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and
05-0-02412
(pending investigation)
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Submitted to ~ assigned judge    [] settlement ludge

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

STAYED SUSPENSfON; NO ACTUAL SUSPENSION

[] PREVIOUS STIPULAHON REJECTED

Note: AJI information required by thls form and any additional information which cannot be provided in
the space provided, must be set forlh in an attachment to this stipulation under specific headings, e.g.,
"Facts," "Dismissals," "Conclusions of Law," "Supporting Authority," etc.

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments:

[1)

{2]

(4}

[5]

[6)

(71

Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California, admitted June 9, 1992
(date)

The padies agree to be bound by the factual stipulations contained herein even If conclusions of law or
disposition are rejected or changed by the Supreme Court.

All investigations or proceedings listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are entirely
resolved by this stipulation, and are deemed consolidatecl. Dismissed charge(sycount[s] are listed under
"Dismissals." The stipulation and order consist of 15 pages.

A statement of actsor omissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes for discipline is
included under "Facts."

Conclusions of law, drawn from and specifically referring to the facts, are also included under "Conclusions of

The parties must include suppoding authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading
"Supporting Authority."

No more than 30 days prior to the filing of this stipulation, Respondent has been (~dvis
pending Investigation/proceeding not resolved by this stipulation, except for criminal Investigations.
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[8] Payment of Disciplinary Costs--Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.10 &
6140.7. [Check one option only]:
[a] [] costs added to membership fee for calendar year following effective date of discipline
[b) ~ costs to be paid in equal amounts prior to February I for the following membership years:

~An~ ~ ?AA7
[hardship, speclal circumstances or other good cause per rule 282, Rules of Procedure]

[c] [] costs waived in part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled ~Partlal Waiver of Costs"
[d] D costs entirely waived

B. Aggravating Clrcumstances Ifor deflnltlon, see Standards for Attorney Sanctlons
for Professional Misconduct, standard 1.2[b]]. Facts supporllng aggravating
circumstances are required.

[I] [] Prlor record of dlsclpllne [see standard 1.2[t]]

[a] [] State Bar Court case # of prior case

[b) [] Date prior discipline effective

(c] [] Rules of Professional Conduct/State Bar Act violations:

[d] [] Degree of prior discipline

[e) [] If Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space provided below or a
separate attachment entitled "Prior Discipline".

(2]

(3]

(4] []

(5] []

Dlshonedy: Respondent’s mlsconduct was surrounded by or followed by bad faith, dishonesty,
concealmentl overreaching or other violations of the State Bar Act or Rules of Professional Conduct.

Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused or was unable to account
to the client or person who was the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toward said funds or
property.

Harm: Respondent’s misconduct harmed significantly a client, the public or the administration of justice.

Indlfference: Respondent demonstrated indlfference toward rectification of or atonement for.the,
consequences of his or her misconduct.                                                      ..~. ,’ r. ~ ~. :          .     .~        ,.’
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[6) [] Lack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to victlms of hls/her
misconduct or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigation or proceedings.

(7] [] Multiple/Pattern of Misconduct: Respondent’s current misconduct evidences multiple acts of
wrongdoing or demonstrates a pattern of misconduct.

[8] [~ No aggravating clrcumstances are involved.

Addltlonal aggravating clrcumstances:

C. Mltlgating Circumstances [see standard 1.2[e]]. Facts supporting mltlgating
circumstances are required.

[I] ~No Prior Dlsclpllne: Respondent has no prlor record of discipline over many years of practice coupled
with present misconduct which Is not deemed serious.

[2] E3~No Harm: Respondent dld not harm the client or person who was the obiect of the misconduct.

[3] E~Candor/Cooperatlon: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of
his/her misconduct and to the State Bar durlng disciplinary investigation and proceedings.

(4] ~Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps spontaneously demonstrating remorse and
recognition of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of his/her
misconduct.

[5] [] Restltutlon: Respondent paid $ on
in restitution to
crlmlnal proceedings.

without the threat or force of disciplinary, civil or

[6] [] Delay: These disciplinary proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay is not attrlbutable to
Respondent and the delay prejudiced him/her.

