

misconduct to CDC on July 29, 2020, thereby fulfilling her duty to report herself.  (See Exh. A, & 

B-1, Citation issued from United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois 

“NDIL” on November 14, 2017).  

5. As a direct consequence of this alleged professional misconduct, Lane was suspended from the 

Illinois General Bar for six months and from the Illinois Trial Bar for twelve months, with the 

suspension taking effect on January 22, 2018. Consequently, the four-year limitation provision 
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outlined in Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 17.06 (“Rule 17.06”) expired on June 25, 2021. 

(See Exh. B-2, Order of Suspension from NDIL).  

6. Subsequently, Lane was reinstated to the General Bar on August 7, 2018, and to the Trial Bar on 

June 11, 2019, respectively.  (See Exh. B-3, Orders of reinstatements). 

7. However, two years later, on August 28, 2019, Illinois State Bar filed a Complaint against Lane 

for the same alleged attorney professional misconduct (“professional misconduct”).  (See 

Exh. C, Illinois Complaint, filed by Illinois Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Commission 

“ARDC”).  

8. As a result of the alleged attorney professional misconduct, the Hearing Board and Review Board 

recommended a nine (9) months suspension for Lane from the Illinois State Bar. This suspension 

was stayed after six (6) months by a six-month period of probation, subject to the conditions as 

recommended by the Review Board.  (See Exh. D, Mandate of Illinois Supreme Court, on January 

17, 2023, affirming Review Board’s Report and Recommendation to suspend Lane effective on 

February 7, 2023).  

9. Despite Lane reporting the alleged Professional Misconduct on July 29, 2020, to the Chief 

Disciplinary Counsel (“CDC”), Seana Willing1, well before the expiration of the four-years 

limitation provision on June 25, 2021, as outlined in Rule 17.06, the CDC decided not to pursue 

a reciprocal discipline at that juncture. Consequently, both State Bar of Texas and BODA lost 

jurisdiction to prosecute Lane for this email incident that occurred on or before June 26, 2017. 

(See Exh. A, emails of reporting).  

 
1 Seana Willing was Chief Disciplinary Counsel (CDC) when Lane communicated with her on 
7/2/2020, Lane specifically mentioned that this alleged misconduct transpired in June of 2017. Judith 
Gres DeBerry is her Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, never mentioned to Lane the four-year limitation 
rule which was about to expire in June of 2021.  



 
4 

 

 
10. Therefore, when Lane notified the CDC, a Grievance alleging the professional misconduct was 

indeed received by the CDC. However, the CDC chose not to prosecute Lane for this alleged 

attorney misconduct that occurred on or before June 26, 2017.  Id. 

11. During this email communication, inter alia, Ms. Willing clarified that on January 22, 2018, 

when the Federal District Court suspended Lane for violations of ABA Model Rules of 

Professional Conduct Rules 3.5(d) and 8.4(d), the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional 

Conduct (TDRPC) Rule 8.03, did not account for discipline from a federal court or federal 

agency. Simply put, TDRPC Rule 8.03 neither recognized nor required a self-reporting for 

discipline imposed by a federal court or federal agency.  It’s important to note, however, that 

Lane did not conceal her federal court suspension from the CDC for the alleged misconduct that 

occurred on or before June 26, 2017. (Id.). 

12. On February 3, 2023, Lane once again reported her suspension by the Illinois State Bar and 

attached the Mandate dated January 17, 2023. In her communication, she also mentioned her 

defenses, specifically referring to the “ex post facto law”. However, it had become too late to 

discipline Attorney Lane for alleged professional Misconduct that occurred more than four 

years prior to the date on which a Grievance alleging the professional misconduct was received 

by the CDC. Consequently, it was no longer possible to discipline Lane on or after June 25, 2021, 

pursuant to R. 17.06(A). (See Exh. A). 

13. However, just one day before the effective suspension date, on February 6, 2023, a catastrophic 

earthquake2 struck Lane’s hometown in Hatay/Antakya, Turkey (“hometown”). This natural 

disaster resulted in devastating losses for Lane, including the loss of her entire family.  Within 

hours of the disaster, Lane received heart-wrenching news that her entire family in Turkey was 

 
2 This earthquake in Antakya continued over days and weeks.  
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either lost or still trapped under the rubble, including her two beloved sisters, among others. This 

devastating news left Lane in a state of profound psychological and mental shock, compelling her 

to immediately travel to Turkey to assist her family.   

14. Unable to properly focus or conduct proper research on her suspension order of February 7, 2023, 

Lane wanted to be with her surviving relatives. Lane embarked on two trips to Turkey, the first 

on February 15, 2023, and the second on July 5, 2023. Lane’s primary purpose in traveling was to 

support her family in their search for missing relatives, provide financial assistance, cover funeral 

expenses, and offer much-needed emotional comfort during this incredibly challenging time. The 

pain Lane felt is indescribable, nobody can fully comprehend the anguish she endured during the 

weeks and months following the earthquake. Lane suffering is beyond anyone’s imagination.    

15. However, on May 30, 2023, Lane accepted personal service and was personally served with the 

First Amended Order to Show Cause. (See Exh. E, First Amended Order to Show Cause). Despite 

still experiencing extreme mental anguish and post-traumatic stress disorder (“PTSD”), when Lane 

accepted the First Amended Order to Show Cause, she was still grieving the loss of her immediate 

family member.  This profound emotional turmoil left her mentally and emotionally unable to 

think clearly, function effectively, or conduct proper research. (See Exh. E).  

16. On June 28, 2023, to the best of her abilities, when Lane responded with her Objection to the 

First Amended Order to Show Cause on Petition for Reciprocal Discipline, she did not explicitly 

assert the Rule 17.05 limitation defense. This decision was influenced by Lane’s ongoing direct 

communication with Assistant Disciplinary Counsel, Judith DeBerry. Ms. DeBerry was extremely 

compassionate and understood Lane’s extreme mental anguish, when she provided Lane with the 

First Amended Order to Show Cause, with the defenses outline in the Texas Rule of Disciplinary 

Procedure (“TRDP”) under Rule 9.04 (A)-(E). Consequently, Lane’ response on June 28, 2023, 
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focused solely on the defenses outlined under Rule 9.04, while also asserting the “Ex Post Facto 

Law defense”.  

17. Due to these circumstances mentioned above, Lane did not explicitly assert the Rule 17.05(a) 

limitation defense, because the “limitation defense” was not listed as one of the defenses under 

Tex. Rule D.P.R. 9.04.  Nevertheless, Lane was not required to plead this limitation defense 

because Rule 17. 06 “expressly prohibits” the tribunal from imposing disciple after four years, 

regardless of whether Lane had pleaded limitation as a defense.  

18. The BODA, as the tribunal hearing Lane’s Reciprocal discipline matter, is obligated to follow the 

Rule 17.06.  The Board members are obligated to follow the Texas Rules of Disciplinary 

Procedure starting with the “Preamble” (Tex. Rule of Disciplinary Procedure, updated 

September 1, 2023, p. 2). This Preamble, delegates specific responsibilities to the Board of 

Directors of the State Bar of Texas, which include the following:  

The Supreme Court of Texas has the constitutional and statutory responsibility within the 
State for the lawyer discipline and disability system, and has inherent power to maintain appropriate 
standards of professional conduct and to dispose of individual cases of lawyer discipline and []. 
To carry out this responsibility, the Court promulgates the following rules for lawyer 
discipline and disability proceedings.  Subject to the inherent power of the Supreme Court of 
Texas, the responsibility for administering and supervising lawyer discipline and disability is 
delegated to the Board of Directors of the State Bar of Texas. Authority to adopt rules of 
procedure and administration not inconsistent with these rules is vested in the Board. This 
delegation is specifically limited to the rights, powers, and authority herein expressly delegated. 
(Emphasis added). (Id. Tex. R. D. P.) 

 
19. On June 28, 2023, Lane’s response included the Ex Post Facto law defense, citing the case 

Stogner v. California, 539U.S. 607(2003). The case held that “Ex post facto laws, within the 

words and the intent of the prohibition include: first, every law that makes an action done before 

the passing of the law, and which was innocent when done, criminal; and punishes such action; 

second, every law that aggravates a crime, or makes it greater than it was, when committed; third, 

every law that changes the punishment, and inflicts a greater punishment, than the law annexed 
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to the crime, when committed; and fourth, every law that alters the legal rules of evidence, and 

receives less, or different, testimony, than the law required at the time of the commission of the 

offence, in order to convict the offender. All these, and similar laws, are manifestly unjust and 

oppressive.” See Stogner v. California, 539 U.S. 607, 609 (2003). 

20. On October 27, 2023, reciprocal disciplinary action was called for a hearing before BODA, in 

violation of Rule 17.06, which explicitly prohibits the Board Members from pursing any case after 

four years.  Subsequently, on November 16, 2023, a Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension 

was issued by BODA. (See Exh. F, BODA Suspension Order).  

21.  Similar to Lane’s case, in In re Delhomme v. Commission for Lawyer Discipline, the Court 

held that “[i]n this case involving a disciplinary proceeding against a lawyer, Beverly Delhomme 

appeals the trial court's judgment that she committed professional misconduct, asserting that the 

claim is time-barred under the pertinent statute of limitations.  We conclude that the initial citizen's 

grievance was timely filed, but because that complaint was dismissed, the state bar's subsequently 

filed complaint and petition were subject to a limitations defense.  Consequently, the state bar's 

complaint is time-barred.3 We reverse and render judgment that this matter be dismissed. 

(Emphasis added). (Court of Appeals of Texas, Dallas, No. 05-02-01646-CV, decided August 19, 

2003). However, Lane’s alleged “professional misconduct that occurred on April 18, June 23, and 

June 26, 2017, respectively,” unlike Ms. Beverly Delhomme’s case mentioned above, Lane’s was 

not dismissed. It proceeded contrary to R. 17.06. 

