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Note: All Information required by this term and a 
space provided, must be set forth in an attachme 
“D|smIssals," “conclusions of Law," “Su-pponlng Authority," etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments: 

ny additional information which cannot be provided In the 
nt to this stipulation under specific headings, e.g., “Facts," 

(1) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California, admitted October 28, 2010. 

(2) The parties agree to be bound by th 
disposition are rejected or changed by the Supreme Court. 

(3) All investigations or proceedings listed by case number in the captio 
stipulation and are deemed consolidated. 
stipulation consists of 15 pages, not including the order. 

a factual stipulations contained heretn even If conclusions of law or 

n of this stipulation are resolved by this 
Dismissed charge(s)/count(s) are listed under “DismlssaIs.' The 

(4) A statement of acts or omissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes 
fo'r discipline is Included 

under “Facts.” 

Law.” 

(Eff ve July 1., 2016) 

kwiktag ® 

(5) Conclusions of law, drawn from and specifically referring to the facts are 
also included under ‘conciusions of 

Dtsbarmant 
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The parties must inoiude supporting authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading <6)
. 

_“SupportIng Authonty." 

(7) No more than 30 days prtor to the tiling of this stipulation, Respondent has been advised in writing of any 
pending Investigation/proceeding not resolved by this stipulation. except for criminal investigations. 

Payment of Disciplinary Costs-—Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.1 0 & 
6740.7. It is recommended that (check one option only): 

Costs be 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. Unless the time for payment of discipline costs ls extended pursuant to subdivision (c) of section 
6086.10, costs assessed against a member who is actualiy suspended or disbarred must be paid as a 

condition of reinstatement or return to active status. 

(8) 

E] Costs are waived In part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled “Partial Waiver of Costs.” 

1:} Costs are entirely waived. 

(9) ORDER OF INACTIVE ENROLLMENT: 
ion is approved, the iudge will issue an order of Inactive enrollment The parties are aware that if this stipulat 

under Business and Professions Code section 6007, subdIvision.(c)(4). and Rutes of Procedure of the State 
Bar, rute 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 
required. 

(1) Prior record of discipline: 

(a) E] State Bar Court case # of prior case: 15-O-11666 (See page 12 and Exhibit 1.) 

(b) >24 Date prior discipline effective: January 6, 2017. 

Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: Former Rules of Professional conduct, 
rules 3-110(A), 3-700(A)(2), and 3-700(D)(1); Business and Professions code, sections 6103, 
60680), 6068(1), and 6068(m). 

(d) >2 Degree of prior discipline: 30 days‘ actual suspension 

(0) >3 

(e) E If Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space provided beiow: 

State Bar Court Case No.: 160-14992; effective June 1, 2018; Rules of Professional 
Conductlstate Bar Act violations: Former Rules of Professional Conduct, rules 3-110(A) and 
3-700(A)(2); Business and Professions code, section 6068(m); 90 days‘ actual suspension. 
(See page 12 and Exhibit 2.) 

(2) E] lntentionaillsad Faithmlshonesty: Respondent's misconduct was dishonest, intentional, or surrounded 
by, or foflowed by bad faith. 

(3) E] Misrepresentation: Respondenfs misconduct was surrounded by. or followed by misrepresentation. 

(Effective July 1. 2018) Disbarment_
*
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(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(3) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

El 

-E 

EDD 

DDBEJIZI 

[3 

[3 

concealment: Respondenfs misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by concealment. 

Overreachlng: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by overreaching. 

uncharged Violations: Respondent's conduct involves uncharged viotations of the Business 
and 

Professions Code or the Rutes of Professional Conduct. 

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 

proparty. 

Harm: Respondent's misconduct harmed significantly a client, the pubiic, or the administration 
of justice. 

see page 12. 

Indifference: Respondent demonstrated indifference toward rectiflmtion of or atonement 
for the 

consequences of Respondents misconduct. 

Lack of Candorlcooperatlon: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation 
to victims of 

Respondent's misconduct. or to the State Bar during disciptinary investigations or 
proceedings. 

Multipie Acts: Respondenfs current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing. 
see page 12. 

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

Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. 

Vulnerabte Victim: The victim(s) of Respondenfs misconduct waslwere highly vutnerable. 

No aggravating circumstances are involved. 

Additional aggravating circumstances: 

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

(1) 

(2) 

Cl 

C] 

No Prior Discipline: Respondent has no prior record of discipline over many years of 
practice coupied 

with present misconduct which is not llkeiy to recur. 

No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client, the public, or the administration of Iustlce. 

(3) El Candorlcocperation: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation 
with the victims of 

Respondent's misconduct or to the State Bar during disciplinary Investigations and proceedings. 

(4) E] Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous 
remorse and recognition 

of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any 
consequences of Respondenfs -- 

misconduct. 

(5) E] Restitution: Respondent paid $ on ln restitution to without the threat or force of 

disciplinary, clvii or criminal proceedings. 

(6) E] Delay: These disciplinary proceedings were excessively delayed. The delay 
is not attributable to 

Respondent and the delay prejudiced Respondent. 

(Effective July 1, 2018) Disbarmeng__
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(7) E] Good Faith: Respondent acted with a good faith betief that was honestiy held 
and objectively reasonable. 

(8) C] Emot|onaIIPhyslcaI Difficulties: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of professional 
misconduct, 

Respondent suffered extreme emotional dlfficulties or physical or mentai disabilities which expert 
testimony 

would establish was directiy responsibie for the misconduct. The difficulties or disabilities were not 
th"e. 

product of any lllegat conduct by Respondent, such as iiiega! drug or substance abuse, and the 
difficukies 

or disabilities no longer pose a risk that Respondent will commit misconduct. 

(9) [3 severe Financial stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severe 
financial stress 

which resulted from circumstances not reasonabiy foreseeabfe or which were beyond 
Respondent's control 

and which were directly responsible for the misconduct. 

Family Problems: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered extreme difficulties 
in 

(10) 
Respondent's personal life which were other than emotional or physical in nature. 

In the legal and genera! communities who are aware of the full extent of Respondenfs 
misconduct. 

Rehabilitation: Considerable time has passed since the acts of professionai misconduct 
occurred 

followed by subsequent rehabilitation.

D 
(11) 1:] Good character: Respondent's extraordinarily good character is attested to by a wlde range of references 

(12) U
D (13) No mitigating circumstances are involved. 

Additional mitigating circumstances: Pretrial Stipulation. sge page 13. 

D. Recommended Discipline: 
Dlsbarment 

Respondent is disbarred from the practice of law In California and Respondent's name is stricken 
from the rot! 

of attorneys. 

E. Additional Requirements: 

(1) California Rules of Court, Rule 9.20: Respondent mfist com ply with the requirements 
of Calffomia Rules of 

Court, rule 9.20, and perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) 
of that rule within 30 and 40 days, 

respectiveiy, after the effective date of the Supreme Court order imposing dlscipline in 
this matter. Failure to do 

so may resuit in disbarment or suspension. 

For purposes of comptiance with rule 9.2o(a). the operative date 
for identification of “clients being represented 

In pending matters" and others to be notlfied is the fiiing date of 
the Supreme Court order, not any later 

"effective“ date of the order. (Athsarn v. State Bar (1982) 32 CaL3d 38, 45.) Further, Respondent 
is required to 

file a m!=e 920(0) affidavit even if Respondent has no clients to notify on 
the date the Supreme Court flied its 

order in this proceeding. (Powers v. State Bar(1988) 44 Cal.3d 337, 341.) In addition 
to being punished as a 

crime or contempt, an altomey's failure to comply with rule 9.20 is, Inter alia, 
cause for disbamxant, suspension, 

revocation of any pending disciplinary probation. and dental of an application for 
reinstatement after disbarment. 

(Cat. Ruies of Court, rule 9.20(d).) 

(2) El Restitution (single Payee): Respondent must make restitution in the amount of $ . plus 10 percent 

interest per year from , to (or reimburse the Cllent Security Fund to the extent of any payment 

from the Fund to such payee in accordance with Business and Professions 
Code section 6140.5). 

(Effective July 1. 2018) D|sba:ment__ 

4 _..
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(3) D Restitution (Multiple Payees): Respondent must make restitution to each of the foitowing payees (or 
reimburse the Client Security Fund to the extent of any payment from the Fund to such payee in 
accordance with Business and Professions Code section 6140.5): 

Amount Accrues 

(4) C} other Requirements: It is further recommended that Respondent be ordered to comply with the following 
additional requirements: 

Eff ' 3 1.2018 . 

( ecwe my ) Disbarmen_t_



ATTACHMENT TO 

STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION 

IN THE MATTER OF: ESTHER MILAN KIM 

CASE NUMBERS: 17—C—06156-YDR; 18-0-15880; 18-0-17113 

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. 

Respondent admits that the following facts are true, that the facts and circumstances surrounding 
the 

offense for which she was convicted involved moral turpitude, and that she is culpable of the 
specified 

statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct. 

_(_'3_as_9 No. 17-C-06156 (Conviction Proceediggg.) 

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND IN CONVICTION PROCEEDING: 

1. This is a proceeding pursuant to sections 610} and 6102 of the Business and 
Professions Code 

and rule 9.10 of the California Rules of Court. 

2. On March 13, 2017, the Los Angeles District Attomey’s Office filed a felony complaint in 
Los Angeles County Superior Court, case number BA455l21, charging respondent with 

violations of 

Penal Code section 550(a)(1) [insurance fraud], a felony; Penal Code section 487(a) [grand 
theft], a 

felony; and Penal Code section 550(b)(3) [knowingly assisting or conspiring to commit 
insurance fraud], 

a felony. 

3. On September 15, 2017, a preliminary hearing was conducted and respondent was held to 
answer on all charges. 

4. On February 27, 2018, the felony complaint was amended by interlineation to add a violation 
of Penal Code section 549. Respondent pled nolo contendere to a felony violation of Penal 

Code section 

549 [unlawfully soliciting, accepting, or referring any business to or from any individual 
or entity with 

the knowledge that, or reckless disregard for whether, the individual or entity intended 
to violate Penal 

Code section 550 or Insurance Code section 1871.4 (insurance fiaud)], a felony. The remaining 
counts 

were dismissed pursuant to plea negotiations. 

5. On March 13, 2018, respondent was sentenced to 36 months formal probation, one day of 
county jail with credit for time served, 250 hours of community service, and 

restitution to State Farm 

Insurance in the amount of $9,500. 

