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DISPOSITION AND ORDER APPROVING;ORDER OF
INVOLUNTARY INACTIVE ENROLLMENT

DISBARMENT

[] PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED

Note: All information required by this form and any additional information whioh ¢annot be provided in the
space provided, must be set forth in an attachment to this stipulation 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 ]/07/59.

(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 resolved by this
stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed charge(s)lcount(s) are listed under "Dismissals." The
stipulation conslsts of ( 13 ) 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."

(Effective January 1,2011)
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(5) Conclusions of law, drawn from end specifically referring to the fa~te are also included under "Collusions of
Law."

(8) The parties must Include supporting authority for the recommended level of disc|pllna under the heading
"Supporang

(7) No morn than 30 days prior.to the filing of this Mipuh~on, respondent has been advised In writing of any
pending InveMigatlon/procoadiP~l not resolved by this stlputetion, except for criminal InveMigat .ions.

{8) Payment of Di~:lpllnary CoMa--Respondent aoknowlodoes the provisions of Bus. & Prof..Code ,q~86.40 &
6140;7. (Chock one option only):

~ C .oats M bit awarded fo the 81ate BUr.
Coots are w~ived in part as Set fodh in a separade attachment entitled "PsullBI Waiver of Costs".

i-I -Ccote are entirely waived.

ORDER OF INACTIVE ENROLLMENT:.
The partte~ am sworn that if.this stipulation is approved, the Judge will Issue an order of iflsoUve enml~nent
under Busin~s and Profe~ions Code section 1~007, subdMMon (0)(4), end Rules of Procedure of the 81ate
Bar, ruts §.111 (0)(1),

B,Agl~ravaitlng Circumstances [for definition, see Standards for Altomey 8an,~10ns for
Prolbeslonid M!so0nduot, standard i.2(b1]. Faotl supporting aggravating olrcunudances
are required.

¯ (e)

(4) ["! "Prior record of dl~oip[Ine

(a) [] 8tMe Bar Court ease # of prior case

(b) [] Oats prior disclptlna effemtive

(o) [] Rules of Professional Conduct/8tats Bur,~t Violations:

(d) [] D~reeofpflordls~na

(e) [~ If respondent has two or more Inoklanls ofpdor discipflna, use al~¢e provided below:

(2) [] Dishonesty: Reepondenfs misconduct was surrounded by or followed.by ~ f~ith, dishonesty,
concealment, overreaching or othm" viola’dons of the 8te~. Bur Act or RUles of Professional Oonduct. -

(s) [] Trust Vlolst|on: Trust funds or property were Involved and respondenl refused or was unable toaccount
tO the orient or person who was the object of the misconduct for Improper ~x~cluot towaM said funds or
property,

(4) [] Harm: Respondents misconduct harmed significantly a client, the.public or the administration of Justice.
See "Facts", paragraph 34,

(5) ¯ [] Indlffemnoe: Respondent demonstrated Indlffemnoe toward mctlfloetlon of or atonement for the
consequences of his or her misconduct. See "Facts", paragraph3.4.

(~/feotlve a~n~’~ i, 201f)
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[] Lack of OooperatiOn: Respondent displayed a lack of candor end cooperation to victims of h~her
misconduct or to the 8tcte Bar during dleolpllnary inveMIgatlon or proceedings.

(~] Mu~lple/PMtem of Mbconduot: Respondents current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing
or danlonotrates e pattern of misconduct.

(8) [] No ~lllravatlng olr~umetencse ore Involved.

Additional sggrevMIng olroumetenoe~:

C.Mitigating Clrcunmlanoms [lime etandard 1.2(e)]. Facts supporting mitigating
olrcumlancee am required.-

(1)

(3)

(4)

¯ I~ No Prior. Discipline: F~epondent has no prior record of discipline over many years of pmctice~mvple&
..... ,. ............................................. :.~. However, the misconduct is        sedous,

[] No Harm: Respondent did not harm the ctlent orpemon who wise the object of the misconduct.

........................ the 8tMe Bur during d .i~lplinaryJ~ proceedings the Store Bar
during disciplincm/proceedings by entering into this stlpuIotion.

Rmllome: ResPondent promptly took obJectlve steps sponteneously domonMratlng remorse end
mnognilion of ~he wrongdoing, wMch steps were cl~ioned to timely atone for any consequenoss of hie/her
mlacondu~.

