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Note: NI informatio, required by this fort. and any additional information which cannot be
provided in the space provided, must be set forth in an attachment to this stipulalJon under specific
headings, e.g., "Facts," "Dismissals," "Conclusions of Law," =Supporting Authority," etc.

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments:

(1) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California, admitted June 5, 2002.

(2) : . The parties 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,

(3) All investigations or proceedings listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are entirely resolved by
this stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed chanje(sycount(s) are listed un0er "Dismissals." The
stipulation consists of 15 pages, not including the order.

(4) A statement of acts or omissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes for discipline is included
under "Facts."

(5) Conclusions of law, drawn from and speci6cally referring to the facts are also included under"Conclusions of
Law’.

(6) The parties must include supporting authority for the mcommende~ level of discipline under the heading
"Supporting Authority."

(Stipulation form approved by ~ Execulrvc Cornmdzce 10/16/00. Revi~¢�112/16/2004:12/13/’~006 )
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(6)

No more than 30 days pdor to the filing of this stipulation, Respondent has been advised in writing of any
pending investigation/proceeding not resolved by this stipulation, except for criminal investigations.

Payment of Disciplinary Cos~espondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §~6086.10 &
6140.7. (Check one option only):

[] until costs are paid in full, Respondent will remain actually suspended from the practice of law unless
relief is obtained per rule 284, Rules of Procedure.

[] costs to be paid in equal amounts prior to February 1 for the following membership years: 2009, 2010,
and 2011. However, should the 2009 installment become due dudng respondents fi~t 90 days of
actual suspesnlon, the costs would be paid in equal amounts prior to February I of the following
years: 2010, 20tl and 2012.
(haRJship, special (:ifcuml~m:~; ix" other good cause per rule 284, Rules of Procedul~)

[] costs waived in part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled "Partial Waiver of Costs"
E~ costs entirely waived

B.Aggravating Circumstances [for definition, see Standards for Attorney Sanctions for
Professional Misconduct, standard 1.2(b)]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances
are required.

(1) I~

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Prior record of discipline [see standard 1.2(f)]

[] State Bar Court case # of prior case

[] Date prior discipline effective

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

[] Degree of prior discipline

[] If Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space provided below.

(2) [] Dishonesty: Respondents misconduct was surrounded by or followed by bad faith, dishonesty,
concealment overreaching or other violations of ~ State Bar Act or Rules of Professional Conduct.

(3) I-] Trust V’mlation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused or was unable to acGount
to ~he 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 d~nt, the public or the administration of justice.
Respondents misuse of the lnmt account placed her client’s funds ae risk.

[] Indifference: Respondent demonstrated indifference toward recoil’cation of or atonement for the
consequences of his or her misconduct.

(6) [] Lack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to victims of his/her
misconduct or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigation or proceedings,

(7) [] Multiple/Pattern of Miscondud: Respondents current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing

(SI,pulalion fon~n approved by SBC Execul~e Committee 10/16/00. Reviseg 12JlSt2004; 12/13/’2006.)
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or demonstrates a pattern of misconduct.

(8) [~ No aggravating circumstances are involved.

Additional agsravatJng circumstances:

C. Mitigating Circumstances [see standard 1.2(e)]. Facts supporting mitigating
circumstances are required,

(1) [] No Pdor Discipline: Respondent hes no prior record of discipline over meny years of practice coupled
with present misconduct Which is not deemed sedous.

(2) [] No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client or person who was the object of the misconduct.

(3) [] CandorlCooper~ion: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooporation with the victims of
his/her misconduct and to the State Bar during disdplinary investigation and proceedings.

(4) Remome; Respondent promptly tool( objective steps spontaneously demonstrating remorse and
recognition of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of his/her
misconduct. Once respondent unde~tood ~ misconduct, she tool( steps to rectify the
misconduct.

(5) [] Re~6tutlon: Respondent paid $     on
disciplinary, civil or criminal p~oceedings.

in restitution to without the threat or force of

(6) [] Delay; These disdplinaqf proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay is not ~tributable to
Respondent and the delay prejudiced him/her.

(7) [] Gobd Faith: Respondent acted in good faith.

