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e Matter of STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND
DISPOSITION AND ORDER APFROVING

MORGAN BOWARD DEAN KING ,

sx# 50887 REFROVAL T FRRIVATE X ABLIC

ooy fote: ox of Catiowso ). PREVIOUS SHPULATION REIECTED -

Note: Al informaicn equired by this form and any addiiona! inforrmation which cannol be provided
in the spoge provided, mus! be sef farth In an aflachment 1o this stipulalion undas specific headings,
e.g., "Fook.” "Dismissals,” "Conclusions of Law,” "Supporling Authomy,” efc

A. Parties’ Acknow!e;:lomcnts:

(1) Retpondentis @ mambet of Ihe Slate Bor of Callfomia. advited  Jamuary 5, 1972

(o)
(2] e pairiies ogres o be bound by the factual stipulations contgined hatein even If conchusions of kaw or
disposliion e refectad of changed by e Suprame Courf.

(31 Alinvestigations or proceedings isled by case number In the caption of iis sipulaliion are antiely msolved
by this stipulafion. ond are deemed consolidolen, Dismitsed chosgeilcouni{s) o listed under “Dismissess.”
Tha slipuletion ond omlar conts! of_33_ pOges.

) Astcieiment of acls o ornisslons acknowledged Dy Respondent as couse ot couses tor discipine isinciuded
under “Foei.”

{31 Conciusions of iow, digwn from ond speclcally relering fo 1ha fach are alio Includad undar “"Conclusions ol
Law."

8) Ma porties must include suppoding aulhorlw for he: tecommandced jevel of ::‘.i:chilns ungier he heoding
“Supporing Authorty.”

N Nemore than 30 days prior o the Ting of s siipuiation, Responden! hot been advised In wiiting of any
pending invesigalionfprocensdng nof resalved by this slipylclion, axcept for crminal investigations.
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i)

Payment of Discipinary Cmi-—-lespmdenloekmwhdgm fhe provisions of Bus. & Prol, Code §86086.10 &
46140.7. {Chack one optlon only):

@ Ekcoshradded fo membership tee fof calandar yeos lollowing efieciive dale of SSCEiING (public teproval)
o) [ cose ineligible tor gosit (privale reproval)
() [ cosls to be paid In equal aenounts tor 1he jollowing membenhip years:

vordship, special chicumstances or civar good couse par rule 284, Rues of Pocedure?
W} O cosh waived In pont a3 sel lodh in o seporale altachment entified “Parial Waiver of Cosls®
{e) [ costs entrely woived

The pomes undesiond lhat:

() O Apivolae reproval imposed on o respondent as o retult of o slipulalion opproved by the Coud pror te
inilation of g Bl Bor Coutt proceeding bs pot of the sesponclent’s official Stale Bor membanhin
records, BUt is not disciosad In response o pubiic ingulies ond ik nol reporied on the Siate Bor's web
page. The record of the proceeding in which suth a privata leproval wos inposed it not avalioble lo
the public excepl oz pod of ihe recond of any subsequen! prodseding In which # is Infrocduced as
evidence of 0 pios (ecord of discipiine under 1he Ruli of Procadune of the State Bor,

o) 3 A privale repraved imposad on a respondent alter inilialion of g Siole Bor Cowut proceeding is pat of
the respondent's official Slale 8ar membeship records, is disciosed In responte o pubic Induines
ond Is rapoded as o record of public discipline on Ine 5'0le Rar's woby page:.

i©) K Apublic taprovai imposad on o respordiend Is pulicly ovollabia as por of the respondent's official
Stale Bar membenship reconds, & disclosed in feiponss 1o public hqu!ﬂuandls raporiad i o record
of public discipling on tha State Bur's webs poga,

8. Agorovating Clrcumsiconces [for detinitlon, see Stondards lor Attomey Sanctions

for Professional Misconduct, stendard 1.2{b)). Faclts Supporing Aggravaiing
Clreumstances o required.