(7] [] Good Falth: Respondent acted in good faith.

[] Emotional/Physlcal Dlfflcultles: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of profesdonal misconduct,
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical disabilities which exped testimony would
establish was directly responslble for the misconduct. The difficulties or disabilities were not the product of
any Illegal conduct by the member, such os illegal drug or substance abuse, and Respondent no longer
suffers from such difficulties or disabilities.

[9] [] Family Problems: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered extreme difficulties In hls/her
personal life which were other than emotional or physical In nature.

[Form adopted by the SBC Execulive Commltee IRev. 5/5/05] Slayed Suspension
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[I 0]

[11]

[I 2)

[] ,Severe Flnanclal Stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severe financial stress
which resulted from circumstances not reasonabiy foreseeable or which were beyond his/her control and
which were directly responsible for the misconduct.

[] Good Character: Respondent’s good character is attested to by a wide range of references in the legal
and general communities who are aware of the full exlent of hls/her misconduct,

[] Rehabllltatlon: Considerable time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred
followed by convincing proof of subsequent rehabilitation.

(13) [] No mltlgatlng clrcumstances are involved.

Addltlonal mltlgatlng clrcumstances:

D. Disclpllne

I, ~ Stayed Suspension.

[a) ~ Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a perled of one

i. [] and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabilitation and
present fitness to practice and present learning and ability in the law pursuant to standard
1.4(c)(ii], Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct.

it, [] and until Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached
to this Stipulation.

iii, [] and until Respondent do~ the followlng:

The above-referenced suspension is stayed.

2. ~ Probation,

Respondent Is placed on probation for a period of t:wo 7e~rs                             , which
will commence upon the effective date of the Supreme Court order herein. (See rule 953, California Rules
at Court.]

[Form adopted by the SBC Executive Commltee (Rev. 5/5/05]                                                    Stayed Suspenslon
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[I]

Additional Condltions of Probation:

During the probation period, Respondent must comply with the provisions of the State Bar Act and
Rules of Professional Conduct.

[3]

(4)    ]~

(5]     []

[6]    Z:~

(7)

(8] []

[9]

Within ten (I 0] days of any change, Respondent must report to the Membership Records Office of
the State Bar and to the Office of Probation of the State Bar of California ("Office of Probation"J, all
changes of information, including current office address and telephone number, or other address
for State Bar purposes, as prescribed by section 6002. I of the Business and Professions Code.

Within 30 days from the effective date of discipline, Respondent must contact the Office of
Probation.and schedule a meeting with Respondent’s assigned probation deputy to discuss these
terms and conditions of probatlon. Upon the direction of the Office of Probation, Respondent must
meet with the probation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the period of probation,
Respondent must promptly meet with the probation deputy as dlrected and upon request,

Respondent must submit wdtten quarterly reports to the Office of Probation on each January 10,
April 10, July 10, and October 10 of the period of probation. Under penalty of perlury, respondent
must state whether respondent has complied with the State Bar Act, the Rules of Professional
Conduct, and all conditions of probation during the preceding calendar quarter. Respondent must
also state in each repod whether there are any proceedings pending against him or her In the State
Bar Court and, If so, the case number and current status of that proceeding, If the first repod would
cover less than 30 days, that report must be submitted on the next quarter date. and cover the
extended period.

In addition to all quaderly repods, a final repod, containing the same information, is due no earlier
than twenty (20] days before the last day of the period of probation and no later than the last day
of probation.

Respondent must be assigned a probation monitor. Respondent must promptly review the terms
and conditions of probation with the probation monitor to establish a manner and schedule of
compliance. During the period of probation, Respondent must furnish to the monitor such reports
as may be requested, in addition to the quarterly reports required to be submIfled to the Office
of Probation. Respondent must cooperate fully with the probatlon monitor,

Subject to assertion of applicable privileges, Respondent must answer fully, promptly and
truthfully any inquiries of the Office of Probation and any probation monitor assigned under
these conditions which are directed to Respondent personally or in writing relating to whether
Respondent is complying or has complied with the probation conditions.

