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Note: All information required by this form and any additional information which cannot 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 December t2, 1994,

(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) ,~Jl investigations or proceed~, ~ste~. by case number m the .captior~ o~ tbis~ stipul~o, a~e, resolved~ by this
stipulation and, are deeme¢~ con~ed: ~issec~,charge(sycot.~s):are-I~sted, u~d~r ~Dism~sats.~ The-
~tipulation consists of (10) pages, not including the orderl

(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 specifically referring to the facts are also included under "Conclusions of
Law."

(Effective November 1,2015) kwiktag® 226 160 763 Disbarment
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(6) The parties must include supporting authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading
"Supporting Authority."

(7) No more than 30 days prior to the filing of this stipulation, respondent has been advised in writing of any

(8) Payment of Disciplinary Costs--Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6066.10 &
6140.7. (Check one option on!y):

[] Costs to be awarded to the State Bar.
[] Costs are waived in part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled "Partial Waiver of Costs".
[] Costs are entirely waived.

(9).. ORDER OF hNACT|VE ENROLEME~ NT.:
The parties are aware that if this stipulation is approved, the ~udge wiil issue an order of inactive enrollment
under Business and Professions Code section 6007, subdivision (c)(4), and Rules of Procedure of the State
Bar, rule 5.111(D)(1).

B.Aggravating Circumstances [Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional
Misconduct, standards 1.2(h) & 1.5]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances are

mqqi~red.

(1) [] Prior record of discipline

(a) [] State Bar Court case # of pdor case 15-O-11281-LMA [15-0-11398] (S233917). See Attachment,
pages 7-8.

(b) [] Date prior discipline effective July 23, 2016.

Rules. of Profession~[, Cor~dU~ SIZ~: EPar AcLVi’olatJ’o~s-: R~,des o¢ PmPess~rrel~Ccmd~et., miss
110(A), 3’700(A)(2), 3-700(D)(1), and 3-700(D)(2); Business & Professional Code section
6068(m).

(d) [] Degree of prior discipline 90-dayactual suspension.

(e) [] If respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space provided below:

(2) [] Intentional/Bad Faith/Dishonesty: Respondent’s misconduct was dishonest, intentional, or surrounded
by, or followed by bad faith.

(3) [] Misrepresentation: Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by misrepresentation.

(4) [] Concealm~J,J,: Respondent’s m~sconduct was. surrour~de~ by,. or folk)we~ by concealment.

(5) [] Overreaching: Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by overreaching.

(6) [] Uncharged Violations: Respondent’s conduct involves uncharged violations of the Business and
Professions Code or the Rules of Professional Conduct.

(Effective November 1,2015)
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(7) [] Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused or was unable to account
- to the client or person who was the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toward said funds or

property.

(8) [] Harm: Respondent’s misconduct harmed significantly a client, the public, or the administration of justice.

(9) []

(10) []

(12) []

(13) []

(14) []

(~5) []

Indifference: Respondent demonstrated indifference toward rectification of or atonement for the
consequences of his or her misconduct. See Attachment, page 8.

Lack of Candor/Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to victims of
his/her misconduct, or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations or proceedings.

Muitil~le Acts: Respondent~s cur~en~ misconduct evidences muJtipJe acts of wrongdoing. See Attachment,

Pattern: Respondent’s current misconduct demonstrates a pattern of misconduct.

Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. See Attachment, page 8.

Vulnerable Victim: The victim(s) of Respondent’s misconduct was/were highly vulnerable.

No aggravating circumstartces are involved.

Additional aggravating circumstances:

C.Mitigating Circumstances [see standards 1.2(i) & 1.6]. Facts supporting mitigating
circumstances are required.

1FtoPtior,D.~line: .ReSp~’t’~as ~o prior ~’ecord of d~ct, l~i~e ~o~e~" ~ years Of practice coupled
with present misconduct which is not likely to recur.

(2) [] No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client, the public, or the administration of justice.

(3) [] Candor/Cooperation: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of
his/her misconduct or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations and proceedings.

(4) [] Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous remorse and recognition
otthe wm~gdo~, v~hch ~were designed t~ timely atone, fac-~y ~u~r~ces,~ h~s/her ,misconduct.

(5) [] Restitution: Respondent paid $      on      in restitution to      without the threat or force of
disciplinary, civil or criminal proceedings.

(6) [] Delay: These disciplinary proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay is not attributable to
respondent and the delay prejudiced him/her.

[] Good Faith: ~Respondentacted with agood faith belief that was honestly held and objectively reasonable.

(8) [] Emotional/Physical Difficulties: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of professional misconduct
respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical or mental disabilities which expert testimony
would establish was directly responsible for the misconduct. The difficulties or disabilities were not the

(Effective November 1, 2015)

3
Disbarment



(Do not write above this line.)

product of any illegal conduct by the member, such as illegal drug or substance abuse, and the difficulties
or disabilities no longer pose a risk that Respondent will commit misconduct.

(9) [] Severe Financial Stress: At the time of the misconduct, respondent suffered from severe financial stress
which resulted from circumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond his/her control and
which were dLract~y responstole ~ tl~ misconduct.

(10) [] Family Problems: At the time of the misconduct, respondent suffered extreme d(fficulties in his/her
personal life which were other than emotional or physical in nature.

(11) [] Good Character: Respondent’s extraordinarily 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.

[] Rehabilitation: Considerable time haspassed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred
foltowed by su~ue~t~.r~h~bi!~tation.

(13) [] No mitigatingcircumstancesareinvolved.

Additional mitigating circumstances:

Pretrial Stipulation. See Attachment, page 8.

(Effective November 1, 2015)
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D. Discipline: Disbarment.

E. Additional Requirements:

(2)

Rule 9.20, CalifomiaRtdes of ~Coutt:~Qes~ must cm~ty ~witt~ ~tl’~ ;~ukeme~ts~f ru~e :¢J 2:;0, ~,aiifomia
Rules of CouP, and pe#orm the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule wi~in 30 and 40 ~lendar
days, respectively, after the effective date of the Supreme CouP’s Order in this ma~er.

~ Restitution: Respondent must make restitution to Rachael Bo~olamedi in the amount of $ 950 plus 10
per~nt interest per year from December 24, 2014. If the Client Security Fund has mimbum~ Rachael
Bo~olam~i for all or any potion of the principal amount, respondent must pay restitution to CSF of the
amo~t ~id plus applicable inter~t and ~ts ~n a~o~n~ w~ Business and Professions Code ~ion
614~:5. R~dent mu~ ~y.t~, ~ [e~ ~~. ~act~- ~oof ~ payment, to ~e Sta~.
Bar’s O~ce of Probation in Los Angeles no later than ~ days from the eff~tive date of the Supreme CouK
order in ~is case.

(3) [] Other: Respondent must make restitution to Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru in the amount of $1,500 plus
10 percent interest per year from October 24, 20t4. If the Client Security Fund has reimbursed
Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru for all or any potion of the principal amount, respondent must pay
restitution to CSF of the amount paid plus applicable interst and costs. Restitution payments and
satisfacto~=~preoftltereof shall be made to the State Bar’s Office of Probation in Los Angetes no
laterthan ~J0 days from the effective date of the Supreme Court order in this case.

(Effective November 1, 2015)
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ATTACHMENT TO

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION

IN THE. MATTER OF: Cat3, Lee Petersen

CASE NUMBER: I6-N-I6922-PEM

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

Respondent admits that the following facts are true and that she is culpable of violations of the specified
statutes and/or Rules of Pm~fessional Conduct.

Case No. 16-N-16922-PEM (Violation of Probation)

FACTS:

1.    On March 3, 2016, respondent entered into a Stipulation of Facts, Conclusions of Law
and Disposition in Case Nos. 15-O-11281-LMA and 15-O-11398, On March 3,. 2016,.the State Bar
Court filed a~n Order Appro~g Stipulation that inctuded the followi~-g.eo~ditio~s~ a)pay resfipation to
Rachael Bortolamedi in the amount of $950 and Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru in the amount of $1,500, in
monthly installments amounts of $50 and $100, respectively; b) contact the Office of Probation within
30 days from the effective date of discipline; c) notify the Membership Records Office and the Office of
Probation of the State Bar of any office address or telephone number change, within 10 days of any
change; d) submit .written quarterly reports to the Office of Probation on January 10, April 10, July 10,
and October 10, asserting compliance with the State Bar Act, Rules of Professional Conduct, and all
¯ eondfitfions-o~fprobati’on;...e) subrri~t labrepovts ,to em~e.~bsfiaence ~from Mcoho.1 and/or ~; I).~vide
medical waivers and access to all of respondent’s medical records; and g) provide the Office of
Probation with monthly satisfactory proof of attendance at self-help group meetings.