6. On July 27, 2018, the Review Department of the State Bar Court issued an order referting 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 

for which respondent was convicted involved moral turpitude or other misconduct 
warranting discipline.



FACTS: 

7. Respondent met Kevin Kim (“K.K.”) in 2012 when K.K. was handling an auto accident claim 
for respondent’s mother. When respondent first met K.K., she knew K.K. was not an attorney. 

8. In late-2012, respondent entered into an business relationship with K.K. and Jennie Kim 
(“J .K.”), his daughter. When respondent entered into this business relationship with K.K. and J .K., 
respondent knew that neither K.K. nor J .K. were attorneys. 

Z 
9. From late-2012 to November 2013, respondent operated the Law Office of Esther Kim in a 

pre-existing office, the lease for which was under K.K.’s name. K.K. paid the rent and all of the 
overhead expenses. Respondent did not know the rent amount, or other costs or expenses for the office. 

10. Respondent split attorney fees with K.K. Respondent received 20-25% and K.K. received 
75-80% of fees eamed for the representation of clients in legal matters. When respondent shared 
attorney fees with K.K., she knew that sharing attorney fees with a non-attomey was a violation of ethics 
rules governing attorneys. 

11. Initially, J .K. was the only employee, but later another non-attorney joined the firm (“C.C.”). 
K.K. paid the wages of J .K. and C.C. At no time when the firm operated did respondent issue Internal 
Revenue Service Form 1099s or Form W-2s to K.K., J .K., or C.C. 

12. K.K. served as the law firm’s main contact with clients, chiropractors, and auto body repair 
shops. K.K. met with clients and had them sign paperwork. K.K also negotiated settlements with 
insurance companies. K.K. did so without the supervision of respondent or any other attorney. 

13. Respondent did no legal work at the firm. Respondent rarely went into the office except to 
sign letters and pick up checks to deposit. J .K. e-mailed representation and demand letters to 
respondent, respondent signed them, and respondent would e-mail the signed letters to J .K. 

14. Respondent maintained a client trust account at Citibank, account number ending -6321, for 
the Law Office of Esther Kim (“CTA”). 

15. Prior to May 31, 2013, respondent received settlement funds for at least one client matter, 
and deposited those fimds into her CTA. 

16. In June 2013, respondent’s CTA had insufficient funds to cover client settlement payments 
and/or medical liens. 

17. No fewer than 18 settlement checks on client matters that were made out to the Law Office 
of Esther Kim and clients were cashed at Benny’s Market, 21 check cashing business, and the proceeds 
were not deposited into the CTA. In total, $135,174.21 was cashed at Benny’s Market from checks that 
listed the Law Office of Esther Kim as all or part of the payee. Respondent was unaware of these 
transactions, as they were handled without her actual knowledge by and/or J.K. 

Auto Accident Claim Involving G.K. and M.K. 

18. Respondent’s firm represented her sisters, G.K. and M.K., in an auto accident claim filed 
with State Farm Auto Insurance (“State Farm”), claim number 75 15F783 7, with a date of loss of January 
1,2013.



19. K.K. referred GK. and MK. to a chiropractor to obtain treatment. The chiropractor prepared 
a report and a bill for services for G.K. and M.K. 

20. The chiropractor was contacted several times by individuals from the Law Office of Esther 
Kim requesting that he increase the bills for scrvices. The chiropractor added more visits or treatments 
to the bills for G.K. and M.K. although such visits or treatments had not actuaily occurred. He sent 
these modified bills for services rendered for G.K. and MK. to the Law Office of Esther Kim. The Law 
Office of Esther Kim in turn submitted the fiaudulently enhanced bills to State Farm.

’ 

21. K.K. settled Grace Kim’s claim for $4,500 and Mina Kim’s claim for $5,000. Respondent 
was aware that KK. negotiated and settled her sisters’ claims with State Farm. 

Auto Accident Claim Involving J .K. 

22. The Law Oflicc of Esther Kim represented J.K. in an auto accident claim that was submittéd 
to State Farm, with a date of loss of August 20, 2013. 

23. Settlement checks made payable to the Law Office of Esther Kim and J.K. were not 
deposited into the CIA. They were cashed at a check cashing business, Benny’s Market. 

24. This accident never occurred and the auto accident claim submitted to State Farm was 
fiaudulent. 

Auto Accident Claim Involving C.C. 

25. Respondent represented C.C. in an auto accident claim with a date of loss of August 9, 2013. 

26. Settlement checks made payable to the Law Office of Esther Kim and C.C. were cashed at 
Benny’s Market instead of being deposited into the CTA. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

27. The facts and circumstances surrounding the above—described violations involved moral 
turpitudc. 

Case No 18-O-1588 ~ R ‘ ta,teBar Invcsti a‘on” 

FACTS: 

28. On July 4, 2016, respondent signed a Stipulation re Facts, Conclusions of Law and 
Disposition and Order Approving Actual Suspension in State Bar Court Case No. 15-0-1 1666. 

29. On December 7, 2016, the California Supreme Court filed an order in State Bar Court Case 
No. 15-O-1 1666 (S2377 3 1), effective January 6, 2017, imposing a one‘-year stayed suspension and two- 

year probation with conditions, including a 30-day actual suspension, and other conditions of probation 

as recommended by the Hearing Department of the State Bar Court. Respondent was ordered to comply’ 
with the following pertinent conditions of probation, among others:



a. Within thirty (3 0) days from the effective date of discipline, respondent must contact the 
Office of Probation (“OP”) and schedule 3 meeting with respondent’s assigned probation 
deputy to discuss these terms and conditions of probation. Upon the direction of the OP, 
respondent must meet with the probation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the 
period of probation, respondent must promptly meet with the probation deputy as directed 
and upon request; 

b. Respondent must submit written quarterly reports to the OP on each Ianuary 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 State Bar Act, the Rules of Professional 
Conduct, and all conditions of probation during the preceding calendar quarter. Respondent 
must also state whether there are any proceedings pending against him or her in the State Bar 
Court and if so, the case number and current status of that proceeding. If the first report 
would cover less than 30 days, that report must be submitted on the next quartcr date, and 
cover the extended period; and 

c. Within one (1) year of the efibctivc date of the discipline herein, réspondcnt must provide to 
the OP satisfactory proof of attendance at a session of the Ethics School, and passage of the 
test given at the end of that session. 

30. On December 19, 2016, a State Bar Probation Deputy uploaded a reminder letter with 
informational attachments to respondcnt’s State Bar attorney profile. The Probation Deputy also e- 
mailed respondent at her membership records e-mail address notifying respondent that the reminder _ 

letter with informational attachments was available on her attorney profile on the State Bar’s website. 
The letter reminded respondent that she was required to contact the Probation Deputy to schedule a 
required meeting by February 5, 2017, and outlined all' of the probation conditions and deadlines for 
completing each condition. Respondent received the e-mail and viewed the letter on her State Bar 
attorney profile page. 

31. Respondent failed to contact the Probation Deputy by Februaxy 5, 2017, to schedule her 
required probation meeting. 

32. On February 21, 2017, the Probation Deputy mailed a nomcompliance letter to respondent’s 
State Bar membership records address, informing respondent that she had failed to Contact the Probation 
Deputy to schedule her required meeting by February 5, 2017, and requesting that respondent contact 
her immediately. This letter also reminded respondent of the requirement that she submit quarterly 
reports on or before January 10th, April 10th, July 10th, and October 10th, of every year during the 
period of the probation. This letter additionally enclosed a copy of the December 19, 2016, letter. 
Respondent received the‘ February 21, 2017, lettcr. 

33. On March 3, 2017, respondent and the Probation Deputy telephonically participated in the 
required probation meeting. During the meeting, respondent provided the Probation Deputy with a new 
e-mail address. 

34. On March 3, 2017, the Probation Deputy e-mailed respondent at her new e-mail address, 
attaching a copy of the OP’s Required Meeting Record with respondent. Respondent received this 5 
mail.



35. Respondent did not attend the State Bar Ethics School by January 6, 2018, or at any time 
thereafter. 

36. Respondent failed to submit quarterly reports to the OP that were due on April 10, 2018, and 
July 10, 2018. . 

37. On August 7, 2018, a Probation Deputy mailed respondent a non-compliance letter to 
’,fespondent’s State Bar membership records address setting forth respondent’s non-compliance including. 

failing to timely contact the OP to schedule her required meeting; failing to submit quarterly reports that 
were due on April 10, 2018, and July 10, 2018; and failing to submit proof of completion of Ethics 
School by January 6, 2018. This letter also advised that respondent might face a non-compliance referral 
if she failed to compiy with submitting her quartefly reports and proof of completion of Ethics School. 
Respondent received this letter. 

38. Respondent failed to submit her October 10, 2018, quarterly report to the OP. 

39. On October 23, 2018, respondent e-mailed a Probation Deputy with Googlc Drive links to 
quarterly reports for April 10, 2018, IuIy10, 2018, and October 10, 2018. 

40. On October 23, 2018, a Probation Deputy c-mailed respondent at her new email addrms, 
informing respondent that her links to the quarterly reports on Googlc Drive were inaccessible by the 
OP, and to send the quarterly reports as attachments. 

41. On October 25, 2018, respondent e-mailed the Probation Deputy, attaching quarterly reports 
for April 10, 2018, July 10, 2018, and October 10, 2018.. However, the attached quarterly reports 

incorrectly listed the wrong case number. 

42. On October 26, 2018, the Probation Deputy emailed respondent at her new e-mail address, 
informing respondent that her quarterly reports for April, July, and October 2018, listed the incorrect 

case number. The Probation Deputy adviscd respondent to resend the quarterly reports with corgect case 
information. 

43. Respondent did not thereafter send corrected quarterly reports for April, July, and October
' 

2018, to the OP.
' 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

44. By failing to timely contact and to schedule her required meeting with the OP by February 5, 
2017, by failing to submit to the OP the requisite quarterly reports due on April 10, 2018, July 10, 2018, 
and October 10, 2018, and by failing to attend the State Bar Ethics School by January 6, 2018, , 

respondent failed to comply with conditions attached to her disciplinary probation and thereby willfully 

violated Business and Professions Code section 60680:). 

