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~’£ATE BAR COURT
CLERK’S OFFICE
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In the Matter of

WILLIAM MICHAEL FRANTZ,

Member No. 153673,

A Member of the State Bar.

Case Nos.: 05-O-04193-DFM
(05-O-04712)

DECISION AND DISCIPLINE ORDER;
ORDER SEALING CERTAIN
DOCUMENTS

On May 2, 2006, the State Bar of California, Office of the Chief Trial Counsel (State

Bar), filed a Notice of Disciplinary Charges (NDC) against respondent William Michael Frantz

(respondent) in case no. 05-0-04193 (05-0-04712).

Respondent sought to participate in the State Bar Court’s Alternative Discipline Program

(ADP), and on July 31, 2006, this matter was referred to the State Bar Court’s Alternative

Discipline Program (ADP).I

The parties entered into a Stipulation Re Facts and Conclusions of Law which was

received by the State Bar Court on October 17, 2006. On March 6, 2007, respondent submitted a

second amended declaration establishing a nexus between his mental health issue and his

misconduct.

On April 8, 2008, the court issued an order formally accepting respondent into the ADP.

On April 9, 2008, the court also lodged the Confidential Statement of Alternative Dispositions
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and Orders, the Contract and Waiver for Participation in the State Bar Court’s ADP (Contract),

and the parties’ Stipulation Re Facts and Conclusions of Law.

On October 22, 2009, the court issued an order finding that respondent has successfully

completed the ADP. Thereafter, on that same date, the parties’ Stipulation Re Facts and

Conclusions of Law was filed, and this matter was submitted for decision.

"FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

In this proceeding, respondent was the attorney of record for John Campbell (Campbell),

the court appointed administrator in a probate matter. The decedent’s daughter was represented

in the probate matter by attorney Gary D. Jander (Jander).

During the probate proceedings, respondent failed to timely file a case management

conference statement and a settlement conference brief; he failed to inform Campbell of the

settlement brief and the March 18, 2005 settlement conference and case management conference;

and he failed to appear for the March 18, 2005 settlement conference and case management

conference.

On or about March 25, 2005, Jander filed a motion for sanctions against respondent and

Campbell. In response to the motion for sanctions, respondent wrote Jander a letter, on or about

March 29, 2005, threatening to report Jander to the Department of Homeland Security as well as

to the State Bar if Jander did not withdraw the motion for.

On or about March 25, 2005, the probate court issued an Order to Appear and Show

Cause (OSC) to respondent and Campbell. Respondent was given notice of and was served with

the OSC. Respondent subsequently failed to appear for the scheduled OSC hearing. When.

respondent failed to appear, the probate court continued the OSC hearing and served respondent

with notice of the continuance. Despite receiving the notice of the continued OSC hearing,

respondent failed to appear for the continued OSC hearing.

-2-



Based on the aforementioned conduct, respondent stipulated that he willfully violated:

(1) rule 3-110(A), Rules of Professional Conduct2 by intentionally, recklessly or repeatedly

failing to perform legal services with competence; (2) Business and Professions Code3 section

6103 by disobeying the probate court’s orders requiring him to do acts connected with or in the

course of his profession which in good faith he ought to do; and (3) rule 5-100(A) by threatening

to present criminal and disciplinary charges against Jander to obtain an advantage in a civil

dispute.

In mitigation, respondent had no prior record of discipline and displayed candor and

cooperation with the State Bar. No aggravating circumstances were involved.

The parties’ stipulation as to facts and conclusions of law, including the court’s order

approving the stipulation, is attached hereto and hereby incorporated by reference, as if fully set

forth herein. The stipulation as to facts and conclusions of law set forth the factual findings,

legal conclusions, and aggravating and mitigating circumstances in this matter.

Supreme Court and Review Department case law establish that extreme emotional

difficulties are a mitigating factor where expert testimony establishes that these emotional

difficulties were directly responsible for the misconduct, provided that the attorney has also

established, through clear and convincing evidence, that he or she no longer suffers from such

difficulties. (Porter v. State Bar (1990) 52 Cal.3d 518, 527; In re Naney (1990) 51 Cal.3d 186,

197; In re Lamb (1989) 49 Cal.3d 239, 246; In the Matter of Frazier (Review Dept. 1991) 1 Cal.