Emotional/Physical Difficulties: At Ihe time of the stipulated act or acts of professional misconduct
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical disabilit~-s which expert teslimony would
establish was directly responsible for the misconduct. The difficulties or disabilities.were not the product of
any illegal conduct by the member, such as illegal drug or substance abuse, and Respondent no longer
suffers from such d~culties or disabilities.

[] Severe Financial Stress:, At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severn financial stress
which resulted from circumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond his/her control and
which w~’e directly responsible for the misconduct.

(10) [] Family Problems: At the’~ime of the misconduct, Respondent suffered extreme difficulties in his/her
personal life which were o~er than emotional or physical in nature.

(11) [] 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 extent of his/her misconduct. A number of
respondents clients attested not ony to her good characer, but ai~o to the quality of her work.

(12) 0 Rehabilitation: Considerable time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred
followed by convincing proof of subsequent rehabilitation.

(13) [] No mitigating circumstances are involve~l.

(~tlpulation fo~rn approved by ~ Execulwe C~mm~le~ 10/16/00. Revi=~d 12/16/2004;
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Additional mitigatin9 circumstances

Although her misconduct was serious and she was not an attorney for very long at the time of her
misconduct, respondent’s six years of practicing with no prior~ is entitled to minimal mitigation.
Her lack of knowing the roles regarding how to manage a.trust account abel a law office also
contributed to her misconduct. No client was harmed or taken advantage of by respondents
misconduct,

D. Discipline:

(1) [] Stayed Suspension:

(a) [] R ..ee:pondent must be suspended from the practk:e of law for a period of 3 year~.

and until Respondent shows proof satisfactonj to the State Bar CoUlt of rehabilitation and
present fitness to practice and present learning and ability in the law pursuant to standard
1.4(c)(ii) Standards for Atlomey Sanctions for Professional Misconduct.

[] and untilRespondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached to
this stipulation.

iii. [] and un~l Respondent does the following:

(2)

(b) [] The above-referenced suspension is stayed.

!~ Probation:

,Respondent must be placed on probation for a period of 5 yea~s, which will commence upon the effective date
of the Supreme Court order in this matter. (See rule 9.18, California Rules of Court)

(3) [] Actual Suspeasion:

(a) [] Respondent must be actually suspended from the practRe of law in the State of California for a period
of gO days.

i. [] and until Respondent shows proof sal~sfactory 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

ii. [] and until Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached to
this stipulation.

iii. [] and until RespondenL does the following: Respond, ent must hire a~d pay Rita DeAngelis or
other law office management expert acoeptable to the State Bar, to create an office
management plan that respondent agrees to implement within GO days of her.resuming
the p~ar..q .r.e of law.

E. Additional Conditions of ProbaUon:

(1) [] If Respondent is actually suspended for two years or more, he/she mus~ remain actually suspended until
he/she proves to the State Bar Coud: his/her rehabilitation, f’~ness to practice, and learning and abiJity in
general ]aw, pursuant to standard 1.4(c)(~i), Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professk)nal Misconduct.

(Slipula~ion form approved by ~ Executi~m Comm~ee 10/16/00. Rc,,v~-,,�l 12/16/2004; 12/13r2006.)
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(4) []

[]

(6) []

(n []

(") []

(9) []

(10) []

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

W~hin 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 l:)res~. ’bed lay section 6002.1 ofb~e Business and Professions Code.

W’~hin thiW (30) days from the effective date of discipline. Respondent must contact the Office of Probation.
and schedule a meelJng with Respondents assigned probation deputy to discuss these terms and
conc~ons 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 pro~tion, Respondent must
promptly meet with the probation deputy as directed and upon request.

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 probatmn, Under penalty of perjury, Respondent must state
whettmr 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 whether there
are any proceedings pending against him or her in the State Bar Court and if so, the case number and
current s~tus of that proceeding. If the first report would cover less than 30 days, that repo~ must be
submitted on the next quarter date, and cover the extended permd.

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 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 quaderly reports required to be submitted to the Office of Probation. Respondent must
cooperate fully with the probation monitor.

Subject to asseltion 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.

WChin one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein, Respondent must provide to the Office of
Probation satisfactory proof of attendance at a session of the Ethics School, and passage of the test given
at the end of that session.

