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A. Parties’ Acknowledgments:
June 8, 1992(1) Respondent is a rnember of the Slate Dar o# Callfon’da, admltted

(~)

by g1~ s~ o~d are deemed ¢X~o~4ed. DbmL~ed chol~le(s)~cout~(s)
~ed~onondo~k~con~d~ 17 pog~.

(4] A dalemerd of oc~ or ~ acl~:~g~ by ~ al cause or ~ for di~:~dine b included

(5) Col¢:klSiOm of low, dlown from and specfficoly relmdng Io Ihe facts are also included ~ ~ of



[Do not write above this line.]
Paymenl of 13bciplinaw C~ ac~no~4edg~ the ~ of Bu~ &ProL Code ~6086~10 &
6140.7. (Check one opiion only]:

until coals are pald in full, Responde~ wlll remain actually suspended from the practlce of law unless
relief Is obtained per rule 284, Rules of Procedure.

¯ 3[ costs to be paid In equal amounts pdor to Februaw I for the .follo~ng membership years:
2006 and 2007.

[norosn~p, spl~.,lat c~rcumstonc~ or omer gooo cause per ru~e z~4, ~¢ums ot I’roceoure]
E] cosls waived in pad a~ ~-t fodh in a ~ attachment enlifled "Partial Waiver of ~"

B. Aggravcrtlng Circumstances [for definition, see Standards for Attorney Sanctions
for Professlonal Misconduct, standard I~2(b)]. Facts suppodlng aggravating
clrcumstances are requlred.

(I] [] Pdor record of ~ [see sk~ndard 1.2(f)]

(a) r~ State Bar Court ca~ # of prior ca~e

(1o) [] Date prior discipline effective

[d] ID Degree of prior discipline

[el O If Respondent has two or more Incidents of prlor discipline, .use space provided below or a
separate attachment entitled °Pr~r Discipline,"

(2] o

~ Vlolallon: Trust funds or property were involved



[5] []

[7) o

[8] 0 No ~ ~Jrcum.stances are. Involved.

Addltlonal aggravating clrcumstances:

C. Mltlgatlng Circumstances [see standard 1.2[e]]. Facts supporting mltlgaflng
clrcumstances are requlred.

(2] [] NoHafm: Respondent dld not harm the cllent or ~ wh0 was the object of the mlsconduct.

(4) ~ Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps spontaneously demonstrating remorse and

(5) O~ Rmtituflon: Respondent paid $
In redltutlon to
civil or criminal proceedings.

without the threat or force of disciplinary,

(6) O Delay: These disciplinary proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay is not attributable to
Respondent and the delay preJucgced hlm/h~.

(7) o C.0odFa~h: ~ioc~d~eoodfa~h.

(8] [] En~ l)llllcullM~ At the #me of lhe dlptd(Med act or acts of rxofesd0n~ mbconduct
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical dlsabilitles whlch exped testimony
would establish was dlrectly respop.slble for the misconduct. ~ dlfflcultles or disabllltles were not the

(9] o Severe Flnanclal Sfre~ At the time of the misconduct, Re~K:~dent suffered from severe financial

[s#pulation bml opproved by SK; Execuilve Commilfee 10/16/21Xl0. Revised 12/16/2004]
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(Do nol ~ ubove ~ line.)

(lO)

(11) ~

(12)

~ life whioh ~e other thun emotionui �~ ~ in nulure.
See Attachment "Other Factors for Consideration" Pages 12 & 13

Good Chaladm:. Re~- good clxm:x~er is attesled to by a wide range of reference~ in the

See Attachment "Other ~actors for Consideration" Page 13

[13] D NO mllloaHng ¢MCUlt~ ate Involved.

Additional mltlgatlng circumstances:

D. Dlsclpllne:

(1) ~E~ $tayed~J~::~nslon:

(2)

(a) ~K Respondent mud l0e smpended from the practl~ of law for a pedod of Three (31 Years

I. D and until Respondent shows proof satlsfacto~ to the,State Bar Court of rehabilitation and pre~ent
~ to practice and present learning and ability In the law pursuant to standard 1.4[c][II)

H. D andurdHRe~ndentpaysredHut~nassetf~dh~ntheF~nanc~a~C~nd~t~nsf~nnaflachedt~th~s
dipulation.

Probation:

Responded mud be ploced on probolion for a pedod of Two (2) Years
w~ch wffi commence upon the effec~e d~le~ ~e Su~eme Coud ~dm in thb ma~e.
[see .~e 953, ca,L R.~ of Ct.]