22. Evidently, Lane’s entire professional life has been profoundly impacted by the three emails that 

sent in April and June of 2017, well beyond the four-year jurisdictional time limitation—in fact, 

six year and five months ago. Since January 2018, Lane has faced publicly humiliate not only in 

 
3 Resolving the first issue as we do, we need not reach Delhomme’s other issues.  

https://plus.lexis.com/api/document/collection/cases/id/48XS-NX80-004B-Y02F-00000-00?page=1&reporter=1290&cite=539%20U.S.%20607&context=1530671
https://plus.lexis.com/api/document/collection/cases/id/48XS-NX80-004B-Y02F-00000-00?page=1&reporter=1290&cite=539%20U.S.%20607&context=1530671
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Law360 but also in other Law Journals, effectively destroying her reputation beyond repair. 

However, when we consider the aggregated six-month suspensions in each jurisdiction, the total 

exceeds over two years. These periods include the time when disciplinary actions were pending in 

each state bar. The excessive suspension encroaches upon Lane’s rights to life, liberty, and the 

pursuit of happiness, particularly in terms of her ability to maintain her livelihood. Lane has been 

punished for the same incident more than double, triple or, even quadruple times, this ongoing 

punishment continues to this date, almost seven years later.  

23. Notably, in BODA’s Judgment dated November 16, 2023, Lane observes that one Board member, 

Bill Ogden, did not participate in the decision.  However, two of the Board members dissented.  

These dissenting Board members are Honorable Justice W.C. Kirkendall, a Judge in 2nd 25th 

Judicial District since 2005-present, without providing an accompanying opinion; and the 

Commissioner4, Jason E. Boatright, a former Justice of the Texas Fifth Court of Appeal, Justice 

Emeritus, explicitly expressed his dissenting views along with a supporting opinion. (See Exh. F, 

BODA Judgment).  

24. Lane firmly believes that these two Board members or Directors have adhered to the Texas Rules 

of Disciplinary Procedure, as outlined in the Preambles dated September 21, 2023. In light of this 

belief, Lane incorporates by reference and includes a verbatim copy of the complete dissenting 

opinion authored by Hon. Judge Jason Boatright, Justice Emeritus of the Fifth Court of Appeals: 

(See Exh. F, pp. 10-16, displayed in a different font). 

 
4 Mr. Boatright has held senior legal positions in state government in both Dallas and Austin. He is a 
former justice of the Texas Fifth District Court of Appeals, the appellate court that reviews trial court 
decisions in Collin, Dallas, Grayson, Hunt, Kaufman and Rockwall counties. Previously, he was 
director of the general counsel section of the Texas Railroad Commission, the agency that regulates 
the Texas oil and gas industry. He was also director of the Texas Attorney General’s opinions division, 
which issues official written legal opinions to government officials on the meaning of state laws and 
regulations. Mr. Boatright writes frequently on the Texas Constitution and the history of Texas laws 
and regulations. 
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“I. The statute of limitations prohibited us from disciplining Lane 

In 2017, Lane sent three inappropriate emails to a federal magistrate judge in the Northern 

District of Illinois. In 2018, the Northern District suspended her for the emails. In 2023, the Illinois 

Supreme Court suspended her for them again. And now we have suspended her a third time.   

We should not have done that. The Rules of Disciplinary Procedure prohibit us from 

imposing discipline for conduct that occurred more than four years earlier. We are far past the 

deadline here. We should have denied the request for reciprocal discipline and dismissed the case.  

a.  In attorney discipline cases, the statute of limitations restricts our power 

Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 17.06(a) provides that no “attorney may be disciplined for 

Professional Misconduct that occurred more than four years before the date on which a Grievance 

alleging the Professional Misconduct” was received by the CDC. A Grievance is a “written 

statement, from whatever source, apparently intended to allege Professional Misconduct” received 

by the CDC. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 1.06(R), reprinted in Tex. Gov’t Code Ann., tit. 2, subtit. 

G, app. A-1. In Lane’s case, the CDC received a complaint from Illinois. It is a written statement 

alleging conduct that constitutes Professional Misconduct in Texas, so it is a Grievance. Id.   

The copy of the Grievance that the CDC submitted to us was certified by the Illinois Supreme 

Court clerk’s office on February 14, 2023, which was over five years after Lane sent the emails. 

Because the CDC received the Grievance more than four years after the Professional Misconduct 

at issue, Rule 17.06 prohibits us from disciplining Lane.  

b.  Lane did not have to plead limitations as a defense 

Conclusion of Law 2 notes that Lane did not plead limitations as an affirmative defense. 

However, she did not have to. Chapter 16 of the Civil Practice & Remedies Code requires a party 
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in a civil suit to bring a claim within a certain period of time, and Rule of Civil Procedure 94 requires 

the opposing party to plead limitations as a defense to that claim. But in attorney discipline cases, 

limitations does not require a party to begin a disciplinary proceeding within a period of time; it 

prohibits a tribunal from imposing discipline after a period of time. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 

17.06(a). Unlike civil cases, where limitations imposes complementary obligations on the parties 

as adversaries, limitations in attorney disciplinary cases does not impose any obligation on the 

parties, it obliges us not to impose discipline after limitations expires.   

Lane does not have the power, through her failure to plead a limitations defense, to authorize 

us to do what Rule 17.06(a) expressly forbids. Consequently, we do not have authority to impose 

discipline in this case, regardless of whether Lane pleaded limitations as a defense.  

The Judgment relies on three authorities for concluding otherwise. First, it cites Beard v. 

Commission for Lawyer Discipline, 279 S.W.3d 895 (Tex. App.—Dallas 2009, pet. denied), which 

held that limitations must be pleaded as an affirmative defense in attorney discipline cases, or it is 

waived. But Beard was not a reciprocal discipline case. Id. at 899. Reciprocal discipline has its own 

rule regarding affirmative defenses, Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04. That rule lists five 

affirmative defenses that are available to respondents in reciprocal discipline cases. A respondent 

has to plead and prove at least one of them to avoid the imposition of discipline. Limitations is not 

on the list. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 9.04. Beard did not address Rule 9.04 or the fact Rule 

17.06 is a restriction on our power, not a pleading requirement.  

The second authority the Judgment cites for the idea that limitations must be pleaded as an 

affirmative defense is Rule of Civil Procedure 94. That rule requires parties in civil cases to plead 
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limitations, but this is a reciprocal discipline case, not a civil case, so Rule of Civil Procedure 94 

does not apply here; Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04 does.  

The third authority the Judgment cites is BODA Internal Procedural Rule 1.03, which provides 

that the Rules of Civil Procedure apply to disciplinary matters except as varied by our rules or to 

the extent practicable. Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04 lists the defenses available to 

respondents in reciprocal discipline, so Rule of Civil Procedure 94 does not apply here.   

The exclusion of limitations from the list of available defenses in Rule 9.04 is consistent with 

the fact that limitations in attorney discipline cases is a restriction on our power rather than a 

pleading requirement for the parties: a party cannot remove a prohibition on our use of power by 

failing to plead limitations, just as it cannot enforce a restriction against us by pleading limitations. 

In reciprocal discipline cases, the statute of limitations is not a pleading requirement and 

limitations is not an available affirmative defense. Therefore, the Judgment was wrong to conclude 

that limitations must be pleaded or it is waived.  

c.  The Grievance did not go through classification, but it did not have to 

In Conclusion of Law 3, the Judgment suggests that the “Grievance” mentioned in Rule 17.06 

is not the sort of “information” that starts a reciprocal discipline case in Rule 9.01. After all, the 

CDC is required to examine each Grievance to determine whether it should be classified as an 

Inquiry, Complaint, or Discretionary Referral, and there is no room for that process in reciprocal 

discipline cases. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 2.10, 9.01. So it is natural to assume, as the Judgment 

does in Conclusion of Law 3, that the “information” the CDC receives in a reciprocal discipline case 

is not a “Grievance” that starts the statute of limitations.   
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However, Rule 17.06 lists exceptions to the general rule that a tribunal cannot discipline 

someone after four years. One of the exceptions is compulsory discipline. Id. R. 17.06(B). A 

compulsory discipline case does not begin when the CDC receives a Grievance. Id. R. 8.01. Nor is 

there any room in compulsory discipline for the grievance classification process. Cf. Id. R. 2.10.  

If it were true that the statute of limitations does not apply to a case unless there is a Grievance 

that goes through the classification process, limitations could not apply to compulsory discipline 

cases. But because the statute of limitations expressly states that compulsory discipline is an 

exception, limitations would have applied to compulsory discipline cases absent the exception. This 

means that the statute of limitations applies to disciplinary actions in which proceedings are not 

commenced with a Grievance that goes through the classification process.  

Reciprocal discipline cases are not on the list of exceptions to the statute of limitations in Rule 

17.06, so the statute of limitations applies to reciprocal discipline. 

The Judgment interprets Rule 17.06 without giving effect to exceptions like compulsory 

discipline. It cannot do that; it has to give effect to every provision in the Rules of Disciplinary 

Procedure. In re Caballero, 272 S.W.3d 595, 599-600 (Tex. 2008). Because the Judgment does not 

give effect to the exceptions in Rule 17.06—or to the rule’s prohibition on our power to impose 

discipline after four years—the Judgment’s interpretation of Rule 17.06 is wrong.  

d. Professional Misconduct occurred in 2017, not 2023 

Professional Misconduct is defined as “conduct that occurs in another jurisdiction, including 

before any federal court or federal agency, and results in the disciplining of an attorney in that 

other jurisdiction.” Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 1.06(CC)(2). Conclusion of Law 4 in the Judgment 

says this language means that Lane did not commit Professional Misconduct until January 17, 
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2023, when she was disciplined in Illinois. But Rule 1.06 defines Professional Misconduct in terms 

of the conduct that results in discipline, not the discipline itself.   

Lane sent the emails at issue in April and June of 2017. That conduct resulted in discipline. 

Thus, under Rule 1.06, the Professional Misconduct occurred in 2017.  

e. Our conclusions of law are not Supreme Court precedents 

Conclusion of Law 5 discusses our Bruno decision from 2021. In that case, we made a 

conclusion of law in which we noted that we had previously denied Bruno’s motion to dismiss. In 

re Bruno, BODA Case No. 65864, aff’d, 21-0964 (Tex. Sep. 2, 2022). In his motion to dismiss, 

Bruno had argued that the statute of limitations in Rule 17.06 barred discipline in his case.   