C__a_sp No. 180-17113 (“State Bag Investigagiorff) 

FACTS: 

45. On December 21, 2018, respondent signed a Stipulation re Facts, Conclusions of Law and 
Disposition and Order Approving Actual Suspension in State Bar Court Case No. 16-O-14992.



46. On May 2, 2018, the California Supreme Court filed an order with respect to State Bar Court 
Casc No. 16—O~14992 (S247286), effective on June 1, 2018, imposing a one-year stayed suspension 

and 

two-year probation with conditions, including a 90-day actual suspension, and other conditions of 

probation as recommended by the Hearing Department of the State Bar Court. Respondent was 
ordered 

to comply with the following pertinent conditions of probation, among others: 

a. Within thirty (30) days from the effective date of discipline, respondent must contact the OP
' 

and schedule a meeting with respondenfs assigned probation deputy to discuss these 
terms 

and conditions of probation. Upon the direction of the OP, respondent must meet with the 
probation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the period of probation, 
respondent must promptiy meet with the probation deputy as dircctcd and upon request; and 

1:. Respondent must submit written quarterly reports to the OP on each January 10, Apn'1 10, 
July 10, and October 10 of the period of probation. Under penalty of perjury, respondent 

must state whether rcspondent has complied with the State Bar Act, the Rules of Professional 

Conduct, and all conditions of probation during the preceding calendar quarter. Respondent 

must also state whether there are any proceedings pending against him or her in the State Bar 

Court and if so, the case number and current 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. 

47. On May 17, 2018, a Probation Deputy uploaded a reminder letter with informational 
attachments to respondcnt’s State Bar attorney profile. On this same date, the Probation Deputy 

e- 

mailed rcspondent at respondent’s membership records e—mai1 address notifying her 
that the reminder 

letter with informational attachments was available on her attorney profile on the State 
Bar’s website. 

The letter reminded respondent that she was required to contact the probation deputy 
to schedule a 

required meeting by July 1, 2018, and outlined all of the probation conditions and deadlines 
for 

completing each condition. Respondent received the email and viewed the letter 
on her State Bar 

attorney profile page. 

48. Respondent did not contact the OP by July 1, 2018. 

49. On September 20, 2018, a Probation Deputy mailed a non-compliance letter to respondent’s 

State Bar membership records address informing respondent that she had failed 
to contact the Probation 

Deputy to schedule her required meeting by July 1, 2018. This nomcompliance 
letter also reminded 

respondent that her firs’: quarterly-report was due no later than October 10, 2018. 
Respondent received 

this non-compliance letter. 

50. Rcspondcnt failed to submit herb October 10, 2018, quarterly report to the 
OP. 

51 . On October 25, 2018, respondent emailed the Probation Deputy attaching the quarterly 
report and due October 10, 2018. 

52. On October 26, 2018, the Probation Deputy e-mailed respondent at her new e-mail address, 
informing respondent that her quarterly report for October 10, 2018, 

was not compliant because it was 

not timely. The Probation Deputy also reminded respondent to contact the OP to schedule 
respondent’s 

meeting immediately.



S3. Respondent did not thereafter contact the OP to arrange a mectin g with the Probation 
Deputy. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

54. By failing to contact and to schedule her required meeting with the OP by July 1, 2018, and 
by failing to timely submit the requisite quarterly report due on October 10, 2018, respondent failed to 
comply with conditions attached to her discipiinary probation and thereby willfully violated Business 
and Professions Code section 60680:). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Prior Record of Discipline (Std. 1.5(a)): Respondent has two prior records of discipline. 

In State Bar Court Case Number 15-O-11666, effective January 6, 2017, the Supreme Court imposed 
discipline consisting of a one-year stayed suspension and two-year probation with conditions, including 

a 30-day actual suspension. In that matter, respondent stipulated to violating format Rules of 
Professional Conduct, rules 3-I10(A) [failing to perform legal services with competence], 3-700(A)(2) 

[improper withdrawal], and 3-700(D)(1) [failing to promptly release the client file after termination of 

employment], and Business and Professions Code, sections 6068(m) [failing to provide reasonable status 

updates and failing to keep her clients informed of significant developments], 6103 [disobeying an order 

of the court], 6068(i) [failing to respond to the State Bar Investigator’s letters], and 60686) [failing to 
update her official membership address]. In aggravation, respondent committed multiple acts of 
misconduct. In mitigation, respondent entered into a pretdal stipulation. The misconduct occurred from 
November 2013 to December 2015. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a certified copy of this prior discipline. 

In State Bar Court Case Number 16-0-14992, effective June 1, 2018, the Supreme Court imposed 
discipline consisting of a one-year stayed suspension and two-year probation with conditions, including 

a 90-day actual suspension. In that matter, respondent stipulated to violating former Rules of 

Professional Conduct, rules 3-I10(A) [failing to perform legal services with competence] and 3- 

700(A)(2) [improper withdrawal], and Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m) [failing to 

provide reasonable status updatms and failing to keep her clients informed of significant developments]. 

In aggravation, respondent had a prior record of discipline, and caused significant harm to the client. In 

mitigation, respondent entered into a prefiling stipulation. The misconduct occurred from June 2014 to 
August 15, 2015. Because the misconduct took place during the same time period as respondenfs prior 
discipline, the discipline imposed was pursuant to thc analysis in In the Matter of Sklar (Review Dept. 
1993) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 602. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a certified copy of this prior discipline. 

Multiple Acts of Wrongdoing (Std. 1.5(b)): In the conviction proceeding, respondent repeatedly and 
recklessly failed to supervise her non-attorney business partners, resulting in fraudulent claims 

submitted to insurance companies. Respondent also shared legal fees with the non-attorneys. 

Additionally, respondent has violated four conditions of her probation in one matter, and two conditions 

of her probation in another matter. 

Significant Harm to Client, Public or Administration of Justice (Std. 1.50)): Respondenfis failure td 
supervise non-attorneys in their submission of fraudulent claims to insurance companies resulted in the 

fraudulent payment of claims.



MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Pretrial Stipulation: By entering into this stipulation, respondent has acknowledged misconduct and is 
entitled to mitigation for rscognition of wrongdoing and saving the State Bar resources and time. (Silva- 

Vidor v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 1079 [where mitigative credit was given for entering into 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 
circumstancc].) 

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 futther references to standards are to this source.) 

The standards help fulfill the primaly 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 weigh 
” 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 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 

misconduct. (In re Naney (1990) 51 Cal.3d 186, 190.) If 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. (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, fix. 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 
purposes 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. (Stds. 1.703) and 

(0)-) 

Standard 1.7(a) provides, “[i]f a member commits two or more acts of misconduct and the Standards 
specify different sanctions for each act, the most severe sanction must be imposed.” The most severe 

sanction applicable to respondenfs misconduct is found in Standard 2.15(b). Pursuant to Standard 

2. 1 5(b), “[d]isba1-ment is the presumed sanction for a final conviction of a felony in which 
the facts and 

circumstances surrounding the offense involve moral tarpitudc, unless the most compelling mitigating 

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

The facts and circumstances suxrounding respondenfs felony conviction of Penal Code section 549
' 

involved moral turpitude, and the mifigation is not compelling, nor does it clearly predominate. 

Accordingly, disbarment is warranted. 

Respondent received a 30-day actual suspension in her first prior discipline and a 90-day actual 

suspension in her second prior discipline. Additionally, the two prior disciplinary matters coupled 
with 
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the current record demonstrate respondcnt’s unwillingness or inability to conform to ethical 
responsibilities. The two prior disciplines involved respondenfs failure to perform and abandonment of 
clients, among other charges, and her current misconduct involves a. criminal conviction for fraud arising 
from a business relationship with a nomattomey and multiple failures to comply with probation 
conditions in both of her prior disciplinary matters. 

Because respondent has been convicted of a felony where the facts and circumstances demonslrate 
moral tutpitudc, disbarmcnt is the appropriate level of discipline under the Standards. The aggravation 
outweighs mitigation and deviation is not warranted. The addition of probation violations in both of 
respondent’s prior disciplinary matters further support disbarment because it demonstrates that lesser 

discipline has not been efibctive. 

Case law also supports disbarment as the appropriate level of discipline. In In the Matter of Oheb 
(Review Dept. 2006) 4 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 920 is directly on point. There, the Court held that the 
facts and circumstances surrounding Oheb’s conviction of two felony counts of section 549 involved 
moral turpitude. (Id. at p. 935.) In Oheb, the Court found that Oheb committed moral turpitude not only 
because Oheb’s misconduct demonstrated intent and knowledge in his relationship with a resigned . 

attorney, but also because of his recklessness. (Id. at p. 936.) In particular, Ohcb split any attorney fees 
recovered on the referred cases with the resigned attorney, and Oheb recklessly entered into a business 
relationship with a resigned attorney, allowed the resigned attorney to interview and sign up clients 
without Oheb's knowledge or approval, and failed to supervise the resigned attorney. (Id. at pp. 936- 

937.) 0heb’s misconduct was aggravated by multiple acts of wrongdoing, personal gain, substantial 

harm, and failure to make complete restitution, and was minimally mitigated by cooperation with the 
State Bar, good character evidence, and lack of prior discipline for five years of practice. (Id. at pp. 938- 

941.) Oheb was disbarred from the practice of law. (Id. at pp. 941-943.) 

Similarly, respondent committed acts of moral turpitude by engaging in criminal fraud in the course of 
her practice of law. While respondent was convicted of only one count of violation of Penal Code 
section 549, respondent recklessly allowed K.K. to run a personal injury practice with little to no 

supervision, to sign and represent clients without her knowledge, to submit fraudulent claims to 

insurance providers, to negotiate settlements with insurem, and to improperly negotiate settlement 

checks through a check cashing business. Respondent also split attorney fees with K.K. As in Oheb, 
there is no reason to depart from the Standards and disbaxment is warranted. 

Respondent’s additional misconduct involving probation violations serves to furthar support disbarment. 

Respondent’s failure to comply with four conditions of her disciplinary probation in one prior 

disciplinary matter, and two conditions of her disciplinary probation in her second prior disciplinary 

matter demonstrate an inability or unwillingness to comply with the conditions of probation. Therefore, 

further impositions of disciplinary probation would be inadequate. Since there are no compelling 
mitigating circumstances sufficient to overcome the presumption of disbarment, and considering the 

severity of respondent’s misconduct which is significantly aggravated by multiple acts of misconduct 
and two prior disciplinary matters, disbarment is the appropriate level of discipline. 