State Bar Ct. Rptr. 676, 701-702.)

Respondent successfully completed the ADP. Respondent’s successful completion of the

ADP, which required his successful participation in the LAP, as well as the Certificate of One

Year Participation in the Lawyer Assistance Program - Mental Health, qualify as clear and

2 All further references to rule(s) are to this source unless otherwise indicated.
3 Future references to section(s) are to this source.
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convincing evidence that respondent no longer suffers from the mental health issue leading to his

misconduct. Accordingly, ~t is appropriate to consider respondent’s successful completion of the

ADP as a mitigating circumstance in this matter. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for Atty.

Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, standard 1.2(e)(iv).)

DISCUSSION

The purpose of State Bar disciplinary proceedings is not to punish the attorney but to

protect the public, preserve public confidence in the legal profession, and maintain the highest

possible professional standards for attorneys.

111.)

(Chadwick v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 103,

The parties submitted briefs on the issue of discipline. After considering the parties’

briefs, including the case law and standards cited therein, the court advised the parties of the

alternative disciplines that would be ordered if respondent successfully completed the ADP or

was terminated from or failed to successfully complete the ADP.

In determining the appropriate discipline to recommend in this matter if respondent

successfully completed the ADP, the court considered the discipline recommended by the

parties, as well as standards 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 2.4(b), 2.6, and 2.10. The court also considered

and distinguished In re Greenwood (Review Dept. 1998) 3 Cal State Bar Ct. Rptr. 831, King v.

State Bar (1990) 52 Cal.3d 307, and In re Aulakh (Review Dept. 1997) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr.

690.

After agreeing to the court’s proposed high and low levels of discipline, respondent

executed the Contract to participate in the ADP, and respondent’s period of participation in the

ADP commenced.

Thereafter, respondent successfully participated in the ADP and--as set forth-in the

court’s October 22, 2009 order--successfully completed the ADP. Accordingly, the court orders
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imposition of the discipline set forth in the Confidential Statement of Alternative Dispositions

and Orders relating to a successful completion of the ADP.

DISCIPLINE ORDER

Accordingly, it is ordered that respondent William Michael Frantz, State Bar Number

153673, is hereby publicly reproved. Pursuant to the provisions of rule 270(a) of the Rules of

Procedure of the State Bar of California, the public reproval will be effective when this decision

becomes final. Furthermore, pursuant to rule 9.19(a) of the California Rules of Court and rule

271 of the Rules of Procedure, the court finds that the interests of respondent and the protection

of the public will be served by the following specified conditions being attached to the public

reproval imposed in this matter. Failure to comply with any conditions attached to this public

reproval may constitute cause for a separate proceeding for willful breach of rule 1-110 of the

Rules of Professional Conduct of the State Bar of California. Respondent is hereby ordered to

comply with the following conditions attached to his public reproval for a period of three years

following the effective date of the public reproval imposed in this matter:

1. Respondent must comply with the provisions of the State Bar Act and the Rules
of Professional Conduct of the State Bar of California;

2. Within ten (10) 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), all changes of information, including current
office address and telephone number, or other address for State Bar purposes, as
prescribed by section 6002.1 of the Business and Professions Code;

3. Within thirty (30) days after 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 probation.
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 directed
and upon request;

4. Respondent must submit written quarterly reports to the Office of Probation on
each January 10, April 10, July 10 and October 10 of the period of
probation/reproval. Under penalty of perjury, respdndent must stat~ whether
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respondent has complied with the State Bar Act, the Rules of Professional
Conduct, and all conditions of probation/reproval during the preceding calendar
quarter. Respondent must also state whether there are any proceedings pending
against him in the State Bar Court and if so, the case number and current status of
that proceeding. If the first report would cover less than thirty (30) days, that
report must be submitted on the next quarter date, and cover the extended period;

In addition to all quarterly reports, a final report, containing the same information,
is due no earlier than twenty (20) days before the last day of the period of
probation/reproval and no later than the last day of the probation/reproval period;

Subject to the assertion of applicable privileges, respondent must answer fully,
promptly and truthfully, any inquiries of the Office of Probation which are
directed to respondent personally or in writing relating to whether respondent is
complying or has complied with the probation/reproval conditions;