Bruno appealed our judgment—not the denial of his motion to dismiss, which had already 

happened and which our judgment merely noted, but the entirety of our decision. In the Supreme 

Court, Bruno raised seven issues, including one about limitations. The conduct at issue in his case 

had occurred more than seven years earlier, so he argued that BODA’s decision to impose discipline 

violated the “spirit and language” of Rule 17.06. The Court affirmed our decision.   

Conclusion of Law 5 says we “held” in Bruno that reciprocal discipline was not time-barred 

under Rule 17.06. That is not quite what we did in Bruno—we merely noted that we had previously 

announced our decision to deny Bruno’s motion to dismiss under Rule 17.06—but leave that to the 

side. Notice we are implying that our conclusion of law about limitations in Bruno has binding 

precedential value because the Supreme Court affirmed our decision in that case.   

I fully accept that the Supreme Court’s decision to affirm our judgment in a particular case 

commands us to resolve analogous cases the same way. But I do not think the Court’s decision to 
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affirm is meant to give precedential authority to the conclusions of law we make in support of the 

judgment, particularly in a case like Bruno with multiple independent grounds for our decision.   

To be clear, I am not saying the Supreme Court could not give our conclusions of law binding 

effect as legal precedents; rather, I suspect the Court does not do that.   

When the Supreme Court affirms one of our decisions, I think it is resolving a particular case, 

not adopting each of our conclusions of law as a rule of decision with binding force in future cases. 

Otherwise, our conclusions of law would constitute a new body of law—bodalaw—that would not 

only bind us, but district and appellate courts too. That is not what our conclusions of law do. They 

are just fragments of legal reasoning that explain our judgment in a case.   

We can correct our prior errors and we should have done so here. The rules did not require 

Lane to plead limitations as an affirmative defense; they prohibited us from imposing discipline 

after four years. We should have obeyed the rules and dismissed this case. 

II. Disciplining Lane was a grave injustice 

In her response to the petition for reciprocal discipline, Lane pleaded that identical discipline 

would be a grave injustice. No Texas judicial decision has defined the term “grave injustice,” but it 

seems to refer to a decision that would be particularly inequitable given the facts and law in a 

particular case. See, e.g., Caldwell v. Barnes, 975 S.W.2d 535, 539 (Tex. 1998).  

When the government takes away someone’s ability to earn a living, as we have done here, it 

can destroy a person’s life. That is a grave matter. And now Lane has been suspended three times 

for sending three emails six years ago a thousand miles away from here. That is particularly 

inequitable. See id. The worst part of it is the triple jeopardy, but the fact that it happened so long 
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ago and so far away from here is bad too. And yes, Lane deserved to be punished for her emails, 

but she had already been punished for them—twice. And now we have punished her again.   

Because destroying someone’s livelihood is a grave matter, and because doing so a third time 

for just one thing is unjust, our decision to suspend Lane was a grave injustice.  

Under Rule 9.04, we have to enter orders that we deem necessary and appropriate in reciprocal 

discipline cases. Even if discipline were not barred by limitations, an order denying the CDC’s 

request for reciprocal discipline would have been necessary and appropriate to prevent a grave 

injustice in Lane’s case.”  

(END OF DISSENTING OPINION OF JUSTICE BOATRIGHT). (See Exh. F, pp. 10-16). 

25. If BODA does not vacate the Judgment of November 16, 2023, in the alternative, Lane 

respectfully requests that BODA’s imposed discipline should coincide, run concurrently, non pro 

tunc, because Lane notified the CDC of the Illinois suspension order.  (See Exh. A, Lane’s 

notifications with Chief Disciplinary Counsel, Seana Willing).  

26. Furthermore, Lane has ceased to practice law on or before February 7 through August 6, 2023.  

Lane argues that her Illinois suspension should run concurrently and/or nun pro tunc with the 

Texas suspension. In re Kristal L. Peters’ matter, Ms. Peters suggests that any disciplinary 

sanction be imposed upon her nunc pro tunc, as disciplinary authorities in other jurisdictions 

have found appropriate. “An attorney sanctioned by the disciplinary authorities of another 

jurisdiction should ordinarily serve his or her reciprocal District of Columbia suspension 

concurrently with the suspension imposed in the original disciplining jurisdiction.” In re Soininen, 

853 A.2d 712, 728 (D.C. 2004) (quoting In re Goldberg, 460 A.2d 982, 985 (D.C. 1983)). However, 

“if the attorney unreasonably delays in notifying Disciplinary Counsel that he or she has 

been disciplined in another state, or if the attorney engages in the practice of law in the District of 
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Columbia while suspended elsewhere, then a more severe sanction may be justified.” (Emphasis 

added). In re Goldberg, 460 A.2d at 985. (D.C. 1983).  In reciprocal discipline cases, we impose 

a suspension or disbarment nunc pro tunc when the affected attorney files an affidavit stating 

that he has not practiced law in the District of Columbia subsequent to the date to which the nunc 

pro tunc suspension retroactively runs. See In re Goldberg, 460 A.2d 982, 985 (D.C. 1983) (when 

an attorney promptly notifies Bar Counsel of disciplinary proceedings in another jurisdiction and 

voluntarily stops practicing in the District of Columbia during the period of suspension in the 

original jurisdiction, concurrent suspension will be the norm); District of Columbia Court of 

Appeals Board on Professional Responsibility Rule 8.5(b). The reason for the Board's 

recommending two different dates for the two suspensions to begin was its view that the reciprocal 

disciplinary actions should operate nunc pro tunc to, but not earlier than, the beginning date 

of the discipline in the foreign jurisdiction. Respondent filed an affidavit pursuant to In re 

Goldberg stating that he had not practiced law in the District of Columbia subsequent to August 

11, 1988. (Emphasis added). 

Similarly, on September 25, 2023, Northern District of Texas imposed reciprocal discipline, 

suspending Lane from the bar of its Court and stated:  

“We find that Lane’s membership in the bar of this Court should be suspended, as it 
has been in Illinois, for 6 months.  “[W]hen a district court learns that a member of its 
bar has been subject to discipline by another jurisdiction, the identical discipline is 
typically imposed.”  In re Smith, 123 F.Supp.2d 351, 355 (N.D. Tex. 2000) (three-
judge panel) (per curiam) (quoting In re Hoare, 155 F.3d 937, 940 (8th Cir. 1998)), 
aff’d, 275 F.3d 42 (5th Cir. 2001) (table) (per curiam). 
Public records indicate that Lane’s suspension began February 7, 2023, and ended 
August 7, 2023.  [] During that period of time, the only matter this panel could find in 
this Court involving Lane is this disciplinary matter.  In such circumstances, our Court 
has previously concluded that no further period is needed for reciprocal discipline 
(because the disciplined lawyer sat out from this Court for the same period the lawyer 
sat out of the other disciplining court).  In re Klayman, No. 3:20-MC-043B, Doc. 26, 
Dec. 16, 2020.  The remaining question is what to do about the Illinois 6-month period 
of supervision.  It is not a viable option for the Court to keep Illinois supervision in 
place in this Court.  That supervision requires Lane to practice under the supervision 

https://casetext.com/case/matter-of-goldberg-86#p985
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of a licensed attorney.  That supervising attorney is presumably licensed in Illinois and 
not the Northern District of Texas. The Courts options are therefore either imposing 
no further supervision in this Court or establishing a separate supervision framework 
in this Court. The Court concludes that the former approach is appropriate, and no 
further supervision is needed here.  Over one month has elapsed since Lane was 
reinstated under supervision.  Her de facto suspension in Texas has amounted to over 
7 months—1 month over the original suspension.  The Court concludes this additional 
1 month of de facto suspension is sufficient to equate to a longer period of supervision.  
Accordingly, we impose reciprocal discipline, deem the suspension to have 
been served, and consider this matter CLOSED.  
(Emphasis added) (See Exh. G, Order from NDTX [DE11], Exh. A, Lane’ reporting 
to CDC, on 2/3/23). 
 

27. In the alternative, BODA should be concurrent with the original suspension in Illinois, or non 

pro tunc (effective from the original date of the Illinois suspension order-February 7, 2023). After 

notifying Northern District of Texas (“NDTX”) of the order suspending Lane from the practice 

of law in Illinois, effective February 7, 2023. The NDTX issued an Order, [DE11] which imposed 

reciprocal discipline, specifying that it should be concurrent and deeming the suspension to have 

been served, thus closing the matter. (See Exh. G [DE11], Order of United States District Court 

Northern District Texas – Dallas Division, imposing reciprocal discipline, concurrent, deemed 

suspension to have been served, and consider this matter CLOSED). 

28. For reasons stated above, Lane requests that the reciprocal discipline imposed by BODA shall 

also be concurrent, non pro tunc, with the original jurisdiction, because Lane did not practice law 

in Texas from on or before January 2023 until September 15, 2023, as she was dealing with the 

loss of her family members in Turkey. On September 15, 2023, after she was automatically 

reinstated in Illinois, Lane filed her first case: the Original Petition for Divorce in Fort Bend 

County, Texas. (See Exh. H, redacted Case, showing filing date of 9/15/2023). 

29. Accordingly, per In Re Goldberg standard, Lane has timely notified CDC on February 3, 2023 

of her suspension. Lane has ceased to practice law since on or before February 7, 2023, and filed 

her affidavit of compliance with Illinois and Michigan disciplinary agencies. Additionally, if the 
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purpose of discipline is not punishment, but to protect the public, the courts, and the legal 

profession, accordingly, Lane’s alleged misconduct was not for unethical reason. 

30. Furthermore, prior to the discipline matter before NDIL, was licensed to practice in three States: 

Michigan, Illinois, and Texas, respectively.  At the time of the Illinois suspension order, Lane was 

no longer an active member of the State of Michigan5, as she held active licenses in Illinois and 

Texas.  Lane’s primary practice area was immigration law, allowing her to represent clients before 

the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA), the Immigration Courts, and the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS) (“three authorities”). 