[] No Ethics School recomme~ed. Reason:

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

The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated:

[] Substance Abuse Conditions [] Law Office Management Conditions

[] Medical Conditions [] Financial Conditions

F. Other Conditions Negotiated by the Pa~es:

(Stipulalion form approved by SBC E~-cutive Commit~e 10/16/00. Revised 12./16/2004; 12/1 A~ual S~.~,~on



lOo noi.~’rile ibovel itlil ime.)

(3) []

Multlstate Professional Responsibility Examination: Respondent must provide proof of passage of
the Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination (’MPRE’), administered by the National
Conference .of Bar Examiners, to the Office of Probation during the period of actual suspension or within
one year, whichever period is longer. Failure to pass the MPRE results in actual euspenMon without
further hearing until passage. But see role 9.t0(b), California Rules of Court, and rule 321(a)(1) &
(c), Rules of Procedure.

[] No MPRE recommended. Reason:

Rule S.20, California Rules of Court: Respondent must comply with the requirements of role 9.20,
California Rules of Court, and perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 30
and 40 calendar days, respectively, alter the elfective date of the Supreme Coud’s Order in this matter.

Conditional Rule.$.20, California Rules of Court: If Respondent remains actually suspended for 90
days or more, he/she must comply with the requirements of rule 9.20, California Rules of Court, arid
perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 120 a~d 130 calendar days,
respectively, after the effective date of the Supreme Court’s Order in this matter.

Credit for Interim Szmpension [conviction referral cases only]: Respondent will be credited for the
period of his/her interim suspension toward the stipulated period of actual suspension. Date of
commencement of interim suspension:

Other Conditions: In respondents probation reports she must state under penalty of perjury
whether Ms. Hardy has worked at her law firm in any capacily, and that respondent has
supervised Ms. Hardy and he~ worl~ Respondent must join for the first two years of her probation
the Law Practice Management smc~on of the State Bar or a local bar association and provided
satisfactory proof of this to the Office of Probation in her quaderly reporls.

LAW OFFICE MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT

Respondent will engacje the sen4cas of Rlta DeAngelis ("DeAngelis’~, a professional law off.ice
management consultallt, at his own exp,, nse. Promptly upon execution of this stJpLlistion,
respondent will schedule all necessary meeUn9s and appoinbnents with DeAngelis, to allow her
to evaluate respondents o~ce practices and to recommend policies and procedures for her to
follow to ensure that ’~sest practices" for operating a law office are followed by her and her staff.
At a minimum, DeAelgelis" recommended polices and procedures, will include procedures to: (1)
send periodic reports to cl’mnts based on regular filereview; (2) document telephone messages
received and sent; (3) maintain files; (4) meet deadlines; (5) withdraw as attorney, whether of
record or not, when clients cannot be contacted or located; (6) train and supervise support
personal, in©ludin9 when mpondent Is sway from the office engaged in court proceedings; (7)
review, operate and maintain a client trust account; and (8) address any other subject area or
deficiency that caused or contributed to respondents misconduct in the currmlt matter.
Respondent will cooperate fully with 10eAngelis to allow her to evaluate her office policies and
procedures, including by 9rantin9 her access to her bookkeeping, record keeping, and file
keeping systems, aliowin9 her to Interv~0w any and all staff members, and allowin9 her to review
his tl~st accounting practices.

Within 60 (sixty) days of the effective date of respondents suspension, DeAngelis wig provide
respondent with a written report and recommendation, including recommended off’me policies and
procedures. A copy of this report and recommendstion, with recommended offce policies and
procedures, will be simultaneously provided by DeAngelis to the Office of Probation and
Supervising Trial Counsel, Allen Blumenthal. By executin9 this stiuistion, respondent agrees that
DeAngelis may disclose copies of her report and recommendation, wflh recommended office
policies and procedures, as described in this paragraph.

(S~ipula~;0n form ~l~roved by SBC Executive Comm4~ee 10/16/00. Rev;sed 12/1612004; 12/13/2006.)
6

Actual Suspemmn



not w~te above

In all quarterly repolls due to be filed beginning 90 (ninety) days after the effective date of
respondents suspension and continuing until the end of the probation period, respondent will
declare under penalty of perjury that she is managing her office in conformity with DeAngelis’
written repmt and recommendation, with r0commended office polices and procedures.

