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Note: All ‘information required by this form and any additional information which cannot be provided in the space proylded, must be set forth In an attachment to this stlpulation under specific headings, e.g., “Facls," “DIam|'ssals," “conclusions of Law,” “Supporting Authority." etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments: ' 

(1) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of Caiifomia, admitted June 23, 1978. 
(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. cqnsolidated. Dismissed charge(s)lcount(s) are listed under “Dismissa!s." The stipulation consists 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." 

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

(Eflective November 1 . 2015) 
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(5) 

(7) 

(5) 

(9) 

The parties must Include supporting-a.uthon'ty for the recommended level of discipline under the heading ‘Supporting Authority.” 

No more than 30 days prior to the filing of this stipulation. respondent has been advised in writing of any pending investlgationlprooeeding not resolved by ‘this stipulation. except for criminal investigations. 
Payment of Disciplinary costs—Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. 8. Prof. Code §§6086.10 8. 6140-.7. (Check one option only): 

>14 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". |'_'l costs are entirely waived. 

ORDER OF INAGTIVE ENROLLMENT:
_ The parties are aware that if this stipulation is approved, the judge will issue. an order of inactive enrollment under Business and Professions Code-section 6007. subdivision (c)(4), and Rules of Pmoedure of the State Bar. rule 5.111(D)(1). 

B. Agravating Circumstances [Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Misconduct, standards 1.2(h) & 1.5]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances are required. 

[I Prlor record of discipline 

(at) 

(D) 

(6) 

(d) 

(6) 

[I state Bar Court case # of prior case 
Date pn'or discipline effective 

Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: 

Degree of prior discipline 
DUDE 

If respondent has two or more "incidents of prior discipline, use space provided below: 

[3 Intentionallaad Falthlblshonesty: Respondent's misconduct was dihonest, ‘intentional, or surrounded by, or followed by bad faith. 

Misrepresentation: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or foflowed by misrepresentation. 

concealment: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by concealment. 
Ovorreaching: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by ovarreaching. 
uncharged Violations: Respondent's conduct involves uncharged violaiions of the Business and Professions code or the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

DCIEIEID 

Trust Violatlon: 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 PT0PeflV- 

(Effective November 1 , 2015) 
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(3) [J Hum: Respondent's misconduct ha_rm_ed sig_nificantly.a client, the public, or the administration of justice. 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

>14 

El 

E||'_'lE|E|_E 

lndlflerence: Respondent demonstrated indifference _t_oward rectification of or atonement for the consequences of his‘ or her "misconduct. see page 10. 

Lack of Candorlcooperdtlon: Respondent-displayed a lack of candqr .and cooperation to victims of 
hislher misconduct. or to the State Bar during diciplinary Investigations or proceedings. 

Multiple Acts: Respondent's cunent misconduct evidences muttiple acts of wrongdoing. See page 10. 
Pattem:'Res_pond_ent's current misconduct demonstrates a pattern of misconduct. 

Restltution: Respondent failed to make restitution. 
Vulnerable Victim: The -victim(s) of Respondent's misconduct waslwere highly vulnerable. 
No aggravaflng circumstances are involved. 

Additional agravatlng circumstances: 

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

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(3) 

(7) 

(5)

U 

DEIIZIEIEICJEI 

-Restitution: Respondent paid $ 

No Prior Discipline: Respondent has no prior record of discipline over many years of practice coupled with present misconduct which is not likely to recur. 

No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client, the public, or the administration of justice. 
candorlcooperatlonz Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of 
his/her misconduct or to-the State Bar during disciplinary investigations and proceedings. 
Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous remorse and recognition of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for anyconsequences of hislher misconduct. 

on in restitution to without the threat or force of 
disciplinary. civil or criminal -proceedings. 

Delay: These. disciplinary proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay is not attributable to respondent and me delay prejudiced himfher. 
Good Faith: Respondent acted with a good faith belief that was honestly held and objectively reasonable. 