2.    On June 23, 2016, the Supreme Court issued an order in Case No: $233917 (hereinafter
"9.20 Order"), effective July 23, 2016, ordering respondent to comply with the conditions of probation,
and comply with Rule 9.20 of the Rules of Court. Specifically, respondent was required to perform the
acts specified ~ subdivmions (~) and (e)withi~ 30. mad 4~,~ days, respectively, mr ~ effect,re ~ of
the 9.20 Order. Respondent received the 9.20 Order.

3.    On February 28, 2015, respondent closed his practice located at 312 Natoma Street, Suite
11, Folsom California. Thereafter, respondent failed to update his address with Membership Services of
the State Bar of California.

4.    On Ja~y 7., ~2016, July 1~1, 20t:6, Ju~,y 22, 2016, .a~d ldy ~26, 2016, respondent’s probation
deputy sent respondent courtesy e-mails reminding him o~f his obligation to update his mailing and e-
mail addresses and telephone number with Membership Services. Respondent received the e-mails but
did not update his address or telephone number with Membership Records Office.



5.    On August I 0, 2016, respondent submitted a non-compliant lab report to the Office of
Probation. On August 11, 2016, respondent’s probation deputy e-mailed respondent notifying him that
the report submitted was non-compliant with the probation requirements. Respondent received the e-
mail, but failed to submit a compliant report. Respondent failed to pay restitution or to file quarterly
proof of restitution payments to Ms. Borola and Ms. Lemos-Sticlaru, as required by the conditions of
probation. To dateo respandemt has not complied with these conditions.

6.    Respondent was required to file a rule 9.20 compliance declaration with the State Bar
Court by September I, 2016. On September 16, 2016, respondent’s probation deputy sent an email and
a letter to respondent notifying him of the 9.20 requirements. Respondent received the letter, but failed
to file the 9.20 compliance declaration. It was not until January 19, 2017, that respondent filed his 9.20
compliance declaration.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW":

7.    By failing to update his official member address with Membership Records Office of the
State Bar of California within 10 days of moving his office on February 28, 2015, respondent failed to
comply with the requirement of section 6002.1 that he notify the State Bar of a change of address within
30 days of any change, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code, section 60680).

8.    By ~liag 1~ UlXtate his:address with.Memberstfip.Re~ords Offic~ of the State tJar of
CaIifornia upon moving h~is office on February 28, 2015, by f~ling to pay r~titution to his clients,
Rachael Bortolarnedi and Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru, by failing to file proof of payment in his quarterly
reports, and by failing to file lab reports in compliance with the probation conditions, respondent
willfully violated the conditions attached to his disciplinary probation in willful violation of Business
and Professions Code, section 6068(k).

9.    By failing to file a declaration in compliance with California Rules of Court, rule 9.20 in
conformity, with the. requirem~mts ~f 9,20(c) witl~ th~ eterk ¢~f tl~. S*me. ~ Court by September t, 20.t 6,
as required by Supreme Court order in case no. $233917, responden~ failed to file a compliance
declaration, in willful violation of rule 9.20.

ADDITIONAL FACTS RE AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES

Prior Record of Discipline (Std. 1.5(a)): Respondent has one prior record of discipline in Case
.N~s. J 5~,t ~28~t .-L.~-4_A [ t 549--1 t 398 l, ~.~e~ve ,July 23~ 2~6 ($2339.17)~ ~~m sfi~ m.~
ac~ suspension of 90 days for ~e following ~olafions: In C~e No. 15-O-tt281, 1) f~e to p~o~
wi~ competent, in ~olation of role 3-110(A) of ~e R~es of Professional Conduct, 2) improper
wi~awal ~om emplo~ent, in v~olation of role 3-700(A)(2) of~e Rules of Professional Conduct, 3)
f~l~e to re~nd ~e~ed fees, in violation of rule 3-700(D)(2) of~e Rules of Professional Conduct, 4)
f~l~e to info~ client of si~fie~t developments, in violation of section 6068(m) of ~e B~ess ~d
Professio~ Code;. In C~e No. 15-O-11398, 5) faille to perfo~ wi~ competence, in violation of rule

of~e 3-700(A)(2)of~e R~es of Professional Conduct, 7) fMlure to re,rid ~e~ed fees, in violation
of~e 3-7000(D)(2) of the Rules of ProfessionM Conduct, 8) fMlure to ~o~ client of si~ific~t
developments, in violation of section 6068(m) of~e Bus~ess ~d Professiom Code; =d, 9) faille to
rele~e a client file, ~ violation of rule 3-700(D)(1) of ~e Rules of Professio~l Conduct. ~ mitigation,



respondent had no prior record of discipline and entered into a pretrial stipulation. In aggravation,
respondent committed multiple acts of misconduct and failed to make restitution,

Multiple Acts of Misconduct (Std. 1.5(b)): Respondent’s separate acts of misconduct represent
multiple acts of misconduct.

Indifference Toward Rectification or Atonement for the Can~~af Miseondttet (St~
1.5(k)): Respondent’s continued failure to update his address or come into compliance with his
probation conditions demonstrates indifference toward rectification.

ADDITIONAL FACTS RE MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES.

:Pretrial :S.tilmlation: By entering into this stipulation, respondent has acknowledged misconduct
and is entitled to-r~tigafion for recognition of wrongdoing ~ saving ,h~e S~tate :~Bar significant.resources
and time. (See Silva-Vidor v. State Bar (I989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 1079 [where mitigative credit was given
for entering imo a stipulation as to facts and culpability]; In the Matter of Spaith (Review Dept. 1996) 3
Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 511,521 [where the attorney’s stipulation to facts and culpability was held to be
a mitigating circumstance].)

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

The Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct "set forth a means for determining
the appropriate disciplinary sanction in a particular case and to ensure consistency across eases dealing
with similar misconduct and surrounding circumstances." (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for
Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. 1.1. All further references to standards are to this source.)
The standards help fulfill the primary purposes of discipline, which include: protection of the public, the
co.uas and the legal profession; maintenance of the highest professional standards; and preservation of
public confidence in ~ legal profe~on, -(See std. i.i; tnre ~�~rse (~1995) ~~ CaL4th ~4, 205.)

Although not binding, the standards are entitled to "great weight" and should be followed "whenever
possible" ha determining level of discipline. (In re Silverton (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 92, quoting In re
Brown (I995) 12 Cal.4th 205,220 and In re Young (1989) 49 Cal.3d 257, 267, fn. 11.) Adherence to the
standards in the great majority of cases serves the valuable purpose of eliminating disparity and assuring
consistency, that is, the imposition of similar attorney discipline for instances of similar attorney
miscoaduet. (In re Nancy (t990) 5t CaL3d t 86~ 190.) ff a recommendation is at the high-end or low
end of a standard, an explanation must be given as to how the recommendation was reached. (Sld. 1.1.)
"Any disciplinary recommendation that deviates from the Standards must include clear reasons for the
departure." (Std. 1.1; Blair v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 762, 776, fn. 5.)

In determining whether to impose a sanction greater or less than that specified in a given standard, in
addition to the factors set forth in the specific standard, consideration is to be given to the primary
¯ pEposes of discipline; the halar~ing of all aggrav~Jag and mitigating circumstances; the type of
misconduct at issue; whether the client, public, legal-system or profession was hanneK; and the
member’s willingness and ability to conform to ethical responsibilities in the future. (Stds. 1.7(b) and
(c).)



~

In this matter, respondent failed to comply with multiple conditions of probation and violated rule 9.20.
Standard 2.14 states that "[a]ctual suspension is the presumed sanction for failing to comply with a
condition of discipline." Standard 1.8(a) also applies because respondent has one prior record of
dds~i~lhre. S~mdar~ LS~a) ~ta~e~ thnt "~i]~ a member l~a~ singl~e lgior record-of discipline, the sanction
must be greater than the previously imposed sanction unless the prior discipline was so remote in time
and the previous misconduct was not serious enough that imposing greater discipline would be
manifestly unjust." Because respondent’s prior misconduct was serious and recent, discipline higher
than a 90-day actual suspension is warranted.