Within one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein, respondent must
provide to the Office of Probatiola satisfactory proof of attendance at a session of
the State Bar Ethics School, and passage of the test given at the end of that
session;

Respondent must comply with all provisions and conditions of his Participation
Agreement/Plan with the Lawyer Assistance Program (LAP) and must provide the
Office of Probation with certification of completion of the LAP. Respondent
must immediately report any non-compliance with any provision(s) or
condition(s) of his Participation Agreement/Plan to the Office o.f Probation.
Respondent must provide an appropriate waiver authorizing the LAP to provide
the Office of~Probation and this court with information regarding the terms and
conditions of respondent’s participation in the LAP and his compliance or non-
compliance with LAP requirements. Revocation of the written waiver for release
of LAP information is a violation of this condition. Respondent will be relieved
of this condition upon providing to the Office of Probation satisfactory
certification of completion of the LAP;

Respondent must take and pass the Multistate Professional Responsibility
Examination (MPRE) administered by the National Conference of.Bar Examiners,
and provide proof of passage of the MPRE to the Office of Probation, within one
year after the effective date of this public reproval; and

The period during which these conditions are in effect will commence upon the
date this decision imposing the public reproval becomes final.
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COSTS

The court orders that costs be awarded to the State Bar in accordance with Business and

Professions Code section 6086.10 and be enforceable both as provided in Business and

Professions Code section 6140.7 and as a money judgment.

DIRECTION RE DECISION AND ORDER SEALING CERTAIN DOCUMENTS

The court directs a court case administrator to file this Decision and Discipline Order;

Order Sealing Certain Documents. Thereafter, pursuant to rule 806(c) of the Rules of Procedure

of the State Bar of California (Rules of Procedure), all other documents not previously filed in

this matter are ordered sealed pursuant to rule 23 of the Rules of Procedure.

It is further ordered that protected and sealed material will only be disclosed to: (1)

parties to the proceeding and counsel; (2) personnel of the Supreme Court, the State Bar Court

and independent audiotape transcribers; and (3) personnel of the Office of Probation when

necessary for their duties. Protected material will be marked and maintained by all authorized

individuals in a manner calculated to prevent improper disclosure. All persons to whom

protected material is disclosed will be given a copy of this order sealing the documents by the

person making the disclosure.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: December / ~ , 2009 DONALD F. MILES
Judge of the State Bar Court
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In the Mailer of
WILLIAM MICHAEL FRANTZ

~# 153673
A Member of tl~ Sfotl Bot of Calllomla

Cole Numbef(sl

05-O-04193;
05-0-04712

FILED
OCT 22 2009 @ _

STATE BAR COURT
CLERK’S OFFICE
LOS ANGELES
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t/or Cou~ use)

Submitted to Program Judge

S11PULA11ON RE FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

rl PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECT_E_D_..

Note: NI Info~matlon required by thls form and any additional inlormatlon whlch cannot be
provlded In the space provlded, mus! be se! forth In an affachrnent to this stipulation under
specific headings, e.g,, "Facts," "Dlsmlssals," "Conclusions of Law," =Supporting Authority," etc.

A, Padle=’ Acknowledgments:

[I] Re~oondent Is a member of the Slate Bar Of Callfomla, admllted d uI~{ 5, 199’~
(dalel

[2| ’ The p~dles agree to be bound by tim faclua~ stipulations contalned hereln even If concluslons of law or
dl~por~lon [to be al~ched ~ .I~. mtelVl are releoted or changed by the Supreme Court. However, If
Respondent L] not accepted Into the Lawyer Asslstance Program, thls stipulation will be rejected and wlll not
be binding �~ Respondent or the State Bar.

[3| . A~| Invedlgatior~ or proceedings listed by case number In the caption of lhls,~tipula~on are entirely resolved
by this dlpulation and are deemed cons~lldalea, except for Probatlon Revocatlon Proceedlngs, DL~mlsmd
charge|s}/count(s| are llsted under "Dlsmls,~31s," The stipulation and order consbls of ~ page~.