EmotlonaI'IPhysIca'l Dlfficuttias: At the t_ime of the stipulated act or acts of professionai 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 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 

(Effective November 1. 2015) 
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(9) E] sbve_r'e 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 hislher control and which were direcfly responsible for the misconduct 

(10) C] Family Frohlfejnis: At~t_he;'time of the misconduct, -respondent suffered extreme difficulties in hlslher 
personal-life which were other than-emotional or physical in nature. 

(11) E] Good character; Respondent's gxtraordinarily good character is attested to by a wide range of references 
in the legal and general communities who are aware of the full extent «if hislher misconduct 

(12) I] Rehabllltatlbn: "time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occumed 
followed by subsequent rehabilitation. 

(13) [I No mitigating circumstances are involved. 

Add ltional mlligatlng circumstances: 

No Prior Record of Disclpllne, see pages 110 and 11. 
Pretrial stlpulatlon, see page 11 

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

E. Additional Requirements: 

(1) Rulb 9.20, California Rujles of court: Respondent must comply with the requirements of rule 9.20. califomia Rules of Court, 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 the Supreme Court's Order in this matter. 
(2) El Restltuflon: Respondent must make restitution to in the amount of $ plus 10 percent 

interest per year finm . If the Client Security Fund has reimbursed for all or any portion of the principal amount. respondent must pay restitution to 08F of the amount paid plus applicable interest and costs In accordance Business and "Professions code section 6140.5. Respondent must pay the above restitution and furnish satisfactaory proof of payment to the State Bars Office of Probation in Los Angeles no later than days from the effective date of the Supreme Court order in this case. 
(3) C] Other: 

(Effective November 1. 2015) 
Dlsbarmant



ATTACHMENT T0 
STIPULAEION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION 

IN‘ OF: BARLOW SMITH 
CASE NUMBER: 17-C-04655-DFM; '18-O-13148 (inv) 

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. 
Respondent following facts are true and that ha is culpable of violations of the specified statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct, and that the facts and circumstances surrounding the ofl’ense for which he was convicted involved moral tutpitude. 

PROCEDLRAL BACKGROUND IN CONVICTION PROCEBDING: 
I. This is a proceeding pursuant to sections 6101 and 6102 of the Business and Profcssions Code and rule 9.10 of the Rules of Court._ 

2. On Januarg 7, 2014, the Grand Jury for 424"‘ Judicial Dislxict Court of Burnet County, State of Texas, filed an indictment against respondent in case no. 42272, alleging thre_c counts for violations of Texas Health and Safety Code § 481.129(c)(1) [Knowingly or Intentionally Delivering a Prescription or Prescription Form for Other Than :1 Valid Medical Purpose in the Course of Professional Practice], all felonies. Respondeng pled not guilty and set the case for trial. 

3. On August 12, 2015, prior to beginning the second day of trial, respondent withdrew his plea of not guilty and entered a guilty plea to Count I, a violation of Texas Health and Safety Code § 481 . 129(c)(1) [Knowingly or Intentionally Delivering a Prescription or Prescription Form for Other Than a.- Valid Medical Purpose in the Course .of Professional Practice], a felony, for prescribing Phentermine to undercover Drug Enforcement Agency (“DEA”) Agent R. Harrell. Pursuant to the plea, the State dismissed Cgounis 2 and 3. 

4. On September 22, 2015, after respondent unsuccessfully made a motion to withdraw his guilty plea, the court ordered that respondent serve five years in me Texas Department of Corrections, but suspended respondenlt-’ sentence of confinement and placed respondent on formal probation for 10 years pursuant to conflifions that he serve 15 days in the Burnct County. Jail, complete 750 hours of community service, pay a fine of $1,000 and all court costs, and not write prescriptions in any state while on probation. As a condition of entering his plea, respondent waived his right to file an appeal. 
5. On March 35, 2018, the Review Department of the State Bar Court issued an order referring the matter to the Hearing Department for a hearing and decision recommending the "discipline to be imposed in the event_that the Hearing Department -finds that the facts and circumstances surrounding the offense(s) for which respondent was convicted ' volvcd moral turpitude or other misconduct warranting discipline. Additionally, effective April 9, 2018, the Review Department, pursuant to Business and Professions Code, section 6102, ordered that respondent be suspended from the practice of law pending -final disposition of this matter.