Within one (I ] year of the effective date of the dlsclpline herein, respondent must provide to the
Office of Probation satisfactory proof of attendance at a session of State Bar Ethics School, and
passage of the test given at the end of that session,

[] No Ethics School recommended. Reason:

Respondent must comply with all conditions of probation imposed in the underlying criminal matter
and must so declare under penalty of perjury in conjunction with any quaderly report to be filed
with the Office of Probation.

The following conditions are attached hereto and Incorporated:

Substance Abuse Conditions

Medical Conditions

Law Office Management Conditions

Financial Conditions
(Form adopted by the SBC Executive Commilee (Rev. 5/5/05]                                                Stayed Suspension
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I
ln the Matter of

FEDERICO ACOSTA Case Numbers]:
05-O-00048-RAP and
05-0-02412
(pending ~nvest±gation)

Law Office Management Condltlons

c. []

Within __ days/     months/__.years of the effective date of the discipline herein,

Respondent must develop a law office management/organization plan, which must be

approved by the .Office of Probation. This plan must include procedures Io (I] send periodic
reports to clients: (2] c~ocument telephone messages received and sent; [3] maintain flles:
[4] meet deadlines [5] withdraw as attorney, whether of record or not, when cllents cannot be

contacted or located; {6] train and supervise support personnek and [7] address any,subject

area or def cienc,t that caused or contributed to Respondent’s misconduct In the current

proceeding.

Within ~ -~~ : ...... ~years of ihe effective date of the discipline herein,

Respondent must submit to the Office of Probation satisfactory evldence of completion of no

less thcr" 3 hours of Minimum Continuing Legal Education [MCLE] approved courses in law

office management, afforney client relations and/or general legal ethics. This requirement is
separate from any MCLE reauirement, and Respondent will nat receive MCLE credit for

attending these courses [Rule ..3201. Rules of Procedure of the State Bar.]

Within 30 days of the effective date of the discipline, Respondent must joln the Law Practice

Management and Technology Section of the State Bar of California and pay the dues and

costs of enrollment for __ year[s]. Respondent must furnish satlsfactory evidence of
m~mbership in the section to the Office of Probation of the Stale Bar of Californla in the

first report re~ ~ired.

[Law Office Management Conditions forrr approved by SBC Executive Commiffee 10/I 6/2000, Revised 12/I 6/2004.]
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F. Other Condltlons Negotiated by the Partles:

(I) [~Multlstate Professional Responsiblllty Examlnation: Respondent must provlde proof of
passage of the Multlstate Professional Responsibility Examlnation ["MPRE"], administered by the
National Conference of Bar Examiners, to the Office of Probation within one year. Failure to pass
the MPRE results In actual suspension wlthout further hearing untll passage. But see rule
951[b), Callfornla Rules of Court, and rule 321[a][I] & (c), Rules of Procedure.

[] No MPRE recommended. Reason:

~Other Condltlons: Within two (2) years of the effective date of the discipline
herein, respondent muse prov±de to the O~ice o~ ~robaE±on sa~±s~acto~y p~oo~
of attendance at a session of the Client Trust Accounting (CTA) School, and
passage of the test given at the end of that session.

[Form adopted by ff~e SBC Executive Commltee [Rev. 5/5/05) Stayed Suspension
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ATTACHMENT TO

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION

IN THE MATTER OF:

CASE NUMBERS:

FEDERICO ACOSTA, Member #158635

05-O-00048-RAP & 05-0-02412 (Pending Investigation)

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

Federico Acosta (Respondent) was admitted to the practice of law in the State of California on
June 9, 1992, was a member at all times pertinent to these charges, and is currently a member of
the State Bar of California.

05-0-00048

On or about September 16, 2004, Respondent was enrolled in "not entitled" status because of his
noncompliance with Mandatoly Continuing Legal Education (MCLE) requirements.
Respondent remained enrolled in "not entitled" status until November 12, 2004, when he
complied with MCLE requirements and was reinstated to active status.