{1} KX Pricr racord of discipline [see stondord 1.200}

{0) 2 ivale Bar Court cose # of pror case | 96-0-01925 [96~0-01722)

) fFOcle pror discipline effective __Febxuarxy 23, 2000

¢} XFRuies of Frofawsional Conducl Siate Bar Act vidiotlons: aunt ¥,

~DOERAeE the Maninsss and Profecstong rads.

[dl 3B Deguea of prior discipling Private Reprovsl

FROLICRON Tor appicved by BC Bityuiue Commilvs T N2000. Baig 1271630041 " Rapror
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3 M Respandent has two o mote Incidants of petor discipline, use space provided below o o
separoie cliachmen antited "Pdor Discipline®.

Dishonesly: Respontants misconcuct wos surowded by of Iotlowad by bati loith, dishonealy.
conceatment. oveneaching or olhar violailans of the Stote Bor Act or Rules of Prolessional Conduct.

Yrust Viotagion: Trusf funds or properdy wele inveived ond Respondani fefusedt o wos unable Io
acsount 1o the cllent or person who was the objett ol tha misconduct for imoloper eondudl lowan
s0ig funds o proparty.

Hamm: Respondents misconcuel hamed signiicantty a cent, the tublic o the adminisiration of ustice.

Inciffetence: Repondent demansioled indifference ioward reciificotion of of stonamenl for She
consaquencat of his or her msconduct,

Lock of Cooparation: Respondent disploved o laek of candor and coppermation 1o viclims of hsfher

.miconduc] o o the Stote bae duning disciplinary investioalion or peocesdings.

MulliplafPatiern of Misconduct: Raspondents curant misconduet evidencet muttiple acls of
wrongdong or demomnii:ghas a pattern of misconduct, .

No aoggravaling clreurmnstances ore Invelved.

V.
Addilonal aggravating citcumsiances:

C. Mitigating Clreumstances [see stondard ¥1.2(e)). Facts supporting mitigoiing

B

@
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clicumstonces are required.

No Prios Dhicipline: Respondent has no prior 1000 of dictpline over many years of proclice coupledt
with prasent mizgonduct which b nof deemed saricus,

No Homm: Respondent did not ham the clien! of person who wios tha objach of Ine misconduct.

ContofCoaperation: Responden! dspiayed sponfonecus cando and eooﬂém!ion with the viciinns of
hisher miscanduct and 1o the Siate Bar during discipiinary hvedigation and proceedings.

Hemomne: Rospondent promptly 1ook objective seps spontaneously demonsiraling ramene and

racognition of Iha wiongdaing, which staps were designed 10 imaly atone far dy consecquences
of hivher mbeonduct,

3
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Restthulion: Responden! pold §

on In
astihdion o withou! the hrent or lorce of disciplinaty, civif or
crminal roceedings.

Delay: Thess ditelpiinary proceedings wets excesdively delayed. The delay is nut aliibutabile 1o
Ruspondent and the deloy prejudiced Himiher '

Goed Fatih: Retpondent octed in gaod faith.

EmotionaliMysicol Dificuies: Al ihe ime of the slipuiated act or acts ol professknal
misconduct Respondenl sullered axtieme smaotional difficuliias or physical dizabifities which expart
{asiimony would establish waoe direcity rasponsibia for the misconduc). The difficulties ar disabliiilsx
weie nol the product of any Negal conduct by he member, such os ilegol Srug of substance abute,
and Respondont no longer suftert irom such dificullies or disablifles,

Soviue Finonckil Shress: Al the tmo of ihs misconcuc], Respondent sullered lrom severe finonekal
slress which resulied from chiicumstances nol reasonably foresesable of whith were bayond his/her comiol
ond whith wore ditscty responsible for the misconduct,

Famlly Prebloms: At the fime of the misconduc?, Fespondent suffared exireme diflcutties in hisfhar
peronal kife which were other than emaolonal or phivsical in nohuee,

@ood Character: Respondents good chasacie! i alfetted to by © wide range of referoncos in he
{egal ot genatal communiiies who e aware of ihe 1ull extent of histher m¥sconduct.

Rahabiialion; Comiderable Sma has potiad since the acls of prolessional misconduct ocouned
toliowed by convincing preod of subsaquen) iehobMolon.