To determine the appropriate level of discipline, consideration must also be given to the aggravating and

respondent committed multiple acts of misconduct and demonstrated indifference toward rectification or
atonement for the consequences of misconduct. Respondent is entitled to mitigation for entering into a
pretrial settlement.

Rule 9.20, California Rules of Court states in pertinent part: "A suspended member’s willful failure to
comply with the provisions of this rule constitutes a cause for disbarment or suspension."

Disbarment is the appropriate sanction for a violation of rule 9.20. (See Barnham v. State Bar (1990) 52
Cal.3d 104, 111 [Disbarment is warranted when an attorney demonstrates an "unwillingness or
inability" to comply with professional standards]; Bercovich v. State Bar (1990) 50 Cal.3d 116, 131
["...disbarment is generally the appropriate sanction for a willful violation of rule 955 [now 9.20]."];
see generally, Lydon v. State Bar (1988) 45 Cal.3d 1181, 1187; Powers v. State Bar (1988) 44 Cal.3d
337 [Attorneys are typically disbarred merely for passively failing to file a rule 9.20 compliance
d~eehra~m .e~ ~ ~e~e a~e no ~i~ts to notify].)

In light of the respondent’s ongoing misconduct, aggravation and lack of compelling mitigation,
disbarment is appropriate.

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS

Respondent acknowledges that the Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed. Respondent that as of
Jtme2, 201% the prosecution costs ~,rr,t~i.s.m~er m~e $2,6,2~. R~e~po~ ~’ ~e~ge~ thar~ ¯
should this stipulation be rejected or should relief from the stipulation be granted, the costs in this matter
may increase due to the costs of further proceedings.

9
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In the Matter of: [ Case number(s):
CARY LEE PETERSEN !                 16-N- 16922-PEM

SIGNATURE OF ~E PARTIES

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify their agreement with each of the
the terms and Re Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Disposition.recitations and each of

~     ~_._._"~ ~"      ~ar~ Lee Petersen
Dat " ’ Print Name

~/~/// s~o. ~. ~., ~.
Date P~           ’int Name

Date ~~rial ~u~el’s Signature Print Name

(Effective November 1,2015)

Page lO
Signature Page



(Do not write above this line.)

In the Matter of:
Cary Lee Petersen

Case Number(s):
16-N- 16922-PEM

DISBARMENT ORDER

Finding the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that it adequately protects the public, IT IS ORDERED that the
requested dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and:

The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE RECOMMENDED to the
Supreme Court.

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

[] All Hearing dates are vacated.

1. On p. 2, par. B. (1)(d) Degree of prior discipline: Add "one-year stayed suspension, three-year
probation, and" to "90-day actual suspension."

2. On p. 6, first paragraph, first line:
¯ Change "she" to "he";
¯ Delete "the specified statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct" and place in its stead "California
Rules of Court, rule 9.20."

3. On p. 6, delete the heading "(Violation of Probation)" as this is not a probation violation matter. It is an
"N" proceeding (Rules Proc. of State Bar, rules 5.330-5.337). Accordingly, the nature of this special
proceeding involves solely on respondent’s failure to comply with the California Rules of Court, rule 9.20,
and not his probation violations.

4. On p. 7, under Conclusions of Law, delete paragraphs 7 and 8, regarding respondent’s violations of
Business and Professions Code section 6068, subdivisions (j) and (k). These two charges are hereby
dismissed without prejudice because they are inapplicable in an N proceeding.

5. On p. 9, first paragraph, delete:
¯ "failed to comply with multiple conditions of probation and";
¯ The sentence beginning Standard 2.14 since this is inapplicable.

(Effective July 1, 2015)
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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 5.58(E) & (F), 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(a), California Rules of
Court.)

Respondent Cary Lee Peterson is ordered transferred to involuntary inactive status pursuant to Business and
Professions Code section 6007, subdivision (c)(4). Respondent’s inactive enrollment will be effective three (3)
calendar days after this order is served by mail and will terminate upon the effective date of the Supreme Court’s
order imposing discipline herein, or as provided for by rule 5.111 (D)(2) of the Rules of Procedure of the State Bar of
California, or as otherwise ordered by the Supreme Court pursuant to its plenary jurisdiction.

Date PAT E. MCELROY~" (1
Judge of the State Bar Court ~J

(Effective July 1,2015)

Page
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(State Bar Court N0s. 15-O-11281 (15-O-11398))

S233917

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA SUPREMECOU~-~’i"

.FILED

In re CARY LEE PETERSEN on Discipline

JLIN ~ 3 l~i6

Frank A. McGuire r.:,...,e:,,.,
II

The court orders that Cary Lee Petersen, State Bar Number 173406, is suspended
from the practice of law in California for one year, execution of that period of suspension
is stayed, and he is placed on probation for three years subject to the following
conditions:

Deputy

1. Cary Lee Petersen is suspended from the practice of law for the first 90 days
of probation;

2. Cary Lee Petersen must comply with the other conditions of probation
recommended by the Hearing Department of the State Bar Court in its Order

. Approving Stipulation filed on March 3, 2016; and
3. At the expiration of the period of probation, if Cary Lee Petersen has

complied with all conditions of probation, the period of stayed suspension will
be satisfied and that suspension will be terminated.

Cary Lee Petersen must also take and pass the Multistate Professional
Responsibility Examination within one year after the effective date of this order and
provide satisfactory proof of such passage to the State Bar’s Office of Probation in Los
Angeles within the same period. Failure to do so may result in suspension. (Cal. Rules
of Court, rule 9.10Co).)

Cary Lee Petersen must also comply with California Rules of court, rule 9.20,
and perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 30 and 40
calendar.days, respectively, after the effective date of this order. Failure to do so may
result in disbarment or suspension.

Costs are awarded to the State Bar in accordance with Business and Professions
Code section 6086.10 and are enforceable both as provided in Business and Professions
Code section 6140.7 and as a money judgment. One-third of the costs must be paid with
his membership fees for each of the years 2017, 2018, and 2019. If Cary Lee Petersen
fails to pay any installment as described above, or as may be modified by the State Bar
Court, the remaining balance is due and payable immediately.

I Frank A McGuire. Clerk of the Sul~rte ~o.art
of the State ol Cahi’om~a, do hereby certify that u~:

~ownCeding is a trae copy o,fan o_ _rder oftl~s Court as
by ~e records o.£.my off.~.c¢;. _ . . "tis

Witness my hand ana me seat ot me t;oun m

. 20__._.._ day of. ,,
Clerk

Chief Justice
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Counsel For The State Bar

Robert A. Hendemon
Supervising Senior Trial Counsel
180 Howard St.
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 538-2385

Bar # 173200

- Counsel For Respondent

Scott A. Gaistt
DayZen LLC
250t Capll0ol Ave., Suite 201
Sacramento, CA 95816
(010) 441m74

Bar # 170111

In the Matter of:.
CARY LEE PETERSEN

Bar # 173406

A Member of the Slate Bar of California
(Respondent)

State Bar Court of California
Hearing Department

San Francisco
ACTUAL SUSPENSION

(~ase Number(s):
1E.O-11281-LMA
lrPO-11598

ForCourt use only

¯ PUBLIC MATTER

81’ATE BAR COURT CLERIC8 OFFICE
8AN FRANCISCO

Submitted to: ’Sutbem~nt Judge

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAWAND
DISPOSITION AND ORDER APPROVING

ACTUAL SUSPENSION

[-] PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED

Not.e: NI information required by this form and any sdditlonal Information which cannot be provided in the
space provided, must be set forth in an attachment to this stipulation under specific headings, e~., "Facts,"
"Dismissals," "ConcluMorm of law," "Supporting Authority," etc.

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments:

(1)

(3)

(4)

Respondent is a member of the Slate Bar of Ca~fomia, admitted Dec~nber 12, t~4.

The parties agree to be bound by the factual s .gpulations contairmd herein even if conclusions of law or
disposition are rejected or changed by the Supreme Court.