31. Consequently, these consecutive suspensions6, when aggregated, have resulted in a total 

suspension period exceeding two years. As noted by the Honorable Justice Emeritus and the 

Board member, Jason Boatright, in his dissent above (II. Disciplining Lane was a grave injustice), 

this extended suspension unequivocally constitutes a grave injustice. Additionally, the pending 

disciplinary actions, inter alia, have the adverse effect of prevent Lane from practicing law before 

the three authorities7. This not only deprives Lane of her livelihood but also severely impairs her 

ability to earn a gainful living. 

32. Irreparable harm will be incurred by the time this matter is heard before the Supreme Court of 

Texas, as the six-month suspension period will have already been completed, rendering the hearing 

moot. Considering the serious consequences that Lane faces due to the suspension imposed by 

BODA, she respectfully requests BODA to grant this Emergency Motion to Vacate, or impose 

identical discipline as imposed by NDTX, non pro tunc, or in the alternative to stay Judgment to 

prevent the suspension from taking effect until the jurisdictional issue before the Supreme Court 

 
5 After March 2020, Covid-19 related financial issue, Lane was already suspended in the State of 
Michigan for non-payment of bar dues.  
6 Adds to the duration of Lane’s actual 6-months suspension.  
7 8 CFR §1003.107, Reinstatement upon expiration of suspension(s). 
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of Texas is fully adjudicated.  Lane emphasizes that disposing of this matter before the need for 

briefing it before the Supreme Court of Texas to prevent the unnecessary expenditure of Court’s 

time and resources and it will also prevent Lane from enduring any further grave injustice, undue 

financial, and emotional hardship.   

WHEREFORE Lane prays that:  

(A). That this BOARD “BODA” grant this Emergency Motion to Vacate the November 16, 2023, 

BODA Judgment; or, (B). In the alternative, impose identical discipline, non pro tunc, as the 

Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division; or, (C). In another alternative, that this BOARD Stay 

this Judgment until the resolution of this pending matter before the Supreme Court of Texas, which 

will serve to prevent the irreparable harm that would otherwise result from the imposition of 

suspension while the jurisdictional issue is being addressed; and (D). Such other relief this Board 

(BODA) deems just and equitable.  

 
Respectfully Submitted,  

          
Respondent Attorney Lane 

Nejla K. Lane, Esq. | State Bar Card No. 24095557 
8004 Niederwald Strasse 
Kyle, Texas 78640 
Phone: (512)216-7500 | Fax: (866)444-4024 
Nejla@LaneKeyfli.com 

 
ATTORNEY DECLARATION 

My name is NEJLA KASSANDRA KEYFLI LANE, my date of birth is FEBRUARY 1964, and my 
address is 8004 Niederwald Strasse, Kyle, Texas 78640 and HAYS COUNTY.  Pursuant to §132.001.  
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing Attorney Response is true and correct. Executed 
in HAYS County, State of TEXAS, on the 4th day of December 2023.  
 

    Nejla Lane, Declarant 

         
Attorney Nejla Lane 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
I hereby certify that that on December 4, 2023, the service was accomplished by emailing a true and 
correct of the Motion to Vacate, addressed to the Board of Disciplinary Appeals, in the matter of 
Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane, to the following information confirms the details of the service:  
 
Recipients:  
Judith Gres DeBerry, Attorney for Petitioner 
Assistant Disciplinary Counsel 
Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel 
State Bar of Texas 
Email Address: Judith.DeBerry@texasbar.com 
Email Address: filing@txboda.org 
Jenny Hodgkins      
Via E-Mail: Jenny.Hodgkins@texasbar.com  
Executive Assistant Board of Disciplinary Appeals (BODA) 
 
I affirm that the above-mentioned information is true, accurate and correct to the best of my 
knowledge.  
 
 

     Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane 

            
Respondent Nejla Lane 

mailto:Judith.DeBerry@texasbar.com
mailto:filing@txboda.org
mailto:Jenny.Hodgkins@texasbar.com
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Nejla Lane <nejla@lanekeyfli.com>

FW: CDRR Comment: I have been suspended from federal bar for six month
1 message

Seana Willing <Seana.Willing@texasbar.com> Wed, Jul 29, 2020 at 2:27 PM
To: "nejla@lanekeyfli.com" <nejla@lanekeyfli.com>

Ms. Lane,

Would you clarify if you are trying to report discipline from the Illinois State Bar or the suspension from
federal court to the State Bar of Texas Chief Disciplinary Counsel’s Office? Under current rules (TDRPC
8.03), we would only require you to report discipline from a state regulatory agency (such as the Illinois
State Bar) not discipline from a federal court or agency.  There is a proposed rule that is subject to public
comments through the website you le� your comment on; it is not the current rule and does not impact
you in connec�on with the federal suspension.

Thank you!

Seana Willing

Chief Disciplinary Counsel

State Bar of Texas

(512) 427-1350

From: nejla@lanekeyfli.com <nejla@lanekeyfli.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2020 1:07 PM
To: cdrr <cdrr@TEXASBAR.COM>
Subject: CDRR Comment: I have been suspended from federal bar for six month

* State Bar of Texas External Message * - Use Caution Before Responding or Opening
Links/Attachments

Ex. A, federal court suspension

Lane's Emergency Motion Page 1 of 68
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Contact

First Name Nejla

Last Name Lane

Email nejla@lanekeyfli.com

Member Yes

Barcard 24095557

 

Feedback

Subject I have been suspended from federal bar for six month

 

Comments

To Whom It May Concern: First of all I like to apologize for not writing to you sooner. I am a non
local attorney since 2015. In June of 2017, during a bitter divorce and federal wiretap litigation. I the
attorney for the Plaintiff lost my temper and complaint to the presiding judge (not exparte) about her
ruling. She told me not send her anymore email regarding the merits of the order. I sent her another
email asking them to correct an order before publishing it in the efiling terminal for everyone to see.
This conduct was cited and I was suspended as a result of sending said emails to the judge. I was
told to take anger management course prior to being reinstated. I have done this and have been
reinstated at the Federal level but this is currently being handled in the state bar of Illinois. ARDC. I
need to send this citations and reinstatement to Texas State Bar but I don't know how - can
somebody please call me or email me? Nejla Lane 512-216-7500
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Nejla Lane <nejla@lanekeyfli.com>

Atty Nejla Lane atty#24095557 order to suspend her 6 months
1 message

Nejla Lane <nejla@lanekeyfli.com> Fri, Feb 3, 2023 at 1:39 PM
To: cdcinfo@texasbar.com, Seana Willing <Seana.Willing@texasbar.com>

Dear Sir/Madam:
Please see attached Order from the Illinois Supreme Court to suspend me effective 2/7/2023. 

Illinois Supreme Court Denied the Petition for Leave to File Exception.

I believe the suspension is unconstitutional. I have defenses.  

I have attached the Petition for Leave to File Exceptions to the recommendation to be suspended, but it was DENIED.

See attached, the Mandate for 6 months suspension, the proposed, sought relief and the efiled exception.  

Please let me know the next step. 

Regards, 
 
~Nejla K. Lane, Esq.

Av. Nejla K. Lane, Esq. - Founding President 
þ 6041 N. Cicero Ave. Ste. 1/2(half) Chicago, IL 60646

( (773) 777 4440 | F: (866) 444 4024 | cell: (773) 621-1389

* Nejla@LaneKeyfli.com | www.KeyfliLaw.com

CIVIL | CRIMINAL | IMMIGRATION 
ILLINOIS  | TEXAS | ALL FEDERAL COURT & 
THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE -
The information contained in this email communication is confidential. And may also be subject to the attorney-client privilege, or may constitute privileged information. It is intended only for
the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that its use and dissemination, or distribution, or copying, is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify us by telephone or forward the original message back to us. Unauthorized interception of this email is a violation of
federal criminal law.

CIRCULAR 230 NOTICE: In accordance with current Treasury Regulations, please note that any tax advice given in this message (and in any attachments) is not intended or written to be used,
and cannot be used by any person, for the purpose of (i) avoiding tax penalties or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any transaction or matter addressed in this
message. 

Sender notified by
Mailtrack

4 attachments

20230117- Suspension NKL MR Mandate.pdf
177K

Petitioner's efiled copy of proposed exception for filing.pdf
241K

20221027 - 1- PLFE - Volume 1 for Printing job.pdf
1478K

20221017 - 2- PLFE - Volume 2 for printing.pdf
6158K
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Exh. B-2
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Exh. B-3
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Exh. C, ARDC Complaint
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SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
SUPREME COURT BUILDING

200 East Capitol Avenue
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62701-1721

CYNTHIA A. GRANT
Clerk of the Court

(217) 782-2035
TDD: (217) 524-8132

January 17, 2023

FIRST DISTRICT OFFICE
160 North LaSalle Street, 20th Floor
Chicago, IL 60601-3103
(312) 793-1332
TDD: (312) 793-6185

Nejla K. Lane
6000 N Cicero Ave. Apt. 503 
Chicago, IL 60646

In re: In re: Nejla K. Lane
M.R.031402

Today the following order was entered in the captioned case:

Petition by respondent for leave to file exceptions to the report and 
recommendation of the Review Board. Denied. Respondent Nejla K. Lane 
is suspended from the practice of law for nine (9) months, with the 
suspension stayed after six (6) months by a six (6) month period of 
probation subject to the following conditions, as recommended by the 
Review Board:

a. Respondent’s practice of law shall be supervised by a
licensed attorney acceptable to the Administrator.
Respondent shall provide the name, address, and
telephone number of the supervising attorney to the
Administrator.  Within the first thirty (30) days of probation,
respondent shall meet with the supervising attorney and
meet at least once a month thereafter.  Respondent shall
authorize the supervising attorney to provide a report in
writing to the Administrator, no less than once every
quarter, regarding respondent’s cooperation with the
supervising attorney, the nature of respondent’s work, and
the supervising attorney’s general appraisal of
respondent’s practice of law;

b. Respondent shall provide notice to the Administrator of any
change in supervising attorney within fourteen (14) days of
the change;

c. Prior to the completion of the period of probation,
respondent shall attend and successfully complete the
ARDC Professionalism Seminar;

Exh. D, Mandate
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d. Respondent shall comply with the provisions of Article VII
of the Illinois Supreme Court Rules on Admission and
Discipline of Attorneys and the Illinois Rules of
Professional Conduct and shall timely cooperate with the
Administrator in providing information regarding any
investigations relating to her conduct;

e. Respondent shall attend meetings as scheduled by the
Commission probation officer;

f. Respondent shall notify the Administrator within fourteen
(14) days of any change of address;

g. Respondent shall reimburse the Commission for the costs
of this proceeding as defined in Supreme Court Rule 773,
and shall reimburse the Commission for any further costs
incurred during the period of probation; and

h. Probation shall be revoked if respondent is found to have
violated any of the terms of probation.  The remaining
period of suspension shall commence from the date of the
determination that any term of probation has been violated.