6 *..-.j.



FACTS: 

6. Between Fqabruary 1, 1981 and August 28, 201S, respondent was a board licensed psychiatrist in Texas, license no. F-9026. 

7. In 2010, the DEA, while monitoring the prescription writing habits of numerous doctors statewide, focused on respondent based on complaints by local phannacies that respondent was writing an inordinate number of prescriptions for pain- ‘ ent narcotics and other controlled substances that were not related to medical specialty as a psychiauist. 

8'. On June 21, 2011, DEA Investigator M. Schili met with respondent and his office manager in rcspondent’s officc Marble Falls, Texas to discuss responde'nt’s prescription habits. At that meeting, respondent stated that he would cease prescribing namotics or other medications not reasonably related to his practice. 

9. In February 2013, the DEA received information that respondent was again writing prescriptions unassociated with his medical practice. In order to investigate, the DEA assigned two undercover agents as new patients to see respondent and detenninc if he would write prescriptions for controlled substances‘, including Hydrocodone, a Schedule III controlled substance, and Phentermine, a Schedule IV controlled substance, when there was no medical need for such prescriptions. 
10. On April _1, 2013, undercover DEA Agent Hanell attended a pre-scheduled doctor's appoiniment with respondent. After checking-in, paying a $295 visit fee, and having the nurse measure her weight, height, blood pressure, and pulse, Agent Harrell met with respondent in his office and asked him to write her precriptions for Hydrocodonc and Phentcmxinc. Respondent replied that he did not write narcotics prescriptions for patients without a pain-management plan, and suggested she find a primary care physician. Respondent did, however, write Agent Harrell a prescription for 30 tablets of Phentcrmine with one refill. When respondent wrote the prescription, there was no medical need for the prescription. 

11. On April 29, 2013, undercover DEA Agent M. Cochran:-. attended a pre-scheduled doctor’s appointment with respondent. After checking-in, paying a $295 visit fee, and having the nurse measure her weight, height, blood pressure, and pulse, Agent Cochran: met with respondent in his office and asked him to write her prescriptions for Hydrocodone and Phcntermime. Respondent stated mat he could not prescribe Hydrododone because he would be in trouble with the Texas Medical Board. However, respondent did write ‘Agent Cochrane a prescription for 30 tablets of Phentermine with one refill and 40 tablets of Tramadol, a non-comrolled pain relief medicine, when there was no legitimate medical need for the prescription. Respondent further told Agent Cochrane that if the Tramadol did not work, he would develop a pain’ management plan for her so he could then prescribe Hydrocodone. When respondent wrote the-, prescription for Phentermine, there was no medical need for the prescription. 
12. On May 1, 2013, Agent Harrell, made a second visit to respondc-.nt’s oflice. After checking- in, paying a $100 fo11'ow-up visit fee, and having the nurse measure her weight, height, blood pressure, and pulse, she met with respondent in his office. Agent Hamel] asked respondent to write her precriptions for Hydrocodone, and Soma, a Schedule IV controlled substance. Respondent stated that he could not prescribe Hydrocodone or Soma because they were controlled substances and he would be in trouble with the Texas Medical Board. Instead, respondent prescribed 240 tablets of Tramadol for 

7. jun...



Agent Harrell, and fi.1rfl1er told her that if the Tramadol -did not work, he would he would develop a pain management plan for her so he could -then prescribe Hydrocodonc. 