On or about September 23, 2004, the State Bar’s Office of Certification sent a letter to
Respondent informing him that he had been enrolled in "not entitled" status effective September
16, 2004, because of his noncompliance with MCLE requirements. The letter was properly
mailed to Respondent at his State Bar membership records address. Respondent received this
letter from the State Bar and confirms that he became aware of its contents and change in status
as of September 29, 2005.

On or about November 8, 2004, while Respondent was enrolled in "not entitled" status,
Respondent sent a letter to Christine Mal (Mai) in which he stated that he had been retained by
Melissa Ralph (Ralph) to represent her in a legal dispute against Mai. Respondent signed the
November 8, 2004 letter as "Federico Acosta, Esq." Respondent’s letter was printed on
letterhead which stated "LAW OFFICES FEDERICO ACOSTA." Along with the November 8,
2004 letter, Respondent also sent to Mai a document entitled "Authorization for Legal
Representation," in which he also stated that Ralph had retained him to represent her in her legal
dispute against Mai. This document was also printed on letterhead that stated "LAW OFFICES
FEDERICO ACOSTA." Respondent did not tell Ralph or Mai that he was not entitled to
practice law.

8
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Respondent sent a letter to Mai indicating that he was representing Ralph and signed the letter as
"Federico Acosta, Esq." on letterhead that indicated that it was from a law office, therefore,
holding himself out as entitled to practice law and in effect practiced law when he was not an
active member of the State Bar in wilful violation of Business and Professions Code, sections
6068(a), 6125, and 6126.

After Mai’s attorney contacted Respondent and notified Respondent that Respondent was not
entitled to practice law, Respondent removed himself as counsel and informed Ralph that he
would not be able to proceed with her matter. Respondent subsequently submitted proof of
MCLE compliance on or about November 12, 2004, and submitted the proper paperwork
evidencing compliance and was reinstated to Active status.

05-0-02412

Respondent maintains a client trust account with Washington Mutual Bank, account no. 879-
019461-2. Under the authority of section 6091.1 of the Business and Professions Code,
Washington Mutual Bank notified the State Bar of insufficient funds activity regarding check
number 1534 in the amount of $300 which was returned because the account balance was
$273.24; and check number 1537 in the amount of $150, which was returned because the
account balance was $18.17.

From 1996, Respondent and his wife, (Susan) operated a law office. Susan’s function was that
of office manager. Susan handled many of the administrative and organizational functions in
law office and maintained extensive office responsibilities.

In or about the beginning of January 2003, Respondent’s wife’s health rapidly deteriorated after
she was diagnosed with chronic pancreatitis. Over the next several months, Respondent’s wife
was regularly hospitalized; many times brought to the emergency room.

On or about January 28, 2005, Respondent’s wife underwent surgery.

Because Susan is Respondent’s wife, the impact of her illness was compounded personally and
professionally.

During the end of 2003 to the beginning of 2004, Susan’s pancreatitis worsened and eventually
ended her ability to work at the law office. Respondent quickly began to lose control of the law
office. Somewhere in or about January 2003 through March 12, 2005, Diane Marshall
(Marshall) worked for Respondent as the office manager in place of Respondent’s wife.

Marshall was receiving payments regarding a family law matter into the client trust account.

Page #
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Marshall had access to the client trust account. Marshall drafted checks for her to cash without
Respondent’s knowledge and without adequate funds.

Under Respondent’s supervision, an inexperienced office manager who was also a client,
remitted checks to herself, without confirming whether there were sufficient funds in the trust
account and without Respondent’s knowledge. (Spindell v. State Bar (1975) 13 Cal.3d 253,259-
260.) Respondent has the ultimate responsibility to maintain the trust account and failed to
properly supervise an employee and her access to the trust account. However, no clients were
harmed by the non sufficient funds.

AGGRAVATION.

During the period from September 16, 2004 through December 12, 2004, Respondent continued
practicing law on pre-existing matters. After Respondent received the September 23, 2005 letter
informing him that he was not entitled to practice law on September 29, 2005, Respondent
proceeded to make six court appearances seeking continuances in several different matters.
Respondent did not inform the court that he was not entitled to practice nor did Respondent
make other efforts to avoid any misrepresentations as to his status with the State Bar. Though
Respondent made several court appearances while on inactive status, no harm befell his clients.
However, the appearances harmed the admirtistration of justice.