(5) [] Restitution: Respondent paid $     on     In restitution to     without the threat or force of
dleolpllnary, otvll or cdmhlal pm .ceedlngs.

(6) [] DM!y: These dlsolpllrtary pl~ooeedlnos were excessively deleyed. The delay le not attributable to
respondent end the delay ~u~ him/her.

(7) I-1 Good Fallh: Respondent soled In good faith..

(O) ~ IewmllonM/PhyMlml I)fflloll16~: At the time of the aiipulMed emt or egm of profeseion~l misconduct
respondent suffered extreme emotional dlffiotdtl~ or phyaio~ dlsebllillae wl~ch expert teStlmo~ would
establish were direly req)ormlble ~or the mim:onduct. The dlfflo~_s or dle~dlltles were not the product of
any Illaged conduct by the member, such as Illegai drug.or substance abuse, end respondent no longer
#u.ffem from such difficulties or dleebllltlse.

(9) [] Severe Flna~olM 8trsee: At the time of the ml~anduot, reepondent suffered from severe flnanelai stress
which resulted .fpom r, lrcumsteno~ not reasonably ~al~e or which were beyond hie/her control end
which were directly req)onaible for the mleoenduct.

(10) [] Family Pmbleme: At the time of the misscodtlct, respondent suffered extreme dlllicultles In hie/her
peraonal life which were other thah emctlenal or phyeloai in netum.

(11) [] Good (;Imrloter: Rsspoi~dont’~ good character Is ettestod to bY a wide range of references In the legal
and general nommunltise who are ewere of the full extent of hie/her mleconduct.

(12) [] Rehabilitation: Considerable time has psssed sinoe the acts of professional mleconduct .ogcun’ed
fol|owed by convincing proof of subaequant rehabllltotlon.
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(13) [~] NO mltlgallngelr~umtsn~e~ are Involved.

Additional mitigating �lroumstances:

4
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D. Dlaoipline: Disbarment.

E. Additional Requirements:

(1) Rule 9.20, California Rt!!e~ of Court: Respondent must comply with the requirements of rul~ 9.20, California
Rules of Court, and per[otto ~he imts speollled in su~ns (e) and (o) of ~ ruie within 30 end 40 o~ander
days, reapeotively, after the effe~ve dm of the Supreme Court’s 0 .rfter in this matin.

(2) [] Rg,,--tltuttem Respondent must m-ke re~tltution to In the smount of $ plus lO~:eroant
interest per y~llr from . . Ifthe Cllant 8~,mrlty Fund hen reimbursed ford orany pofllon of
the pflnol~l mount, respondent must pay restitu~n to C8F of lira amount paid plus epl:Hioable interest
a..nd corn In ao~o .Nan~ with Business and Professions Code seotlon 6140.5. Re~ _.~nt must’pay the
above redtution bad furnish ealisfsglo. W proof of payment to the 8tete Bet’s Orfloe of Probation in Lo~
Angeles no Ister than days from the effeotive date of the Bupreme CoUrt orde. r In this case.

(3) [] Other:, WAIVER OF OBJECTION TO CUENT SECURITY FUND PAY-OUT
Respondent waives an~f obJectlon to payr~.ent by the State Bar Cllent Secudty Fund of the
principal amount of any restltullon ordered by the.Supreme Court In thls case,

Dllbim~ent



ATTACHMENT TO

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

IN THE MATTER OF: JOHN STEVENSON MORKEN

CASE NUMBER: 07-0-14082

VARIANCE BETWEEN THE NDC AND STIPULATION
Any variance between the language of the Notice of Disciplinary Charges ("NDC") filed June
November 8, 2011, and the language of this Stipulation is waived.

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Respondent admits that the following facts are true and that he is culpable of the violations set forth
below:

Facts

I. In or about early May 2005, Robc~-t Oindt ("Gindt"), solicited Edward and Sharon Gregory

(’~e Gregorys") to invest $275,000 to build six residential units at 315 South Willard, San Jose,

California.

2. Gindt represented to Edward Gregory ("Edward") that he would pay one-half the monthly

interest on the equity line loan against the Gr©gorys’ home which would fund the Gregorys’ investment

until the six-unit development at 315 South Willard was compl~ted.