[3] ~ Actual Suspension:

(a] ~ Re~ponde~ mud be actualty suspended from the practice of law ln the Slate of California for a
perked of Three (3) Months

I. [3

(1)

(2]

(~)

[4)

(7]

Addltlonal Condltlons of Pmbatlon:

m Wilhln thldy (30) days from the effectlve date Of dlsclpllne, Respondent mud coMacl the Offlce of

[] Respondent mud submit wdllen quadedy repods Io the Office of Probation on each ~ 10, ~ 10,

Inquiri~ of the Office of Probation and any probation monitor assigned under these conditions which are
direcled to Respondent pem3nally or In wdflng mlallng to whelher Respondent is complylng or has



(8) rl

u~en~eend~m~on. Respondent resides in. Hawai$ with ~wo young
c~ildren. MCLE Ethics courses taken in Hawaii are" required as

~ NoEW~csScho~m~mn.~m~ed. Re.on: per Pa~e 7(b} of Stipulation

[] Subsionce Abuse Condlfka~ X~

[] Medk:al Condlnons 0

LuwOfflceM~:~emef~C.on(:gtlons See page

E Other Conditions Negotiated by the Parties:

[1] []

suspension o~ within one yeor, whichever pedod is longer. Failure fo poss the MPRE
results In actual suspension wi’d~)ut fudher headng until passage. But see role 951(b),
California Rule~ of Court, and role 321(a)(1) & (¢), Rules of Procedure.

(2)

7~NoMPRErecunmended" Rea~on:Already required by Hawaii Supreme Court’s
urder

955, California Rules of Coud. and perkxm the acl= ~:~cilted in subdividom (a) and (c) of that rule

(~) o Credlt for Intedm Suspension [conviollon referral cases only]: Respon~ wlll be credited
for the pedod of hls/her Intedm suspendon toward the dlpuioted pedod of actual suspendon. Date
of           -t of Irdedm suspension:

(5) o ~ Co.d#iom:

form approved by $8C Executive Commlltee 10/16/2000. Revised 12J16f2004)
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MELODIE Ro WILLIAMS ADUJA,
A~of~e~~ Bar #158068

Case Number[s]:

05-J-01131

Law Office Management Conditions

Within    days/    _months/    .years of lhe effective date of the discipline herein, Respon-
dent shall develop a law office managen~t/organization plan, which must be approved by

sages received andsent tile mointenance; the meeting of deadllnes; the establbhment of

o~ tocated: and, for the troinlng and supervld~ of support personn~.

or general legal ethics. 1his requirement is separate from any Minimum Conlinuing Legal Educa-
tton [MCLE] requirement, and ~t shall not recelve MCLE ored~t~ for attending these
courses (Rule 3201. Rules of Rocedure of the State Bar.]

Within 30 days of the effective date of the discipline, respondent, shall join the Law Practice
Management and .Technology Section of the State Bar of California and pay the dues and
costs ofenrollment for "     year(s). Respondent shall furnish satisfactary evidence of
membership In the section to the Probation Unlt of the Office of Chief Trial Counsel in the
first report requ. fred.



ATTACHMENT TO

STIPULATION RE FAC~S~ CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSmON

IN THE MATTER OF:

CASE NUMBER:

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

MELODm R. WILLIAMS ADUJA

05-J-01131

This is a proceeding brought under Business and Professions Code section 6049.1 and
Rules of Procedure of the State Bar of California 620 through 625.

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

Respondent admits that the following facts are true and that she is culpable of violations
of the specified statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct:                ~

Respondent, Melodie 1~ Williams Aduja, was admitted to the practice of law in
California on June 8, 1992, and was a member at all times pertinent to these
charges and is currently a member of the State Bar of California.

o Respondent was admitted to the practice of law in the State of Hawaii on October
23, 1987.