All investigations or pmceedlngs listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are entirely resolved by
this stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed charge{s)/count(s) am listed under’Dismissals." The
stipulation mnsists of 1~ pages, not including the order.

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

(F-;m~ive July 1, 2015)



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

(6)

(7)

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

No morn than 30 days pdor to the filing of this stipulation, Respondent has been advised in wri6ng of any
pending investigafk)n/proceeding not resolved by this stipulation, except for criminal investigations.

Payment of Disciplinary Costs--Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code ~6086;10 &
6140.7. (Check one option only):

J"] Until costs are paid in full, Respondent will remain actually suspended from the practice of law unless
relief is obtained per rule 5.130, Rules of Procedure.

1~ Costs are to be paid in equal amounts prior to February 1 for the following membership years: three
billing cycles following the effective date of the discipline. (Hardship, special circumstances or other
good cause per rule 5.132, Rules of Procedure.) If Respondent fails to pay any installment as described
above, or as may be modified by the State Bar Court, the remaining balance is due and payable
immediately.

[] Costs are waned in part as set forth in a separate attachment entiged "Partial Waiver of Costs’.
[] Costs am entirely waived.

B.Aggravating Circumstances [Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional
Misconduct, standards 1.2(h) & 1.S]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances are
required.

(~) [] Prior re~d of discipline
(a) !"1 State Bar Court case # of prior cese

(b) []

(c) []

(d) []

(e) []

Date prior discipline effective

Rules of Professional Conduct/State Bar Act violations:

Degree of prior discipline ’. : i~.i~i~:~~ ~:!i~

If Respondent has two or more incidents of pdor discipline,.use space provided below.

(2) [] Intentional/Bad Faith/Dishonesty: Respondents misconduct was dishonest, intentional, or surrounded
by, or followed by bad faith.

(3)- [] Misrepresentation: Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, misrepresentation.

(4) r"l ConcealmenU Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, concealment.

(5) [] Ovem~chlng: Respondent’s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, overreaching.

(6) [] Uncbarged Violatlon~: Respondent’s conduct involves uncharged violation~ of tha Business and
Professions Code, or the Rules of Profeseionai Conduct.

2



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

[] Harm: Respondent’s misconduct hammed significantly a client~ the public, or the administration of justice.

(9) I"1 Indifference: Respondent demonstrated Indifference toward rectif’~etion of or atonement for the
consequences of his or her misconduct.

(10) [] Candor/Lack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed alack of candor and cooperation to victims of
his/her misconduct, or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations or proceedings.

(~) []

(12) []

(13) []

(14) []

Multiple Acts: Respondent’s current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing. See Attachment
to 8~ulatlon at p. 13.

Pattern: Respondent’$ current misconduct demonstrates a pattern of misconduct.

Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. See Ati~chment to Stipulation at p. 13.

Vulnerable Victim: The victim(s) of Respondent~s misconduct was/were highly vulnerable.

(15) [] No aggravating �imumstances are involved.

Additional aggravating circumstances:

C.Mitigating Cimumstances [see standards 1.2(I) & 1.6]. Facts supporting mitigating
circumstances are required.

(1) [] No Prior Discipline: Respondent has no prior record of discipline over many yearn of practice coupled
with present misconduct which is not likely to recur.

(2) [] NoHann: Respondent did not ham~ the cl(enL the public, or the administration of Ju~ca-

(3) [] Candor/Cooperation: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperalion with the victims of
his~her misconduct or "to the State Bar during disciplinary investigaUons and proceedings.

(4) [] Remorse: Respondent promptly took objecl~ steps demonelnlting spolltaneous remorse and recognition
of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of hiM~er misconduct.

(5) [] Rcetitution: Respondent paid $     on     in restitution to
disciplinary, civil or criminal proceedings.

w’~hout the threat or force of

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

(7) I-I Good Faith: Respondent acted with a good faith belief that was honestly held and objectively reasonable.

Emotional/Physical Difficulties: At the time of ~ stipulated act or acts of professional misconduct
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical or mental disabirAies which expert tesl~rnony
would establish was directly responsible for the misconduct The difficulties or disabilities were not the

(E~ive July 1, 20t,5)
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product of any illegal conduct by the member, such as illegal drag or substance abuse, and the difficulties
or disabilities no longer pose a risk that Respondent will commit misconducL

(9) [] Severe Financial Stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severn tthancial sims
which resulted from circumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond hla/her control and
which were directly responsible for the misconduct.

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

(11) I"} Good Character: Respondents extraordinarily good chamc~r is att~st~ to by a wide range of references
in the legal and general communities who are aware of the full extent of his/her misconduct.

(12) I-’1 Rehabllltation: Considerable time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred
followed by convincing proof of subsequent rehabilitation.

(13) [] No mitigating circumstances are involved.

Additional mitigating circumstances:

Pretrial Stipulation - See Attachment to Stipulation at p. 1

No Prior Record of Dlaiopline - See Atlachment to 8tiputation at p. 13.

D. Discipline:

(1) [] Stayed Suspension:

(a) [] Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a period of one year.

I. [] and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabil~ and
fitness to pmctk:e and present learning and ability in the general law pursuant to standard
1.2(c)(1) Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct.

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

ill [] and until Respondent does the following:

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

[] Probation:

Respondent must be placed on pmbalk)n for a pedod of three years, which will commence upon the effective
date of the Supreme Court order in this matter. (See rule 9.18, California Rules of Court)

[] Actual

(a) [] Respondent must be actually suspended from the prac~ of law, in the State of California for a period
of 90-days.

i. I-] and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabilitation and
fitness to pmct~e and present learning and ability in the general law pursuant to standard
1.2(c)(1), Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct

(2)

(3)

~ Ju~ t, 201S) F,,~ual S~,l~n~lon
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ii. [] and until Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached to
this ~pulation.

IlL I-] and until Respondent does the following:

E. Additional Conditions of Probation:

[] If Respondent is actually suspended for two years or more, he/she must remain actually suspended until
ha/she proves to the State Bar Court his/her rehabilitation, ~nass to practice, and present learning and
ability in the general law, pursuant to standard 1.2(c)(1 ), Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional
Misconduct.

(2) [] During the probation period, Respondent must comply with the provisions of the State Bar Act and Rules of
Professional Conduct.

(3) []

(4) []

[]

(s) []

(7) []

(8)

Wlthin ten (10) days of any change, Respondent must report to the Membership Records Olfice 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.

W~hin thirty (30) days from the effective date of disdpline, Respondent must contact the Offce of Probation
and schedule a meeting with Respondents assigned probation deputy to discuss these terms and
conditions of probation. Upon the direction of the Ofrme of Probation, Respondent must meet with the
probation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the pedod of prob~on, Respondent must
promptly meet with the probation deputy as directed and upon request.

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

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

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

Subject to assertion of applicable pdvilegee, Respondent must answer fully, promplly 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.

Wdhin one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein, Respondent must provide to the Offce 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 recommended. Reason: .

"(Ef~ective ~Ju~y 1,2OlS)
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(Do not wdte above this line.) ,

(9) [] Respondent must comply with all conditions of probation imposed in the underlying criminat roarer and
must so daclam under penalty of perjury in conjunction with any quarterly report to be flied with the Office
of Probation.

(~o) [~ The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated:

1~] Substance Abuse Conditions i-] Law Off’ce Management Conditions

[] Medical Conditions 1~ Finallcl81 Conditions

F. Other Conditions Negotiated by the Parties:

(~) ~

(2)

(3)

Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination: Respondent must provide proof of passage of
the MuItistate Professional Responsibih’ty Examination CMPRE’), administered by the National
Conference of Bar Examiners, to the Office of Probation during the period of actual suspension or within
one year, whichever perk~ is longer. Failure to pass the MPRE results in actual suspension without
further hesdng until passage. But see rule 9.10(b), California Rules of Court, and rule $.162(A) &
(E), Rules of Procedure.

[] No MPRE recommended. Reason:

Rule 9.20, California Rules of Court: Respondent must comply with the requirements of rule 9.20,
California Rules of Court, and perform the acts specified in subdk’isions (a) and (c) of that rule within 30
and 40 calendar days, respectively, after the effective date of the Supreme Court’s Order tn this matter.