3. As a condition for thor investment, Gindt required that the Gregorys s~t up their own limited

liability corporation through which to funnel their investment funds to the project and r~presented to

them that their corporation would then own on,-half of 315 South Willard. Oindt recommended to the

Gregorys that they hire his attorney, respondent, to handle thor incorporation b~,ause respondent was

an expert at incorporation.

4. Gindt set up an appointment for the Gregorys with respondent.

5. On or about May 12, 2005, the Gregorys went to respondent’s office, and paid respondent

$1,000 to handle the incorporation of their limited liability corporation, Bull Horn Flats, LLC.

Respondent did not present the Gregorys with any form of fee agreement. G-indt was already present in

respondent’s office when the Gregorys arrived and was present throughout their meeting with

respondent.
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6. In fact, as of May 12, 2005, neither Gindt or South Willard LLC had any ownership interest

in 315 South Willard.

7. During the May 12, 2005 mooting at respondont’s office, Edward on behalf of Bull Hem

Flats, LLC signed a Residential Co-Ownership and Operating Agre, vrnvnt with South Willard LLC

drafted by respondent during their meeting.

8. At no time did respondent suggest that the Gregorys have another attorney review the

agreement prior to signing it.

9. At no time did respondent suggest that the Grcgorys take the agreem~mt home with them

prior to signing it.

10. At no time did respondent obtain a written consent from either Sharon Gregory or Edward

Gregory to represent them, as. well as Gindt in the investment transaction in which the Gregorys and

Gindt had at least potential cconflicts of interest.

11. Based on what Gindt had told them, the Gregorys believed that Midnight Holdings, Inc. was

G-indt’s corporation. In fact, respondent was the chief cxocutive officer, secretary, chief financial

officer, solo director, and agent for service of process for Midnight Holdings, Inc., which had boon

incorporated in late November 2004 as an "investment holding company" by respondent.

12. On May 13, 2005, Gindt came to the G-rogorys’ homo, and, in reliance on Crindt’s

representations to them, the Grcgorys gave Gindt a chock for $50,000 payable to "Midnight Holding"

with the memo line notation "LLC Funding Partner". That same day the $50,000 chock was deposited

into Fremont Bank account number 18-900-178, which had a balance of $12.88 immediately prior to the

$50,000 deposit.

13. Respondent was the sole signatory for the bank account for Midnight Holdings, Fremont

Bank account number 18-900-178, and at all times pertinent hereto controlled account

number 18-900-178.

14. At all times pertinent hereto, respondent did not maintain an attomcy client trust account.

15. On May 13, 2005, respondent withdrew $1,200 from Fremont Bank account

number 18-900-178 by chock made payable to "John Morken".
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16. At no time did respondent or Gindt reveal to the C-regorys that respondent had any financial

interest in Midnight Holdings, Inc.

17. Unknown to thc Grcgorys, Gindt had bccn convicted on or about August 18, 2003, of felony

conspiracy to commit financial elder abuse, grand thor, and theft by false pretenses. Respondent was

aware that Gindt had boon convicted of conspiracy to commit financial older abuse, grand theft, and

theft by false pretenses because respondent had initially represented Gindt in the criminal proceedings

and testified in the grand jury proceedings which led to C-indt’s conviction. Gindt was on criminal

probation at the time Edward met him and when Gindt solicited the C-rcgorys and therenfter until

February 2009, when Gindt’s criminal probation was revoked after the G-rcgorys complained to the

Santa Clara District Attorney. In February 2009 C, indt was sentenced to throe years in state prison.

18. On or about June 20, 2005, Edward gave Gindt a $225,000 chock. Gindt requested that the

chock bc made payable to "cash" and Edward did so, adding the memo line notation "Balance of

Contract". Howcvcr, after Edward wrote out the check, hc questioned Gindt about making such a largo

chock payable to "cash". Gindt then telephoned respondent, and thereafter directed Edward to make the

$225,000 chock payable to "Account 18-900-178 John Morkon". Edward crossed out "cash", wrote in

"Account 18-900-178 John Morkcn" and initialed the change.

19. On June 20, 2005, the $225,000 chock was deposited into Fremont Bank account

number 18-900-178.

20. At the time the G-rcgorys gave Gindt their chock for $225,000, they believed that South

Willard LLC had already purchased 315 South Willard "free and clear", that is, that there wore no

mortgages or liens against the property.

