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~PU~ ~ FAO~ A~ C~U~S OF ~W
JILL ADRIAN REZA

Bar#223552

A Member of the ~tate Bar of California
PREVIOUS 81~PULATION REJECTED

All Information r~lulred by this fo~m and any ~ddltlonsl Informidl~n whir, h unn~t be
pro~hied in the sp~e provided, mu~t be set ~ I, an attm:hmnt t~ tid~ Itipula8~ under mlmclfle
hMding~, e.g., ’~=aots," "Di~misseis," "Gonclulions of Law," "Supporting AulhoHllf," err.

A, Parllel’ Aclmowledgments:

(1) R~pondentle amml~r~fthe Slate Bar of Celll0ml~ ~lmll~d December 9. 2002.

(2) ~rt~e padles agree t~, be bound by 1h9 tictUel idlpulatJons �ordalned Ite~kl even if c~1~ of isw or
dlepo~lo~ (to be ettec~d ~Pers~y) ere re~0t~ or oNmged by lhe Supreme Court, However, If Respondent
is ~ accelp~l Into ~1~ Lawy.r Asdr.t~ Progran, thi~ ~pul~on we be mJecled end will not he I~ncnn9 on

(3) All Inv~’;tigs~ns or pmoeedinge limd by case numbe~ In the espl~on of this ~lpuleBon ere entirely resolved W

(:heflte(S)/cC~RI(S) are I1~ undm’l;~ism." The ~11~ ¢ons~ls of (’7) pa~el, excluding I~e order.

(4) A statement of i;¢ts m ami~iona acknovde~ed W Respondent =e c~u~m m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
under’Fads." -See Attachment.

Lsw’o .~ee Attachment.

(6) No morn t~an 30 �lays pdor to lh~ f~llng of thi~ ~tipulatlo~, ReSl~Ond~nt has Men aeMssd in w~ing of any
I)~dlng In~tiga~on/proCe~lflg ~ ~ by ~ ~n, ~ ~r ~al ~

.-

P~ ~ O~ CoUnt e~~s ~ ~s ~Bus. & Pr~, C~ ~.10 &
6140.7 ~d ~ ~ ~y any d~p~n~ ~sb ~ In ~ p~ng.

(Printed:

kwiktag " 078 542 045



B. Aggravating Circumstances [for dofinltion, m Standards for Attorney Sanctio~ for
Profeselonal Misconduct, standard 1.2(b)]. Facts supporting 4ggravMJng circumstances
am required,

(©)[]
0

Pdof reconl of dhmlpllno [m .qt~Jnder~ 1.2(f)]

~ S~ ~Coud~#~~

~ ~ G~Nne ~

~s of ~sO~ C~ 8~ ~r ~ ~ne:

~ of pr~ ~pnne

ff Res~ h~ ~ ~ ~ I~ ~ ~ ~ne, ~ ~ ~ ~

concealment, ov~Teiichln0 or olhe~’vlollzllo~ of tl~ ~’~tete 8tzr Act or Rulo~ of Professlonsl Conduct,

Trust Violation: TNSt funds or 10~pelly were ~nvolved and Respondent refused orwa6 uneble to accou~

(4) F) Hewn: ResponderWs misconduct Ilermed ~ignMc~ngy el client, me ~ or g~ zzd~lnl~tl’MIo~ of Ju~li~O,

(5) [] Indifference: R~’pondentdomondmledindiffonmootnward~oforetonemeMforthe
oor~eque.~es of h~s or her misconduct.

~ ~ of Coopendlon: Req~onde~ dltlplltyed a lock of �~ndor and ooop0q~lon to vlc~ma of his/her
mtsconduc* ~r ~o the stere Bet durln9 dlsclpblaty investigation or proceedings,

(7) ~ Multlp~ Misconduct: Re~lxmdent’s cur~nt misconduct evl~eneo~ mut~pl@ acre of wrongdoing

(e) [] No aggmvaZlno �lrcumslanc~ ere Involved.

AddlU~l ~~ clrcmt~lanoen:

0,MWgaUng ¢lmumstance~ r~mlo standmd 1.2(e)], Facts supporting mitigating
circum~tances are required,

(I) [~ No Prior DIsclpline: Respondenthasnopdor~ofdiscipineov~rmenyyeamofpractlcecoupted
wl~ preen! m~sconduct wh~.h is no~ deeme~! serfous.

(2) [] NoHarm: Responzlentdl~lnothermtl~e¢llentorpem0nw~mvammeobjectorthemlscondocL



EmottonM~hyadcal Dlfflcumes: At the time of the atipuialed act dr acis of profe~lonal ~
Respondent suffered extreme emotional dlfllcullm or pnyrJea( dbmldlitie~ which exped teetlmony would
ostabrsh was d~eetiy respondde 5xthe m~=onduct. The dHitculttes or dmbaitles were not Ow product of

moo~ ux,’~l~ct W the member, such a megeJ drug or ~tance ebuae, end Respondent no ronOer
from ~uch d~culties or disabilities.