No mdligoling choumitoncos are Inveived.

+

Additional mitigating clreumstances:

Grpmicaion o Gppvaved By TG Grwcibv Comiive TT7A000. Tedews 137182004} “Beproval
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‘D. Discipine:

m D Piivote reploval (check applicable conditions, i any, below)

= Q Approved try the Cowt piior fo infilation of the Stale Bor Coun proceadings [na
public dsclonse).
[£=H] 03 Appioved by the Cour alter nIfiahion of the Siale Bar Court proseadings {pubile

disclosura).
<

@ Bk Public reproval [check applicabio conditians, If ony, below)

“E. Conditions Alached 1o Reproval;

m &  Respondent st comply with fhe conditions oftached fo e ieproval for o pertod of

—ONE_(1) YRAR

Y X Dudngthe condiion period aachod 16 ihe reproval, Respondent must comply with ihe provisions
of the Stcle Bor Aot and Rules of Prolessional Conduct.

(8]} £ Wi len (10) doys of ony chonge, Raspondenl must lepcd 10 the Membenship Recorcts Ofice and
fo he Office of Probutian of [he Siate Sor of Calitamin [FOMce of Probation®), all changes of
Infownation, inciuding curant office address and telephone numbser, of ather address for Stolke Sar
purposes, a8 prescribed by seclion 50021 of the Butiness and Protassions Code.

(@ AR Within 30 days om She effeciive dale of discipiine, Retpondant must conlact the Difice of
. Frobation ond schedyle o meefing with Respondent's assigned probaflon depuly o dzcuss ihose
terms and condilions of probalion. Upon the direction of tha Office of Probation, Respondernt must
mee with the probafion depuly giihes in-pefion of by telaphone. During the petiod of peobalion,
Respondent sl prompiiy meai with the probalion depuly G dilecied and upon iequest.

{5) E Responden mud sutymit witan quardery repors ko the Office of Pobaltion oh each Jonwary 10,
April 10, My 10, and Oclober 18 of the condition periad attached lo ine reprova), Lindar pandily of
pefuy, Respondant must siate whethar Respondent has complied wilh the Siale Bar Act, the Rules
of Profasslenal Condue), and oi congiions of the reprovel during the prsceding colendor quone!.
Reiponoent musi olso siale in eoch tepon wheiler there ore any piaceadings pending agoingt him
or he in the 5101e Boe Courd and, I 59, he cose number and cusent sotus of thot piocesding. I
tha first raport would cover kess than thidy (308 doys, thol regott mast be submifted on the naxt
following quarter dole and cover the extendsad perod.

In eddiiion 1o ol guorery rapods, & Ing repost, conlalning the same informotian, i due ho sarier
than twenly [20) days before the iost day of the condition panod o no later than the los! day of
the condifion perod.,

{8} 0  Respondent must be aesiomedar probafion rondion. Respondent must prormblly raviaw ihe feavis and
condiions of prabofion with the £robolion monior 1o etadlish o manner and schedule of COMPROAKS.
During tho pariod of grobation, Respondent musl furish auch repors 05 may be sequatied, i addiion
mmmmwwummahmmdm mmm

Mo T Bomioved BY TIE Giesidive Eomciios TWT IR0 Temeg THanois — ~— T
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4] B Sublect to assertion of applicobie priviieges, Respanden! must answar fully, prompily and
truthiully aay inquities of 1he Office of frobation and ony piobstion monifor aisigned uncder
thasa contifions which cra difec!ed (o Respondent parsenaily of 10 willing relaling 1o whether
Raspondent is complylng or has compiled with the condiiions atiached jo ihe sepioval.

(8) IR Within one(l) yeor of the effecive date of the discipline haeln, Respondent must peoviste fo Ihe
Otlice of Pobalion sutistactory proad mmmmmsmmwmumm
given ot Iha end of thal sesston.

a No Ethics School ordered. Redson:

L] 1 Rosponcdent must Gomply with ol condiiiors of probation Imposad ki i undedyving crlimingl motter ard
m»mmmdmhmmwwmmmmum
with the Olice of Probation,

ifo) 3 Responciant must provide proof of possage of the Multisiale Prolessional Responsbilly Examinclion

{"MPRE") , ndminhieract Dy the Noflono) Conlerance of Bor Examyinert, 1o tha Oitica of Probation
wilnin ona yeor of the efliective dals of the reproval.