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 

Respondent acknowledges that thc Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent that as of 

November 15, 2018, the discipline costs in this matter are: approximately $7,649. Respondent further 
acknowledges that should this stipulation be rcjected or should relief from the stipulation be granted, the 

costs in this matter may increase due to the cost of further proceedings.
' 

14 _ W .__4——u-um...



‘ 

(Do not write above this line.) 

in the Matter of: Case Number(s): 
ESTHER MILAN KIM 17-C-06156-YDR‘, 

18-0-15880; 
18-0-1 71 13 

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES 

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

EstherMi1anKim 
Date T?‘éé%ndent's Signature prim Name 

Megan Zavieh 
Print Name 

Janet S. Yoon 
Print Nam.e 

(Effective July 1. 2018) Signature Page 
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In the Matter of: Case Number(s): 
ESTHER MILAN KIM 17-C-06156-YDR; 

18-O-15880; 
18-0-17113 

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES 

By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify 
their agreement with each of the 

recitations and each of the terms and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts. Conclusions of Law, 
and Disposition. 

Esther Milan Kim 
Date _‘ 

Respondent's Signature“ Q print Name 

M4 7-0 ’I3 L Megan Zavieh 
Date ‘fiqnt Name 

Janet S. Yoon 
Date Deputy Trial Counsefs Signature print Name 

(Effective July 1. 2018) Signature Page
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In the Matter of: Case Number(s): ESTHER MILAN KIM 17-C-06156 
18-O-1 5 880 
18-0-17] 13 
(Consolidated) 

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: 

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

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

I] All Hearing dates are vacated. 

1. On page 1 of the stipulation, an "X" is inserted in the box indicating "Previous Stipulation Rejected." 

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 Rules Proc. of State Bar, rule 5.58(E) & (F).) The effective date of this disposition is the effective 
date of the Supreme Court order herein, normally 30 days after the filed date of the Supreme Court order. 
(See Cal. Rules of Court, rule 9.18(a).) 

Respondent Esther Milan Kim 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 p suant to its plenary jurisdiction. 

(Effective July 1. 2018) 
Disbarment Order 
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(State Bar Court No. 15-O-11666) 

‘ 

S23773l 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
SUPREME COURT 

En Banc 

V 

TE'C"7'Z015 

In re ESTHER M. KIM on Discipline Jorge Navarrete Clerk 

Deputy 
The court orders that Esther M. Kim, State Bar Number 271155, is suspended 

from the practice of law in California for one year, execution of that period of suspension 
is stayed, and she is placed on probation for two years subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Esther M. Kim is suspended from the practice of law for the fixst 30 days of 
probation; 

2. Esther M. Kim must comply with the other conditions of probation 
A 

recommended by the Hearing Department of the State Bar Court in its Order 
Approving Stipulation filed on August 15, 2016; and 

3. At the expiration of the period of probation, if Esther M. Kim has complied 
with all conditions of probation, the period of stayed suspension will be 
satisfied and that suspension will be terminated. 

Esther M. Kim 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 
9.10(b).) 

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 
her membership fees for each of the years 2018, 2019, and 2020. If Esther M. Kim fails 
to pay any installment as described above, or as may be modified by the State Bar Cou1’t, 
the remaining balance is due and payable immediately. 

I. Jorge Navmefe, Clerk of the Supreme com 
or the State of Califomia. do hmby oenify that the C prccedingisatmeoopyofanorde ofth' C n __ 
shown. by the march ofmy office.’ 

'5 on as 
Chief Justice 

Witness my hand and the seal ofthe Court this 
DEC 0 '7 2018 

dayor 20 
Month‘
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State Bar Court of California 
Hearing Department 

San Francisco 
ACTUAL SUSPENSION 

Counsel Fofifhe State Bar Case Number(s): For Court use only 
15-O-11668-PEM . 

Robert A. Henderson 
supervising senior Trial counsel 
180 Howard St. 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

_ > 

(415) 538-2385 
___ 

Bar# 173205 AUG 1 5 
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Jonathan I. Arons 
Law Offlco of Jonathan L Arons 
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San Francisco, CA 94104 
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33,11-[1257 STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
DISPOSITION AND ORDER APPROVING 

In the Matter of: 
ESTHER M. Kl M ACTUAL SUSPENSION 

Ba,-# 271155 E] PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED 

A Member of the State Bar of California 
(Respondent) 

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,” 
"DlsmlssaIs,” “conclusions of Law," “supporting Authority," etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments: 

(1) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California, admitted October 28, 2010. 

(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 aré entirely resolved by 
this stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed charge(s)Icount(s) are listed under "DismissaIs." The 
stipulation consists of 12 pages. not Including the order. 

A

- 

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

(Effective July 1. 2015) . 
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gm not Lime; above this line.) 
(5) Conclusions of law. drawn from and specifically referring to the facts are also included under “Conclusions of 

Law‘. — 

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

(5) 

No more than 30 days prior to the filing of this stipulation, Respondent has been advised in writing of any (7) 
pending investigation/proceeding not resolved by this stipulation, except for criminal Investigations. 

Payment of Disciplinary Costs—Respondent acknowiedges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.10 & 
6140.7. (Check one option only):

U 
K4 

(3) 

Until costs are paid in full, Respondent will remain actuaily suspended from the practice of law uniess 
relief is obtained per ruie 5.130. Rules of Procedure. 
Costs are to be paid in equal amounts prior to February 1 for the following membership years: Three 
biiling cycles immediately following the effective date of the Supreme court Order in this matter. 
(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 waived in part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled “Partial Waiver of Costs‘. 
Costs are entirely waived. 

El 
C] 

B. Aggravating Circumstances [Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional 
Misconduct, standards 1 .2(h) &1.5]. Facts supporting aggravating circumstances are 
required. 

I] Prior record of discipline 
(a) State Bar Court case # of prior case 

(b) 

(1) 

Date prior discipline effective 

Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: 

Degree of prior discipline 
EIUEJEI 

if Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipiine, use space provided below. 

lntentionaIlBad Faithlbishonesty: Respondents misconduct was dishonest. intentional, or surrounded 
by. or followed by bad faith. 

El (2) 

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

(4) concealment: Respondents misconduct was surrounded by. or followed by, concealment 

(5) 

(6) 

Overreaching: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by. or followed by, overreaching. DUE! 

E} 

uncharged Violations: Respondenrs conduct Involves uncharged violations of the Business and 
Professions Code, or the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

Eff 
' Jl 1.2015 ( ‘am uy ) Actualsuspension



(7) [1 Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused or was unabie to account 
to the client or person who was the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toward said funds or 
P"°PeTtY- 

(8) Harm: Respondents misconduct harmed significantly a client, the public, or the administration of justice. 

Indifference: Respondent demonstrated Indifference toward rectification of or atonement for the 
consequences of his or her misconduct. 
CandorILack of 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. 

(9) 

(10) 

Multiple Acts: Respondent's current misconduct evidences muttiple acts of wrongdoing. See Attachment 
to Stipulation at p. 9. 

(11) 

(12) , Ffattem: Respondent's current misconduct demonstrates a pattem of misconduct. 

(13) Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. 

(14) Vulnerable Victim: The victim(s) of Respondent's misconduct waslwere highly vu|nerab!e. 
DCIDD 

I2 

DC] 

El 

(15) No aggravatlng circumstances are involved. 

Additional aggravating cimumstances: 

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

(1) CI 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. 

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

(3) candorlcooperationz Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of 
his/her misconduct or ‘to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations and proceedings. 

EICJEI 

Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous remorse and recognition (4) , , 

of the wrongdoing. which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of htslher mnsconduct 

Restitution: Respondent paid $ “o'n in restitutién to without the threat or force of 
disciplinary, civil or criminal proceedings. 

(5) 

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

(6) 

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

EmotlonaIIPhyslca| Difficulties: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of profession_aI misconduct_ 
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical or mental disabiligies yJ_I1}ch expert testumony 
would establish was directly responsible for the misconduct The difficulties or dusabaimes were not the 

(8) 

(Efiective July 1, 2015) Aaual Suspension
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(9) CI 

(10) D 
(11) U 
(12) U 
(13) D 

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. 

Severe Financial Stress: A! 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 directly responsible for the misconduct 

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. 

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 has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred 
followed by convincing proof of subsequent rehabilitation. 

No mitigating circumstances are involved. 

Additional mitlgatlng circumstances: 

Pro-trial Stipulation - See Attachment to Stipulation at p. 9. 

D. Discipline: 

(1) >14 

(a) 

(b) 

(2) IZI 

Stayed suspension: 

Respondent must be suspended from the practice of Iaw for a period of one year. 

i. [:1 and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabilitation and 
fitness to practice and present teaming and ability in the general law pursuant to standard 
1.2(c)(1) Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct. 

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

ii. I] 

iii. E] 

The above-referenced suspension is stayed. 

and until Respondent does the following: 

Probation: 

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

I21 

(3) 

(3) Actual suspension: 

Respondent must be actualiy suspended from the practice of !aw in the State of Caiifomia for a period 
of 30 days. 

and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabilitation and 
fitness 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 

and untii Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached to 
this stipulation. 

(Effective July 1. 2015) Actual suspension
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iii. C] and until Respondent does the following: 

E. Additional Conditions of Probation: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(3) 

(9) 

(Efioctive July 1. 2015) 

K4 

tf Respondent is actuaily suspended for two years or more, helshe must remain actually suspended until 
he/she proves to the State Bar Court his/her rehabilitation, fitness to practice, and present learning and 
ability in the genera! law. pursuant to standard 1.2(c)(1), Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional 
Misconduct. 

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

' 

Within ten (10) days of any change, Respondent must report to the Membership Records Office of the 
State Bar and to the Office of Probation of the State Bar of California (“Office of Probation“). all changes ‘of 
information, inciuding 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. 

Within thirty (30) days from the effective date of discipline, Respondent must contact the Office of Probation 
and schedule a meeting with Respondents assigned probation deputy to discuss these terms and 
conditions of probation. Upon the direction of the Office of Probation, Respondent must meet with the 
probation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the period of probation. Respondent must 
promptiy meet with the probation deputy as directed and upon request. 