Suspension effective February 7, 2023.

Respondent Nejla K. Lane shall reimburse the Client Protection Program 
Trust Fund for any Client Protection payments arising from her conduct 
prior to the termination of the period of suspension/probation.

Order entered by the Court.

Very truly yours,

Clerk of the Supreme Court

cc: Michelle Thome
Steven Robert Splitt

Lane's Emergency Motion Page 21 of 68

dellXPS
Highlight

dellXPS
Highlight

dellXPS
Highlight

dellXPS
Highlight

dellXPS
Highlight



STATE OF ILLINOIS
SUPREME COURT

At a Term of the Supreme Court, begun and held in Springfield, on Monday, the 9th day of January, 
2023.

Present: Mary Jane Theis, Chief Justice
Justice P. Scott Neville, Jr. Justice David K. Overstreet
Justice Lisa Holder White Justice Joy V. Cunningham
Justice Elizabeth M. Rochford Justice Mary K. O’Brien

On the 17th day of January, 2023, the Supreme Court entered the following judgment:

M.R.031402

In re:

     Nejla K. Lane.
Attorney Registration & Disciplinary 
Commission

 2019PR00074

Petition by respondent for leave to file exceptions to the report and recommendation of the Review 
Board. Denied. Respondent Nejla K. Lane is suspended from the practice of law for nine (9) months, 
with the suspension stayed after six (6) months by a six (6) month period of probation subject to the 
following conditions, as recommended by the Review Board:

a. Respondent’s practice of law shall be supervised by a licensed attorney acceptable to the
Administrator.  Respondent shall provide the name, address, and telephone number of the
supervising attorney to the Administrator.  Within the first thirty (30) days of probation,
respondent shall meet with the supervising attorney and meet at least once a month thereafter.
Respondent shall authorize the supervising attorney to provide a report in writing to the
Administrator, no less than once every quarter, regarding respondent’s cooperation with the
supervising attorney, the nature of respondent’s work, and the supervising attorney’s general
appraisal of respondent’s practice of law;

b. Respondent shall provide notice to the Administrator of any change in supervising attorney
within fourteen (14) days of the change;

c. Prior to the completion of the period of probation, respondent shall attend and successfully
complete the ARDC Professionalism Seminar;

d. Respondent shall comply with the provisions of Article VII of the Illinois Supreme Court Rules
on Admission and Discipline of Attorneys and the Illinois Rules of Professional Conduct and
shall timely cooperate with the Administrator in providing information regarding any
investigations relating to her conduct;

e. Respondent shall attend meetings as scheduled by the Commission probation officer;

f. Respondent shall notify the Administrator within fourteen (14) days of any change of address;
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g. Respondent shall reimburse the Commission for the costs of this proceeding as defined in
Supreme Court Rule 773, and shall reimburse the Commission for any further costs incurred
during the period of probation; and

h. Probation shall be revoked if respondent is found to have violated any of the terms of
probation.  The remaining period of suspension shall commence from the date of the
determination that any term of probation has been violated.

Suspension effective February 7, 2023.

Respondent Nejla K. Lane shall reimburse the Client Protection Program Trust Fund for any Client 
Protection payments arising from her conduct prior to the termination of the period of 
suspension/probation.

As Clerk of the Supreme Court of the State of Illinois and keeper of the records, files and Seal thereof, 
I certify that the foregoing is a true copy of the final order entered in this case.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have set my hand 
and affixed the seal of said Supreme Court, in 
Springfield, in said State, this 17th day of 
January, 2023.

  Clerk,
Supreme Court of the State of Illinois
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Exh. E, First Amended Pet.
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Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension  
Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane 
Page 1 of 16  

BEFORE THE BOARD OF DISCIPLINARY APPEALS 
APPOINTED BY  

THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS 

IN THE MATTER OF § 
NEJLA KASSANDRA KEYFLI LANE, § CAUSE NO.  67623
STATE BAR CARD NO.  24095557 §

JUDGMENT OF PARTIALLY PROBATED SUSPENSION 

On the 27th day of October, 2023, the above-styled and numbered reciprocal disciplinary 

action was called for hearing before the Board of Disciplinary Appeals. Petitioner appeared by 

attorney and announced ready.  Respondent, Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane, appeared and 

announced ready.  All questions of fact and all issues of law were submitted to the Board of 

Disciplinary Appeals for determination.  Having considered the pleadings on file, having received 

evidence, and having heard the argument of counsel, the Board of Disciplinary Appeals is of the 

opinion that Petitioner is entitled to entry of the following findings, conclusions, and orders: 

Findings of Fact. The Board of Disciplinary Appeals finds that: 

(1) Respondent, Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane, Bar Card No. is 24095557, is an
attorney licensed and authorized by the Supreme Court of Texas to practice
law in the State of Texas.

(2) This reciprocal discipline proceeding did not originate with a “Grievance”
as that term is defined in the Texas Rules of Discipline Procedure and used
in those Rules and in the State Bar Act, TEX. GOV’T CODE § 81.001 et seq.

(3) On or about August 28, 2019, the Administrator of the Illinois Attorney
Registration and Disciplinary Commission filed a complaint against
Respondent, alleging that she engaged in conduct that violated Illinois Rules
of Professional Conduct 3.5(d), 8.2(a), and 8.4(d).

(4) Following a hearing at which Respondent appeared pro se, the Hearing
Board of the Illinois Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Commission

Exhibits F 

Lane's Emergency Motion Page 49 of 68



Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension  
Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane 
Page 2 of 16  

issued a Report and Recommendation on or about November 4, 2021, 
stating in pertinent part:  

The Administrator proved by clear and convincing evidence that 
Respondent sent three emails to Magistrate Judge Finnegan’s email 
account containing statements about Magistrate Judge Finnegan’s 
integrity that were false or made with reckless disregard as to their 
truth or falsity.  By sending the inappropriate emails, particularly 
after being instructed not to do so, Respondent engaged in conduct 
that disrupted the tribunal and prejudiced the administration of 
justice. 

(5) The Hearing Board found that Respondent violated Illinois Rules of
Professional Conduct 8.2(a), 3.5(d), and 8.4(d).  Based on the nature of the
misconduct, and having considered factors in aggravation and mitigation,
the Hearing Board recommended that Respondent be suspended for nine
months, with the suspension stayed after six months by six months of
probation subject to certain conditions.

(6) Respondent appealed, challenging the Hearing Board’s findings of
misconduct and sanction recommendation.

(7) On or about July 12, 2022, the Review Board of the Illinois Attorney
Registration and Disciplinary Commission issued a Report and
Recommendation, which states in pertinent part:

We conclude that the Hearing Board’s findings are not against the 
manifest weight of the evidence. . . . 

Respondent has failed to show that the Hearing Board’s findings that 
she violated Rule 8.2(a) are against the manifest weight of the 
evidence. . . .  

[W]e affirm the Hearing Board’s finding that Respondent violated
Rule 3.5(d). . . .

We see no basis in the record for reversing the Hearing Board’s 
conclusion that Respondent violated Rule 8.4(d). . . . 

We therefore adopt the sanction recommended by the Hearing 
Board.  We find this recommended sanction to be commensurate 
with Respondent’s misconduct, consistent with discipline that has 
been imposed for comparable misconduct, and sufficient to serve 
the goals of attorney discipline, act as a deterrent, and preserve the 
public’s trust in the legal profession. . . . 
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Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension  
Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane 
Page 3 of 16  

For the foregoing reasons, we recommend that Respondent be 
suspended from the practice of law for nine months, with the 
suspension stayed after six months by a six-month period of 
probation, subject to the conditions recommended by the Hearing 
Board. 

(8) In short, the Review Board affirmed the Hearing Board’s findings as to
Respondent’s violation of Illinois Rules of Professional Conduct 8.2(a),
3.5(d), and 8.4(d), and agreed with the Hearing Board’s recommended
sanction.

(9) Respondent filed in the Supreme Court of Illinois a petition for leave to file
exceptions to the Review Board’s Report and Recommendation.

(10) Under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 753, reports of the Review Board shall
be reviewed only upon leave granted by the Supreme Court of Illinois, or
on the Court’s own motion, and “[w]hether a petition for leave to file
exceptions will be granted is a matter of sound judicial discretion.”  ILL. S.
CT. R. 753(e)(1), (2).

(11) On or about January 17, 2023, the Supreme Court of Illinois issued an
Order and Mandate, which states in pertinent part:

Petition by respondent for leave to file exceptions to the report and 
recommendation of the Review Board.  Denied.  Respondent Nejla 
K. Lane is suspended from the practice of law for nine months, with
the suspension stayed after six (6) months by a six (6) month period
of probation . . . as recommended by the Review Board . . . . 

(12) In Illinois disciplinary proceedings, the Supreme Court of Illinois has sole
authority to impose disciplinary sanctions against lawyers for misconduct,
except that a Hearing Board or Review Board may order a reprimand.  ILL.
S. CT. R. 753(c)(3), (d)(3); 770.  “Conduct of attorneys which violates the
[Illinois] Rules of Professional Conduct . . . shall be grounds for discipline
by the [Illinois Supreme] Court.”  Id. ILL. S. CT. R. 770.

(13) When the Supreme Court denied Respondent’s request for leave to file
exceptions to the Review Board’s Report and Recommendation and
thereafter ordered the recommended discipline based on the Report and
Recommendation, the Court made final the findings that Respondent
committed professional misconduct by violating Illinois Rules of
Professional Conduct 3.5(d), 8.2(a), and 8.4(d).  See ILL. S. CT. R.
753(c)(3), (d)(3); 770.  The Court, in its discretion, declined to reconsider
the Review Board’s findings, and the Court could order an attorney
suspended only if the attorney’s conduct violated the Illinois Rules of
Professional Misconduct.  Thus, the Order and Mandate issued by the
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Supreme Court of Illinois is final as to both professional misconduct and 
sanction.   