9 ¢ Na MPRE ordeced. Reason: Hot re
the public or the interests of che respoudent.
nny &k e iollowing conditions ore afiachad herelo and incorporated:

O  Subsiance Abuse Conclions EX iow Office Managament Condifions
00 Medical Conditions ]  Fnoncial Conditions

F. Other Conditions Negollated by the Parties:

"

[ piion o oppeoved By BC Batuis Tommilies T i mon ey T TaEaT, Toraval
r)
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In the Matler of Nurnbeifs):
MORGAN HOWARD DEAN KING 03-0~D4678
SBN 50837

Law Office Manogement Conditions

o, O ‘Wihin___ days/ monthe/ yoans of g affaciive doss of the discipling hetein,
Rezpondant must develop t law oltice management! ccganizohon picn. which must be
upproved by tha Ofiice of Proboticn. This plan must Include procadures 1o (11 send pedodic
19poris o chenls; (2) document felephone messages eceived and sant; {3) maintoin les;

{4) meet deodinat; [5) withdrow o oltixney, whethet of recard of nol, when dllenis connot be
contacted or locaiad; (4) rain and supernvise supea permonnel; and (7] addrest any subject
ared or deficiency thot coused of contibuled 1o Respondent’s misconduct in the curent
Rroceacing.

b i wika_p doys_g months gup  vean of the elleciive dote of tha discipiine hoein,
Respondent must submi 1o the Office of Probation salislactory evidonce of complesion of no
lessthan _3 _ hours of Minimum Conlinuing Legal Educalion [MCLE) opproved courses in low
office monggement, agiomaey cllant relolions tmd/or generdl legal athins. This iequimment is
papargie from any MCLE requiiement, ant Respondant will nof receive MCLE cradh far
oitending thess coursas Rule 3201, Rules of Procedurs of the Stota Bar)

c. O Wihin 30 days of the afiecliva dote of the discipline, Raspondent must |oin the Low Proclice
Management and Technology Section of e State Bar of Calllomia and poy the dues and
cosls of ervoliment for ___ year(s). Responden] musl fuinish sotisfactory evidencs of
membership in he seclion 1o the Oifice of Probation of the State Bar of Calliomio in the
fird repon required.

Law Office Manogemerd Condiions form approved by S8C Execulive Cormenlites 10/ 472000, Rovised 1211 6/2004 ]

7
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IN THE MATTER OF: MORGAN HOWARD DEAN KING, SBN 50887

CASE NUMBER(S): (3-0-04678
FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

Fagts:

1. On orabout June 17, 1998, Maurice and Rosetyn Chester (“the Chesters™) each signed
a notarized Post Nuptial Agreement. Under the terms of the agreement the Chesters retained
their separate properties. Specifically, Maurice Chester retained his business known as Bay Area
Lease, and Roselyn Chester rerained her business P&R Financial Systems, Inc. (d.b.a. Cal-State
Funding). )

2. On or about December 33, 2002, Wallace Rosenberg (“the Rosenberg matter™) filed a
Complaint for Breach of Contact against Maurice Chester and Roselyn Chester, in a mattes
entitled Rosenberg v. Chester, in the San Mateo County Superior Cowrt, case no. CLJ427633.
The Complaint was served on Roselyn Chester oa or ebout Decernber 18, 2002,

3., On or sbout January 15, 2003, Kennreth Brehoan (“the Brebnan matter™) filed a
Complaint for Breach of Contract/Waranty, Fraud, Conversion, Statutory Violations and Relief,
and Bquitable Relief against Maurice Chester and Roselyn Chester, in a matter entitled Xenneth
Breknaon, as trustee of the Kenneth & Hlinka Brehnan Living Trust vs. Mavrice Chester,
individually and d.b.a. Bay Area Lease, Raselyn lreme Chester (a.k.a. Rose I Chester), Marcia L.
Chester (a.k.a. Marcia L. Riner), P&R Financial Systems, Inc. et al., in the San Matoo County
Superior Court, case no. CIY428591.

