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ATTACIIMENT TO

STIPULATION ~ FAC’£S, CONCLILIS|OIq$ OF I~W ~ND DI~IIO~I’FION

IN THE MATTER OF: MORGAN HOWARD DEAN KING, SBN 5088"/

0~-0o0467g

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

t, O~ or about June 17, i~98, Maw:tee a~l Rosel,yn Chester ~e

~e, ~ ~sel~ ~ ~ h~ ~i~ P~ F~ial $~s~

2. On or about Decembcx ;~, 2002, Wallace l~sen~erg ("the Rosenberg matter") filed
Cornpl~int for Brea~h of Contact against Maurice Ckestcr and Roselyn Chester, i~ a mattes
=~tifled Roxenberg v. Ch~ter, in the Sen Marco Cot~rt~y $~perior Cou~ �;ase no. C].J427633.
The Complaint was served on Ro=elyn Chester on or ebout Dec~mhet 18, 20~2.

3,. On or about January 15, 2003. Kenneth ]~Jman ("the Brebnan matte~) filed
Complaint for B~each of Canmwt/WmTanty, Fn~d~ Conve~sion~ Statutory Vio]adans ~ 17~lie~
and Equitable Relief a.~ain~ Maurice ~ ar~ Ro=elylt Chewer, in a matter entitled Kenneth
Brelman, as trwtee of the Kenneth & lltnk~ Bre~na~ £P~g Trust v~. Mau~

~ndlvldually a~d d.b.a. ~y Ar~ ~, R~e[~ I~e ~l~ (a.~a. Rose I ~t~), ~r~o L.

S~mor ~m, ~ no. CW428591.

4. In or aboat January 2003, Maaricc Chester =mplo~d re~ndent to file a Chapter 7
Bank~pcey Petition an his be~ut~f and an the be~aJf of his bu~iae~, Bay A~ea Lease,

5. Ou or ~out ~’anumy 24, 2003, respondent flied Mamice Chewer’= Otapte~ 7
Bankruptcy Petition in the United States Bankruptcy Court, Noffhewt District of Cali~rnia
(Oakland), case no 03-40#53. The Chapcez 7 B=nkraptcywas discharged.

6. On or about February 6, 2003, default was em~zed against Rosclyn Chester in the
Rosenborg matter.
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7. Ou m about Feb~ary 13, 2003. Rosolya C~ester employed respondent to r~resent
he~ ia the Rosenbe~ and Brehnan matters. She paid Re~pcmdent $$,000 to represenl her m both

$. On or =bout Ma~h 5, 2003, the Rose=tbe~S maV.e~ wit ~tem’d. Neither raspor~lont nor
Roselyn Chester appeared at ~ honing. The Corot onteze6juclgmem against Rosclyn Chester
for the total amos! of $21,037.79.

9. On or about M=rch 19. 2003. Kcvin Frederick (=Frederick"), ~ in ~

~U~ for ~o~t of J~ent C’~, ~ul~ ~r A~ 10. 2~3.

10. On or aboul Alml l, 2003, Rese]ya Chmt¢~ was scrv~:l wi~ the OEX

! 1. On or about April 9, 2003, respondent wrote Fmderkk a letter aclmowledgi~g that he
re~.sented Roselya Chester i~ the Rose, berg matter, that ~spon~le~t would be filing a Motion
to Set Aside Default, =~d res’pon~e~t took t~ blame ~or not 13!i~8 an answer to ~ complaint ~

timely mariner. Respondem a~so confirmed Frederi~’s a~eement to take t~e OEX off
cal~dar.

12. On or about Al~¢il 17, 2003, respondmt seat Frederick a dr~ of the Motion to Set
Aside Default. However, respondent did not file the Motio~ ~o Set Aside Dcfaolt with the Coert
ill April, May, June or $uly 2003~

13. On or about May 28, 2003~ F~ededek wrote respondent a letter informing him that if
he did not receive the mov~rtg papers to set aside the judsment (infl~dlng a hemln~ d~;e) in the
Rose,berg matter by close ot’bus£ness oa June 4, 2003, he would reschedule the OEX of
Ro~-i)m Chester.