Case No. 05-J-01131

On or about January 31, 2005, in the matter entitled Office of the Disciplinary
Counsel, Petitioner vs. Melodie R~ Brilliants Aduja, Respondent, Case ODC 00-
383-6729, the Supreme Court of Hawaii issued an Order that Respondent be
suspended for three years, effective thirty days after entry of the Order.
Respondent was reminded that she may not resume the practice of law until
reinstatement by order of the Supreme Court of Hawaii. As conditions of her
reinstatement, Respondent was further ordered to (I) take and complete the
Practicing Attorneys Liability Management Society’s practice management/law
office audit program, (2) provide restitution to the Hawaii’s Justice Foundation in
the amount of $2.73, and (3) take and pass the Multi-State Professional
Responsibility Examination.

8
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o

The Jsnuary 31, 2005 Supreme Court Order was based on the Disciplinary
Board’s Report and Recommendation filed on November 19, 2004 bythe
Disciplinary Board of the Hawaii Supreme Court.

The November 19, 2004 Disciplinary Board’s Report and Recommendation was
based on the following October 8, 2004 stipulation of uncontested facts and
conclusions of law:

UNCONTF.STF.D FACTS & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

On March 20, 2000, Respondent opened a client trust account at First Hawafian Bank
C~HB’3, Account No. 69-020860 ("CTA").

Comminglin~ personal Funds in CTA

Between in or about March 2000 through in or about October 2000, Respondent
deposited into her CTA personal funds belonging to Respondent, as follows:

Date of ~ Amount of Form of
D _eposit Deposit D _~sit

03/20/00 $3,162.75

04110/00 $3,000.00
10/05/00 $475.00

Cash ($500 for earned fees from client Avecilla,
$2,248 for earned and advanced fees from client
Burfingame, and $414.75 for earned fees from other
clients)
2 checks issued by client Tortes for esraed fees
3 checks issued by 3 clients, McVey, Urbina and
Wilson, for earned fees

Between in or about March through October 2000, on at least four occasions, Respondent
commingled her own funds with funds belonging to a client, in violation of Hawaii Rules of
Professional Conduct ("HRPC") 1.15(c) (a lawyer in possession of any funds belonging to a
client is a fiduciary and shall not commingle such funds with her own).

Each violation ofHRPC 1.15(e) was also found to be a violation of HRPC 8.4(a) (it is
professional misconduct for a lawyer to violate the rifles of professional conduct).

Personal or Non-Client Business Expenses Paid From CTA

In or about July 2000, Respondent issued CTA checks to pay personal or non-client
business expenses, as follows:

9
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Cheek Numbc~,.. Date Issued, Cheek Amount Pa_.gy~

1011 07/21/00 $12.00 Hawaii’s State Bar
Association

1013 07/25/00 $233.17 Costeo

1014 07/25/00 $93.73 Otfice Depot

1017 -07/27/00 $143.75 Aloha Copy Systems

1 O18 07/28/00 $225.00 Cash

1019 07/31/00 $250.00 Cash

1020 08/17/00 $50.00 Cash

1025 10/27/00 $191.66 Costco

Between in or about July through October 2000, on at least eight oeeasious, Respondent
issued CTA cheeks to pay personal or non-client business expenses, in violation of Hawaii Rules
of Professional Conduct ("HRPC’) 1.15(e) (no personal or non-client business expenses of the
lawyer shall be paid directly from the trust account).

Each violation of HRPC 1.15(e) was also found to be a violation of HRPC 8.4(a).

Failure to Detmsit Client Funds into CTA

Client Aveeilla’s Funds: On March 20, 2000, Respondent deposited $500.00 of the
$1,500.00 retainer paid by client Aveeilla. Subsequently, Respondent earned the $1,000.00
balance of Avecilla’s retainer by providing legal services for Aveeilla from April 3 through
October 7, 2000.