4. In or about January 2003, Maurice Chester cmaployed respondent to fils a Chapter 7
Bankruptcy Petition on his behalf and on the behalf of his business, Bay Area Lease,

5. Oun or gbout January 24, 2003, respondent filed Maurice Chester’s Chapter 7
Bankruptcy Petition in the United States Bankruptcy Court, Northemn District of California
{Qakland), case no 03-40453. The Chapter 7 Bankrupicy was discharged,

6. On or about February 6, 2003, default was entered against Rosciyn Chester in the
Roaenberg matter.

Page #
Attachment Fage 1
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7. On o1 about February 13, 2003, Rosclyn Chester employed respondent to represent
her in the Rosenberg and Brehnan matters. She pawd Respondent $5,000 to represent her in hoth
eivil matters.

8. On orabout March 5, 2003, the Rosenberg matter was heard. Neither respondent nor
Roselyn Chester appeared ai the hearing.  The Court entered judgment against Roselyn Chester
for the total amoune of $21,037.79,

9. On or about March 19, 2003, Kevin Frederick (“Fredenick™), attomey in the
Rosenberg matter served respoadent with an Application and Order for Appearance and
Examination for Enforcement of Judgment (“OEX™), scheduled for April 10, 2003,

10. On or sboul Aprij 1, 2003, Rosejyn Chester was served with the OEX

11. On or about April 9, 2003, respondent wrote Frederick a letter acknowledging that he
tepresented Roselyn Chester in the Rosenberg matter, that respondent would be filing a Motion
to Set Aside Defalt, and respondent took the blame for not filing an answer to the complaint in
a timely manner. Respondent also confirmed Frederick's agreement to t1ake the OEX off
calendaz.

12, Om or about April 17, 2003, respondent sent Frederick a draft of the Motion to Set
Aside Default. However, respondent did not file the Motion to Set Aside Default with the Count
in April, May, Junc or July 2003,

13, On or about May 28, 2003, Frederick wrote respondent a letter informing him that if
he did not receive the moving papers to set aside the judgment (including a hearing date) in the
Rosenberg maiter by close of business on June 4, 2003, he would reschedule the OEX of
Roselyn Chester.

4. On or about June 25, 2003, having not filed his motion to set aside, respondent was
served with notice of the OEX set for July 30, 2003.

15. Between on or about June 25, 2003 to on or about July 29, 2003, respondent advised
Roselyn Chester that there was no need for her 1o appear at the OEX.

16. On or about July 30, 2003, Roselyn Chester and respondent did not to appear at the
OEX.

17. On orabout August 12, 2003, respondent filed a Motion to Set Aside Default but did
not include a proposed answer.

Page ¥

Attuchment Page 2
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18. On or about August 26, 2003, Frederick Eled an Qpposition to Motion to Set Aside
Default and Defaull Judgment.

19. On or about September 4, 2003, Respondent and Roselyn Chester appeared at the
OEX.

20. O or about September 15, 2003, respondent filed a prapused answer for Roselyn
Chester via facsimile with the Court.

21. On or ahout September 16, 2003, a hesring on the Motion for Relief from Default
and Judgment was held. Respondent failed to appear. The Court denied Roselyn Chester's
Motion for Relief from Default and Judgment.

22, Onor about October 2, 2003, Roselyn Chester’s bank, Califomia Bank and Trust,
informed her that her accouut had been debited in the amount of $21,006.72, plus a $50

processing fee.
Conclugions of Lew:

By failing to exercise due diligence in determining the status of the proceedings in the
Rosenberg matter, by failing to promptly file the motion to sct aside default and by failing to

appear at the July 30, 2003 OEX, respondent recklessly failed to perform legal services with
competence in wilful viclaton of rule 3-110{ A} of the Rules of Professional Conduct.

PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

The disclosure date referred to, on page one, paragraph A.(7), was November 7, 2005.

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS.