A stalement of acts or oml~ons acknowledged by Respondent as cause of causes for discipline Is Includecl
under "Facts." See Attachment.

Conclu~lon= of law, drawn from and speclllcally referring to the facts, are also Included under =Concluslons of
Law.’        See Attachment_

(stipulation form approved by SBC: Executive Committee 9/I 8/2002. Revl=ed 12116/20041 I

(Pnn~l: ~2606~

Program
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not write above this line,)

No more than 30 days prior to the flung of this stipulation, Respondent has been advised In writing of any
pending Inve~lgatlon/~oceedlng not resolved by Ibis ~pulatlon, except for crtm~al Iftvestlgattons.

(7) Payment of Dlsclpllnarf Costs-Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof, Code §§ 60B6.10 &
6140.7 and will pay timely any dlsclpllnaw costs Imposed In this proceeding.

Aggravating .Circumstances [Standards for Atlomey Sanctions for
Professional Misconduct, standard I.:2[b]]. Facts suppofflng aggravallng
cltcun’~ances are requlred.

111 0 Prlof Record of Discipline [lee Itandard 1.2{f]]

(a) 0 State Bar Court Case # o! prior case

Dole prior dlsclDllne effectlve

Rules of Profe~lonal Conduct/Stale Bar Action violations

~) 0

0 Degree of pdor discipline

[] If Respondent has two or more Incidents of prior dLsclpllne, use space provided below or
under "Prlor Dlsclpllne" (above]

Dlshones~. Respondents misconduct was surrounded by or followed by bad faith, dlshonesty,
conceolmont, overreaching or other violations of the State Bar Act or Rules of Professional
Conduct.

TR~ ~olcatlan; IpJst funds 3r property were Involved and Respondent refused or was unable to
account to lhe client ~ person who was the object of the misconduct for Improper conduct
toward sold funds or property.

(4] [] l.k3n11: Respohdent’s ml~conduct harmed dgnlticantly a client, the Dubllc o~ the admlnlstrallon of
lustice0

[5] [3 Indlfference: Respondent demon~aled Indifference toward rectification of or atonemenl for the
consequence~ of his c~ her misconduct.

(6] 0

(7] o

Lack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to the victims
hl~/her misconduct or the ,~31e Bar during disciplinary InvesllgalJon or proceedings.

Mulllple/Pattem �! ~duck. Respondent’s cuffent misconduct evidences muillple acts of
wrong doing or ~:lemonstrates a pattern of mlsconduct,

No aggravating clmumdances are Involved.

Additional aggravating circumstances:

|$~PUlOflOn fo~m approved by SBC Executive Committee 91! 0/2002, Revised 12/16/2004) 2 Program



~ ......... "~, In~ al~l~ D~K Ur gHL|P ~1~ Y65 1442 P.04

(Do not wrlte above this llne.]

C. Mltlgatlng Clrcurn~tancel [standard
clrcurn~tances, are required.

1.2[e|]. Factl supporting mltlgatlng

NO Pllor Dllcll~Ifm: Respondent he. no prlor record of dl~clpllne over many years of pracllce
coupled wlth present mlsconduc! whlch Is not deemed serious.

(21 0 No Harm: Respondent dld not harm lhe cllent or person who was the oblecl of lhe ml~conduct.

Cando~/Co~peratlon: Respondent displayed montaneous candor and cooperallon !o lhe
vlcllm~ of his/her misconduct and Io the State Bar du#ng disclpllnaP/Investigation and

(4) [] Returnee: Respondent promptiy took obJec#ve steps spontaneously demondratlng remorse and
recognltlon of the wrongdolng, which stepl were deslgned to timely atone for any
comequences of hls/her ml$conducl.

Is) 0 R~tlKllk:m: Respondent pald $ _._
rest#uriah to.
cMl or cdmlnal proceedings,

on In
withoul the threat of force of disciplinary,

0 Delay: thee dlsclpllnory proceedlngs were exce.lvely delayed, The delay Is not attrlbulable to
Respondent and the delay l~eludlced him/her,

(7] n Good Fgffil: Respondenl acted in good tolth,

0 Emollo~I/Phydcal Dlfficuffiel: At the llme of the stipulated oct or act~ of prof~sslonol
mll~onduot Respondent suffered exheme emotional dlfficultles or physical dIsabllltles whlch
exl:~rl l~stlmony would establlsh were directly rer~ondble for Jhe mlsconduc!. The dlfllcultles or
dIsabllltle$ were not the produc! of any Illegal conduct by the member, such ~s lllogal drugs or
substance abuse, and Respondent no longer suffers from such dlfflcultle~ or dlsablllfles.