By executing this stipulation, respondent agrees: (1) that the Office of 1Jte Chief Trial Counsel may
provide a copy of this s§pulation to DeAngelis; and (2) that the Office of the Chief Trial Counsel
and the Office of Probation may freely discuss any issues relatod to respondent’s law off’~e
management wit~ DeAngelis.

By executing this stipuhiUon, respondent agrees that DeAngelis may reporl, to the Office of
Probntlon and the Off’~e of the Chief Trial Counsel failures by respondent to comply with the
conditions of this suspension known to her.

(StJpulabon fom~ approved by SBC E~acutive Committee 10/16/00, Revrsed 12/16/2004: 12r13r2006.)
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ATTACHMENT TO

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION

IN THE MATTER OF: Laura A. Thompson

CASE NUMBER: 07-0-13575

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

I. Respondent was admitted to the practice of law in California on June 5, 2002 and
was a member of tl~ Statc Bar at all times pertinent herein and is currently a membcr of the State
Bar.

2. In or about November 2004, respondent opened her own law firm, the Law Offices of
Laura Thompson. Respondent specialized in and held herself as experienced in busine~ law.
Prior to becoming an attor~-y respondent had worked as a paralegal for various law fLtmS.

3. In late 2006, Mary L. Hardy began working for Ms. Thompson. Although Ms. Hardy
attended and graduated law school, she is not an.d has never been an attomvy in California or any
other jurisdiction. At all relevant times, respondent knew that Ms. Hardy was not and has never
been aa attorney.

4. In January 200.7, respondent formed a law partnership with Ms. Hardy. At that time,
Respondent renamed her law firm Hardy and Thompson and began claiming that the law firm
was a law partacrship. Respondent was the only attorney associated with or workiag for the law
finn. The only other ~ associated with or working for the law finn was .Ms. Hard, y. Ms.
.Hardy was not issued a ~alary. Respondent gave Ms. Hardy access to her business ano persona~
accounts.

5. On January 25, 2007, respondent filed an application, on behalf of Hardy &
Thompson, with the Seoretary of State for Hardy & Thompson to be registczcd as a limited
liabifity partnership (LLP). The application listed Hardy & Thompson, LLP as a partnership
organized under California law., that~ it was a limited liability.parmen.h.ip,.and.that th.e~.bu~,sine, ss it
would engage in was the practice of law. Respondent signed the apphcat~on ~onn,w~m,.me.
Secretary of State. Respondent issued check No. I 151 in the amount of $70 from net ctlen~ ~
acr, otmt to the California Secrehary of State to pay for the registration t~e for the formation of
Hardy & Thompson’s LLP. In May 2007, respondent obta/ned malpractice insurance for Hardy
& Thompson, LLP.

6. California law defines a partnership as two or more partners to carry on as co-owners
of a business for profit. (Corp. C~od¢ s�¢. 16202; Nel,von v./tbr~ham (1947) 29 Cal.2d 745;
Chambers v. Kay (2002) 29 Cal.4" 142, 151. See also Corporations Code seo. 16100(8)(A) and
t6100(9).)

7. Respondent formed this law partnership with Ms. Hardy even though respondent
knew that Ms. Hardy was not an attorney and, thus, not permitted to practice law.

8



8. Respondent failed to apply to register with the State Bar as an LLP. A law firm
cannot be an LLP unless it is registered by the State Bar of California as one. Hardy &
Thompson was never certified by the State Bar as a limited liability partnership. Further, Hardy
& Thompson was not eligible to be registered by the State Bar as an LLP since Ms. Hardy was
not an attorney and Respondent was the only attorney owner affiliated with the law finn. S~ate
Bar roles require that for an LLP to be registered by *he Statc Bar caoh partner must be an active
member of the State Bar or is fi~ and entitled to practice law in another jurisdicti.on. (See
Rules 2.1 and 3.0 of the Cal. State Bar Limited Liabiliv/Partnership Rules and Regulations.)
Ms. Hardy was not a licensed atlorney in California or any other jurisdiction.

9. Beginning in late Janth~’y 2007 until in or aboui January 2008, respondent, in her fee
agreements and other forms of correspondence communicated with her clients and others as the
law firm of Hardy & Thompson, LLP. This was a false statement as Hardy & Thompson was
not and could not be a LLP and, further, Ms. Hardy was not an attorney. These communicaxions
also falsely stated or created the impression that Ms. Hardy was an attorney entitled to practice
law in California. Respondent knew or should have known that it was improper to list her rum
Hardy & Thompson, LLP when Ms. Hardy was not an attorney, the law firm was not a proper
par~ership, and not a proper LLP. As someone who Lisxed herself as experienced in business
law, Respondmt knew or should have known this.