13. On -May 8: 2013., Agent Cochrane attended apre-scheduled follow-up appointment with respondent. Respondent was not present in the office, so Agent Cochrane asked respondent's 

14. On May 15, 2013, Agent Cochrane visited respondent’s oflice for a third time. After checkingein, paying a $25 visit fee, and having the nurse-measure her weight, height, blood pressure, and pulse, Agent Cochrane met with respondent Agent Cochrane thanked respondent for having his receptionist call "in May 8, 2013 prescription of Hydrocodone. Respondent advised Agent Cochranc that it would be difiicult for him to continuously prescribe I-Iydrocodone for her due to an issue with the Texas Medical Board. When respondent wrote the prescription for Hydrocodone, there was no medical nccd for the prescription. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
15. The and circumstances surrounding the above-described violations involved moral turpitude. 

Case No. 18-O-13148 (QM) 
FACTS: 

1. Between Fébruary 1, 1981 and August 28, 2015, respondent was a board licensed psychiatrist in Texas; license no. F-9026. 

2. On June 29, 2009, rgspondent was disciplined by the Texas Medical Board for violating federal or state law [Texas Medical Board Rules (“TMBR”), rule l90.8(2)(R)] and failing to maintain the confidentiality of-,a patient [TMBR, rule l90.8(2)(N)], consisting of a public reprimand with coxiditions, including that respondent enroll in and successfully complete a sexual boundaries course within one year and pay an penalty of $3,000. Pursuant to California Business and Professions Code, section 6068(o)(6), respondent was required to self-report said discipline to the State Bar of California by September 27, 2009. As of the date of this stipulation, respondent -hasnever self- reported said discipline to the State Bar of "California. 

3. On April 6, 2010, rcspondent was in Ike State of Texas vs. Barlow Smith, case no. 37488, in the 33"’ Judicial District Court ofBurnet County, for an alleged violation of Texas Penal Code, section 22.01l_(a)(l_)'(B) and (b)(9) [Sexual Assault by a Healthcare Service Provider], 9. felony. The indictment was personally served upon respondent on April 15, 2010. Pursuant to California Business and Professions Code, section 6068(o)(4), respondent was required to self-report the indictment to the State Bar of California by May 16, 2010. As of the date of this stipulafion, respondent has never selflreporbed said felony indictment to the State Bar of California.



4. On May 3,-2011, respondent was indicted in The State of Texas vs. Barlow Smith, case no. 38877, in the 33"‘ Judicial District -Court of Bumet County, for an alleged violation of Texas Penal Code, section 22.011(a)(1)(C) and (b)(9) [Sexual Assault by a Healthcare Service Provider], a felony. The indictmx-'.n_t sprved by mail on respondent’s criminal-attorney on May 11, 2011. Respondent was-aware of the to Califjdrnia Business and Professions. Code, section 6068(o)(4), respondent was to self-report the indictment to the -State Bar of California 30 days of becoming-awam of the indictment. As of -the date of this stiplflation, respondent has never self-reported said felony indictlncntta the State Bar of California. 

5. On August 26, 2011, respondent disciplined by the Texas Medical Board for failing to an adequgte medical‘ record for a paficnt that was complete, contemporaneous, (and legible [TMBR, rule 1:65.11,--consisting ofan agreed order with conditions that respondent enroll in and successfully completg at least“ eight hours of education on the topic of medical one year. Pursuantto California Business and Professions Code,- section 6068(o)(6), respondent was- required to self-report said discipline to the Sfa1e.Bar of Califomia by September 26,_ 201 1. As of the. date of thisstipulation, respondent has never self-reported said discipline tothe -State" Bar of California. 

6'. On January '7, 2014, respondcntzwas indicted in The State of Texas vs. Barlow Smith, case no. 42272, in the 33"‘ Judicial District Court of Bumet County, for three alleged violations of Texas Health and Safety Code, section 481.12_9(c)(1) [Fraudulent Delivery of a Controlled Substance I Prescription Schedule‘ III,IV/IV], all felonies. The indictment was personally served upon respondent. on January 14, 2014. Pursuant to California Business and Professions Code, section 6_068(o)(4); rcspondent was requimd to self-report the indicittnent to the State Bar of California by February 13, 2014. As of the date of this -stipulation, respondent has never self-reported -said felony indictment to the State Bar of California. 