[~

(+o) D

(~+) [D

(++) []

9m Fhmnclal 8b~ss: At Ihe llme of lhe mi~onducL Re~ond~t ml~md trom esv~ flrmr.:bl m

which w~re d~ect~ responsible ~or the m~conduct_

Family Problm: At ~ tim of the mls~du~t, Respondent suffered extreme dlf~utdes in hle/he~
l~mOnal life whtc)l were other ~an ernolfonal or physicol ;n nature.

Good Ghanecter: Respondents good cPm~-ter Is attested to b~ o wide ran0e of m~erences in She legal
and ll~me~’al ~,nmunilie~ who am ow~m of the full extant of hi.her relict.

R~I~dlitM]o~ Gonsldera~ time has iposSed since the acts of profeaelorml mlscond~ ocr, urm
followed t)y convln(dn9 proof of sdamquent n~abmtntlo..

No mllll~tlng �ireUmslane~ are InvOlwd.

¯Respondent is taking steps to treat her mental heslt~ tss~es.
- Respondent t~as no othor instances of discipline,
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ffr.~N~gFACTS~AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

IN THE MATTER O1~: JILL ADRIAN R~ZA

CASE NUMBER:     {M~.O-I 1360

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

l~s, pondem admit~ th~ the following ~¢ts m’� true m~d flint ~hs i~ etdpable of violmin~
the sp~ified statutes, which eon~itete oau~s for disi:iplinc in ~h~se matte~.

L .Facts.

1.    Respondent JiI1 Adrian Reza (Respondent) was admitted to the practiCe of law in the
S~te ofCallfomla o~ Deeemb~ 9, 2002, was a mcmher at all ~imcs per~nent to these charges,.
,nd is ~uwvntly a member of the Sta~e Bar of California.

2. On October 19, 2004, Respondertt and her husband filed a lawsuit entitled J~ll
Guy Reza v. Kevin Parker, D.C., an individual; lrvine Fami~ ttealth Center, a busineJs entity
unlmown; andDoss I through 50 in the Or~gs County Supetio~ Court, e.~Se mtmbet
0~CCI0518 (the "lawsuit"). In the lawsuit, R~spond~t m~I her husband alleged cauls of
axtlon for professional l~egligeflee, lack of ilffol~ed consen~ and loss ofeon~ortittm.

3.    In essence, the lawsuit alleges that the ebirolm’acti¢ neck manipul~tlon caused the
di~os~ diss~tion in Respondent’s ve~ebral artery leading to the brain ~suiting in g strolce
that has left Rcspondem with pvrmanent physical injuries. Respond~t and l~r husband sm~h~,
among other forms of relie£, special end compensatory damages, including loet wages and loss
of future earning c.apm:i~y. All defendanl~ denied the allegatiom in the lawsuit.

4.    In May 2005, Respondent was off~ed a shon-t~-m opportunity to perform �.ontraot
legal services for a former client New Century Mortgage Corporation, a subsidimy of New

5.    On June 1, 2005, Respondent aad New Century entered into an agreement whereby
New Century would pay P.~pondent $75 per hour for her serviee~.

6.    Respondent submi~i invoices to New Centmy from May 24, 2005, through S~mber
~0, 2005, ~ the combined mount of $4g,450 fo~ approximately 646 hour~ of work.

7.    Du~ng the course of discovery in the lawsuit, the defendan~ took R~pondent’s
deposition during three sessions held ~n March 4, 2005, July 5, 2005, al~d September 14, 2005.
R~pondent was represented by her attorney. Counsel for ~he various defend,nt~ in the lawsuit
also appeared at ~e depositions.

Prior to her September 14, 2005, deposRlon, Respond~--t was sworn in by the delmsition
During said deposition, counsel for one of the defendant~ in ~o lawsuit asked

Respond~m wh~t her current sc~J~cs of income were. Respondent responded that she received



inr, ome from a Fort.is disabillW policy, from her adjunct teaching Ix~itions at Vanguar~
Univemity and WhiRler L~w School, a~Id from l~e~ husband’s income. Defendant’s counsel
asked Rcspondem if she was receiving any other sour~ of income. Respondent responded,
"NoY Respondent’s responses during the September 14, 2005 depositlon were false because
Respondent. had received incorr~ f~om New Cmtnry as des~ibed ~cmve..

9,    On Februmv 8, 2006, the State Bar opened an investigation i,q this case, based on a State
Bar complaint filed by Attorney Steven D. Hunt, counsel for one of the defendanm in the
lawsuit, alleging th~ Respondent may have made misrepresentations during her $eFtember I4,
2005 delx~tion (the "deposition m~tef").

10. On/~rii 18, 2006, an investigator for the Sta~e Bar sent Respondent a letter regarding
the deposition realtor. The letter requested that Respondent re~,~nd in writing to specific
allesations of misconduct in that Respondent gave apparently false deposition testimony.