Respondent’s failure to deposit $1,000.00 of Aveeilla’s funds and expenditure of those
funds for her own use and benefit violated: HRPC 1.15(a)(1) (every lawyer in private practice in
the State of Hawaii who receives or handles client funds shall maintain a trust account or
accounts, separate from any business and personal accounts, into which all funds entrusted to the
lawyer’s care shall be deposited); HRPC 1.15(e) (a lawyer in possession of any funds belonging
to a client is a fiduciary and shall not misappropriate such funds to her own benefit); HRPC
1.15(e) (funds belonging in part to a client and in part presently or potentially to the lawyer must
be deposited into a trust account); HRPC 1.15(d) (all funds entrusted to lawyer, except for "non-
refundable retainers" earned upon receipt, shall be deposited intact into a trust account); HRPC
8.4(c) (it is professional misconduct for a lawyer to engage in conduct involving
misrepresentation); and HRPC 8.4(a).

Client Burlingame’s Funds: On March 20, 2000, Respondent wrote an unnumbered and
unlabeled temporary cheek for $2,248.00 to FHB. The $2,248.00 amount represented the sum of

10
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$2,161.50 earned fees and $86.50 advanc~ fees relating to Burlingame. Subsequently,
Respondent earned the $86.50 balance by providing legal services for Burlingame from May 9
through ~une 2, 2000.

Respondent’s expenditure of $86.50 of Burlingame’s funds for her own use and benefit
violated: HRPC 1.15(c) (a lawyer in possession of any funds belonging to a client is a fiduciary
and shall not misappropriate such funds to her own benefit); HRPC 8.4(c) (it is professional
misconduct for a lawyer to engage in conduct involving misrepresentation); and HRPC 8.4(a).

Failure tO Use..Attomey’s Name as Payee on C~A Check
Represf~ating Earned Fees

On March 20, 2000, Respondent wrote an unnumbered and unlabeled temporary check
for $2,248.00 to FHB. $2,161.50 of the $2,248.00 represented earned legal fees relating to
Burlingameo

On April 10, 2000, Respondent wrote an unnumbered and unlabeled temporary check for
$2,500.00 to FHB, for her earned legal fees relating to client Torm~s.

On June 9, 2000, Respondent wrote check no. 1008 for $50.00 payable to cash, for
earned legal fees relating to Burlingame.

On July 7, 2000, Respondent wrote an unnumbered and unlabeled temporary check for
$200.00 payable to FHB, for her earned legal fees relating to client Bart.

On July 26, 2000, Respondent wrote check no. 1016 for $250.00 payable to cash, for
earned legal fees relating to client McVey.

On July 28, 2000, Respondent wrote check no. 1018 for $225.00 payable to cash.

On July 31, 2000, Respondent wrote check no. 1019 for $250.00 payable to cash.

On August 17, 2000, Respondent wrote check no. 1020 for $50.00 payable to cash.

On October 27, 2000, Respondent wrote check no. 1025 for $191.66 payable to cash.

Between in or about March and October 2000, on at least nine occasions, Respondent’s
failure to use her name as the payee for the trust account check representing her earned fees
violated: HRPC 1.15(e) (earned fees withdrawn from a trust account shall be distributed by
check to the named lawyer); and HRPC 8.4(a).

11
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Failure to Use a Properly I_-~beled Deposit Ticket or
Properly Labeled and Consecutively Nmnbet~ Trust Account Check

On Mar~h 20, April 10, June 14, O~tober 5, November 3, and De~ember 21, 2000,
Respondent made deposits into her CTA using unlabeled deposit tickets.

On March 20, April 10, May 1 and 3, July 7 and 10, 2000, Respondent wrote tmlabeled
and unnumbered temporary checks.

Between in or about Mar~h and December 2000, on at least twelve occasions,
Respondent’s failure to properly label deposits tickets for her trust accotmt and to use a labeled
trust account check bearing a preprinted consecutive number violated: HRPC 1.15(b) (each trust
account, as well as deposit slips and checks drawn thereon, shall be prominently labeled "client
trust account’3; and HRPC 8.4(a).

Failure to Maintain a Bu~in_~___~ Accotmt for Earned Trust Funds

On Mar~h 20, April 10, May 1 and 3, June 9, July 7,10, 26, 27, 28 and 31, August 17,
O~tober 6 and 27, 2000, Respondent withdrew earned fees without transferring and depositing
them into a business account bearing her name.

Between in or about March and O~tober 2000, on at least fourteen occ~ious,
Respondent’s failure to transfer and deposit earned fees from her trust account into her business
account violated: HRPC 1.15(a)(2) (every lawyer in private practice in the State of Hawaii who
receives or handles client fimds shall maintain in one or more bank or savings and loan
association a business account into which all earned a’ust funds for professional services shall be
deposited); and tIRPC 8.4(a).