14. On or about $une 25, 2003. lmviag not filed his motion to set aside, r~sportdeot was
served with no~i¢~ of the OEX set for 3"=ly 30, 2003.

t 5. Between on or about Jtme 25, 2003 to on e¢ about July 29, 2003, respondent advised
Roseb/n Chester that ~ere was so need ib~ he~ to appear it ~e OE~

! 6. On or al~o~: 5tdy 30, 2003, Rose]yn Chest~" end respondent d~d not to =ppear at the
OEX.

17. On or about August 12, 2003, respondent filed a Motion to Set Asidc Defaull but did
not include a Inoposed mswer.
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18. On or about August 26. 2003, Ft~d,~’iok filed ~n Opposition to Motion to Set A~idc
Dcfa~h ~md Default 3~d~ment.

tg. On or about Scplembar 4, 2003, Raspondent and Roselyn Che~e~ appeared al the
OEX.

20. On or about September I~, 2003, mspo~lem fll~l apruposed answer for Rosely~
Chester via f~caimile with ~ Court.

21. On or about Septembe~ 16, 200~, a herring on the Motiou for Raiief~m Default
~ J~l w~ ~ld. ~t ~1~ ~ ~+ ~� Cou~ ~n~ ~ Ch~’s
Mo~io~ f~ ~li~ flora D~t ~ Jud~ent.

22. On or about October 2, 200:L Resel~ Chester’s bank, California Bask a~l Tras6
informed her that ixer a~¢oant b~ been debited’in the amoum of 521,096.72,, plus a $$0

By failing to exesc/se due d~ligence in determining Ihe status of the proceedings in the
Rosenberg ra~er, by ~ailing to promptly file the modon to set aside dcfauh end by failing to
appear at the July 30, 2003 OEX, respondent recJdes~ly failed to perform legM ,services wilh
~ompetenoe ie wilful violation of role 3=110(A) of the Rules of Pt, ofmsional ConducL

PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

Th© disclosure date referred m, on page one, para~ff~h A.(7), was November 7, 2005.

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PR~J~DING~.

Raspondant aeimowleclges that the OIFr~ of the Chief T~aI Coansel has/nfonn~ ~spondem
that as of November 7, 2005, the estimated prose+u~on costs in this matter are alq~roximately
$1383,00. gespo~ent ~knowledges 1hat ~ figu~ is an e~timate oaly wl~ich will be in~IRded
in ~y fi~ cost ~s~. Re~t ~er a~wl~ ~t ~ould ~is s~on be
rejected or ~ould relief from ~ st~alafi~ be ~l~ ~e c~ ~.~ m~ ~ ~ ~

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.
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AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCEPLII~.

l~espondem admits L~t Ihe above t~s are u’ue and b’~ he is culpable of ~fiols~iou.~ of~he
statutes m~l/or
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Do not write above lhls ilne.]
In the Matter of

MORGAN HOWARD DEAN KING

Case number(s]:

03-O-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 IS 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 IMPOSED.

[] The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth below,
and the REPROVAL IMPOSED.

[] All Hearing dates are vacated.

On page 2, under section B(1)(b), the court 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 luther modifies the approved stipulation. [See rule 135[b], Rules of Procedure.] Otherwise
the stlpulatlon shall be effectlve 15 days after servlce of thls order.

Failure to comply with any conditions attached to thls reproval may constltute cause
for a separate proceeding for willful breach of rule 1-I 10, Rules of Professional
Conduct.

Dat~ [- ............ ~-

[Form adopled by lhe SBC Execulive Commitee [Rev. 2J25/gs)
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[Rule 62(b), Rules Proc.; Code Civ. Proc., § 1013a(4)]

I am a Case Administrator of the State Bar Court of Califomia. 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:

ix] by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, tin’ough 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

ix] by interoffice 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 Admi~fistrator
State Bar Court