21. The "Minutes of Organizational Mooting of Members of Bull Hem Flats, LLC, A California

Limited Liability Company" drafted by respondent recite in pertinent part that on June 24, 2005, Bull

Hem Flats, LLC

held its organizational mooting on June 24, 2005 at tbe Morkcn Law Office... Also
present was the attorney for the company, John S. Morkon who acted as temporary
secretary for the mooting... [page 7] The chairman stated that the company had agreed
to invest capital in the real property know as 315 South Willard, San Jose, California.
The Chairman reviewed the investment, and the potential for a return by obtaining certain
entitlements from the governmental agencies regulating the development of the property.
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That certain funds of the company had been directed to the South Willard property...
.RESOLVED that this company investment [sic] up to $275,000 in the LLC organized
for the purpose of development [sic] property known as 315 South Willard, San Jose,
California. That the [page 8] company take a 50% interest in the limited liability
company formed for that purpose and known as 315 South Willard, LLC, a California
limited liability company.

22. In fact, Edward had not reviewed the potential for a return by obtaining any documents from

any governmental agencies regulating the development of the property, but rather had relied on the

misrepresentations of Oindt, some of which were made in the presence of respondent and which

respondent did not correct although respondent know of their falsity when made by Giudt.

23. In or about July 2005, respondent also drafted the Operating Agreement for 315 South

Willard, LLC, which recited that Bull Horn Flats, LLC and Midnight Holdings, Inc. confirmed that they

were the "initial Mernbors of the limited liability company.., known as 315 South Willard, LLC.’" The

Operating Agreement was signed by Edward for Bull Horn Flats, LLC, and Oindt for Midnight Holding,

Inc.

24. Not until thereafter did the Gregorys discover that Guy Edwards ("Guy"), an associate of

Oindt and respondent, held title to 315 South Willard.

25. Thereafter, the Ctregorys asked both Gindt and respondent what happened to their $275,000

investment. Oindt merely told the Oregorys that he had "invested" it. Respondent referred the

Oregorys to Gindt and claimed to have no knowledge of where their investment funds were.

26. In or about February 2007, the Gregorys discovered that Midnight Holdings was

respondent’s corporation, not Oindt’s.

27. Edward again asked respondent how the Oregorys’ $275,000 investment which had be, on

deposited into Fremont Bank account number 18-900-178 had been utilized. Respondent claimed that

he did not know what had happened to the Oregorys’ investment.

28. In fact, respondent was the sole signatory to Fremont Bank account number 18-900-178, and

disbursed the Gregorys’ $225,000 through that account to himself, Oindt, relatives of Oindt, and others.

29. In May 2007 the Orogorys filed a civil suit alleging fraud against defendants including

respondent, Midnight Holdings, and Oindt.

30. In July 2007, a default was entered against respondent and Gindt in the civil fraud lawsuit in

favor of the Oregorys.
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3 I. In February 2008, after proving the extent of the harm respondent had caused them, the

Gregorys obtained a default judgment in the amount of $325,593.67 against respondent and G-indt.

32. Although Midnight Holdings, Inc. declared bankruptcy, because the judgment was based on

a fraud cause of action, the judgment is not dischargable.

33. By letter dated May 21, 2008, in response to a letter from the State Bar, respondent falsely

stated to the State Bar that "I haw never received any funds t~om Mr. Gregory other than amount [sic]

paid to form his personal limited liability company as set forth above." In fact, as alleged above, on

May 13, 2005, respondent deposited the Gregory’s $50,000 check into Fremont Bank account number

18-900-178, and initially withdrew $1,200 from that account by check payable to "John Morken".

34. To date, the Gregorys have not received any restitution fi’om Gindt or respondent.

Conclusions of Law

1. By drafting the incorporation papers for the Gregorys’ limited liability corporation, Bull

Horn Flats, Inc., and during the same office visit, having them sign an agreement with South Willard

LLC which agreement respondent also drafted, while representing Gindt, respondent wilfully accepted

representation of more than one client in a matter in which the interests of the clients potentially

conflicted without the informed written consent of each client (Rules Prof. Conduct, rule 3-310(C)(1)).

2. By not revealing to the G-regorys that he was the principal of Midnight Holdings, Inc., by not

contradicting Gindt’s misrepresentations to the Gregorys made in respondent’s presence regarding the

Gregorys’ investment, and by inserting into the "Minutes of Organizational Meeting of Members of

Bull Hem Flats, LLC, A California Limited Liability Company" the false and self-serving statement that

Edward had "reviewed the investment, and the potential for a return by obtaining certain entitlements

from the governmental agencies regulating the development of the property" all the while knowing that

Gindt had been convicted of felony conspiracy to commit financial elder abuse, grand theft, and theft by

false pretenses and was still on probation therefore, respondent committed acts involving moral

turpitude, dishonesty or corruption (Bus. & Prof. Code §6106).