(4) []

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

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

(5) ["] Other Conditions:

(Effecthm July 1. 2015)
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In the Matmr of:
CARY LEE PETERSEN

Case Number(s):
15-O-11281-LMA
15-O-1t3911

Financial Conditions

Respondent must pay restitution (including 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
or any portion of the principal amount(s) listed below, Respondent must also pay resttlution to CSF in the
amount(s) paid, plus applicable interest and costs.

I Payee
Rac, hasl Bortolamedi
Chelsea Lemos-Sticleru

p,dncipal Amount

,,, $1~600

Intenst Acorn. From
De~ember 24~ 2014 ,
October 24, 2014

[] Respondent must pay above-referenced restitution and provide sa~sfactory proof of payment to the Office of
Probation not later than

b. Installment Restitution Payments

Respondent must pay the above-referenced restitution on the payment schedule set forth below. Respondent
must provide satisfactory proof of payment to the Office of Probation with each quarterly probation report, or
as other,vise directed by the Of~e of Probation. No later than 30 days prior to the expiration of the period of
probation (or pedod of reproval), Respondent must make any necessary final payment(s) in order to complete
the payment of restitution, including interest, in full.

Psyee/CSF (as applicable) Minimum Payment Amount
Rachael Bortolam~sdl
Chelsea Lemo~,~tlclam’ ’ $100

Payment Frequency ,

Monthly ....

[] If Respondent falls to pay any installment as described above, or as may be modified by the State Bar Court,
the remaining balance is due and payable immediately.

c. Client Funds Certificate

If Respondent possesses client funds at any time dudng the period covered by a required quarterly
report, Respondent must file with each required report a certificate from Respondent and/or ¯ corti~xl
public accountant or other rmandal professional approved by the Office of Probation, coring that:.

Respondent has maintained a bank account in a bank aulhodzed to do business in the State of
California, at a branch located within the State of California, and that such account is designated
as a "Trust Account" or’Clients’ Funds Account";

’ ~EffecUve ~umry I, 2ot 1)

Page
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(D~ n~ w~te ~f~ove tt~ line.),

b. Respondent has kept and maintained the following:.

i. A written ledger for each client on whose behalf funds are held that sets forth:
1. the name of such client’
2. the date, amount and source of all funds received on behalf of such client,
3. the date, amount, payee and purpose of each disbursement made on behalf of such

client;, and,
4. the-current balance for such client.

il. a written journatfor each client trust fund account that eats forth:
1. the name of such account;
2. the date, amount and client affected by each debit and credit;, and,
3. the current balance in such account.

iii. all bank statements and cancelled checks for each client trust account; and,
iv. each monthly reconciliation (balencJng) of (i), (ii). and (ill), above, and if there are any

differences between the monthly total balances reflected in (i), (il), and (iii), above, the
reasons for the differences. ¯

c. Respondent has maintained a written journal of securities or other properties held for clients
specifies:

i. each item of security and property held;
It. the person on whose behalf the security or property is held;
iii. the date of receipt of the security or property;
iv. the date of distribution of the security or property; and,
v. the person to whom the security or property was distributed.

If Respondent does not possess any client funds, property or securit~s dudng the entire period
covered by a report, Respondent must so state under penalty of perjury in the report filed with the
Office of Probation for that reporting pedod. In this circumstance, Respondent need not file the
accountant’s cartificale described above.

3. The requirements of this condition are in addition to those set forl~ in rule 4-100, Rules of
Professional Conduct.

d. Client Trust Accounting School

[] W’~hin one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein, Respondent must supply to the Office of
Probation satisfactory proof of attendance at-a session of the Ethics School Client Trust Accounting School,
within the same periodof time, and passage of the test given at the end of that session.

January 1,2011)



In the I~ttar ~
CARY LEE PETERSEN

Case Number(s):
15-0-11281-LMA
15-0-11398

Substance Abuse Conditions

Respondent must abstain from use of any alcoholic beverages, and shall not use or possess any narcol~,
dangerous or restricted drugs, controlled substances, marijuana, or associated paraphernalia, except with
valid prescdl)tion.

b. [] Respondent must attend at least tom meetings per month of:.

[] Alcoholics Anonymous

[] Narcotics Anonymous

[] The Other Bar

[] Other program

As a separate reporting requiremant, Respondent must p_rovlde to the Office of Probation satisfactory proof of
attendance during each month, on or before the tenth (10") day of the following month, during the condition or
probation period.

Respondent must select a license medical laboratory approved by the Office of Probation. Respondent must
furnish to the laboratory blood and/o¢ urine samples as may be required to show that Respondent has
abstained f~om alcohol and/or drugs. The samples must be fumlehed to the laboraton/in such a manne~ as
may be specified by the.laboratory to ensure specimen integrity. Respondent must cause the labora~ to
provide to the Offce of Probation, at the Respondent’s expense, a screening report on or before the tenth day
of each month of the condition or probation period, containing an analysis of Respondent’s blood and/or urine
obtained not more than ten (10) days previously.

Respondent must maintain with the Office of Pmhation a current address and a current telephone number at
which Respondent can be reached. Respondent must return any call from the Office of Probation concerning
testing of Respondent’s blood or udne within twelve (12) hours. For good cause, the Office of Probation may
require Respondent to deliver Respondent’s urine and/or blood sample(s) for additional reports to the
laboratory described above no later than six hours after actual notice to Respondent that the Of~ of
Probation requires an additional screening report.

Upon the request of the Office of Probation, Respondent must provide the Of~ of Probation with medical
waivers and access to all of Respondent~s medical records. Revocation of any medical waiver is a violation of
this condition. Any medical records obtained by the Office of Probation are confidential and no infom~stion
concerning them or their contents will be given to anyone except members of the ~ of Probation, Office of
the Chief Trial Counsel, and the State Bar Court who are directly involv,~l with maintaining, enforcing or
adjudicating this condilion.

Other:.

(Elfecttve Januaw 1.2011)
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ATTACHMENT TO

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSmON

IN THE ~L4TTER OF: CARY LEE PETERSEN

CASE NUMBERS: 15-O-11281-LMA [15-O-! 1398]

¯FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

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

Case No. ! 5-O-11281 (Complainant: Racha¢l Bortolamedi)

FACTS:

1. In 2014, respondent suffered some memory loss and sought medical attention. He was
diagnosed with "trans global amnesia" which was triggered by high blood pressure. He was also
suffering from depression. Respondent was taking antidepressant medications and self-medicating with
alcohol. By October 2014, respondent’s medical and alcohol issues were acute and prevented him from
providing legal services.

2. On December 24, 2014, Racha¢i Bortolamedi ("Bortolamedi") hired respondent to represcm
her in dissolution of marriage. At this time Bortolamedi paid respondent $950 in advance fees.

3. Between December 24, 2014 and January 20, 2015, Bortolamedi made multiple attempts to
communicate with respondent, regarding the dissolution, by text and voicemail. Respondent received
these messages, but did not respond in any way.

4. As of January 20, 2015, respondent had abandoned Bortolamedi" s matter. Respondent did not
provide Bortolamedi any notice that he had acute medical and alcohol abuse issues, which prevented
him from performing legal services. As of January 20, 2015, respondent had effectively abandoned
Bortolamedi’s matter.

5. In February 2015, respondent closed his practice at 312 Natoma Sttcet, Suite 11, Folsom
California. Respondent did not notify Bortolamedi that he had closed his practice, nor did he provide her
with new contact informalion.

6. In October 2015, Bortolamedi demanded a full refund of the fees paid, which was sent to the
last known address for respondent.

7. Respondent did not provide any legal service to Bortolamedi and has earned none of the

I0



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

8. By failing to file a petition for dissolution of marriage on behalf of Bortolamedi and by failing
to take any legal action whatsoever on behalf of Bortolamedi, respondent intentionally, recklessly, or
repeatedly failed to perform legal services with competence in willful violation of Rules of Professional
Conduct, rule 3-110(A).

9. By constructively terminating respondent’s employment on January 20, 2015 without
notifying Bortolamedi, and by vacating his law office in February 2015 without providing Bortolarnedi
new contact information, respondent willfully violated Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(A)(2).