7. On February 7, 2014, respondent was disciplined by the Texas Medical Board for failing to use proper diligence in his professional practice [TMBR, rule 190.8(l)(C)]. failing to comply with reasonable Board requests to produce records, documcnts, or other infonnation [TMBR, rule 187.15], failing to properly dispose of controlled substances [Texas Health and Saf 

and pay an administrétive penalty of -$2,000. Pursuant to California Business and Professions Code, section 6068(o)(6), respondent was required to self-report said discipline to the State Bar of California by March 8, 2014. of the date of this stipulation, respondent has never self-reported said discipline to the State Bar of California. 

8. On September 22, 2015, respondent was convicted in The State of Texas vs. Barlow Smith, case no. 42272, in the 33''‘ Judicial District Court of Burns’: County, for a violation of Texas Health and Safety Code, section -.48-1 .129(c)(1) [Knowingly or Intentionally Delivering a Prescription or Prescription Form for Other Than-a Valid Medical Purpose in the Course of Professional Practice], a felony. Pursuant‘to*Ca'1ifornia Business and Professions Code, section 6068(o)(5), respondent was required to 'self—report the felony convictions State Bar of California by October 22, 2015. As of the date of this stipulation, respondent has never self-reported said felony conviction to -the State Bar of California.



CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
9. By failing to report to State Bar, in writing, within 30 days of the time respondent had knowledge of his felony indictments in April 2010, May 2011,. andlanuary 2014 in Burnet County, Texas, respondent -a vio1a.tion.of Business and Professions-Code, section 6068(o)(4). 
10. By failingto report to State ‘Bar, in 30 days _of the time respondent had knowledge of his felony-conviction_0n September 22, 2015 in Burnet County, Texas, respondent committeda willful violation of Business and Professions Code, section 60_68(o)(5). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
Multiple Actsof Wrongdoing (Std. 1.5(b)): Respondent fiaudulently issued prescriptions to Agent Rene" Hanrcllfor Phentezmine on April I, 2013, and Agent Michele Coehrane for Phentermine and Hydrocodone on 'Apr_il.29, 2013 and May 1.5, 2013, respectively, when there was no medical need 

MITIGATIN G CIRCUMSTANCES. 
No Prior Record of Discipline: Respondent had 34 years of discipline-flee law practice (he was admitted June 23, 1978) -without any discipline when he pled guilty to this felony. However, respondent, who was also a practicing psychiatrist, had been criminally indicted on two prior occasions in Texas in 2010--and 201-1 for sexual assault, and he had been disciplined by the Texas -Medical Board on several occasions, once in May 2009 for violating federal or state law [Texas Medical Board Rules 

10 .——.:u.;.



Code, chapter 481], and ‘based on r¢§pondent’s being -terminated by a professional medical association or licensed hospital [TMBR, rule I6‘4._05‘1(ii)(7)]. Accordingly, rcspondenfs 34 years -of discipline-free practice is a mitigating factor of “significant weight” but the weight is lesened by respondenfs failures to self-report as by Business and Professions Code, section 6068(o)(4) and (5). (See Hawes v. State Bar (I990) 51 Cal.3d 587, 596.) 

Pretrial-Stip_1;1Iation: By entering into -this stipulation, respondent has acknowledged misconduct and is entitled to mitigafion for recognition of wrongdoing and avi_ng_.the; State Bar significant resources -and time. (SiIva- Vidor v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 1079 [where mitigative credit was given for into a-stipu'la'tion as_to facts and culpability]; In the Matter afspaith (Review Dept. 1996) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 511, 521 [where the attomey‘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 9. particular case andto ensure consistency across cases dealing with similar misconduct and smrounding circumstances.” (Rules Proc. of State Bar, tit. IV, Stds. for Atty. Sanctions for P1‘-of. Misconduct, std. 1.1. All fiJ_rth.e'1'rcferences'to standards are to this source.) The standards help fi1lfiII 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 Silverton (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 92, quoting In re Brown (1995) 12 CalL4th 205, 220 and In re Young (1989) 49 Cal.3d 257, 267,-. 1'11. 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 disciplinc for instances of similar attorney 