10. Respondent a]~o advertised aud otherwise held her firm out to the public as a
parmership and an LLP in such various forums as �~aigslis~t.org, Linkedin.net, the Crtand Expo,
the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce annual networking event, and in Hardy & Thompson’s
web si~e.

l 1. In her communications and advertisemen~ Respondent misreprcsvnted to her clients
and the publi¢ ~i there were at least two partners by naming the firm Hardy & Thompson, LLP
and holding it out as a paCtne~hip. Respondent also had Ms. Hardy listed as an associate
attorney on the faro website, httv’.//www.hardvthomvson..cora, when M~. Hardy was not an
attorney in California or any other jurisdiction.

12. In California, the prance of law includes the mere holding out by a layman or a
suspended attorney that he or she is practicing law or entitled to practice law. (Bus. & Prof. Code
secs‘ 6125 & 6126; Farrdmm v. Stare Bar (19) 17 Cal.3d 605, 612.)

13. In advertising for the law firm, respondent claimed to have over ten year~ of
experience at a top tier firm. In fact, as respondent knew, she had only been practicing five years
and had not been an at~rney at a top tier law firm. ’She had worked at some top tier law firms as
a paralegal, but not as an attorncy.

14. On or about May 25, 2007, the State Bar received a complaint about res’pondent’s
activities. During the State Bar investigation into rcspondent’s activities, respondent sent the
S~ate Bar a lct~er misrepresenting that she had worked as an associate attorney at Gray, Cary,
Ware & Freidem-ich (Gray, Cary). In U’uth and in fact, respondent worked at Gray, Car), as a
paralega/and as a law clerk awaiting bar exam results and not as an associatc a~tomey.
Respondent asserts that she unde~ood ....and believed that the term associate" " could refer to a
law school graduate who has not been admitted to practice law_ She now understands that is not
true. Respondent further claimed that Ms. Hardy was a salaried employee of Hardy &
Thompson, that she did not aid Ms. Hardy in the unauthorized practice of |aw, and that Ms.
Hardy did not have a partnership interest in thc LLP. These statcmcnts were false and intended
to rr~slcad the State Bar. Ms- Hardy wa.s not paid a salary; respondent had not workcd at @ray,



but as a paralegal; respondent had aided Ms. Hardy in practicing law by advertising her as a
partner in the law firm and by allowing Hardy & Thompson’s website to classify Ms. Hardy as
an associate attorney; and respondent had formed a partr~hip with Ms. Hardy.

i 5. Since at least November l, 2007 to the present, respondent mainlained a client trust
a~:ourtt wi~ Citibank, a~count no. xxr~x (hereinafter ’Yespondcut’s CTA").~

16. During the period of at least November I, 2007 through May 2007, respondcnt had
her own funds in respondent’s CTA and did not promptly remove them from her client trust
account. She commingled her funds with client trust thnds.

17. Between at least November 1, 2007 through May 2007, respondent used her eliem
trust account as an operating account for her firm, to pay personal and business expenses,
including the home owners associa6on fees for her home, the fee for the application to register ¯
her law firm a~ an LLP with the Secretary of State, her State Bar membership fees, her
membership fees in the Bar Association of San Fnmcisco, newspaper subscriptions, gasoline
bills for her automobile, and other business and personal cxpcnse~. Respondent used her CTA
t~ pay her personal and business expenses.

Conclu.~ion of Law:

By forming a parmership with a non-lawyer, by having the firm’s name include Ms. Hardy, a
non-attorney in it, by communicating with her clients and others as an LLP, and by lending her
name to be used as an attorney by another person who is not an aaomcy, respondent held or
assisted Ms. Haxdy in holding he,self out as an attorney and entitled to practice law and, as sucl~
respondent willfully violated rules 1-300(A) and 1-310 of the Rules of Professional Conduct and
Business & Professions Code section 6105.