10. By failing to refund the $950 to Bortolamedi, respondent failed to refund promptly, upon
respondent’s termination of employment the unearned fees, in willful violation of Rules of Professional
Conduct, rule 3-700(DX2)

11. By falling to inform Bortolamedi that he had serious issues which precluded his working on
the dissolution of marriage, that he had not filed the dissolution of marriage and that he had moved his
office, respondent willfully failed to inform his client of significant developments in a matter in which
respondent had agreed to provide legal services, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code,
section 6068(m).

Case No. 15-O-11398 (ComplAinant; Chelsea Lemos-Sticlam)

FACTS:

12. In 2014, respondent suffered some memory loss and sought medical attention. He was
diagnosed with "trans global amnesia" which was triggered by high blood pressure. He was also
suffering from depression. Respondent was taking antidepressant medications and self-mediceting with
alcohol. By October 2014, respondent’s medical and alcohol issues were acute and prevented him from
providing legal services.

13. On October 24, 2014, Chelsea Lcmos-Sticlam C’Lemos-Sticlaru’) hired respondent to
represent her in a limited scope family law issue and paid respondent $1,500 in advance fees.
Specifically, respondent was to file child custody and visitation documents with the court in In the
matter ofSt~claru, Siskiyou County Superior Court caseno. SC CV FL 11-0000139. Lemos-Sticlam
provided respondent with her family law file, up to that date, for use in the child custody and visitation
issue.

14. Between October 24, 2014 and January 9, 2015, Lemos-Sticlaru made multiple attempts to
communicate with respondent, regarding the dissolution, by text and voicemalL Respondent received
these messages, but did not respond in any way.

15. From October 24, 2014 to January 9, 2015, respondent failed to take any action on the family
law matter.

16. On January 9, 2015, Lemos-Sticlaru sent a text and also wrote a letter to respondent,
terminating respondent’s services and requesting her file and a full refund. Respondent received these
messages, but did not reply.



17. As of January 9, 2015, respondent had abandoned Lemos-Stidam’s matter. Respondent did
not provide Lemos-Sticlaru any notice that he had acute medical and alcohol abuse issues, which
prevented him from performing legal services. As of January 9, 2015, respondent had effectively
abandoned Lemos-Sticlaru’s matter.

18. On January 19, 2015, Lemos-Sticlaru sent a 2"~ letter to respondent requesting her file and a
full refund. Respondent received this letter, but did not reply.

19. In February 2015, respondent closed his practice at 312 Natoma Street, Suite I 1, Folsom
California. Respondent did not notify Lemos-Sticlaru that he had closed his practice, nor did he provide
her with new contact information.

20. On April 23, 2015, respondent admitted that Lemos-Sticlaru was owed a full refund. To date
no refund of the advance fees has been made.

21. The file was returned to Lemos-Sticlaru sometime after May 6, 2015.

22. Respondent did not provide any legal service to Lemos-Sticlam and has earned none of the
advanced fees.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:

23. By failing to file child custody and visitation documents with the mutt in In the matter of
Sticlaru, Siskiyou County Superior Court case no. SC CV FL 11-0000139 and by failing to take any
legal action whatsoever on behalf of Lemos-Sticlam, respondent intentionally, recklessly, or repeatedly
failed to perform legal services with competence in willful violation of Rtdes of Professional Conduct,
rule 3-110(A).

24. By constructively terminating respondent’s employment on January 9, 2015 without
notifying Lemos-Sticlaru, and by vacatting his law office in February 2015 without providing Lemos-
Sticlaru new contact information, respondent willfully violated Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-
700CA)(2).

25. By failing to refund the $1,500 to l.~uos-Sticlaru, respondent failed to refund promptly,
upon respondent’s termination of employment the unearned fees, in willful violation of Rules of
Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(D)(2).

26. By failing to inform Lemos-Sticlam that he had serious issues which pn:~luded his working
on the dissolution of marriage, that he had not filed the child custody and visitation documents and that
he had moved his office, respondent willfully failed to/nform his client of significant developments in a
matter in which respondent had agreed to provide legal services, in willful violatien of Business and
Professions Code, section 6068(m).

27. By failing to return the client file to Lemos-Sticlaru until sometime after May 6, 2015,
respondent failed to promptly return a client file after termination of employment in willful violation of
Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(D)(1).



AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES.

Multiple Acts of Misconduct (Std. 1.5(b)): Respondent’s nine violations of the Rules of
Professional Conduct and State Bar Act represent multiple acts of misconduct.

Failure to Make Restitution (Std. 1.5(i)): Respondent’s failure to refund the unearned fees is
an aggravating factor.

MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES.

No Prior Discipline: .Respondent gas admitted to practice in Deoember 1994, and has no prior
record of discipline. Respondent is entitled to mitigation credit for no prior discipline, even where the
underlying conduct is found to be serious or significant. (In the Matter of~amper (Review Dept. 1990)
1 Cal. State Bar CL Rptr. 96, 106, fn.13; In the Matter of Riordan (Review Dept. 2007) 5 Cal. State Bat
Ct. Rptr. 41, 49.)

Pretrial Stipulation: Respondent has entered into a full stipulation. Respondent is entitled to
mitigation for cooperating with the Office of the Chief Trial Counsel prior to trial, thereby savin__g the
State Bar Court time and resources. In addition, by entering into this stipulation, respondent has
acknowledged his misconduct and accepted responsibility for his actions. (Silva-Vidor v. ~3tate Bar
(1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 1079 [where mitigative credit was giv¢~ for entering into a stipulation as to facts
and culpability].) .

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

The Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct "set forth a means for determining
the appropriate disciplinary sanction in a particular case and to ensure consistency across cases dealing
with similar misconduct and surrounding circumstances." (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit IV, Stds. for
Atty. Sanctions for Prof. Misconduct, std. 1.1. All further references to Standards are to this source.)
The Standards help fulfill the primary purposes of discipline, which include: protection of the public, the
courts and the legal profession; maintenance of the highest professional standards; and preservation of
public confidence in the legal profession. (See std. 1.1; In re Morse (1995) 11 Cal.4th 184, 205.)

Although not binding, the standards are entitled to "great weight" and should be followed "whenever
possible" in determining level of discipline. (In re Silverlon (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 92, quoting In re
Brown (1995) 12 Cal.4th 205, 220 and In re Young (1989) 49 Cal.3d 257, 267, fn. 1 !.) Adherence to the
standards in the great majority of cases serves the valuable purpose of e "lamimfing disparity and assuring
consistency, that is, the imposition of similar attorney discipline for instances of similar attorney
misconduct. (In re Nancy (1990) 51 Cal.3d 186, 190.) Ifa recommendation is at the high end or low
end of a Staadard, an explanation must be given as to how the recommendation was reached. (Std. 1.1.)
"Any disciplinary recommendation that deviates from the Standards must include clear reasons for the
departure." (Std. 1.1; Blair v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 762, 776, fn. 5.)

In determining whether to impose a sanction greater or less than that spooified in a given stundmd, in
addition to the factors set forth in the specific standard, consideration is to be given to the primer),
pro’poses of discipline; the balancing of all aggravating and mitigating circumstances; the type of
misconduct at issue; whether the client, public, legal system or profession was harmed; and the
member’s willingness and ability to conform to ethical responsibilities in the future. ($tds. 1.7(b) and
(c).)



In this matter, respondent has committed multiple acts of professional misconduct. Standard 1.7(a)
requires that where a respondent "commits two or more acts of misconduct and the Standards specify
different sunctions for each act, the most severe sanction must be imposed."

The most severe sanction, applicable to respondent’s violation(s) of3-110(A) and 3-700, is found in
Standard 2.7, which states:

(b) Actual suspension is the presumed sanction for performance,
communication, or withdrawal violations in multiple client matters, not
demonstrating habitual disregard of client interests.

Therefore an actual suspension is suggested.

Case law supports an actual suspension. In Harris v. State Bar (1990) 51 Cal.3d 1082, the Supreme
Court suspended an attorney for 90 days for abandoning a single client. The Court noted that: "In cases
involving the failure to perform services diligently, we have not hesitated to impose an actual suspension
even greater than that recommended in this case." (Layton v. S~ate Bar, supra, 50 Cal.3d at p. 904, and
cases cited therein.)" (Harris v. Swle Bar, supra 51 Cal.3d 1082, at p. 1088.)