MITIGATION.

Respondent understands his obligation to his client trust account and has made changes in office
procedures to safeguard the trust account. This understanding diminishes the risk of future
misconduct.

Prior to the misconduct, Respondent has a twelve-year history of practice without incident and
no prior record of discipline. (Std. 1.2(e)(i).) Respondent has represented to the State Bar that
his misconduct was the result of unusual stress which he has since recognized and learned to
deal with. (Cf. Young v. State Bar (1990) 50 Cal.3d 1204, 1220-1221; Rose v. State Bar (1989)
49 Cal.3d 646, 667.)

After the effective date of Respondent’s not entitled status (September 16, 2004) Respondent
appeared in Superior Court. However, appearing while suspended or enrolled inactive does not
inherently involve moral turpitude. (In the Matter of Henier (Review Dept. 1990) 1 Cal. State
Bar Ct. Rptr. 301,319 citing In the Matter of Trousil (Review Dept. 1990) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct.
Rptr. 229, 239.)
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During the time of the offenses Respondent was under considerable emotional stress as a result
of his wife’s suffering from severe chronic pancreatitis and her many emergency visits to the
hospital. Respondent’s wife also played an essential role in carrying on his law practice as the
office manager. (Std. 1.2(e)(iv).) The increased fmancial responsibilities ~vhich resulted from
emergency room visits and Respondent’s wife’s illness created more strain. At present,
Respondent is more able to balance the law office and has accepted increased responsibility due
to his wife’s illness. Respondent acknowledges his mistakes and is better prepared to deal with
more office management issues while she is continuing her recovery. Respondent is taking on
fewer cases.

PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

The disclosure date referred to, on page one, paragraph A.(7), was August 2, 2005.

DISMISSALS.

The parties respectfully request the Court to dismiss the following alleged violations in the
interest of justice:

Case No_. Count

05-0-00048 Two

Alleged Violation

Business and Professions Code section 60680)

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS.

Respondent acknowledges that the Office of the Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent
that as of August 2, 2005, the estimated prosecution costs in this matter are approximately
$2,296. 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.

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

Bus. & Prof. Code sections 6125 and 6126 prohibit the unauthorized practice of law by any
person not an active member of the State Bar.

11
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The appropriate discipline to be imposed in a given case is not derived from any fixed formula;
rather it is determined f~om a balanced consideration of all relevant factors. (McCray v. State
Bar (1985) 38 Cal.3d 257, 273.) The discipline imposed in past similar cases provides guidance
but is not binding. (Levin v. State Bar (1989) 47 Cal.3d 1140, 1150.) The present matter is
unique and the only case close in nature to the present matter is In the Matter of Trousil (Review
Dept. 1990) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 229. In Trousil, an attorney accepted a bankruptcy case
while suspended and continued to work on the case including making court appearances during
his suspension. (ln the Matter of Trousil (Review Dept. 1990) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 229,
234.) Trousil had sought to remove himself from all his pending cases including the bankruptcy
case, but his client refused to release him. (ld. At 235.) The client knew of Tronsil’s suspension
and insisted Trousil continue work on his case. The court focused on Trousil’s three prior
disciplinary actions and imposed two years stayed suspension with a two-year probationary term
and a condition that the first thirty days Trousil be actually suspended for his unauthorized
practice of law. (ld. At 241 .) The court noted that the prior misconduct occurred while Trousil
suffered serious psychological impairment, had cooperated with the investigation, and had
maintained a clean record for the past six years in mitigation. (ld. At 240-242.)

Here, Respondent should receive less than Trousil because in Trousil, the attorney engaged in
the unauthorized practice of law while he was on a disciplinary suspension from prior
misconduct. Respondent has no prior record of discipline. Moreover, Respondent was on an
administrative inactive status due to his noncompliance with the MCLE requirement. In
comparison to Trousil, Respondent should not receive actual suspension.