(14) Respondent, Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane, is the same person as the Nejla
K. Lane, who is the subject of the Order and Mandate issued by the
Supreme Court of Illinois, the Report and Recommendation issued by the
Review Board, and the Report and Recommendation issued by the Hearing
Board.

(15) Respondent filed a timely answer to the First Amended Order to Show
Cause and to the First Amended Petition for Reciprocal Discipline, in
which she raised defenses under Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure
9.04(A), (B), and (C).

(16) Respondent did not plead a limitations defense or assert that Texas Rule of
Disciplinary Procedure 17.06 bars reciprocal discipline in this case.

Conclusions of Law. Based upon the foregoing findings of facts, the Board of 

Disciplinary Appeals makes the following conclusions of law: 

(1) This Board has jurisdiction to hear and determine this matter.  TEX. R.
DISCIPLINARY P. R. 7.08(H); 9.01–.04.

(2) Respondent did not plead or otherwise assert a limitations defense, and
limitations was not put at issue in the hearing before the Board.  Therefore,
to the extent this case might have involved a limitations issue, such defense
has been waived. “The mandatory nature of the language in [Rule 17.06’s
limitations provision] does not prevent the waiver of a statute of limitations
due to the failure to plead it as an affirmative defense.”  Beard v. Comm’n
for Lawyer Discipline, 279 S.W.3d 895, 899-900 (Tex. App.—Dallas 2009,
pet. denied); see TEX. R. CIV. P. 94 (“In pleading to a preceding pleading, a
party shall set forth affirmatively . . . statute of limitations . . . and any other
matter constituting an avoidance or affirmative defense.”); BODA
INTERNAL PROCEDURAL RULE 1.03 (“Except as varied by these rules and to
the extent applicable, the TRCP . . . apply to all disciplinary matters before
BODA . . . .”).

(3) Even if limitations had been properly raised, Texas Rule of Disciplinary
Procedure 17.06 would not bar the Board from ordering reciprocal
discipline.  Rule 17.06 provides that “[n]o attorney may be disciplined for
Professional Misconduct that occurred more than four years before the date
on which a Grievance alleging the Professional Misconduct is received by
the Chief Disciplinary Counsel.”  TEX. R. DISCIPLINARY P. R. 17.06(A).
However, reciprocal discipline proceedings, like the instant proceeding, are
not initiated by the receipt of a “Grievance.”  Instead, “[u]pon receipt of
information indicating that an attorney licensed to practice law in Texas has
been disciplined in another jurisdiction,” the Chief Disciplinary Counsel
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(CDC) initiates a reciprocal discipline proceeding by filing a certified copy
of the order or judgment of discipline from the other jurisdiction, along with
a petition for reciprocal discipline. TEX. R. DISCIPLINARY P. R. 9.01.  The
documents admitted during the hearing as the Commission’s Exhibit 1,
which include a certified copy of the Supreme Court of Illinois’s
disciplinary order, and supporting reports and pleadings, do not constitute a
“Grievance” within the meaning of Rules 1.06(R) and 17.06(A), because
they do not allege a violation of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional
Conduct.  Moreover, reading the rules as a whole, if such documents were
a “Grievance,” they would be subject to the classification, investigation, just
cause determination, lawyer election, and evidentiary hearing procedures
contained in Rules 2.10, 2.12, 2.14-15, and 2.17, as well as Texas
Government Code sections 81.073-.075, which apply to a proceeding
initiated by a “Grievance.”  Such an interpretation of the rules would make
it impossible to give effect to both the mandatory “Grievance” provisions of
Part II of the Rules and Part IX of the Rules, which establishes the
mechanism for reciprocal discipline.  See In re Caballero, 272 S.W.3d 595,
599-600 (Tex. 2008) (applying statutory construction principles to the
Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure to “give effect to all [provisions’]
words and, if possible, [] not treat any [rule] language as mere surplusage”
and to “not give one provision a meaning out of harmony or inconsistent
with other provisions” (internal citations omitted)).

(4) In addition or in the alternative, reciprocal discipline is based on
“Professional Misconduct” as defined in Texas Rule of Disciplinary
Procedure 1.06(CC)(2), which does not occur until the lawyer is disciplined
in another jurisdiction for misconduct that occurred there.  TEX. R.
DISCIPLINARY P. R. 1.06(CC)(2) (defining “Professional Misconduct” as
misconduct occurring in another jurisdiction that “results in the disciplining
of the attorney in that other jurisdiction”).  Respondent, therefore, did not
commit “Professional Misconduct” in Texas under Rule 1.06(CC)(2) until
she was disciplined for her conduct in Illinois on January 17, 2023.  Thus,
the limitations provision in Rule 17.06 would not bar reciprocal discipline
in this case even if the petition for reciprocal discipline or documents
admitted as the Commission’s Exhibit 1 were considered a “Grievance.”

(5) The Supreme Court of Texas recently affirmed a Board judgment
suspending a lawyer as reciprocal discipline in a case in which the Board
held that reciprocal discipline was not time-barred under Rule 17.06.  See
In re Bruno, BODA Case No. 65864, aff’d, 21-0964 (Tex. Sept. 2, 2022);
see also In re Graham, BODA Case No. 54877, aff’d, 14-0923 (Tex. May
1, 2015).

(6) Respondent’s prior discipline for the underlying conduct provides no basis
for the Board to refrain from imposing reciprocal discipline, as reciprocal
discipline can only be based on another jurisdiction’s adjudication of
professional misconduct and discipline.  TEX. R. DISCIPLINARY P. R. 9.01–
.04.

(7) Respondent failed to establish a defense under Texas Rule of Disciplinary
Procedure 9.04(A), (B), and (C) by clear and convincing evidence, and
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Respondent waived defenses under Rule 9.04(D) and (E) by failing to raise 
them in her answer. 

(8) The Supreme Court of Illinois’s final adjudication in the disciplinary
proceeding against Respondent is conclusive.

(9) Reciprocal discipline identical, to the extent practicable, to that imposed
by the Supreme Court of Illinois must be imposed in this case.  TEX. R.
DISCIPLINARY P. R. 9.03–.04.

(10) Respondent should be suspended from the practice of law for a period of
nine (9) months, consisting of six (6) months active suspension followed by
three (3) months of probation.

(11) This Board retains jurisdiction during the full term of probation imposed
by this judgment to hear a motion to revoke probation. TEX. RULES
DISCIPLINARY P. R. 2.22.

It is, accordingly, ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that Respondent Nejla 

Kassandra Keyfli Lane, State Bar Card No. 24095557, is hereby SUSPENDED from the practice 

of law for a period of nine (9) months.  Respondent shall be actively suspended from the practice 

of law for a period of six (6) months beginning November 16, 2023, and extending through May 

15, 2024.  The three (3) month period of probated suspension shall begin on May 16, 2024, and 

shall extend through August 15, 2024, under the following terms and conditions. 

Terms of Active Suspension 

It is further ORDERED that during the term of active suspension ordered herein, or that 

may be imposed upon Respondent by the Board of Disciplinary Appeals as a result of a probation 

revocation proceeding, Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane shall be prohibited from 

practicing law in Texas, holding herself out as an attorney at law, performing any legal services 

for others, accepting any fee directly or indirectly for legal services, appearing as counsel or in any 

representative capacity in any proceeding in any state or federal court in Texas or before any Texas 

administrative body, or holding herself out to others or using her name, in any manner, in 
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conjunction with the words “attorney at law,”  “attorney,”  “counselor at law,” “Esquire,” “Esq.,” 

or “lawyer.” 

It is further ORDERED that Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane shall, within thirty 

(30) days of the signing of this judgment, notify in writing each and every justice of the peace,

judge, magistrate, administrative judge or officer, and chief justice of each and every court or 

tribunal in which Respondent has any matter pending of the terms of this judgment, the style and 

cause number of the pending matter(s), and the name, address, and telephone number of the 

client(s) Respondent is representing in that court or tribunal.  Respondent is ORDERED to mail 

copies of all such notifications to the Statewide Compliance Monitor, Office of the Chief 

Disciplinary Counsel, State Bar of Texas, P.O. Box 12487, Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711.  

It is further ORDERED that Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane shall, within thirty 

(30) days of the signing of this judgment,  file with the State Bar of Texas, Chief Disciplinary

Counsel’s Office, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St., Austin, TX 

78701), an affidavit stating that Respondent has notified in writing each and every justice of the 

peace, judge, magistrate, administrative judge or officer, and chief justice of each and every court 

or tribunal in which Respondent has any matter pending of the terms of this judgment, the style 

and cause number of the pending matter(s), and the name, address and telephone number of the 

client(s) Respondent is representing in that court or tribunal. 

It is further ORDERED that Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane shall, within thirty 

(30) days of the signing of this judgment, notify each of Respondent’s current clients and opposing

counsel, if any, in writing, of the terms of this judgment.  In addition to such notification, 

Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane is ORDERED to return any files, papers, unearned 

monies, and other property, if any, which belongs to clients and former clients and is in 
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Respondent’s possession or control, to the respective clients or former clients or to another attorney 

at the client’s or former client’s request, within thirty (30) days of the date of this judgment, if 

requested. 

It is further ORDERED that Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane shall, within thirty 

(30) days of the signing of this judgment,  file with the State Bar of Texas, Chief Disciplinary

Counsel’s Office, P.O. Box 12487, Austin, TX 78711-2487 (1414 Colorado St., Austin, TX 

78701), an affidavit stating that all current clients and opposing counsel have been notified of 

Respondent’s suspension and that all files, papers, monies and other property belonging to all 

current clients have been returned as ordered herein.  If Respondent should be unable to return any 

file, papers, money, or other property requested by any client or former client, Respondent’s 

affidavit shall state with particularity the efforts made by Respondent with respect to each 

particular client and the cause of her inability to return to said client any file, paper, money, or 

other property.   