Other Violations

On July 31, August 31 and September 29, 2000, FHB debited $9.75 from Respondent’s
trust account as monthly service charge. Each $9.75 debit was charged to Respondent as
misappropriation of money belonging to a client and interest belonging to the Hawaii Justice
Foundation ("HJF’) in violation of HRPC 1.15(c) and 8.4(a).

On October 31, 2000, FHB charged Respondent’s trust account a special handling charge
of $19.75 for payment of a check negotiated against insufficient funds. The resulting increase in
overdraR was charged to Respondent as a $.05 misappropriation of interest belonging to HJF in
violation of HRPC 1.15(c) and 8.4(a).

12
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AGREEMENTS AND WAIVERS PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS
CODE SECTION 6049.1.

Respondent acknowledges that she has been disciplined in the State of Hawaii for acts
that would warrant discipline by the State Bar of California under the laws or rules
binding upon members of the State Bar at the time she committed misconduct in Hawaii.
Respondent ALSO acknowledges that she wilfully violated rules 1-100(]))(1 ) [member
lawfully practicing in another jurisdiction and failing to follow that jurisdiction’s rules of
professional conduct which are different from California Rules of Professional Conduct]
and 4-100(A) [ failing to preserve the identity of her clients’ funds, commingling
persona] funds into the CTA, and issuing CTA checks for persona] expenses].

The proceeding in the above jurisdiction provided Respondent with fundamental
constimtiona] protection.

PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

As of May 23, 2005, the disclosure date referred to, on page one, paragraph A.(7), there
are no additional State Bar investigations pending against Respondent.

OTHER FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION

The following acts, consisting in the failure to deposit all funds entrusted to lawyer,
except for"non-refundable retainers" earned upon receipt, intact into a trust account
[HRPC 1.15(d)], the failure to use attorney’s name as payee on CTA check representing
earned fees [HRPC 1.15(e)], the failure to use properly labeled deposits tickets for the
trust account and consecutively numbered trust account checks [HRPC 1.15(b)], and the
failure to transfer and deposit earned fees from the trust account into a business account
[HRPC 8.4(a)] do not constitute wilful misconduct under the California Rules of
Professional Conduct governing fimds of clients.

Respondent suffered significant family problems at the time the misconduct occmTed. In
early 2000, three years after their marriage, Respondent’s husband suffered his first
relapse to his drug dependency, the severity of which Respondent was unaware until that
occmTence. That relapse was the first of many others which would result in
Respondent’s husband stealing checks from Respondent’s personal and general bank
accounts, forging her signature and cashing the checks to purchase illicit drugs. To
prevent further thievery, Respondent had to close all her existing accounts then reopen a
new client trust account and use it temporarily as a general business account.

Page #



Respondent is not offering the foregoing as a justification or an excuse, but simply as an
explanation for opening a client trust account in March 2000 and channeling through it
her personal and business transactions.

Respondent demonstrated remorse and recognition of wrongdoing by immediately taking
remedial steps. Divorced since August 2003, Respondent is now the only person with
access to her personal, business, and client trust accounts. Respondent also promptly
complied with the Hawaii Supreme Court’s order to take and complete a Practicing
Attorneys Liability Management Society’s (’TALMS") Audit Management Plan. On
May 5, 2005, PALMS sent the State Bar a letter stating that it expects to issue the final
audit report regarding Respondent’s participation by early fall 2005 at the latest.

A State Senator and several attorneys from Respondent’s legal community have written
to the Hawaii Disciplinary Board, attesting to Respondent’s good character. Many
clients, including Mr. Donald Allen Burlingame who was named in the Hawaii
Disciplinary Board Report and Recommendation, have sent letters to the State Bar,
praising Respondent’s competency and diligence.

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

Standards of Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct, Title IV, of the Rules of
Procedure of the State Bar of California (hereinaRer "Standard(s)".)

~ sets forth the primary purposes of discipfinary proceedings: namely, the
protection of the public, courts and legal profession; the maintenance of high professional
standards; and the preservation of public confidence in the legal profession.