The purposes of attorney disciplinary sanctions are the protection of the public, maintenance of
high professional standards, and preservation of public confidence in the legal profession. (Kent
v. State Bar (1987) 43 Cal.3d 729, 734; Arden v. State Bar (1987) 43 Cal.3d 713,726; Std. 1.3.)

The unauthorized practice of law includes the mere holding out by a layman or a suspended
attorney that he is practicIng or is entitled to practice law. (ln re Cadwell (1975) 15 Cal.3d 762,
771; Bus. & Prof. Code, §§ 6125, 6126.) When Respondent accepted Ralph’s case and sent a
demand letter to Mai, Respondent did not inform Ralph that he was on administrative inactive
status from the practice of law or not entitled. The practice of law includes legal advice and
counsel and the mere preparation of legal instruments. (Crawfordv. State Bar (1960) 54 Cal.2d
659, 667-668.) The letter in fiLrtherance of Ralph’s matter demanding action in response to legal
consequences was a legal instrument. It is sufficient to show Respondent knowingly represented
a statement which itself tends to mislead without having to demonstrate actual deception. (Davis
v. State Bar (1983) 33 Cal.3d 231,240; Pickering v. State Bar (1944) 24 Cal.2d 141,144-145.)
Attorneys have a duty not to mislead the public concerning their suspensions. (Arm v. State Bar
(1990) 50 Cal.3d 763,775; In re Cadwell (1975) 15 Cal.3d 762, 771-772.) The demand letter
was knowingly sent by Respondent to Mal. The letter, itself, could have misled Mai into
believing Respondent was authorized to represent Ralph.

12
Page #

Attachment Page 5



Respondent is responsible for the supervision of his staff. Reasonable attention on Respondent’s
part would have disclosed the improprieties conducted by Marshall. (Sanchez v. State Bar
(1976) 18 Cal.3d 280, 284 citing Vaughn v. State Bar (1972) 6 Cal.3d 847, 857-859.)

The "protection of the public is the key reason fo imposing attomey discipline." (In the Matter
of Jones (Review Dept. 1993) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 411,421 .) Here, the public will be
properly protected with the stipulated level of discipline.

STATE BAR ETHICS AND CLIENT TRUST ACCOUNTING SCHOOL.

Because respondent has agreed to attend State Bar Ethics School and Client Trust Accounting
School as part of this stipulation, respondent may receive Minimum Continuing Legal Education
credit upon the satisfactory completion of State Bar Ethics School and Client Trust Accounting
School.

13
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In the Malter of
FEDERICO ACOSTA

Case numloer(@:
05-O-00048-RAP
and
05-0-02412
(p~nding investigation)

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their signaJures 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 Disposition.

FEDERICO ACOSTA
Print name

Date Respondent’s Counsel’s signature Print name

JEAN
Print name

(Form adopted by the SBC Executive Commltee (Rev, 5/5/05]                                                    Stayed Suspension
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In the Malter of
FEDERICO ACOSTA

Case numbers):
05-0-00048RAP
and
05-0-02412
(pending investigation)

ORDER

Finding the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that It adequately protects the public,
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 DISCIPLINE
RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court.

[] The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set
forth below, and the DISCIPLINE IS RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court.

[] All Hearing dates are vacated.

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
coud modifies or further modifies the approved stipulation. [See rule 135(b), Rules of
Procedure.) The effective date of this disposition Is the effective date of the
Supreme Coud order herein, normally 30 days after file date. (See rule 953[a],
California Rules of Court.]

ROBERT M. T~
Judge of the State Bar Court

(Form adopted by the SBC Executive Commltee [Rev. 5/5/05)                                                Stayed Suspension
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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 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
Los Angeles, on September 7, 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, through the United States Postal
Service at Los Angeles, California, addressed as follows:

FEDERICO ACOSTA ESQ
18031 IRVINE BLVD #111
TUSTIN CA 92780

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

JEAN CHA A/L, Enforcement, Los Angeles

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, California, on
September 7, 2005.

Angela ~)wens-Carpenter !
Case Administrator
State Bar Court

Certificate of Setvice.wpt