In the current matter, respondent has abandoned two clients has the aggravating factors of failure to pay
restitution and multiple acts and is currently entitled to minimal mitigation for having no prior record of
discipline and entering into a pretrial stipulation. On balance the need to protect respondent’s clients
requires a 90 day actual suspension.

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS.

Respondent acknowledges that the Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent that as of
February 19, 2016, the prosecution costs in this matter are $4,572. Respondent further acknowledges
that should this stipulation be rejected or should relief from the stipulation be granted, the costs in this
matter may increase due to the cost of further proceedings.

EXCLUSION FROM MCLE CREDIT

Pursuant to rule 3201, Respondent may not receive MCLE credit for completion of: State Bar Ethics
School, State Bar Client Trust Accounting School, and/or any other educational course(s) to be ordered
as a condition of reproval or suspension. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, mle 3201.)
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the Ma~ter of: Case number(s):
CARY LEE PETERS EN 150.11281-LMA

15-O-11398

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify their agreement w~th each of the
mc~tions and each of the terms and ~ ~ ~ ~l~JE~e Facts, Conclusions of law, and Disposition,

Da~- / - R~d~W~i~re PdntNam,

Dat~    I Rsw~x~i~_ ~ CoUnsel ~ignatu~, P~t Name

.~~//~ ~/ ~~A Robert A. Ite.demo.

(Bffe(:tiv~Ju~l,2015)
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(,,Do not wdte above this line )

In the Matter of:
CARY LEE PETERSEN

Case Number(s):
15-O-11281-LMA
(15-O-11398)

AC~UALSUSPENSION ORDER

Finding the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that it adequately protects the public, IT IS ORDERED that the
requested dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and:

!-I The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE RECOMMENDED to the
Supreme Cou~

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

[] All Headng dates are vacated.

1.    On page one of the Stipulation, in the lower fight box, "Submitted to: Settlement Judge" is deleted
and in its place is inserted "Submitted to: Assigned Judge."

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 5.58(E) & (F), 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(a), California Rules of
CourL)

Date
Judge of the State Bar Court

(EffimSve July 1, 2015)

Page
Actual Suspension Orde~



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(13); Code Civ. Prec., § 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 3, 2016, I deposited a true copy of the following
docmnent(s):

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISI’OSmON 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:

SCOTT A. GALATI
DAYZEN LLC
2501 CAPITOL AVE
STE 201
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

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

ROBERT A. HENDERSON, Enforcement, San Francisco

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on
March 3, 2016.

Bernadette Molina
Case Administrator
State Bar Court



Scott A. Galati, No. 170111
2501 Capitol Avenue, Suite 201
Sacramento, California 95816

(916) 441-6574

Attorney for Respondent Cary Lee Petersen
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JAN 2 5 2016

kR COURT CLERICS OFFICE
SAN FRN/OIS¢O

STATE BAR COURT

HEARING DEPARTMENT- SAN FRANCISCO

In the Matter of:

CARY LEE PETERSEN,
No. 173406,

A Member of the State Bar

Case Nos.: 15-O-11281 [15-O-11398]

RESPONDENT CARY LEE PETERSEN
PROPOSED ANSWER TO NOTICE OF
DISCIPLINARY CHARGES

COMESNOW the Respondent, Cary Lee Petersen, for himself alone and in answering the

allegations of the Notice of Disciplinary Charges on file herein, eft:runs, denies, and atleges as

follows:

Respondent Cary Lee Peterscn admits to each and every allegation of Peragraph 1 of the

Notice of Disciplinary Charges.

With respect to Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 and Counts One, Two, Three, Four,

Five Six, Seven, Eight, and Nine of the Notice of Disciplinary Charges, Respondent Caw Lee

Petersen, based on information and befief, denies, both generally and specifically, each, every and all
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of the allegations contained in Paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 and each and every Count

WHEREFORE, Respondent Cary L¢� Petc~scn prays the Notice of Disciplinary Charges Iz

dismissed.

DATED: January 21, 2016
S6~L:. Galati, uAttorney For Respondent

VERIFICATION

I, Cary Lee Peter~m, am the Respondent in the above-entitled action. I have read the

foregoing and know the cont,mts three, of. The same is true of my own knowledge, except as to those

matters which are therein alleged on information and belief, and as to those ~, I believe it to be

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is tru¢ and corr~ and that this

declaration was executed at Sacramento, California.

Dated: January 21, 2016
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am over the age of 18 and not a party to this action.

I am a resident of or employed in the county where the mailing occun~; my
business/residence address is: ADDRESS OF PERSON SERVING PAPERS.

On January 21, 2016 1 served the foregoing document(s) described as: NOTICE OF
MOTION TO SET ASIDE DEFAULT AND DEFAULT JUDGMENT; MEMORANDUM OF
POINTS AND AUTHORITIES; DECLARATION OFCARY LEE PETERSEN and EXHIBIT
A, to the foHowin~g parties:

State Bar of California
Office of Chief Trial Counsel
Robert A. Henderson
180 Howard Street
San Francisco, California 94105-1639

(By U.S. Mail) I deposited such envelope in the marl at Sacramento, California
with postage thereon fully prepaid. I am aware that on motion of the party
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter
date is more than one day after date of deposit for marling in affidavit.

[] (By Personal Service) I caused such envelope to be delivered by hand via
messenger service to the address above;

[] (By Facsimile) I served a true and correct copy by facsimile during regular
business hours to the number(s) listed above. Said transmission was reported
complete and without error.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

DATED: January 21, 2016
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STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL
JAYNE KIM, No. 174614
CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL
JOSEPH R. CARLUCCI, No. 172309
DEPUTY CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL
GREGOR~Y P. DRESSER, No. 136532
ASSISTANT CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL
ROBERT A. HENDERSON, No. 173205
SUPERVISING SENIOR TRIAL COUNSEL
1180 Howard Street
San Francisco, California 94105-1639
Telephone: (415) 538-2385

PUBLIC MATTER

FILED
NO /1 6 20 5

STATE BAR COURT CLERK’S OFFICE
SAN FRANCISCO

STATE BAR COL~RT

HEARING DEPARTMENT - SAN FRANCISCO

In the Matter of:

CARY LEE PETERSEN,
No. 173406,

A Member of the State Bar,

Case Nos.: 15-O-1128l [15.O-11398]

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES

NOTICE - F.AII,URE TO RESPOND!

IF YOU FAIL TO FILE A WRI’PI’EN ANSWER TO THIS NOTICE
WITHIN 20 DAYS AFTER SERVICE, OR IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT
THE STATE BAR COURT TRIAL:

(1) YOUR DEFAULT WILL BE ENTERED;
(2) YOUR STATUS WILL BE CHANGED TO INACTIVE AND YOU

WILL NOT BE PERMITTED TO PRACTICE LAW;
(3) YOU WILL NOT BE PERMITTED TO PARTICIPATE FURTHER IN

THESE PROCEEDINGS UNLESS YOU MAKE A TIMELY MOTION
AND THE DEFAULT IS SET ASIDE, AND;

(4) YOU SHALL BE SUBJECT TO ADDITIONAL DISClPLIb~
SPECIFICALLY, IF YOU FAIL TO TIMELY MOVE TO SET ASIDE
OR VACATE YOUR DEFAULT, THIS COURT WILL ENTER AN
ORDER RECOMMENDING YOUR DISBARMENT WITHOUT
FURTHER HEARING OR PROCEEDING. SEI~ RULE 5.80 ET SEQ.,
RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA.

//

The State Bar of California alleges:
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JURISDICTION

1. Cary Lee Petersen ("respondent") was admitted to the practice of law in the State of

2alifornia on December 12, 1994, was a member at all times pertinent to these charges, and is

currently a member of the State Bar of California.

...c, ou1vr ohm
Case No. 15-O-11281

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-110(A)
[Failure to Perform with Competence]

2. On or about December 24, 2014, Rachael Bortolamedi ("Bortolamedi") employed

respondent to perform legal services, namely respondent to represent her in dissolution of

marriage, which respondent intentionally, recklessly, or repeatedly failed to perform with

competence, in willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-110(A), by:

(A) Failing to file a petition for dissolution of marriage on behalf of Bortolamedi and by

failing to take any legal action whatsoever on behalf of Bortolamedi.