Respondent must submit written quarteriy reports to the Office 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 State Bar Act. the Rules of Professional Conduct, and all 
conditions of probation during the preceding calendar quarter. Respondent must also state whether there 
are any proceedings pending against him or her in the State Bar Court and if so, the case number and 
current 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 eamer than 
twenty (20) days before the last day of the period of probation and no later than the last day of probation. 

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

Subject to assertion of applicable privileges, Respondent must answer fully. promptly and truthfully any 
inquiries of the Office of Probation and any probation monitor assigned under these conditions which are 
directed to Respondent personally or in writing relating to whether Respondent is complying or has 
complied with the probation conditions. 

Wthin one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline herein, Respondent must provide to the Officg 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. 

C] No Ethics School recommended. Reason: 

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

Actual suspension
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(10) [J The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated: 

1] Substance Abuse Conditions [I Law Office Management Conditions 

CI Medical Conditions Cl Financial Conditions 

F. other Conditions Negotiated by the Parties: 

(1) IX Multlstate Professional Responsibility Examination: Respondent must provide proof of passage of 
the Multistate Professional Responsibiiity Examination (“MPRE”), administered by the National _, 

Conference of Bar Examiners, to the Office of Probation during the period of actual suspension or within 
one year, whichever period is longer. Failure to pass the MPRE results In actual suspension without 
further hearing until passage. But see rule 9.10(b), California Rules of Court, and rule 5.1B2(A) & 
(E), Rules of Procedure. 

C] No MPRE recommended. Reason: 

(2) I] Rule 9.20, California Rules of court: Respondent must comply with the requirements of rule 9.20, 
Caiifomia 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. 

(3) El Conditional Rule 9.20, California Rules of court: If Respondent remains actually suspended for 90 
days or more. helshe must comply with the requirements of rule 9.20. California Rules of Court, and 
perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 120 and 130 calendar days, 
respectively, after the effective date of the Supreme Court's Order in this matter. 

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

(5) [3 Other Condltlons: 

(Effective July 1. 2015) Actual suspension



ATTA NT T0 
STIPULATION RE FAQES, CQNCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION 

IN THE MATTER OF: ESTHER M. KIM 

CASE NUMBER: 15-O-1 1666-LMA 

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 Professional Conduct. 

Case No. 15-O-11666 (Complainant: Hgriinder Pal and Meena Kum_a_r1_'_) 

FACTS: 

1. In 2013, Haxjinder Pal (“Pal”) and Meena Kumari (“Kumari”) hired respondent to represent 
them as plaintiffs in a matter involving an automobile accident. 

2. Pal and Kumari received an undated contract that had not been signed by respondent. 

3. On November 18, 2013, respondent spoke with Michael Katz the adjuster for AAA Insurance 
(“AAA”). In the conversation there was an offer of settlement for Kumari. 

4. On November 22, 2013, a written offer of settlement was made by AAA of $16,000 for Pal 
and a memorialization of a settlement of $1,200 for Kumari. Follow-up letters on the offer to settle were 
sent by AAA on J anuary 8, 2014 and June 4, 2014. Although respondent verbally confirmed the 
settlement of Kumari’s claim, she never providad the signed release._ Although respondent received the 
lcttcrs, she did not provide AAA with a response to any of the letters. 

5. Respondent did not inform Pal and Kumari of the settlement offers by AAA, but respondent’s 
brother did inform Pal of the offer months aflcr the fact. 

6. On July 17, 2014, Pal emailed respondent expressing concern about a lack of communication. 
The email referenced “many” voicemails that had been left for respondent without a response. 

7. On September 4, 2014, and November 12, 2014, Pal and Kumari contacted the State Bar 
complaining about respondenfs lack of communication. 

8. On December 26, 2014, respondent filed Pal v. Mead, Santa Clara County Superior Court case 
no. 1 I4CV274965. Respondent failed to serve the defendant. The initial Case Management Conference 
was set for April 21, 2015. Respondent ceased communicating with Pal and Kumari subsequent to filing 
and thereby constructively tetmimted her employment. Subsequent to the filing, respondent did not take 
any steps to protect the interests of Pal and Kumari, including failing to notify Pal and Kumari that she 
would no longer be working on the matter.



9. On March 13, 2015, the County of Santa Clara filed a Notice of Lien in the matter, which was 
served on respondent. Respondent did not notify Pal and Kumari of the lien. 

10. On April 21, 2015, a Case Management Conference was held in the matter. Respondcnt 
failed to appear. The court set an Order to Show Cause hearing for June 25, 2015 re: failure to appear 
and serve the defendant. Respondent received the order, but did not inform Pal and Kumari. 

I 1. In May 2015, respondent vacated her office in Santa Clara. Respondent did not change her 
official membership address until February 2016. Respondent did not provide Pai and Kumari new 
contact information. 

12. On June 25, 2015, respondent failed to appear and the matter was continued to August 27, 
2015. Respondent received notice of the continuance, but did not inform Pal and Kumari. 

13. In August 2015, Pal and Kumari hired Matthew Webb (“Webb”) to take over the matter. 

14. On August 13, 2015, Pal and Kumari signed a substitution of attorney form, which was also 
signed by successor counsel Webb. Although Webb attempted to get respondent to sign the substitution 
of attorney, he was unsuccessful. Webb was forced to file an Ex Parte Application to Remove 
respondent as counsel. 

15. On August 27, 2015, respondent failed to appear and the matter was continued to December 
3, 2015. Thereafter, Webb successfully entered the representation of Pal and Kumari. Thereafier, 
respondent failed to communicate with successor counsel and did not turn over the file. 

16. On December 9, 2014, May 13, 2015 and July 17, 2015, letters were sent to respondent by a 

State Bar investigator requesting a substantive written response to the complaints of Pal and Kumari. 
Respondent received these letters, but failed to provide a substantive response. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

17. By failing to respond to settlement offers made by AAA Insurance, failing to serve the 
defendant after filing the lawsuit, failing to appear at the Case Management Conference and by failing to 
appear at the OSC set for June 25 , 2015 and continued to August 27, 2015, respondent intentionally, 
recklessly, or repeatedly failed to perform legal services with competence in willful violation of Rules of 

Professional Conduct, rule 3-110(A). 

18. By failing to respond promptly to the email and numerous voicemails of Pal requesting a 

status update, respondent willfully failed to provide reasonable status updates in a matter in which 
respondent had agreed to provide legal services, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code, 

section 6068(m). 

19. By failing to inform Pal and Kumari that AAA had made an offer of settlement, that AAA 
had not been sewed the complaint, that the County of Santa Clara had asserted a lien, that respondent 
failed to appear at the Case Management Conference and that an Order to Show Cause re: Dismissal had 
been filed, respondent willfully failed to keep a client 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).



20. By failing to attend the April 21, 2015, Case Management Conference as ordered on 
December 26, 2014, and by failing to appear at the Order to Show Cause hearing set for June 25, 2015 
and continued to August 27, 2015, as ordered on April 21, 2015, respondent willfully disobeyed an order 
of the court, requiring respondent to do or forbeax an act connected with her profession, which 
respondent ought in good faith to do or forbcar, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code, 
section 61 03. 

21. By failing to take any action on behalf of Pal and Kumari after the filing of December 26, 
2014, and by constructively terminating her employment thereafier without taking any steps to protect 
the interests of Pal and Kumari, respondent failed upon termination to take reasonable steps to avoid 
reasonably foreseeable prejudice to respondent’s clients, in willful violation of Rules of Professional 
Conduct, mle 3-700(A)(2). 

22. By failing to release the client file to successor counsel, respondent failed to promptly release 
the client file after termination of employment, in willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, 
rule 3-700(D)(l). 

23. By failing to respond to the State Bar investigator’s letters of December 9, 2014, May 13, 
2015 and July 17, 2015, respondent willfully violated Business and Professions Code, section 6068(i). 

24. By failing to update her official membership records address within 30—days of closing her 
Santa Clara office in May 2015, respondent willfully violated Business and Professions Code, section 
60686). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
Multiple Acts of Misconduct (Std. l.5(b)): Respondent has committed eight violations of the 

Rules of Professional Conduct and Business and Professions Code, which constitute multiple-acts of 
misconduct. 

FACTS SUPPORTING MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
Pretrial Stipulation: By entering into this stipulation, respondent has acknowledged misconduct 

and is entitled to mitigation for recognition of wrongdoing and saving the State Bar significant resources 
and time. (Silva~Vidor v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 1079 [where mitigaxive credit was given for 
entering into 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 circumstancc].) 

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 Silverton (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. 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 
misconduct. (In re Naney (1990) 51 Cal.3d 186, 190.) If 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. (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, fi1. 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 
purposes 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. (Stds. 1.7(b) and 
(0)-) 

In this matter, respondent’s professional misconduct is in a single client matter. The applicable Standard 
is 2.12 which states:

‘ 

(a) Disbarment or actual suspension is the presumed sanction for 
disobedience or violation of a court order related to the member’s practice 
of law, the attomey’s oath, or the duties required of an attorney under 
Business and Professions Code section 6068(a)(b)(d)(e)(f) or (h). 

Case law supports a suspension. In In the Matter of Riordan (Review Dept. 2007) 5 Cal. State Bar Ct 
Rptr. 41, the court recommended a six-month stayed suspension for an attorney who, in a single client 
matter, failed to perform in criminal appellate and habeas corpus proceedings, failed to obey court 
orders and failed to report sanctions. In aggravation, the court found multiple acts of misconduct and 
harm. In mitigation, the court found no prior record of discipline in 17 years of practice, no further 
misconduct, good character and cooperation for entering into a fact stipulation. 

Unlike Riordan, respondent has the single mitigating factor of a pre-trial stipulation. Respondent as did 
Riordan, failed to obey a court order, failed to perform and has other acts of misconduct. Respondent did 
not return the client file or provide a substantive response to the State Bar, so a higher level of discipline 
is appropriate. However, as the misconduct is limited to a single client matter, discipline on the low end 
of the Standard is appropriate. On balance a 30 day actual suspension will follow the applicable 
Standard and is adequate to protect the profession and the public. 

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Respondent acknowledges that the Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed Respondent that as of 
July 11, 2016, the prosecution costs in this matter axe $5,680. 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. 

10 .:a——\.—.—.



EXCLUSION FROM MCLE CREDIT 
Pursuant to rule 3201, respondent may Q91 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, rule 3201.)