(~1 [] Severe Flllal1~ol ~tte~L: At lhe lime of the mlsconduct. Respondent suffered from severe
financial stress which resulted from clrcumstonces not reasonably foreseeable or whlch were
beyond hls/her conltol and whlch were directly respon,’dble for the misconduct.

11o] o Fgmlly.Problems: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered extreme dlfflcultles In
hls/her per~nal llfe which were other than emotional or phl/dcal In nature.

1111 0 Good Chargcter. Respendent’s good character b attested to by a wlde range of references In
the legal and general communltles who are aware of the full ek’tenl of his/her misconduct.

112) 0 Rehabilitation; considerable lime has passed slnce the acts of professlonal misconduct occuned
followed by convlnclng proof of subsequent rehal0111tollon,

(13) o No mltlgotlng �Ircumstanc;as are Involved,

Additional mitigating circumstances:

1671pulotlon form approved by SBC Executive Commlltee 911812002, Revised 12/I 612004) 3 Program



ATTACHMENT TO

STIPULATION RF, FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

IN THE MATTER OF:

CASE NUMBERS:

WILLIAM M. FRANTZ, Bar No. 153673

05-O-04712; 05-O-04193

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

Respondent admits that the following facts are true and that he is culpable of v~olations
of the specified statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct.

Facts for Case Nos. 05-O-04712 & 05-0-04193:

1.     In or about 2003, Respondent became the attorney of record for John Campbell
("Campbell"), the court appointed administrator in a probate matter entitled Estate of Earle
Nol~d, San Diego County Superior Court case no. P184422 (the "probate matter").

2. Attorney Gary D. Jander ("Jander") represented the deeedent’s daughter, Lora
Toler ("Toler"), in the probate matter.

3.    On or about December 8, 2004, the court scheduled a case management
conference for lanuary 27, 2005 in the probate matter. The court further ordered counsel for the
parties to file the case management statement at least fifteen days prior to the lanuary 27, 2005
case management conference. On or about December 9, 2004, the court properly served notice
of the ease management conference on Respondent and Jander. Respondent received notice of
the January 27, 2005 ease management Conference.

4. Respondent failed to file the case management statement fifteen days prior to the
January 27, 2005 case management conference. Respondent did not file the ease management
statement in the probate matter until January 26, 2005.

5.    On or about January 27, 2005, the court held a case management confe~,’enee in
the probate matter. Respondent and lander appeared on behalf of their respective clients in the
action.

6. On or about January 27, 2005, the court ordered the parties to appear at a
settlement conference on March 18, 2005. The court further ordered Respondent and Jander to
file the settlement conference briefs by March 11,2005. On or about January 28, 2005, the court
properly served Respondent with notice regarding the settlement conference and the settlement
conference brief. Respondent received court’s notice regarding the settlement conference and
the settlement conference brief.

7. On or about January 7.7, 2005, the court also rescheduled the case management
conference to March 18, 2005 in the probate matter. The court ordered counsel for the parties to
file the case management statement at least fifteen days prior to the case management
conference. On or about January 28, 2005, the court properly served Respondent with notice of
the ease management conference. Restaondent received the court’s notice regarding the case
management conference.
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8. Respondent did not inform Campbell that the court had scheduled a case
management conference and a settlement conference for March 18, 2005 in the probate matter.

9. By March 11, 2005, Respondent had not prepared or filed a settlement
conference brief as required by the court’s January 27, 2005 order.

10. On or about March 16, 2005, Respondent wrote Jander regarding a proposed
settlement offer in the probate matter. In his March 16, 2005 letter, Respondent did not notify
lander that he would not be appearing at the settlement conference and case management
conference on March 18, 2005.