3. By claiming to have no knowledge of where the Gregorys’ $275,000 investment funds were

when, in fact, respondent was the principal of Midnight Holdings, Inc., was the sole signatory of
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Fremont Bank account number 18-900-178 into which the Gregorys’ investment checks were deposited,

and had disbursed $225,000 of the Gregorys’ $275,000 investment through that account to himself,

Gindt, relatives of Gindt, and others, respondent thereby committed acts involving moral turpitude,

dishonesty or corruption (Bus. & Prof. Code §6106).

4. By and knowingly and falsely stating in his May 21, 2008 letter that he had "ncver received

any funds from Mr. Gregory other than amount [sic] paid to form his personal limited liability

company" when, in fact, on May 13, 2005, respondent deposited the Gregory’s $50,000 check into

Fremont Bank account number 18-900-178, and initially withdrew $1,200 from that account by chcck

payable to "John Morken", respondent committed an act involving moral turpitude, dishonesty or

corruption (Bus. & Profi Code §6106).

5. By allowing Gindt, a convicted felon to utilize Fremont Bank account number 18-900-178,

of which respondent was the sole signatory, and into which the C-regorys’ $275,000 investment was

deposited, $225,000 of which was disbursed from that account by respondent to himself, Gindt, relatives

of Gindt, and others, respondent misappropriated at least $225,000 of the Gregorys’ $275,000

investment, thereby committing an act involving moral turpitude, dishonesty or corruption (Bus. & Prof.

Code §6106).

PENDING PROCEEDINGS
The disclosure date referred to, on page 2, paragraph A(7), was March 1, 2012.

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS
Respondent acknowledges that the Office of the Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent that as of
March 1, 2012, the prosecution costs in this matter are approximately $5,417. Respondent further
acknowledges that should this stipulation bo rejected or should relief from the stipulation be granted, the
costs in this matter may increase duo to the cost of further proceedings.

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE
Standards for Attorney San0tions for Professional Misconduct
2.2 Offenses Involving Entrusted Funds or Property
(a) Odpability of a member of wilful misappropriation of entrusted funds or property shall result in

disbarment. Only if the amount of funds or property misappropriated is insignificantly small or if
the most compelling mitigating circumstances clearly predominate, shall disbarment not be
imposed ....

2.3 Offenses Involving Moral Turpitude, Fraud, Dishonesty or Concealment
Culpability of a member of an act of moral turpitude, fraud, or intentional dishonesty toward a court,
client or another person or of concealment of a material fact to a court, client or another person shall
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result in actual suspension or disbarment depending upon the extent to which the victim of the
misconduct is harmed or misled and depending upon the magnitude of the act of misconduct and the
degree to which it relates to the member’s acts within the practice of law.

2.10 Offense Involving A... Wilful Violation of A Rule... Not Specified in Any Other Standard.
Culpability of a member of a violation of... a wilful violation of any Rule of Professional .Conduct not
specified in these standards shall result in reproval or suspension according to the gravity of the offense
or harm, if any, to thevictim, with due regard to the purposes of imposing discipline set forth in
standard 1.3.

1.6 Determination of Appropriate Sanction
(a) ... If two or more acts of professional misconduct are.., acknowledged in a single disciplinary
proceeding, and different sanctions ar~ prescribed by these standards for said acts, the sanction imposed
shall be the more or most sevvre of the different applicable sanctions.

Case Law
"It is clear that disbarment is not reserved just for attorneys with prior disciplinary records. [Citations.]
(In the Matter of Wyshak (Review Dept. 1999) 4 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 70, 83).

Although the attorney had no prior discipline over many years of practice, the harm to victims and the
administration ofjustico spanned a number of years (In the Matter of Varakin (Review Dept. 1994) 3
Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 170).

Participation in a client’s scheme to defraud the client’s creditors by permitting the client to use a client
trust account as the client’s personal and business account was "an act by an attorney for the purpose of
concealment or other deception [that] is dishonest and involves moral turpitude under section 6106."
(Coppock v. State Bar (1988) 44 Cal.3d 665, 679).