__.‘__.____'_. ..‘ 
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In the Matter of: Case number(s): 
ESTHER M. KIM 15-O-11666-PEM 

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES 
By their signatures below, the parties and their counsel, as applicable, signify their agreement with each of the 
recitations and each of the tems and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts. Conclusions of Law, and Disposition. 

. Esther M. Kim 
Print Name

~ Jonathan I. Arons 
Print Name 

sgzozaolg ‘ 

D -Deputy-Trial Counsefs Signature Print Name 
Sr. 

(Effective July 1, 2015) Signature Page 
Page 1:25
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In the Matter of: case Number(s): 
ESTHER M. KIM 15-0-1 1666-PEM 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION ORDER 
Funding the stipulation to be fair to the parties and that it adequateiy protects the pubiic. IT IS ORDERED that the 
requested dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice. and: 

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

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

g All Hearing dates are vacated. 

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.) 

para‘ 
_ 

\ § ‘ 
}¢\\.o

. 

te ‘/ ' LU ARMENUARIZ 
Judge of the State Bar Court 

[)3 

Effecti J 1.2015 ( ve my ) 
Actual Suspension Order 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
« [Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule S.27(B); Code Civ. Proc., § l013a(4)] 

. Lam 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 August 15, 2016, I deposited a true copy of the following 
docmnent(s): 

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

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

JONATHAN IRWIN ARONS 
LAW OF C JONATHAN I ARONS 
100 BUSH ST STE 918 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 

K4 by interoffice mail through a facility regularly maintained by the State Bar of California 
addressed as follows: ~ 

SHERRIE B. McLETCI-HE, Enforcement, San Francisco 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on 
August 15, 2016. 

Bernadette Molina 
Case Administrator 
State Bar Court



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

ATTEST August 16, 2018 
State Bar Court, State Bar of California, 
Los Angeles 

By
c





SUEREME COURT ILED 
MAY 6322013 

(State Bar Court No. 16-O-14992) Jorge Navadete merk 
S247286 __ 

IN THE SUPRENIE COURT OF CALIFORNLADeputy 
I 

En Banc 

In re ESTHER M. KIM on Discipline 

The court orders that Esther M. Kim, State Bar Number 271 155, is 
suspended from the practice of law in California for one year, execution of that 
period of suspension is stayed, and she is placed on probation for two years 
subject to the following conditions:

' 

1. Esther M. Kim is suspended fiom the practice of law for the first 90 
days of probation; 

2. Esther M. Kim 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 January 12, 2018; and 

3. At the expiration of the period of probation; if Esther M. Kim has 
complied with all conditions of probation, the period of stayed 
suspension will be satisfied and that suspension will be terminated. 

Esther M. Kim must also comply with California Rules ofCou11, 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 disbarmcnt 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 her membership fees for each of the years 
2019, 2020, and 2021. If Esther M. Kim 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. 

1. Jorge’. Na.»au=I§. Gi_erk of the Supreme Court 
of the State of Cahfomna, do hereby certify that the 
gficediggg a true 

mdcgpgi/_ 
of an grderof this Conn as .

_ wnyerec_omyo:ce. .. 
Witness my hand and the gen! ofthe Court this 

By: 

I 

._ 
» -~»«--~ 

new
J
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State Bar Court of California 

(Respondent) 
A Member of the State Bar of California 

Hearing Department 
San Francisco 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION . 

Counsel For The State Bar Case Number(s): For Court use only 
16-O-14992 ' 

Johnna G. Sack 
Senior Trlal Counsel

‘ 180 Howard street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 PUBLIC MAI I ER 
(415)538-2357 

Bar # 270534 I L E DM In Pro Per Respondent 
# 

JAN 1 2 2018 
Esther M. Kim 
1407: Main street, Ste 109 sm-E BAR COURT 
Hesperia, CA 92345 SAN FRAN%I|-Eggs OFFICE 

Submitted to: settlement Judge 
Bar # 271 155 ‘ 

STIPULATION RE FACTS. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
H, the Mane, at ousposmon AND ORDER APPROVING 
Esther M. Kim 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION 
Bar # 2711 55 

El PREVIOUS srupuumon REJECTED 

Note: All lnfomnatlon 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. o.g., “Facts.” 
“nlsmlssals,” “conclusions of Law," “Supporting Authority," etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments; 

(1) Respondent is a member of the State Bar of California. admitted October 28. 2010. 

(2) The parties agree to be bound by the factual stiputations contained herein even if conclusions of law or 
disposition are rejected or changed by the supreme Court. — 

(3) All investigations or proceedings listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are entirely resolved by 
this stipulation and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed charge(s)loount(s) are listed under 'Dismissals." The 
stipulation consists of 11 ‘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.’ 

“(Enema July 1. 2015‘) 
Actual suspension
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(5) Conclusions of law, drawn 

Law‘. - 

from and specifically referring to the facts are also included under ‘Conclusions of 

The parties must include supporting authority for {he recommended level of discipline under the heading 
‘Supporting Authority.‘ 

No more than 36 days prior to thafiling of this stlbulation, Respondent has been advised in writing of any 
pending lnvestigationlproceeding not resolved by this stipulation. except for criminal investigations. 

(5) 

(7) 

Payment of Disciplinary Costs——Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.10 8. 
6140.7. (Check one option only): 

E] 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. 8 Costs are to be paid in equal amounts priofto February 1 for the following membership years: Three 
billing cycles Immediately following the effective date of the Supreme court Order In thls matter. 
(Hardship, special circumsfainoes 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 waived In part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled “Partial Waiver of costs‘. 
Costs are entirely waived. _ 

(3) 

Cl 
C! 

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

- 

>14 

(3) 

(b) 

(O) 

(1) Prior record of disclpline
4 

K4 State Bar Court case # of prior case 15-O-11666-PEM (See page 8 and Exhibit 1.) 
>14 Date prior discipline efféctive January 6. 2017. 

Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: Rules of Professional conduct. rules 3- 
110(A), 3-700(A)(2), and 3-700(D)(1); Business and Professions Code, sections 6103, 60680), 
6068 (J) and 6o68(m). ; 

>14 

Degree of prior discipline 30-day actual suspension. 

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

lntentIonaIIBad Faithmishonesty: Respondent's misconduct was dishonest, intentional, or surrounded (2) 
by, or followed by bad faith. ,; 

(3) Misrcpresentatlon: Respondenfs misconduct was surrounded by. or followed by. misrepresentation. 

(4) concealment: Re_sbondent‘s misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, concealment 

(5) 

(5) 

Overreaching: ‘Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by. or followed by, ovetreaching. 
EJEJEIDD 

Uncharged Wolatfins: Respondent's conduct invoives uncharged violations of the Business and 
Professions Code, or the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

‘Emma July 1' 2015) 
Actual Suspension



(Q notwrfce above Q fig.) 
(7) D Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused or was unable to account 

to the client or petson who was the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toward said funds or 
Pf0Pe|1Y- 

(8) E Harm: Respondent's misconduct harmed significantly a client. the public, or the administration of justice. 
(see page 8.) 4 

(9) [J Indifference: Respghdent demonstrated indifference toward rectification of or atonement for the 
consequences of his or her misconduct. 

A 
(10) CI candorILack of cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to victims of 

; 

hislher misconduct, or to the State Br during disciplinary investigations or proceedings. 
(11) C] Multiple Acts: Respondent's_ current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing. 

(12) El Pattern: Respondent's currént misconduct demonsttates a pattern of misconduct. 

(13) El Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. 

(14) El Vulnerable Victim: The vicfihI(s) of Respondent's misconduct waslware highly vulnerable. 

(15) D No aggravating circumstances are Involvefl. 
Additional aggravating clycumstances: 

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

; 

(1) I] No Prior Disciplinei Respopgent has no prior record of discipline over many years of practice coupled 
with present misconduct which is not likely to recur. 

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

(3) candorlcoopefatlo-n: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of 
hislher misconduct or ‘to the State Bar during disciplinary Investigations and proceedings. 

EJIIIEI 

Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous remorse and recognition (4) 
of the wrongdoing. which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of hislher misconduct. 

Restitution: Réspqndent paid $ on in restitution to without the threat or force of 
disciplinary, civil orcriminal proceedings. 

Delay: These disciplinary préceedings were_ excessively delayed. The delay is not attributable to 
Respondent and the delay prejudiced hlmlher. 

Good Faith: Respondent acted with a good faith belief ihat was honestly held and objectively reasonable. 

(5) 

(5) 

(7) 

Emotionalmhyslcal Dlfficulties: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of professional misconduct. 
Respondent suffered extreme emotional diflicutties or physical or mental disabiligies vv_I!Ich expert tesumony 
would establish was_'dinectly responsible forthe misconduct The difficulties or dssabillhes were not the 

EJEIDEI 

(3) 

(Elfedive July ‘I. 2015) 
_ 
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product of any fllega.l'conduc.t by the member, such as iflegal drug or substance abuse. and the difficulties 
or disabilities no longer pose ‘a risk that Respondent will commit misconduct 

(9) El Severe Flnanclal Stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severe financial stress 
which resulted from éircumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond hislher control and 
which were directiy responsible for the misconduct. 

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

(11) El Good character.-: Respondents extraordinarily good charactet 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 

(12) Cl Rehabilitation: considerable time has passed since the acts of professional misconduct occurred 
followed by convincing proof_of subsequent tehabilitation. 

(13) El No mitigating circumstances are involved. 

Addltlonal mitigating circumgtancesz 

Pro-flllng Stipulation. (See péfie 8.) 

D. Discipline: 

(1) >14 Stayed Suspension: 

(a) Respondeht myst be suspended from the practice of law for a period of one year. 

i. E] _ and Until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabilitation and 
fitness 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. 

ii. I] and untiI3Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached to 
this stipulation. "‘ '- 

iii. E] and Until Respondent does the following: 

(b) E The aboveéreférenced suspension is stayed. 