It is further ORDERED that Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane shall, within thirty 

(30) days of the signing of this judgment, surrender her law license and permanent State Bar Card

to the Statewide Compliance Monitor, Office of the Chief Disciplinary Counsel, State Bar of 

Texas, P.O. Box 12487, Capitol Station, Austin, Texas 78711, for transmittal to the Clerk of the 

Supreme Court of Texas. 

Terms of Probation 

It is further ORDERED that during all periods of suspension, Respondent Nejla Kassandra 

Keyfli Lane shall be under the following terms and conditions: 

1. Respondent shall not violate any term of this judgment or the disciplinary
judgment issued by the Supreme Court of Illinois on January 17, 2023.

2. Respondent shall not engage in professional misconduct as defined by Rule
1.06(CC) of the Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure.
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3. Respondent shall not violate any state or federal criminal statutes.
4. Respondent shall keep the State Bar of Texas membership department

notified of current mailing, residence, and business addresses and telephone
numbers.

5. Respondent shall comply with Minimum Continuing Legal Education
requirements.

6. Respondent shall comply with Interest on Lawyers Trust Account (IOLTA)
requirements.

7. Respondent shall promptly respond to any request for information from the
Chief Disciplinary Counsel in connection with any investigation of any
allegations of professional misconduct.

Probation Revocation 

Upon determination that Respondent Nejla Kassandra Keyfli Lane has violated any term 

or condition of this judgment,  or if Respondent is adjudged by a tribunal of Illinois to have violated 

the terms of the disciplinary order or judgment entered in Illinois, the Chief Disciplinary Counsel 

may, in addition to all other remedies available, file with this Board a motion to revoke probation 

pursuant to Texas Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 2.22, and must then serve a copy of said motion 

on Respondent pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 21a.  

Should a motion to revoke probation be filed, this Board will conduct an evidentiary 

hearing to determine by a preponderance of the evidence whether Respondent has violated any 

term or condition or requirement of probation.  If this Board finds grounds for revocation, it will 

enter an order revoking probation and placing Respondent on active suspension for the full term 

of suspension, without credit for any term of probation served prior to revocation. 

It is further ORDERED that any conduct on the part of Respondent Nejla Kassandra 

Keyfli Lane which serves as the basis for a motion to revoke probation may also be brought as 

independent grounds for discipline as allowed under the Texas Disciplinary Rules of 

Professional Conduct and Texas Rules of Disciplinary Procedure. 
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It is further ORDERED that this Judgment of Partially Probated Suspension shall be made 

a matter of public record and that notice of this disciplinary action shall be published in the Texas 

Bar Journal. 

Signed this 16th day of November 2023. 

_________________________________________ 
CHAIR PRESIDING 

Board member Bill Ogden did not participate in this decision. 

Board member W.C. Kirkendall dissents without opinion.  Board member Jason Boatright 
filed a dissenting opinion. 

Board member Jason Boatright, dissenting: 

I respectfully dissent from the Board’s Judgment and write separately to explain why. 

I. The statute of limitations prohibited us from disciplining Lane

In 2017, Lane sent three inappropriate emails to a federal magistrate judge in the Northern

District of Illinois. In 2018, the Northern District suspended her for the emails. In 2023, the Illinois 

Supreme Court suspended her for them again. And now we have suspended her a third time.  

We should not have done that. The Rules of Disciplinary Procedure prohibit us from 

imposing discipline for conduct that occurred more than four years earlier. We are far past the 

deadline here. We should have denied the request for reciprocal discipline and dismissed the case. 

a. In attorney discipline cases, the statute of limitations restricts our power

Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 17.06(a) provides that no “attorney may be disciplined for 

Professional Misconduct that occurred more than four years before the date on which a Grievance 

alleging the Professional Misconduct” was received by the CDC. A Grievance is a “written 
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statement, from whatever source, apparently intended to allege Professional Misconduct” received 

by the CDC. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 1.06(R), reprinted in Tex. Gov’t Code Ann., tit. 2, 

subtit. G, app. A-1. In Lane’s case, the CDC received a complaint from Illinois. It is a written 

statement alleging conduct that constitutes Professional Misconduct in Texas, so it is a Grievance. 

Id.  

The copy of the Grievance that the CDC submitted to us was certified by the Illinois 

Supreme Court clerk’s office on February 14, 2023, which was over five years after Lane sent the 

emails. Because the CDC received the Grievance more than four years after the Professional 

Misconduct at issue, Rule 17.06 prohibits us from disciplining Lane. 

b. Lane did not have to plead limitations as a defense

Conclusion of Law 2 notes that Lane did not plead limitations as an affirmative defense. 

However, she did not have to. Chapter 16 of the Civil Practice & Remedies Code requires a party 

in a civil suit to bring a claim within a certain period of time, and Rule of Civil Procedure 94 

requires the opposing party to plead limitations as a defense to that claim. But in attorney discipline 

cases, limitations does not require a party to begin a disciplinary proceeding within a period of 

time; it prohibits a tribunal from imposing discipline after a period of time. Tex. Rules Disciplinary 

P. R. 17.06(a). Unlike civil cases, where limitations imposes complementary obligations on the 

parties as adversaries, limitations in attorney disciplinary cases does not impose any obligation on 

the parties, it obliges us not to impose discipline after limitations expires.  

Lane does not have the power, through her failure to plead a limitations defense, to 

authorize us to do what Rule 17.06(a) expressly forbids. Consequently, we do not have authority 

to impose discipline in this case, regardless of whether Lane pleaded limitations as a defense. 
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The Judgment relies on three authorities for concluding otherwise. First, it cites Beard v. 

Commission for Lawyer Discipline, 279 S.W.3d 895 (Tex. App.—Dallas 2009, pet. denied), which 

held that limitations must be pleaded as an affirmative defense in attorney discipline cases, or it is 

waived. But Beard was not a reciprocal discipline case. Id. at 899. Reciprocal discipline has its 

own rule regarding affirmative defenses, Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04. That rule lists five 

affirmative defenses that are available to respondents in reciprocal discipline cases. A respondent 

has to plead and prove at least one of them to avoid the imposition of discipline. Limitations is not 

on the list. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 9.04. Beard did not address Rule 9.04 or the fact Rule 

17.06 is a restriction on our power, not a pleading requirement. 

 The second authority the Judgment cites for the idea that limitations must be pleaded as 

an affirmative defense is Rule of Civil Procedure 94. That rule requires parties in civil cases to 

plead limitations, but this is a reciprocal discipline case, not a civil case, so Rule of Civil Procedure 

94 does not apply here; Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04 does. 

The third authority the Judgment cites is BODA Internal Procedural Rule 1.03, which 

provides that the Rules of Civil Procedure apply to disciplinary matters except as varied by our 

rules or to the extent practicable. Rule of Disciplinary Procedure 9.04 lists the defenses available 

to respondents in reciprocal discipline, so Rule of Civil Procedure 94 does not apply here.  

The exclusion of limitations from the list of available defenses in Rule 9.04 is consistent 

with the fact that limitations in attorney discipline cases is a restriction on our power rather than a 

pleading requirement for the parties: a party cannot remove a prohibition on our use of power by 

failing to plead limitations, just as it cannot enforce a restriction against us by pleading limitations. 
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In reciprocal discipline cases, the statute of limitations is not a pleading requirement and 

limitations is not an available affirmative defense. Therefore, the Judgment was wrong to conclude 

that limitations must be pleaded or it is waived. 

c. The Grievance did not go through classification, but it did not have to

In Conclusion of Law 3, the Judgment suggests that the “Grievance” mentioned in Rule 

17.06 is not the sort of “information” that starts a reciprocal discipline case in Rule 9.01. After all, 

the CDC is required to examine each Grievance to determine whether it should be classified as an 

Inquiry, Complaint, or Discretionary Referral, and there is no room for that process in reciprocal 

discipline cases. Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 2.10, 9.01. So it is natural to assume, as the 

Judgment does in Conclusion of Law 3, that the “information” the CDC receives in a reciprocal 

discipline case is not a “Grievance” that starts the statute of limitations.  

However, Rule 17.06 lists exceptions to the general rule that a tribunal cannot discipline 

someone after four years. One of the exceptions is compulsory discipline. Id. R. 17.06(B). A 

compulsory discipline case does not begin when the CDC receives a Grievance. Id. R. 8.01. Nor 

is there any room in compulsory discipline for the grievance classification process. Cf. id. R. 2.10. 

If it were true that the statute of limitations does not apply to a case unless there is a 

Grievance that goes through the classification process, limitations could not apply to compulsory 

discipline cases. But because the statute of limitations expressly states that compulsory discipline 

is an exception, limitations would have applied to compulsory discipline cases absent the 

exception. This means that the statute of limitations applies to disciplinary actions in which 

proceedings are not commenced with a Grievance that goes through the classification process. 

Reciprocal discipline cases are not on the list of exceptions to the statute of limitations in 

Rule 17.06, so the statute of limitations applies to reciprocal discipline. 
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The Judgment interprets Rule 17.06 without giving effect to exceptions like compulsory 

discipline. It cannot do that; it has to give effect to every provision in the Rules of Disciplinary 

Procedure. In re Caballero, 272 S.W.3d 595, 599-600 (Tex. 2008). Because the Judgment does 

not give effect to the exceptions in Rule 17.06—or to the rule’s prohibition on our power to impose 

discipline after four years—the Judgment’s interpretation of Rule 17.06 is wrong. 

d. Professional Misconduct occurred in 2017, not 2023

Professional Misconduct is defined as “conduct that occurs in another jurisdiction, 

including before any federal court or federal agency, and results in the disciplining of an attorney 

in that other jurisdiction.” Tex. Rules Disciplinary P. R. 1.06(CC)(2). Conclusion of Law 4 in the 

Judgment says this language means that Lane did not commit Professional Misconduct until 

January 17, 2023, when she was disciplined in Illinois. But Rule 1.06 defines Professional 

Misconduct in terms of the conduct that results in discipline, not the discipline itself.  

Lane sent the emails at issue in April and June of 2017. That conduct resulted in discipline. 