11. On April 22, 2006, Respondent mailed a letter to the State Bar expressing shock
outrage that Mr. Hunt would make the allegations outlined in the investigator’s letter.
Responc~ent �laimed th~ Mr. Hunt had a vendetta ag~tiust her end her attorney. She claimed
the videotape survetllan~ of her entering the New Century o~ was meuningless. Rmpondent
claimed that she did work for s ~npomzy agency at the end of Se~ember 2005, for which she
wu paid only $300, Nowhere in her Al~il 22, 2006 reSlXmSe did Reqx~dent ~knowled~
she was a contract attorney for New Century. N~whem in her response did Respondent
acknowledge that the temporary agency she referred to w~ owned by her husband. Nowhere in
her response did Respondent a¢knowledge thin she gave false answers under oath during her
September 14, 2005

Com;lusion_s .of L~w.

Count One

By making material misrepresentations while under oath during her September 14, 2005
deposition, Re~lxmdent committed acts involving moral turpitude, dishonesty, or cornx~en, in
violation of Califomia Business end Professions Code seetiO~ 6106.

By makir~ ma~’iai mxtis~ions in ~r April 2Z 2006 I~ ~ ~e to ~e S~ B~
~v~fi~ion, ~nde~ m~i~d ~ ~vol~ng m~ m~ d~ne~, ~ ~~,
~ ~1 viol~ of C~ifomia B~in~ ~d ~i~ C~e ~on 6106..

FENDING PROCEEDII~G$.

The disclosure dam referred to, on page two, peragraph A(6), was September 18~ 2007.

WAIVER OF VARIANCE BETWEEbr NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES Al~O
STIPULATED FACTS AND CULPABILITY

The parties hereby waive any variance between the Notice of Disc~plinmy Charges filed
on MRy 17, 2007, md the ftnt~ and conclusions of law contained in this stipul~on.
Additionally, ~he parties waive the issv~ce of m~ m~mM~l Notice of Disciplinary Charges
relating to eases, which eye ~he subject me.tter of this stipulation.

Page
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IIn ~e Matter of
JILL ADRIAN RFT_A
Member #223552

Csse number(s):
06-O-11360

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their sigrmtums below, the parties and their ~ouf~el, as applicable, signify ~hsir agreement with
each of the re(dtations and eaoh of tile tP~ms anti conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts and
Conclusions of Law.

Respondent enters into this stipulation as a condition of his/her participation In the Program.
Respondent undePstands that he/she must abide by all t~rms arid �otldit~ons of Respondent’s
Program Contract

If the Respondent is not accepted into the Program or does not sign the Program �ontract, this
Stipulation will be rejeot~ and will not be binding on Respondent or the State Bar.

if Ihe Reslx~dent is accepted into the Program, upon Re~pondent’s success~ completion of or
termir~tion ~ the Program, this Stipulation will be filed and the spe~fled level of discipline for
su~ec~uI ~pletion of or termination from the Program as set fodh in the State B~r CoU~t’s
Statement Re: Discipline shall be imposed or recommended to the Supreme Court.

z.-!
’

JILL A..R.F.7..~,

ARTMU.R.L. MARGOL!.$
Print Name

DAVID T. SAUBER



in the Matter O~
JILL ADRIAN REZA
Member #223552

.I.
OROER

Finding the stipulation to be fair to the padies and that it adequately protects the public,
IT IS ORDERED that the requested dismissal of ¢ounts/¢haq;le$, if any, is GRANTED without
prejudice, and;

[~ The ~tlpulatlort as to facts and condusform of I~w I~ APPROVED.

C] The ~pul#ltion as to facts and eonalusions of law is APPROVED A8 MODIFIED as set

[] All court dates in the Heartng Department are vaoated.

At page 5, PENDING PROCEEDINGS.
By agreement of the parties in open court, the disclosure date referred to on page two,
paragraph A(6), is amended to be May 21, 2008.

The parties am bound by the stipulation as approved unlsss: 1) a motion to withdraw or modity the
stipt~ation, filed within 15 days after servlce of this order, is granted; or 2) this court modifies or
further modirms the approved stipulation; or 3) Respondent Is not tmooepted for parl~il:mt~on
In the Program or does not sign the Program Contract (See rule 13S(b) and 802(b), Rule~ of
Pmaedure.)

I~l~ ....... Judge of the S-rate B~r-Oou~ - -

TOTAL



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 April 20, 2009, I deposited a true copy of the following document(s):

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:

ARTHUR LEWIS MARGOLIS, ESQ.
MARGOLIS & MARGOLIS LLP
2000 RIVERSIDE DR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90039

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

DAVID SAUBER, ESQ., Enforcement, Los Angeles

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, California, on
April20,2009.

~~~,~    --=     _      _
Case Administrator
State Bar Court