(2) >14 Probation: 

Respondent must be placed on probation for a period of two years. which will commence upon the effective 
date of the Supreme Court order inthis matter. (See rule 9.18, California Rules of Court) 

(3) Actual Suspension: 

(a) 
I E Respondent miast be aétually suspended from the practice of law in the State of califomia for a period 

of 90 days. 
' " 

I. [I and until Respondent shows probf satisfactory to the State Bar Court of rehabilitation and 
. fitness to practice and present Ieamlng and ability in the general law pursuant to standard 

1.2(c)(1); Standaygds for Attorney sanctions for Professional Misconduct 

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

A 

(Eflecliva July 1. 2015) 
l ‘ 
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iii. E] and until Respondent does the following: 

E. Additional Conditions of Probation: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

('5) 

(7) 

(3) 

(9) 

fieetweJuay1,2o15) 

If Respondent is actually suspended for two years or mote, helshe must remain actually suspended until 
helshe proves to the State Bar Court hislher rehabilitation. fitness to practice, and present leamlng and 
ability in the genera! law, pursuant to standard 1 .2(c)(1). Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional 
Misconduct 

During the pmbationpetiod, Respondent must comply with the provisions of the State Bar Ad and Rules of 
Professional Conduct. 

Within ten (10) days of any change, Respondent must report to the Membership Records Office of the 
State Bar and to the Office of Probation of the State Bar of California (‘Offloe of Probation‘). all changes of 
information. including current orffioe address and telephone number. or other address for State Bar 
purposes, as prescrfned by section 6002.1 of the Business and Professions Code. 

Within thirty (30) days from the effective date of discipline. Respondent must contact the Office of Probation 
and schedule a meeting with_ Respondent's assigned probation deputy to discuss these terms and 
conditions of probation. Upon the direction of the Offioe of Probation. Respondent must meet with the 
probation deputy either in-person or by telephone. During the period of probation, Respondent must 
promptly meet with the probation deputy as directed and upon request. 

Respondent must submit wtitten quarterly repotts to the Offioe 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 State Bar Act. the Rules of Professional Conduct, and all 
conditions of probation during the preceding calendar quarter. Respondent must also state whether there 
are any proceedings pending against him or her in the State Bar Conn and if 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 quartedy reports. a final report, containing the same lnfonnation, is due no earlier than 
twenty (20) days before the last day of the period of probation and no later than the last day of probation. 

Respondent must be assigned a probation monitor. Respondent must promptly review the terms and 
conditions of probation with the probation monitor to establish a manner and scheduie 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 t6 be submitted to the Offioe of Probation. Respondent must 
cooperate fully with _the probation monitor. 

Subject to assertion of applicable privileges, Respondent must answer fully, prompuy 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 ggndflions. ' 

Within one (1) of the effective date of the discipline hereln, Respondent must provide to the 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. 

[I No Ethics School recorfimended. Reason: . 

Respondént must comply with all conditions of probation imposed in the underlying criminal «patter and 
must so declare under penalty of perjury In conjunction with any quatterly report to be filed with the Office 
of Probation. ‘ -

‘ 

Adual Suspension
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(10) I] The following oonditions are Efiachw hereto ‘and incorporated: 

[1 Substance Abuse Conditions [I 

[3 Medical Conditions 

Law Office Management Conditions 

I] Financial Conditions 

F. Other conditions Negotiated by the Parties: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

"(§octiveJuIy1.2o15) 

IZI Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination: Respondent must provide proof of passage of 
the Multisiate Professional Responsibility Examination (‘MPRE’), administered by the National 
Conference of Bar Examiners. to the Office of Probation during the period of actual suspension or within 
one year, whichever period. is longer. Failure to pass the MPRE results In actual suspension without 
further hearing until passage. But see rule 9.1o(b), callfomla Rules of court, and rule 5.182(A) & 
(E). Rules of Procedure.

" 

E] No MPRE recommended. Reason: 
Rule 9.20, callforinia Ruleg; _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. 

condltional Rule 9.20, callfomla Rules of Court: If Respondent remains actually suspended for 90 
days or more. helshe mustoomply with the requirements of rule 9.20. California Rules of Court, and 
perfonn the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) of that rule within 120 and 130 calendar days. 
respectively. after the effective date of the Supreme Court's Order in this matter. 

credit fot Interim Suspension [conviction referralcases only]: Respondent will be credited for the 
period of hislher interim suspension toward‘ the stipulated period of actual suspension. Date of 
commencement of interim suspension: 

other conditions: Respohdent was ordered to provide proof of attendance of Ethics school and 
proof of p'assa'ge- of the MPRE In case no. 15-0-11668-FEM. Discipline became effective on 
January 6, 2017. and her proof of passage of the HPRE and proof of attendance of Ethics school 
are due by January 6, 2018. Respondent's compliance In that case will satisfy the Ethics School 
and MPRE requirements In this case. 

Actual suspension



ATTACHMENT T0 
STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAfl AND DISPOSITION ‘ 

LN TI-IEMA'I'I‘ER OF: ES'I'HER M. KIM 
CASE NUMBERS;. 

_ 
16-0-14992 

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS 01? LAW. 
Respondent admits that the following facts are true and that he is culpable of violations of the specified 
statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct. 

Case Ng. ‘I6-O-14992 (Coxfiplainant: Vivian Greer) 

FACTS: 

1. On May 18, 2014, Vivian Greer retained respondent to represent her in a personal injury 
matter and sent respondent the signed fee agreement. She also sent respondent documents she received 
from her insurance company, Mt. Hawley Insurance Company, including their recent settlement offer. 
This was the last contact that Ms. Greer had with respondent until August 201 S. 

2. On June 11, 2014, respondent notified Mt. Hawlcy Insurance Company that she was 
representing Ms. Greer on her personal injury claim. Subsequently, Michelle May, a Claim Examiner 
with Mt. Hawley Insurance Company, attempted to contact respondent about Ms. Greer’s personal 
injury claim by fax on June 16, 2014 and July 31, 2014, and then by mail on September 17, 2014. 
Respondent never responded to Ms. ‘May’s correspondence. On September 15, 2014, Ms. May called 
rcspondent’s office and received a message that the phone number was no longer in service. 

3. The statute of limitations for Ms. Grcer’s personal injury claim expired on April 1, 2015. 
Between May 2014 and Mafch 2015; prior to the expiring of the statute of limitations, respondent never 
contacted the insurance company to negotiate a sctilemcnt on behalf of Ms. Greer. During this time, 
respondent did not communicate with Ms. Greer or take any steps to protect her claim. Instead, 
respondent let the statute of limitatiqns on Ms. Greex-‘s personal injury claim lapse. 

4. On August 15, 2015, Ms. Greer received a letter from respondent stating, “Due to extreme 
circumstances, our oificcs ax; being closed for good.” Enclosed with the letter were the insurance 
documents that Ms. Greer sent respondent on May4l8, 2014. Ms. Greer was unable to recover any 
damages for her injuries because respondent allowed her personal injury claim to lapse. 

CONCLUSIONS 013 LAW: 
5. By failing to respond to cbmmunications fi'om the insurance company, failing to negotiate a 

settlement for her client, ‘and failing to file a lawsuit prior to the statute of limitations in order to preserve 
her client’s claim, respondent intentionally, recklessly, or repeatedly failed to perform legal services 
with competence in willfixl v'iolation;of Rules of Professional Conduct, rulc 3-1 10(A).
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6. By failing to inform her ciient of the statute of limitations date on her claim and failing to 
provide her client with any status updates or oommunicaiions regarding her case, respondent willfully 
failed to provide reasonable status updates in a matter in which respondent had agreed to provide le 
services, in willful violation of Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m). ~ 

7. By to take any action on behalf of Ms. Greer afier being hired, and by constructively 
terminating her employment thereaiier without taking any steps to protect the interests of Ms. Greer, 
respondent failed upon termination to take reasonable steps to avoid reasohably foreseeable prejudice to 
respondent's client, in willful violation of Rules of -Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(A)(2). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
Prior Record of Discipline (Std. l.5(a)): In case number 15-O-11666-PEM, effective January 6, 2017. 
Respondent stipulated to a 30-day actual suspension for failing to perform, failing to communicate, 
disobeying a court order, failing upon termination to take reasonable steps to avoid reasonably . 

foreseeable prejudice to respondenfs clients, failing to release the clients’ file, failing to respond to the 
State Bar’s investigation, and failingto update her membership records within 30-days of closing her 
law ofiice in Santa Clara. ’ 

Significant Harm to’ the Client (Std_. 156)): Ms. Greer lost the ability to recover any damages related 
to her personal injuxy claim bccausefcspondcnt allowed the statute of limitations on her case to lapse. 
(In the Matter of Bach (Review Dept. 1991) 1 Cal. ‘State Bar Ct. Rptr. 631, 646 [loss of case constitutes 
significant harm, even if the’ amount of damages would have been relatively modest] .) 

MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Pre-filing Stipulation: Respondent is entitled to mitigation for entering into a stipulation with the 
Office of Chief Trial Counsel prior t_o_ the filing of charges in the above referenced disciplinaxy matter, 
thereby saving the State Bar Court time and resourbcs. (Silva- Vidor v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 
1079 [where mitigative credit was given 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. 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 prof_essi‘on; maintenance of tlie highest professional standards; and preservation of 
public confidence in the legal profession. (Soc 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 Cal.4th 205, 220 ‘and In re Young (1989) 49 Cal.3d 257, 267, (i1. 11.) Adherence to 
the standards in the greax majority of cases serves the valuable purpose of eliminating disparity and 
assuring consistency, that is, the imposition of similar altorney discipline for instances of similar 
attorney misconduct. (In r_~e_~Naney (1990) 51 Cal.3d 186, 190.) If a recommendation is at the high end 
or low end of a standard, an explaiiation must be given as to how the recommendation was reached.
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(S.td. 1.1.) “Any disci1§lina_1y recommendation that deviates from the Standards must include clear 
reasons for the departuxcf’ (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 
addifion to the factors set forth in the specific standard, consideration is to be given to the primary 
purposes of discipline; the balancing of all aggravating and mitigating circumstances; the type of 
misconduct at issue; whether the Elicnt, public, legal system or profession was harmed; and the 
member’s willingness and ability to conform to ethical responsibilities in the future. (Stds. l.7(b) and 
(0)-) 

The applicable Standard for performance, communication, or withdrawal violations is 2.7(b), which 
states: “Suspension or rcproval is the presumed sanction for perfonnance, commlmication, or 
withdrawal violations, which are limited in scope or time.” Standard 1.8(a) also applies because 
respondent has a prior record of discipline where she received a 30-day actual suspension. Standard 
1.8(a) states, “Ifa member has a single prior 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 that imposing greater discipline would be manifestly unjust. 