11. On or about March 18, 2005, neither Respondent nor Campbell appeared at the
ease management conference and the settlement conference in the probate matter. On or about
March 18, 2005, Jander and Toler appeared at the settlement conference and the ease
management conference. Respondent did not timely notify Jander or the court that he would not
be appearing at the March 18, 2005 case management conference or settlement conference.

12. On or about March 18, 2005, Respondent filed a Notice of Non-Appearance and
Request for Continuance. In the March 18, 2005 notice, Respondent informed the court he
would not be appearing at the March 18, 2005 settlement conference for "personal reasons". In
addition, Respondent requested a one month continuance.

13. On or about March 18, 2005, the court continued the ease management
conference in the probate matter to May 2, 2005. The court ordered counsel for the parties to
file the case management statement at least fitteen days prior to the case management
conference. On or about March 21, 2005, the court properly served Respondent with the notice
of the May 2, 2005 case management conference. Respondent received the court’s March 18,
2005 order. J

14. On or about March 18, 2005, the court also directed Jander to prepare an order
directing Respondent and Campbell to personally appear and show cause why the court should
not impose sanctions against them.

15. On or about March 25, 2005, Jander flied a Motion for Sarmtions, Expenses and
Attorney’s Fees in the probate matter (the "Motion for Sanctions"). In the Motion for Sanctions,
Jander requested $1,827.50 in sanctions from Respondent and Campbell following their failure
to appear at the March 18, 2005 settlement conference and the case managem~.mt conference.

16. On or about March 25, 2005, the court issued an Order to Appear and Show ’
Cause ("OSC") to Respondent and Campbell in the probate matter. Pursuant to the court’s OSC,
Respondent and Campbell were orderetl to appear on May 2, 2005 to show cause as to why they
should not be sanctioned for failing to obey the court’s orders to prepare and file a settlement
conference statement by March 11, 2005 and for failing to comply with the court’s order to
appear at a settlement conference and a case management conference on March 18, 2005. On or
about March 28, 2005, the OSC was properly served on Respondent and Campbell. Respondent
received the OSC.

17. On or about March 29, 2005, Respondent wrote Jander regarding the Motion for
Sanctions. In the March 29, 2005 letter (mistakenly dated March 39, 2005), Respondent stated
the following:

"I am [in] receipt of your Motion. i consider it to be an act of domestic terrorism
and as such will be reporting you to the Department of Homeland Security as well as the State
Bar of California for prompt and immediate disciplinary action, in the event that you do not
remove it from this Court’s calendar."
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18. On or about April 4, 2005, Jander received Respondent’s March 29, 2005 letter.

19. On May 2, 2005, Campbell appeared at the OSC but Respondent failed to appear
despite being given notice and being served with an OSC. As a result, on or about May 2, 2005,
the cottrt in the probate matter continued the OSC to May 26, 2005. On or about May 3, 2005,
the court in the probate matter properly served Respondent with notice of the continuance.
Respondent received the court’s May 3, 2005 notice.

20. On or about May 25, 2005, Respondent signed a substitution of attorney
substituting in attorney Miranda Franks as the attorney of record for Campbell in the probate
matter. On or about May 26, 2005, the substitution of attorney was filed with the court in the
probate matter.

21. On or about May 26, 2005, the court held a heating in the probate matter.
Respondent failed to appear despite being given notice and being served with the court’s notice.

22. On or about May 26, 2005, the court held the OSC hearing in the probate matter
and found that there was sufficient cause to sanction Respondent $1,827.50 for his failure to
obey the court’s orders directing him to file a settlement brief by March 11, 2005 and directing
Respondent to appear at the settlement conference and the case management conference on
March 18, 2005.

23, On or about lune 13, 2005, the court issued its order sanctioning Respondent
$l,827.50 for his failure to comply with the court’s orders. The court ordered Respondent to
pay the sanctions within ten days from the date of the court’s order. The court properly served
Respondent with the June 13, 2005 court order. Respondent received the court’s June 13, 2005
order.

24. On or about June 21, 2005, Respondent wrote the State Bar of California
notifying the State Bar that he had been sanctioned in the mount of $1,827.50 in the probate
matter.