Sl~ll~lg~[.2~: commingling of entrusted funds with personal property, not resulting in
wilful misappropriation of entrusted funds, shall result in at least a three month actual
suspension.

In In the Matter of Robins (1991) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 708, the respondent stipulated
to culpability on six counts of grossly negligent misappropriation of trust funds totaling over
$20,000 in medical liens that he failed to pay promptly (moral turpitude), as well as on two
counts involving failure to perform and failure to return file to client. The respondent received 1
year actual suspension, 2 years stayed suspension and 3 years probation.

The hearing judge found that the respondent did not have a dishonest intent but rather
was grossly negligent in managing his tn~ ac~unt and supervising staff. Actual suspension
was necessary because of the pattern of misconduct and the lengthy time period of the

14
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.~misconduct, spanning 7 years, the respondent’s continued failure to pay medical liens long after
demand, his knowing subjection of his client to a collection action, and his delay in returning
another client’s file.

~lication

Respondent’s misconduct is roughly equivalent to Robins’ in that Respondent was
grossly negligent in managing her trust account and recklessly disregarded her trust account
obligations. However, the situation at hand should be distinguished from In the Matter of Robins
in that, unlike Robins, the amount of trust funds involved is considerably less, there was no harm
to any ofRespondent’s olients and Respondent’s misconduct did not span many years but was
limited to activity occurring i6-Respondent’s trust account from March through December 2000.
Respondent’s discipline should thus be less than in Robins.

In the situation at hand, the nature of Respondent’s misconduct combined with the other
factors for consideration and mitigating factors indicates that imposing the sanctions set forth in
standard 2.2(b) would suffice to further the purposes of standard 1.3.

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINC~.

Respondent acknowledges that the Office of the Chief Trial Counsel has informed Respondent
that as of May 23, 2005, the estimated prosecution costs in this matter are approximately
$1,983.00. Respondent acknowledges that this figure is an estimate only and that it does not
include State Bar Court costs which will be included in any final cost assessment. Respondent
further acknowledges that should this stipulation be rejected or should relief from the stipulation
be granted, the costs in this matter may increase due to the cost of further proceedings.
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[Do not write above this llne.}
In the Matter of
~LODIE R~WILLIAMS ADUJA,

Bar #158068

~Case numbers]:
05-J-01131

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify their agreement.
with each of the recitations and each of the terms and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts,
Conclusions of Law and ~.

(~ ~- MONIOUE T. MILLER

~ s~pe~n



not write above this llne.]

I
In the Matter of

MELODIE R. WILLIAMS ADUJA,

Bar #158068

case number[s]:
05-J-01131

ORDER

Finding the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that it adequatety protects the public,
IT IS ORDERED that the requested dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without
prejudice, and:

I~ The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE
RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court.

The stipulated facts and cllsposffion are APPROVED AS MODIFIED asset
forth below, and the DISClPUNE IS RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court.

I~I All Hearing dates are vacated.

The parties are bound by the slipulalion as approved unless: I) a motion to withdraw or
modlfy the stipulation, filed within 15 days after service of this order, is granted; or 2) this
court modifies or further modifies the approved stipulation. [See rule 135(b), Rules of
Procedure.] The effectlve date of thls dlsposltlon Is the effective date of the
Supreme Court order hereln, normally 30 days after file date. [See rule 953[a],
California Rules of Court.]    "

Date Stale Bar Court
ROBERT M. TALCOTr

[Stipulation fon’n appr-~�l by $8C Executive Comndltee 10/16/2000. Revised 12/16/2004)
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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 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
Los Angeles, on June 16, 2005, I deposited a true copy of the following document(s):

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION
AND ORDER APPROVING ACTUAL SUSPENSION, filed June 16, 2005

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

ix] by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal
Service at Los Angeles, California, addressed as follows:

Melodie R. Williams Aduja
47315 Kamehameha Hwy
Kaneohe, HI 96744

ix] by interoffice mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California
addressed as follows:

MONIQUE T. MILLER, Enforcement, Los Angeles

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, Califomia, on
June 16, 2005.

Tammy R. Cleaver
Case Administrator
State Bar Court

Certificate of Serviee.wpt