By making or causing to be made communications containing untrue statements, including
naming the law firm Hardy & Thomlk~n when Ms. Hardy was not an attorney and there wa~
only one lawyer in the firm; by making and causing communications that Hardy & Thompson
was an LLP when it was not and had not been certified by ~h¢ Sta~ Bar; by making and causing
communica"dons that Ms. Hardy was an associate attorney when she wa.~ not; by making and
causing communications that grated or implied that respondent had over ten yea~ of experience
as a lawyer’wi~i a top tier firm when respondent had only practiced for five years, none of which
were at a top tier finn: respondcn~ made or cau~d communicatior~ that contained untrue
statcrnents, contained matters that wcre presented or arranged in a manner or format that was
false, dec~tivc, or which tended to confuse, deceive, or mislead the public~ and, as such,
respondent willfully violated rule 1-400(D) of the Rules of Professional Conduct and Business &
Professiov.~ Code section 6106.

By placing or not promptly withdrawing earned funds belonging to respondcnl or .hez law firm
from her CTA and by issuing checks to pay for business and personal expenses from her client
trust account, respondt:nt commingled client funds with her persona[ or busincss funds and not
trust funds and improperly used her CTA to pay for pcrsonal and buslncss expenses and, as such,

The actual account number is excluded to protect the account from identity theft.
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willfully Violated rule 4- [ 00(A) of the Rules of Professional Condua.

By making or causing to be made communications that contained untrue statements; by
misrcprcsenting to the State Bar that respondent worked as an associate attorney for Gray, Cary;
that Ms. Hardy was a salaried cmployee of Hardy & Thompson, LLP, that she did not aid Ms.
Hardy in the unauthorized practice of law, and that Ms. Hardy did not have a partnership interest
in the LLP; and by commingling and misusing her CTA, rcspondent committed an act or acts of
moral turpitude, dishonesty, or corruption and, as such, willfully violated section 6106 of the
Busincss & Professions Code.

PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

The disclosure date referred to, on page one, paragraph A.(7), was October 29, 2008.

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.
Standard 2.2(b) recommends at least a three month actual suspension, irrespective of mitigating
circumstances, for commingling or the commission of a violation of rule 4-100 which does not
amount to a willful misappropriation. Standard 2.3 recommends an actual suspension for a
finding of moral turpitude, dishonesty, or corruption. Finally, Standard 2.10 recommends
reproval or suspension for any violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct and the Business &
Professions Code not specified in any other Standard.

The Supreme Court recendy re-affirmed that great weight is to be givcn thc Standards and that
they should be followed whenever possible. (In re Silverton (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 92.)

Thus, while the Standards are not mandatory, the Supreme Court has held that they sheuld be
followed unless the charged attorney can demonstrate the existence of extraordinary
circumstances justifying a lesscr sanction. (In re Silvenon, supra, 36 Cal.4th at 92.) That is, it is
Respondent’s burden to demonstrate that there are extraordinary circumstances justifying a lesser
sanction than that recommended by the Standards.

Although there is uo precedent with the precise facts and collection of violations coramirted by
respondent, a rvvicw of oases separately involving the individual counts of misconduct strongly
supports at least a three month period of actual suspcnsion, especially given the series of
violations present here.

Thc discipline imposed on attorneys who have formed parmerships with non-attorneys, lent their
names to non-attorneys, oraided in the unauthorized practice of law has varied from public
reproval to disbarment. In In the Matter of Joins (Review Dept., 1993) 2 Cal. State Bar
Rptr., an actual suspension of two years was imposed on an attorney .who permitted an attorney
to misuse his name to conduct a large personal injury practice. In Townsend v. State Bar (1930),
210 Cal. 362. an attorney was suspended for one yoar for allowing a non-attorney organization to
use his license to represent injured Imrsons. In.Blue.stein v. State Bar (1974), 13 Cal.3d 162, an
attorney was actually suspended for six months for using extortion to o.,btain payment of a fcc
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and aiding in the unauthofizcd practice of law. Bluestein aided an individual licensed in another
country to practice law in California. He also included that person’s names as of counsel on his
leUcrhcad. He had previously been publicly reproved. In Crawford p. State Bar (1960) 54
Cal.2d 659, an atmmcy was publicly reproved for forming a partnership with his father, a
disbarred attorney, and allowing the father to be listed on the name of the finn.