In determining whether to impose a sanctiqn greater or less than that specified in-a given standard, in addition -to thefactors set forth in the specific standard, consideration is to be given to the p11ma1y' purposes of discipliné; the balancing of all aggravati1'1g and mitigating circumstances; the type of misconduct at-issue; whether the client, public, legal system or profession was harmed; and the member’s willingness andability to conform to ethical responsibilities in the future. (Stds. I.7(b) and (0)-)



compelling naifigating clearly predominate, in which case -actual suspension of at least two years-is appropriate.” 

The determination whether the facts and circumstances of an attorney's criminal conviction involved moral is a matter of law. The of moral not fit a-precise definition; it is a commonsenseboncept, designed to the public, -and has been defined as ‘“an act of basess, vilehess or depravity in the private and social duties which a man owes to his fellowmen, or to society in general, contrary to the rule of ‘right and duty between man and man.” (In re 

respondent is a licensed_ doctor, who like an attorney owes special duties to his patients and took an oath to prefect them, makes his misconduct even more morally repugnant. 
Though respondent has no prior records of discipline by the State Bar of California, a deviation from disbarment is only wartantedwhere the most compelling mitigating circumstances clearly predominate. Such compelling mitigating circumstances do not exist here, so accordingly, respondent should be disbarred. ‘ 

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS.
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In the Matter of: - Case number(s)': BARLOW SMITH 17-C-04655-DFM; 
1s-o—1314s (inv) 

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES 
By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, a§ a'pp_Iicable, signify their agreement with each of the 

~~~~ ~ ~ 
recilations and each of the terms and conditions -this St: u 

_ n—Re Facts, conclusions of Law, and Disposition. 

Al 4 /(Y \. J32 \ . Barlow Smith Date Ré§pondent's Signature 
print Name 

Date ' 

Respondenfs Counsersignature Print Name 
' /7 6-3» I8 flan/E7’74r // ScottD.Ka1pf Date Deputy Trial Counaflfs’ Si ature pn-m Name 

(Effective November 1. 2015) 

Signature Page Page _|_’}_
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in the Matter of: Case Number(s):' BARLOW SMITH 17-C-04655-DFM; 
18-0-13148 (inv) 

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 countslcharges. if ny, is GRANTED without prejudice, and: 

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

[I The _stipulaI_:ed'fa_ct__s and disposition arg APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth below, and the DISCIPLINE IS RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Cdurt. 
>14 All Hearing dates are-vacated. 

The parties are bound by the s‘tipula_tio_n 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, nomlally '30 days after file date. (see rule 9.18(a). Califomia Rules of court.) 

Respondent Barlow Smith is ordered Atransfenved 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 sewed by mail and will terminate upon the_ effective date of the Supreme Court's order imposing discipline herein, or as‘ provided for by mle 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. 

Mafigiw s§&~x9»-Q.eLkiT 
Date DONALD F. MILES 

Judge of the State Bar Court 

(Effective July 1. 2015) 

Dlsbamnent Order Page



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(B); Code Civ. Proc., § 1013a(4)] 

I am a Court Specialist of the State Bar Court of California. I am over the age of eighteen and 
not a party to the within proceeding. Pursuant to standard court practice, in the City and County 
of Los Angeles, on June 27, 2018, I deposited a true copy of the following document(s): 

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION AND ORDER APPROVING; ORDER OF INVOLUNTARY INACTIV E ENROLLMENT 
in a sealed envelope for collection and mailing on that date as follows: 

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

BARLOW SMITH 
605 CAMINO CIELO 
MARBLE FALLS, TX 78654 - 5926 

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

SCOTT D. KARPF, Enforcement, Los Angeles 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, California, on 
June 27, 2018. 

Mazie Yip " V 
Court Specialist 
State Bar Court