COUN’r TWO
C~e No. 15-O-11281

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(A)(2)
[Improper Withdrawal from Employment]

3. Respondent failed, upon termination of employment, to take mamn~l¢ st~ps to avoid

forese.~able prejudice to respondent’s client, R~h~l Bortol~medi ("Bortol~medi"),

by ~nstmctively t~ninating re.~pondent’s employment on Jan~Lry 20, 2015 by failing to

any ~ion on the client’s bel~flf betw~n on or about December 24, 2014 through on or

January 20, 2015, and th~e,~r v~e~ting his law office without pmvifling Bortol~nedi

cout~t informS/on md f~ling to inform the client that re~onde~t w~ withdrawing from

~t~ployment, in willfifl violation of Rules of Professional Condu~ role 3o?00(A)(2).

COUNT THREE
Case No. 15-O-11281

Rules of Profe~iorml Conduct, role 3-700(1))(2)
[Failure to Refund Unearned F~s]

4. On or about December 24, 2014, respondent received ~lv~me~ f~s of $950 from

~lient, ~1 Bortol~medi ("Bortol~medi"), for legal services, ~mely to represent Bortolam~li

ina dismlution of marriage ~tion. Respondent f~led to file the di.~ol~ien of m~’ri~ge, or

-2-



1 perform any legal services for the client, and therefore earned none of the advanced fees paid.

2 Respondent failed to refund promptly, upon respondent’s termination of employment on or about

3 January 20, 2015 any part ofthe $950 advance fee to the client~ in willful violation of Rules of

4 Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(D)(2).
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COt. ’T,FOUR
Case No, 15=O=I 1281

Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m)
[Failure to Inform Client of Significant Development]

5. Respondem failed to keep respondent’s client, Rachael Bortolamedi ("Bortolamedi"),

reasonably informed of significant developments in a matter in which respondent had agreed to

provide legal services, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m),

by failing to inform the client of the following:

(A) That respondent had serious issues which precluded his working on the dissolution of
marriage;

(B) That respondent had not filed the dissolution of marriage; and
(C) That respondent had moved out of his law o~ice.

COUNT FIVE
Case No. 15-O-11398

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-110(A)
[Failure to Perform with Compotence]

6. On or about October 24, 2014, Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru ("Lemos-Sticlaru") employed

perform legal services, namely to represent her in a limited scope family law issue

which respondent intentionally, recklessly, or repeatedly failed to perform with competence, in

willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-110(A), by:

(A)Failing to file child custody and visitation documents with the court in In the matter
ofSttclaru, Siskiyou County Superior Court case no. SC CV FL 1 I’0000139.

COUNT SIX
Case No. 15-O-11398

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(A)(2)
[Improper Withdrawal from Employment]

7. Respondent failed, upon termination of employment, to take reasonable steps to avoi.

reasonably foreseeable prejudice to respondent’s client, Chelsea Lemos-Sticlam ("Lemos-

Sti¢lam"), by constructively terminating respondent’s employment on or about January 9, 2015,

-3-
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by falling to take any action on the client’s behalf between on or about October 24, 2014 through

on or about January 9, 2015, and thereafter vacating his law office without providing Lemos-

Sticlaru new contact information and failing to infonnthe client that respondent was

withdrawing from employment, in willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-

700(A)(2).
COUNT SEVEN

Case No. 15-O-11398
Rules of ProfessionalConduct, rule 3-700(D)(2)

[Failure to Refund Unearned Fees]

8. On or about October 24, 2014, respondent received advanced fees of $1,500 ~om a

client, Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru ("Lemos-Sticlaru"), to represent her in a limited scope family law

~ssue, namely a child custody and visitation matter. Respondent failed to file any legal

documents for the child custody and visitation matter, or perform any legal services for the

client, and therefore earned none of the advanced fees paid. Respondent failed to refund

promptly, upon respondent’s termination of employment on or about January 9, 2015, any part ol

the $1,500 advance fee to the client, in willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-

700(D)(2).
COUNT EIGHT

Case No. 15-O-11398
Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m) "

[Failure to Inform Client of Significant Development]

9. Respondent failed to keep respondent’s client, Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru ("Lemos-

Sticlaru"), reasonably informed of significant developments in a matter in which Respondent 1~

agreed to provide legal services, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code, section

6068(m), by failing to inform the client of the following:

(A) That respondent had serious issues which precluded his working on the child custody
and visitation issue;

(B) That respondent had not filed the paperwork for the child custody and visitation
issue; and

(C) That respondent had moved out of his law office.

//

//
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COUNT NINE
Case No. 15-O-11398

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(D)(1)
[Failure to Release File]

10. Respondent failed to release promptly, after termination of respondent’s employment

)n or about January 9, 2015, to respondent’s client, Chelsea Lemos-Sticlaru ("Lemos-Sticlaru~),

all of the client’s papers and property following the client’s request for the client’s file on

January 9, 2015, in willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(D)(1).

,NOTICE - INACTIVE ENROLLME~NT!

YOU ARE HEREBY I~3RTIIER NO~D THAT IF THE STATE BAR
COURT FI]~S, PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE
SECTION 6007(�), THAT YOUR CONDUCT POSES A SUBSTANTIAL
THREAT OF HARM TO THE INTERESTS OF YOUR CLIENTS OR TO
THE PUBLIC, YOU MAY BE INVOLUNTARILY ENROLLED AS AN
INACTIVE MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR. YOUR INACTIVE
ENROLLMENT WOULD BE IN ADDITION TO ANY DISCIPLINE
RECOMMENDED BY THE COURT.

NOTICE - COST ASSESSMENT!

IN THE EVENT THESE PROCEDURES RESULT IN PUBLIC
DISCIPLINE, YOU MAY BE SUBJECT TO THE PAYMENT OF COSTS
INCURRED BY THE STATE BAR IN THE INVESTIGATION, HEARING
AND REVIEW OF THIS MATTER PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND
PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 6086.10.

Respectfully submitted,

THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL

DATED: November 16~ 2015
Robe~t-A. Hen’dersol~ .....
Supervising Senior Trial Counsel
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE
BY CERTIFIED AND REG~ MAIL

CASE NOS.: 15-O-11281; [15-O-11398]

3 I, the undersigned, over the age of eighteen (18) years, whose business address and place of

[[ employment is the State Bar of California, 180 .H. oward Street, San Francisco, California 94105,
4 il dec!  xam .not a party to the within action, that I am readily familiar w~.~.th the.State Bar.0f_

[I Califorma s p_racti.ce for collection and processing of correspondence f.o.r, .m~l. ~g. va~. the United
5 J] States Postal Service; that m the ordinary course of the State B~ of .Califorma s practi.ce, .

l[ ~.co~ndence collected and processed by the State Bar of Califorma would be _deposited with
6 lithe Umted States Postal Service that same day; that I am aware that on motion of party serve~

service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage meter date on the envelope or
7 .package is~more than one day after date of deposit for mailing contained in the affidavit; and that

m accordance with the practice of the State Bar of California for collection and processing of
8 mail, I de, sited or placed for collection and mailing in the City and County of San Francisco,

on the date shown below, a true copy of the within

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES

in a sealed envelope placed for collection and mailing as certi.f’~d mail, return receipt
requested, and in an additional sealed envelope as regular mail, at San Francisco, on the date
shown below, addressed to:

.Article No.: 9414 7266 9904 2042 48~1 16
Cary L. Petersen
Cary Petersen, Esq.
312 Natoma St., # 11
Folsom, CA 95630

Courtesy copy:
Cary L. Petersen
2300 Iron Point Rd., #1211
Folsom, CA 95630

in an inter-office mail facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California addressed to:

N/A

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct. Executed at San Francisco, California~ on the date shown below.

DATED: November 16, 2015 Signed:~,~
PaulaH~ D’O~en ~(
Declarant I~



The document to which this c~tificate is affixed is a full,
true and correct copy of the original on file and of record
in the State Bar Court.

ATTEST July 13, 2017
State Bar Court, State Bar of Califo~,~a,

BYelcrk/ ~ ~ ~- ....
~ - . ~-~



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 July 18, 2017, 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:

SCOTT A. GALATI
DAYZEN LLC
2501 CAPITOL AVE
SUITE 201
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816

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

LISA J. SERAFINI, Enforcement, San Francisco

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on
July 18, 2017.

Case Administrator
State Bar Court