Misleading communications have also resulted in long actual suspension to admonitions. In In
re Morse (1995) 11 Cal.4th 184, the Supreme Court actually suspended an attorney for three
years (with the possibility of reducing it to two years) for mass mailings of unlawful and
misleading advertisements. In In the Matter of Respondent V (Review Dept. 1995) 3 Cal. State
Bar Ct. Rptr. 442, an attorney was admonished for illegally using the Great Seal of California on
his letterhead.

Cases involving moral turpitude for misrepresentations have generally resulted in a variety of
actual suspensions. In DavLv v. State Bar (1953), 33 Cal.3d 23 I, an aUomcy was given a one
year actual suspension after he was found to have willfully failed to perform and made a
misrepresentation to a cou~t by filing a verificd answer denying that hc represented the client.
The attorney had two prior records of discipline, both for stayed suspensions.

In a case with some similarities to the instant matter, In the Matter of Mitchell (R~vicw Dcpt.,
1991) 1 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 33, an attorney was suspended for one year, stayed on condition
of one year probation and 60 days actual suspension for lying on his resume. He also lied in his
responses to the State Bar. He had no priors, but began his misconduct after only six ycars of
practice.

In commingling cases, the discipEne has generally ranged from six months a~tual suspension to
60 days actual suspensions when there are no other violations. For example, in In the Matter of
Doran (Review Dell. 1995) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rpu. 871, an attorney was ~uspended for 18
months, stayed, 3 years probation, and six months ~ susper~ion for repeated violations of
rule 4-100 ove~ tbzee years by depositing personal funds into the attorney’s .CTAs and using
these acc~muts for personal expense. Moral turpitude was found for using the CTA for expenses
and repeatsdly issuing NSF chcol~. The attorney had no prior record of dis~pline, but the
misconduct began within two years of being admitted. In In the Muller of BIeecker (Review
Dept. 1991) an attorney was actually suspended for sixty days fo~ commingling, using his CTA
to avoid a tax levy, writing CTA checks for personal and business matters, and for
misappropriating $240.

Respondent claims ignorance and inadvertence as the reasons behind bet misconduct, but the
numerous violations nonetheless warrant at least a three month period of actual suspension. The
recommended discipline for respondent is three year suspensio~ stayed, with five years
probation and three months actual suspension and the conditions stated elsewhere as a means
protect the public, maintain high professionai b’tandards, and preserve public confidence in the
legal profession, Respondent is aware that a Violation of the conditions of’this discipline or
f~ture mi~onduct mayresult in a more significant actual suspension or disbarment,
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In the Matter of
LAURA A. THOMPSON
No. 219999

A Member Of the State Bar

Case number(s):
07-0-13875

Financial Conditions

~. Re~t~’~atlon

[] Respondent must pay restitution (includ=ng the principal amount, plus interest of 10% per
annum) to the payee(s) listed below. If the Client Security Fund ("CSF’) has reimbursed
one or more of the payee(s) for all or any portion of the principal amount(s) listed below,
Respondent must also pay restitution to CSF in the amount(s) paid, plus applicable
interest and costs.

Payee P~n. cipal A~o’~t Int~, ~est Accrues From

Respondent must pay above-referenced restitution and prov=de satisfactory proof of
payment to the Office of Probation not later than

, b. Installment Restitution Payments

Respondent must pay the above-refererced restitution on the payment schedule set fodh
below. Respondent must provide satisfactory proof of payment to the Office of Probation
with each quarterly probation report, or as othenN=se directed by tr=e Office of Probation.
No later than 30 days prior to the expiration of the period of probation (or periocl of
reproval), Respondent must make any necessary final payment(s) in order to complete
the payment of restitution, including interest, in full

PayeelCSF (as ~l~plicable) Mkdmum Payment Amount payment Freque.¢y

Client Funds Certificate

[] 1. If Respondent possesses ctient funds at any time during the perioc! covered by a
required quarterly report, Respondent must file ~th each required repot1 a
certificate from Respondent and/or a certified public accountant or other finanoaz
professional approved by tl~e Office of Probation, certifying that:

Respondent has maintained a bank account in a bank authorized to clo
business ,n the State of Cahfomia, at a branch located within the State of
California. and that such ~ccount Is designated as a "Trust .account" or
"Clients’ Funds Account’,