In Kaplan v. State Bar (1991) 52 Cal.3d 1067, the misoonduet was the "grievously improper" intentional
misappropriation of $29,000 from the attorney’s own law finn. Kaplan had praoticed for 12 years
without prior discipline, suffered from emotional problems, marital stress, and the terminal illness of his
mother-in-law. Despite making full restitution upon being confronted with the misappropriation, Kaplan
was disbarred.

Misappropriation of client funds is a grievous breach of an attorney’s ethical responsibilities and
generally warrants disbarment unless the most compelling mitigating circumstances clearly
predominate. (See Grim v. State Bar (1991) 53 Cal. 3d 21, 29, disbarred on a $5,546 misappropriation;
Chang v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal. 3d 114, 128, disbarred on a $7,000 misappropriation; Kelly v. State
Bar (1988) 45 Cal. 3d 649, 656, disbarred on a $19,000 misappropriation; Gordon v. State Bar
(1982) 31 Cal.3d. 748, 757 disbarred on an aggregate misappropriation of $27,000, and In the Matter of
Blum (Review Dept. 1994) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 170, disbarred on a $55,000 misappropriation (no
priors over ten years of practice).

WAIVER OF REFERRAL TO STATE BAR COURT PROGRAM FOR RESPONDENTS
WITH SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND/OR MENTAL HEALTH CONDITIONS
In signing this stipulation, respondent hereby acknowledges that the State Bar Court’s separate program
for respondents with substance abuse or mental health conditions has been fully explained to him, that
he has had an opportunity to re, quest to be considered for that program, and that he has specifically
waived any such consideration.
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.Case number(s):
07-0-1"4082

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, los applloelble, elonl~, their agreement with each of the
recitations and each of the te.rms and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts, Conolusion.s of Law, and Disposition,

3/~_/’ .,-~./~z- John Stevenson Morken
Date ’ Respondent’s 81gnature ~-- Print ’Name

Date Reapondent’s Counsel 81~lnaiui’e Print Name

D~ ’ ~y Tdal Counsel’s S~

Page
81onoture Page



i)

’In the M.’ attar of:
Jo~ S~n Morkcn i

Case Number(s):
07-0-14082

DISBARMENT ORDER

Findl~lg the stlpu|etlon to be fair to the pertle~ and that It adequately prorate the publlo, IT 18 ORDERED that the

¯ L_q The 8tlpuletod fa~.t8 and disposition ere APPROVED and the oIecIPLINE RECOMMENDEO to the
Supreme

The stipulated fa~s and dispo~tlon m,e APPROVED AS MODIFIED es set forth below, and the
DISCIPLINE I$ RE(X)MMENDED to the Supreme Court.

All Heedng dotes are vacated,

The pertles are bound by the stipulation as approved unless: 1) a mellon to withdraw or modify the stipulation, filed
within 1§ days after servlpe of this order, I~ granted; or 2) this ooud modifies or further moditi~ the approved
stipulation. (See rule 5.88(E) & (F), Ruis~ of Prooedum.) Tl~e effeMIve d~te of tl".e dMpolltlon fa the effeMIvo date
of the Supreme Court order herbin, nommlly 30 day~ slier fib date. (See role O.18(e), California Rules of
Court.)

Respondent John ~.te~ensg, n Morkeil b o~ ~n~d ~ ~o~nMw-i~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ end
~sslon8 Code ~lon 6~7, ~~ (oX4), ~~fs i~Wo ~m~wB be ~e th~ (3).
o81o~r ~ a~ this o~er ~ md by ~g ~d ~1 ~~ W~ ~ ~ dm ~ ~ ~mo C~s

Call.Is, or as o~ o~d by ~ Supreme C~d ~u~ iM pl~ J~~n.

Judge of the State Bar Court

(Effective January 1, 2011)

Pege 1~
Disbarment Order



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(B); 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 March 27, 2012, I deposited a true copy of the following
document(s):

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION AND
ORDER APPROVING; ORDER OF INVOLUNTARY INACTIVE ENROLLMENT

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:

JOHN STEVENSON MORKEN
760 MARKET ST #938
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

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

SHERRIE B. McLETCHIE, Enforcement, San Francisco

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on
March 27, 2012.                                             ~,         ~ ~

Bernadette C.O. Molina
Case Administrator
State Bar Court