Conclusions of Law for Case Nos. 05-O-04712 & 05-0-04193:

25. COUNT ONE- Case No. 05-O-04712: By failing to timely file the cast."
management conference statement, by failing to file a settlement conference brief in the probate
matter, by failing to appear at the settlement conference and the case management conference on
March 18, 2005, by failing to inform Campbell about the settlement brief and by failing to
inform Campbell about the March 18, 2005 ease management conference and the March 18,
2005 settlement conference, Respondent intentionally, recklessly or repeatedly failed to perform
legal services with competence in wilful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-
~O(A).

26. COUNT TWO- Case No. 05-O-04712: By failing to file the settlement brief as
directed by the court, by failing to appear at the March 18, 2005 case management conference
and settlement conference and by fairing to appear in court on May 2, 2005 and May 26, 2005 as
ordered by the court, Respondent disobeyed court orders requiring him to do acts connected with
or in the course of his profession which in good faith he ought to do, in wilful violation of
Business and Professions Code section 6103.

27. COUNT THREE- Case No. 05-O-04193: By sending the March 29, 2005 letter
(mistakenly dated March 39, 2005) in which Respondent threatened to present criminal and
disciplinary charges against Jander to obtain an advantage in a civil dispute, Respondent wilfully
violated Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 5-100(A).
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Do not wdte above lhll llne.]
In the Matter ~f "

WILLIAM MICHAEL FRANTZ
Member # 153673

Case number(s):

05-O-04193;
05-O-04712

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By lhelr signatures below, the parlles and thelr counsel, as appllcable, slgnlfy thelr agreement
with each of the tecltatlons and each of the terms and condl|Ions of lhls Stipulation Re Facts
and Concludons of Law,

Respondent enlers Inlo lhls stlpulaflon as a condltlon of hls/her partlclpallon In the Program.
Respondent understands that he/she must ablde by all terms and conditions of Responden1’s
Program Conlracl.

If the Responden! I$ not accepted Into the Program or does nol slgn lhe Program contract, INs
Stlpulallon wlll be rejected and will not be blndlng on Respondent or the State Bar.

If the Respondent Is accepted Into the Program, upon Respondent’s ~uccessful comDletlon of
or termlnaflon from the Program, thls Stipulation wlll be flied and the speclfled level of dlsclpline
for successful complellon of or termlnatlon from the Program as set forth In the State Bar Court’s
Statement Re: Dlsclpllne shall be imposed or recommended to the Supreme Court.

WILLIAM M. FRANTZ
Pflnt name

RICHARD R. LI=UTHOLD
Pllnl name

DAVID T. SAUBER
Print name
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Do not write above lids llne.]

’In the Ma~er’ Of

WILLIAM MICHAEL FRANTZ
Member # 153673

Ca~ number(s];

05-O-04193:
05-0-04712

ORDER

Flnding the stipulation to be falr to the padles and that It adequately protects the publlc,
IT IS ORDERED that the requested dlsmlssal of counls/charges, If any, Is (~RANTED wlthoul
prejudice, and:

The stlpulatlon as to facts and concluslons of law Is APPROVED,

The ~tlpulatlon as to facts and concluslons of law Is APPROVED AS MODIFIED
as set fOrth below,

I~ AJI cou~t dates In the Hearlng Deportment are vacated,

The partles are bound by the s11pulatlon as approved unless: I| a motion to withdraw or modlfy
the dlpulatlon0 filed w, it.hln 15 days after servlce of this order, is granted; or 2| thls court modlfles
or further modifies the approved stlpulallon; or 3] Respondent Is not accepted for partlclpatlon
in the l~ogram or does not sign the Program Contract. (See rule 135(b) and 802[b), Rules of
Procedure.]

Dote1 Judge of the State Bar (.;curt
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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 December 21, 2009, I deposited a true copy of the following
document(s):

DECISION AND DISCIPLINE ORDER; ORDER SEALING CERTAIN
DOCUMENTS;

STIPULATION RE FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

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

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

RICHARD RALPH LEUTHOLD
12625 HIGH BLUFF DR #306
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130 - 2054

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

MONIQUE MILLER, Enforcement, Los Angeles

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, California, on
December 21, 2009.

/[~.~0/~ li~],.~"¯       _ _

Tammy Cleaver
Case Administrator
State Bar Court