Respondent acknowledges that the Office of the Chief Trial Counsél has informed respondent
that as of November 7, 2005, the estimated prosecution costs in this matter are approximately
$1,983.00. Respondent acknowledges that this figurs is an estimate only which will be included
in any final cost assessment. Respondent further acknowledges that shouid this stipulation be
rejected or should relief from the stipulation be granted, the costs in this matter may increase dus
to the cost of further proceedings.

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

Page #

Antachment Page 3
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AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

Standard 1.7(a) of the Standards for Attoraey Sanctions for Professional Miseonduct provides
that “if a member is found culpable of professional misconduct in any procesding in which
discipline may be imposed and the member has a record of une prior imposition of discipline 2s
defined by standard 1.1(f), the degree of discipline imposed in the current proceeding shall be
greater than thar imposed in the prior proceading unloss the prior discipline ivposed was so
remote in ime to the current proceeding and the offense for which it was imposed was so
minimal in severity that imposing greater disciplive iv the carrent proceeding would be
manifestly unjust.”

Standard 2.4(b} of the Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Profussional Misconduct provides
that “culpability of @ member of wilfully failing to perform services in an individual marter
of matters not demonstrating a patern of misconduct or culpability of a member of wilfully
failing to comraunicate with a client shadl result in reproval or suspension depending

upon the extont of the misconduct and the degroe of harm to the clent.”

Respondent admits that the above facts are true and that he is culpable of viclations of the
specified statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct.

Page#
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{Sase numbensy: =
MORGAR HOWARD DEAN KING 03-0-04678

EBN 50887

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES |
By their signatutes below, the parties and thekr counsel, as applicable, signify thelr agreement

with @och of the reciations and each of the terms and canditions of this Stipulation Re Facts, j
Conclusions of Law and Disposition. 0

MpREsa D KNG

- E1oH kI § SUAT TeR- Lk

U,yJDsﬁY ké&
( Jeor Respondent -
(tipuiction oo obceowed by (65 Execulive Commives YO/1 2000, Sevissd 127153004 M




{Do not wrile above this line.)
In the Matter of - | Case numbet(s):

MORGAN HOWARD DEAN KING 03-0-04678

ORDER

Finding that the stipulation protects the public and that the interests of Respondent will
be served by any conditions attached to the reproval, IT 1S ORDERED that the requested
dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and:

The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AND THE REPROVAL IMPQOSED.

|:'_'| The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFED as set forth below,
and the REPROVAL IMPOSED.

' All Hearing dates are vacated.

On page 2, under section B{1)(b), the co‘urt notes that respondent's prior record of discipline was
effective March 16, 2000. '

The parties are bound by the stipulation as approved unless: 1) a motion to withdraw or modify
the stipulation, filed within 15 days after service of this order, is granted; or 2) this court modifies
or futher modifies the approved sfipulation. (See rule 135(b), Rules of Procedure.) Otherwise
the stipulation shall be effective 15 days after service of this order.

Failure to comply with any conditions attached to this reproval may constitute cause
for a separate proceeding for willful breach of rule 1-110, Rules of Professional

_ f/ol /,:z 7/0 <
are « JOANN M. REMKE
Jucgél of the State Bar Coul

Form adopied by Ihe 38C txeculive Commias [Rev. 2] 25705 o

Reproval

Page 13
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[Rule 62(b), Rules Proc.; Code Civ. Proe., § 1013a(4)]

I am a Case Administrator of the State Bar Court of California. I am over the age of eighteen and
not a party to the within proceeding. Pursuant to standard court practice, in the City and County of
San Francisco, on December 27, 2005, I deposited a true copy of the following document(s):

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION
AND ORDER APPROVING

in a sealed envelope for collection and mailing on that date as follows:

[X] by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal
Service at San Francisco, California, addressed as follows:

LINDSAY K. SLATTER
FISHKIN & SLATTER LLP
369 PINE ST #627

SAN FRANCISCO  CA 94104

[X] by iﬁterofﬁce mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California
addressed as follows:

WONDER LIANG, Enforcement, San Francisco

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on

December 27, 2005,

Laine Silber
Case Administrator
State Bar Court

Certificate of Service.wpt