(F=nanr,~l Cor~tlOn$ rofm ~pprovecl by S~_C E~.,utws Commitl~.e 1011612D00. Revised 12/16/2004; 12f13,r200~ )



DEC~I~-20O8 13:~ I’H~ ~TAT~ ~A~ UF UKLIF. @io oo~ ~u

b Responden! P~as kept and ma~nla~neO ]:ne folJow~ng

A written ledger for each Cl~enl on whose behalf funds are held that sets
forth

the name of such chentl
2. the date, an~ount and s~,~’ce of all funds received on behalf of such

client,
3. the dale, amount, payee and purpose of each disbursement made

on 13el~alf of such cUent; and,
4. the CU:Tent b~.la~ce for such c, ent
a written .~Jrnal for each c~’~=nt ~rust fund accoun~ I~! ~ forth.
1. the name of such account;
2 the date, amount and clmnt affected by each debit and credit, and,
3. the currant balance 0n Such account.
all bank statements and cancelled checks for each client trust account;
and.
each monthly reconciliation (balancing) of (i), 0~), and (’0ii), above, and if
there are any differences between the monthly total balances reflected in
(i), (it), and (i~i), above, the reasons, for the differences.

c. Respondent has maintained a wd~ten journal of securdies or other propertv~=s
held for c~ients thai specifies;

each item of security and property held:
the person on whose behalf the security or p’operty is held;
the date of receipt of the security or property;
the date of d~strib~ioo of the security or property: and,

v.     the person to whom the security or property was distributed.

If Respondentdoes not possess any client funds, property or securities dunn9
the entJre period covered by a report, Resl0ondent must so state under penalty of
perjury in the mixer filed w~ the Off’me of Probahon for that rel~o~ng period. In
th~s circumstance, Respondent need not file the accountant"s certifmate
described above.

The requ=mments of th=s condition are in add0tion to those set forth in rule 4-100,
Rules of Professional Conduct.

d. Client Trust Accounting School

Wdhin one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein. Responden!
mus~ supply to the Office of Probation sat~-’factory proof of =ttendance at a
session of the Ethics School Client Trust Accounting School, within the same
period of time, and passage of the test given at the ~nd of that session.

form -’,ppro~,�~l by $~C Execut,v~ Comm~e 10111d2000. Rc.v,...ecl ’~2/1~r~00,=. f2/l:3/2oob )



In the Matter of
LAURA Ao THOMPSON
No. 219999

Case number(s):
07-0-13875

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify their agreement wi~h
each of the recitations and each of the terms and conditions of this Stipulation Re Fact,
Conclusions of Law and.Dispos~on.

,/
Date

Re,~:~dj~nt s Counsel Signature "

Deputy Trial Counsel’s Signature Print Name

/.~,~ ~,~-, "T-~-~:~.-.~,~:~i~
Print Name

Print Name



the Ma~er Of
LAURA A, THOMPSON
No. 219999

Case NumC)er(s}
07-0-13875

ORDER

Finding ,the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that .it adequately protects the public,
ST 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 .ta~’ts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth
.below, and the DISCIPLINE |S RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court.

All Hearing dates am vacatecl.

The parties are bound by the stipulation as approved unless: 1) a motion to withdraw or modify
the stipulation, filed within 15 days after service of this order, is granted’, or 2) this court modifies
or 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 Court order herein,
normally 30 days .after file date. (See rule 9.18~ of Court)

Date
~

~t~te Bar, Court

($bpulat=on ~o~,-n =l~pcoved oy SBC Exe¢g~,ve Committee 10fifo/00 Revised 12/’~6/200,4, 12113/200~ )
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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 San Francisco, on January 13, 2009, 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:

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

KARA E. FARMER
HINSHAW & CULBERTSON LLP
1 CALIFORNIA ST 18TH FL
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

by certified mail, No. , with return receipt requested, through the
United States Postal Service at    , California, addressed as follows:

1--]    by overnight mail at , California, addressed as follows:

by fax transmission, at fax number
used.

¯ No error was reported by the fax machine that I

By personal service by leaving the documents in a sealed envelope or package clearly
labeled to identify the attorney being served with a receptionist or a person having charge
of the attorney’s office, addressed as follows:

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

ALLEN BLUMENTHAL, Enforcement, San Francisco

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on
January 13, 2009.

/~olina

Case Administrator
State Bar Court