Thus, under Rule 1.06, the Professional Misconduct occurred in 2017. 

e. Our conclusions of law are not Supreme Court precedents

Conclusion of Law 5 discusses our Bruno decision from 2021. In that case, we made a 

conclusion of law in which we noted that we had previously denied Bruno’s motion to dismiss. In 

re Bruno, BODA Case No. 65864, aff’d, 21-0964 (Tex. Sep. 2, 2022). In his motion to dismiss, 

Bruno had argued that the statute of limitations in Rule 17.06 barred discipline in his case.  

Bruno appealed our judgment—not the denial of his motion to dismiss, which had already 

happened and which our judgment merely noted, but the entirety of our decision. In the Supreme 

Court, Bruno raised seven issues, including one about limitations. The conduct at issue in his case 
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had occurred more than seven years earlier, so he argued that BODA’s decision to impose 

discipline violated the “spirit and language” of Rule 17.06. The Court affirmed our decision.  

Conclusion of Law 5 says we “held” in Bruno that reciprocal discipline was not time-barred 

under Rule 17.06. That is not quite what we did in Bruno—we merely noted that we had previously 

announced our decision to deny Bruno’s motion to dismiss under Rule 17.06—but leave that to 

the side. Notice we are implying that our conclusion of law about limitations in Bruno has binding 

precedential value because the Supreme Court affirmed our decision in that case.  

I fully accept that the Supreme Court’s decision to affirm our judgment in a particular case 

commands us to resolve analogous cases the same way. But I do not think the Court’s decision to 

affirm is meant to give precedential authority to the conclusions of law we make in support of the 

judgment, particularly in a case like Bruno with multiple independent grounds for our decision.  

To be clear, I am not saying the Supreme Court could not give our conclusions of law 

binding effect as legal precedents; rather, I suspect the Court does not do that.  

When the Supreme Court affirms one of our decisions, I think it is resolving a particular 

case, not adopting each of our conclusions of law as a rule of decision with binding force in future 

cases. Otherwise, our conclusions of law would constitute a new body of law—bodalaw—that 

would not only bind us, but district and appellate courts too. That is not what our conclusions of 

law do. They are just fragments of legal reasoning that explain our judgment in a case.  

We can correct our prior errors and we should have done so here. The rules did not require 

Lane to plead limitations as an affirmative defense; they prohibited us from imposing discipline 

after four years. We should have obeyed the rules and dismissed this case. 
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II. Disciplining Lane was a grave injustice

In her response to the petition for reciprocal discipline, Lane pleaded that identical

discipline would be a grave injustice. No Texas judicial decision has defined the term “grave 

injustice,” but it seems to refer to a decision that would be particularly inequitable given the facts 

and law in a particular case. See, e.g., Caldwell v. Barnes, 975 S.W.2d 535, 539 (Tex. 1998). 

When the government takes away someone’s ability to earn a living, as we have done here, 

it can destroy a person’s life. That is a grave matter. And now Lane has been suspended three times 

for sending three emails six years ago a thousand miles away from here. That is particularly 

inequitable. See id. The worst part of it is the triple jeopardy, but the fact that it happened so long 

ago and so far away from here is bad too. And yes, Lane deserved to be punished for her emails, 

but she had already been punished for them—twice. And now we have punished her again.  

Because destroying someone’s livelihood is a grave matter, and because doing so a third 

time for just one thing is unjust, our decision to suspend Lane was a grave injustice. 

Under Rule 9.04, we have to enter orders that we deem necessary and appropriate in 

reciprocal discipline cases. Even if discipline were not barred by limitations, an order denying the 

CDC’s request for reciprocal discipline would have been necessary and appropriate to prevent a 

grave injustice in Lane’s case. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION

    IN THE MATTER OF,     §
    §        Misc. Action No. 3:23-MC-0024-B

Nejla Kassandra K. Lane     §

Before Judges BOYLE AND STARR AND SCHOLER,  District Judges

ORDER

The Illinois Supreme Court, on January 17, 2023, issued an order that suspended Nejla K.

Lane, Esquire, from the practice of law in Illinois for 6 months, followed by 6 months of

probation where she is to be supervised by another attorney.  (Doc. 9-1 at 55).  Lane is also a

member of the Texas bar and our bar.  Lane was obligated to provide notice of her Illinois

discipline to this Court, and she did so.  This Court ordered Lane to show cause why it should

not impose reciprocal discipline.  (Doc. 1).  Lane made three filings, each arguing why this Court

should not impose reciprocal discipline.  (Docs. 2, 6, 8).  Because she contests the imposition of

reciprocal discipline, this matter is before this three-judge panel.  See N.D. Tex. Civ. R.

83.8(h)(3).  

“In a reciprocal discipline case, we give effect to the disciplining court’s order unless one

or more of three factors dictate that we not do so.”  In re McTighe, 131 F.Supp.2d 870, 872 (N.D.

Tex. 2001) (three-judge panel) (per curiam).  

Supreme Court precedent has established that a state court disbarment should be
accorded federal effect, unless it appears from “an intrinsic consideration of the
state record” (1) that the state proceeding was wanting in due process, (2) that
the proof in the state proceeding was so infirm “as to give rise to a clear
conviction on our part that we could not consistently with our duty, accept” the
state court’s conclusion as final, or (3) that to do so would [“]for some other grave
reason . . . conflict with the duty which rests upon us not to disbar except upon

1
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the conviction that, under the principles of right and justice, we were constrained
so to do.”

In re Dawson, 609 F.2d 1139, 1142 (5th Cir. 1980) (quoting Selling v. Radford, 243 U.S. 46, 51

(1917), and citing cases).

Having conducted intrinsic review of the pertinent underlying records and considered the

Selling factors, we find that the Illinois disciplinary proceedings were not wanting in due process;

that the proof in that proceeding was not so infirm as to give rise to a clear conviction on our

part that we could not, consistently with our duty, accept that Court’s conclusion as final; and

that doing so would not, for some other grave reason, conflict with the duty that rests upon us

not to impose discipline except upon the conviction that, under the principles of right and

justice, we were constrained to do so.1  

We find that Lane’s membership in the bar of this Court should be suspended, as it has

been in Illinois, for 6 months.  “[W]hen a district court learns that a member of its bar has been

subject to discipline by another jurisdiction, the identical discipline is typically imposed.”  In re

Smith, 123 F.Supp.2d 351, 355 (N.D. Tex. 2000) (three-judge panel) (per curiam) (quoting In re

Hoare, 155 F.3d 937, 940 (8th Cir. 1998)), aff’d, 275 F.3d 42 (5th Cir. 2001) (table) (per

curiam).

Public records indicate that Lane’s suspension began February 7, 2023 and ended August

7, 2023.  Attorney Registration & Disciplinary Commission of the Supreme Court of Illinois,

1

 We are also not persuaded by Lane’s argument that mandatory reporting under Texas Disciplinary Rule of
Professional Conduct 8.03 is an ex post facto clause violation as applied to her.  As her argument goes, her
punishment was for conduct occurring in 2017, and Rule 8.03 did not take its current form until September
2020.  But here, the reciprocal discipline is for the Illinois proceeding, not the federal discipline that preceded
the Illinois discipline.  The Illinois discipline had a hearing in March 2021, a hearing board report and
recommendation in November 2021, a review board report and recommendation in July 2022, and an Illinois
Supreme Court order in January 2023.  This reciprocal discipline is for a 2023 order—well after the current
form of Rule 8.03 took effect in September 2020.

2
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Nejla K. Lane, at https://www.iardc.org/Lawyer/PrintableDetails/5b0ca371-ab64-eb11-b810-

000d3a9f4eeb (last visited Sept. 14, 2023).  During that period of time, the only matter this panel

could find in this Court involving Lane is this disciplinary matter.  In such circumstances, our

Court has previously concluded that no further period is needed for reciprocal discipline (because

the disciplined lawyer sat out from this Court for the same period the lawyer sat out of the other

disciplining court).  In re Klayman, No. 3:20-MC-043B, Doc. 26, Dec. 16, 2020.  

The remaining question is what to do about the Illinois 6-month period of supervision.  It

is not a viable option for the Court to keep Illinois supervision in place in this Court.  That

supervision requires Lane to practice under the supervision of a licensed attorney.  That

supervising attorney is presumably licensed in Illinois and not the Northern District of Texas. 

The Courts options are therefore either imposing no further supervision in this Court or

establishing a separate supervision framework in this Court.

The Court concludes that the former approach is appropriate, and no further supervision

is needed here.  Over one month has elapsed since Lane was reinstated under supervision.  Her

de facto suspension in Texas has amounted to over 7 months—1 month over the original

suspension.  The Court concludes this additional 1 month of de facto suspension is sufficient to

equate to a longer period of supervision.  Accordingly, we impose reciprocal discipline, deem the

suspension to have been served, and consider this matter CLOSED.

IT IS SO ORDERED this 25th day of September, 2023.

 FOR THE PANEL:          

_________________________________
JANE J. BOYLE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

3

Case 3:23-mc-00024-B   Document 11   Filed 09/25/23    Page 3 of 3   PageID 796

Lane's Emergency Motion Page 67 of 68

https://www.iardc.org/Lawyer/PrintableDetails/5b0ca371-ab64-eb11-b810-000d3a9f4ee
https://www.iardc.org/Lawyer/PrintableDetails/5b0ca371-ab64-eb11-b810-000d3a9f4ee


Lane's Emergency Motion Page 68 of 68


	1- 120231204-EXS for filing Combined Exh for BODA -All combined A-F-H.pdf
	1-Exh. A, Seana Willing CDRR federal bar suspension
	2-Exh. B - 1 - Citation n Reinstatement
	3-Exh. B - 2 - Order Suspension Reinstatement-2
	4-Exh. B - 3 - Reinstatement
	5-Exh. C, same incident new complaint 20190829- ARDC Complaint v NKL
	6-Exh. D - MR Mandate
	Exh. E combined
	7-Exh. E - Lane Personal Service
	8- Exh. 7-1- 20230530- served with Texas State Notice-docx

	Exh. F and G -2023116- Order suspension texas
	THE SUPREME COURT OF TEXAS
	Probation Revocation