Respondent has a prior record of discipline for misconduct that is similar to her current misconduct. 
Respondcnt’s prior misconduct and current misconduct both occurred between June 2014 and August 
2015. In In the Matter of Sklar (Review‘Dept. 1993) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 602, the court held that 
when considering misconduct that occurred during the same time period as prior misconduct, the 
aggravating impact of thc prior disciplinary matter is diminished. (See In the Matter of Hagen (Review 
Dept. 1992) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rtpr. at p.l7l; In the Matter of Miller (Review Dept. 1990) I Cal. State 
Bar Ct. Rptr. 131, 136.) The" court in Sklar found that tho. attomey’s prior and presenfmisconduct 
should be viewed together, as if brought in a single disciplinary proceeding. Therefore, in determining 
the appropriate level of discipline in respondent’s case, her current misconduct and previous misconduct 
should be considered together. 

The range of discipline for cases in which an attorney with no prior record of discipline has been found 
culpable of abandoning a single client matter is between a stayed suspension and a 90-day actual 
suspension. (See In the Matter of Aguiluz (Review Dept. 1992) 2 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 32, 45-46; In 
the Matter of Nees (Review Dept. 1996) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 459, 466; In the Matter of Nunez 
(Review Dept. 1993) 2 Cal. "State Bai Ct. Rptr. 196, 206.) Given respondent abandoned two client 
matters, her misconduct warrants discipline on the higher end of the range. 

Case law is instructive. In Harris v. State Bar (1990) 51 Cal.3d 1082, the attorney received a 90-day 
actual suspension for abandoning he'i“client in a wrongful death suit and allowing the statute of 
limitations to lapse without properly filing and serving a complaint. The attorney in Harris failed to 
preserve testimony, engage in discovery, or vigorously litigate the wrongful death action. The axtomcy 
received mitigation for sufl'e_ring from typhoid fever prior to and during some of the misconduct. The 
court found the attorncy’s lack of remorse and the significant harm to her client as factors in 
aggravation. 

In In the Matter of Greenwobd (Review Dept. 1998) 3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 831, the attorney received 
a 90-day actual suspensionfor two sérious instances of recldess failure to perform legal services. The 
attorney failed to perform by not appearing at a status conference in one client matter and, in the other 
client matter, the attorney failed to communicate with his client, failed to perform legal services with

9



competence, and violated a court orflér to comply with discovery. In both client matters, the civil 
lawsuits that the clients were pursuing were dismissed because of the attomey’s misconduct. The court 
found no factors in mitigation. 

In King v. State Bar (1990) 52 Cal.3d 307, the Supreme Court imposed a 90-day actual suspension. The 
attorney failed to perform legal services in two client mattexs. In one client matter, the attorney failed to 
scwe the complaint and slnnmons on the defendant, failed to initiate discovery, and failed to obtain his 
own witnesses’ records, which resulted in the court dismissing his client’s case. The client received a 

malpractice judgment for $84,000 against the attorney; however, the client was unable to recover due to 
the attomey’s lack of insurance and financial issues. In the other client matter, the attomey was hired to 
close probate after a prior attpmcy failed to do so. During the three years he was counsel on the matter, 
the auomcy failed to communicate with his client or perform any legal services. The court found 
mitigation for no prior record of discipline. 

Respondent failcd to perform in two client matters and caused significant harm to Ms. Greer when she 
allowed the statute of limitations on-her personal injury claim to lapse without properly filing and 
serving a complaint. Based on the forgoing, if respondenfs past and current misconduct were brought 
together in a single disciplinary proceeding, then a 90-day actual suspension would be the appropriate 
level of discipline. 

‘ 

_-
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COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Respondent acknowledges that the Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent that as of 
December 20, 2017, the prosecutiorr costs in this matter are $3,215. 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 pf further proceedings.

' 

EXCLUSION FROM CREDIT 

Pursuant to rule 3201, Resfmndcnt may Q receive MCLE credit for completion of State Bar Ethics 
School (Rules Pfoc. of Stats Bar, rule 3201.)
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(go not mite above this line.) 

In the Matter of Case Number(s): 
ESTHER M. KIM 

_ 
16-0-14992-LMA 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION 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/chrges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and: 

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

>14 The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth below, and the 
DISCIPLINE IS RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Court. 

D All Hearing dates are vacated. 

On page 5 of the Stipulation, at paragraph E. (8): 
1) the “X” in the box is deleted to remove the Ethics School requirement; 
2) an “X” is inserted into the box next to “No Ethics School recommended;” and 
3) the following is inserted afier “No Ethics School recommended. Reason”: “It is not recommended 
that respondent be ordered to attend the State Bar’s Ethics School, as she has recently been ordered to do so 
on December 7, 2016, by the Supreme Court in case No. S23773l.” 

On page 6 of the Stipulation, at paragraph F. (1): 
1) the “X” in the box is deleted to remove the MPRE requirement; 
2) an “X” is inserted into the box next to “No MPRE recommendcdg” and 
3) the following is insertcd aficr “No MPRE recommended. Reason”: “It is not recommended that 
respondent be ordered to take and pass the MPRE, as she has recently been ordered to do so on December 7, 
2016, by the Supreme Court in case No. S237731.” 

On page 6 of the Stipulation, at paragraph F. (2), an “X” is inserted into the box to include the requirement 
that respondent comply with California Rules of Court, rule 9.20. 

On page 6 of the Stipulation, at paragraph F. (5), the “X” in the box and all of the text following “Other 
Conditions” are deleted to remove the explanation regarding compliance with Ethics School and the MPRE. 

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) 8. (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 data. (See rule 9.18(a), California Rules of 
court.) 

(Effective July 1. 20153
. 

l Q‘ Actual Suspension Order 
Page
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(State Bar Cburt No. 15-0-11666) 

. 

s237731 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA 
surname oouR_T 

En Banc 
A 

F I L E D 
DEC"‘?'2016 

1nreES'I'HERM.KIMonDiscipline Jomeflavarreteclerk 

Dept!!! 
The court orders that Esther M. Kim, State Bar Number 271155, is suspended . 

from the practice of law in California for one year, execution of that period of suspension 
is stayed, and she is placed on probation for two years subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. Esther M. Kim is suspended fiom the practice of law for the first 30 days of 
probation; 

2. Esther M. Kim must comply with the other conditions of probafiqn
_ 

recommended by the Hearing Departmt of the State Bar Court m us Order 
Approving Stipulation filed on August 15, 2016; and 

3. At the expiration ofthe period of probation, ifEsther M. King has goihplied 
with all conditions of probation, the period of stayed suspension will be 
satisfied and that suspension will be terminated. 

Esther M. Kim must also take and pass the Multistate Profwsional Responsibility 
Examination within one year afler the efibctive date of this order and P1'°Vid¢ 5afi5f3°t°1'Y 
proof of such passage to the State Bar’s Office of Probation in L08 Angcles Within 316 
same period. Failure to do somay result in suspension. (Cal. RJ-1165 Of C01111. 11113 
9.l0(b).) 

Costs afe awarded to the ‘State Bar in accordance with Business and Professigns 
Code section 6086.10 and are énforccable both as provided in Business and Profefsloqs 
Code section 6140.7 and as a money judgment. One-third oflhe costs must be pgnd wgth 
her membexship fees for each ofthe years 2013, 2019, and 2020. IfEsthaM. Km 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.;...F:.:*.::..;':;.:"'".....,..:’.°: cm". 
’a»u."“",""i.y3.‘.'.'..?s‘.§."'.'.’:‘7.f,'2na'$°““'°°"‘ Chicflusfice 
-Wfimmhuunzdg-e;a:'¢:ucomma ._-_. 
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State Bar Court of California 
Hearing Department 

San Francisco 
ACTUAL SUSPENSION 

Tfomsel For me"" 'Shte ii: Case Numbeus): Fafcoun use only 
16-O-11088-PEM . 

,,,,,,,,h,,,,,,,,,,,, 
PUBLIC MATTER 

::::.-*:: :z"'-' 
W °°--' on an Francboo.cA941ol 

14151533-zaas 

am: 11320: Am ‘ 5 20‘ 
°°-“''‘‘'-F°' “°‘P°““°"‘ srulunn coubwctaucs arms 3»: rnmcnaco 
Jonulmn I. Anna 
Law Olllco of Jonathan 1. Anna 
10:: am 31.. suite on 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
(415)957-1313 

submitted to: sotflunont Judge 

gm: 111157 STIPULATION RE FACTS. CONCLUSIONS or LAW AND 
msposrnou AND onoen APPROVING 

In the Matter of: 
Esmsn u. KIM ACTUAL SUSPENSION 

Bar# 211155 E! PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED 

A Memberofthe State Barofcaifornia 

Note: All Information required by this foam and any additional lnfounation which cannot be Pf0V|I|°¢ in ‘M 
space provided. must be set forum In an aunclmont to this sflpulnflon undor specific hondlnom 00-. “Facts.” 
"Dlsm|suls." “conclusions of Law,” ‘'8 nppoding Authority," am. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments:
_ 

(1) Respondent is a member own state Barofcallfomia, admitted Octobor 28.2010. 
(2) 11IepartIesagmetnbeboundbylhe1ach:alsflpulaflonsconinhedhareinevanfcondnsionsoflawor 

dlsposlflonamnjocbdorchangedbythesuprenucowt 

(3) All invuflgatlonsorproceedingslluedbycna numbersnuucapuonomissepulaaonaréanmauymgowedby 
this supuiauon and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed chamo(s)Ioount(s) are listed undey *oIsmIssaIs.' Tho 
snpu|auonoonsisuof12pages.notIncumngtmomer. - 

(4) Attainment ofacts oromissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes tordia7d’P“"° 5* . 

under'Facts.'
' 

E fly 1' 2015) Nani sfnpomlon



conclusionsoflaw.dmwnfiommdspectflcalymfetrhgmflaefactsaaahoindudedundeflcwdusbmdf 
Law‘. « 

Theparliasmustinclude suppoding authorityforihe recommended Ievalofdisclpflne undartheheading 
‘Supporting Authority.‘ 

uomoreuzanaoaayspnomusafiuzngotuaossaipulafiaw. Respondenthasbeonadvbedhwvifinoofanv 
pending invesflqalionlproceeding not resolved by this stipulation, except for erknlnal lnvesfi4I8“0fl$- 

Paymontof Dbciplinary costa—-Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. code 556086.10 8- 
6140.7. (check one option oruy): 

El ununoostsampaauinruu.Responaentwillnmauaaazuauyauapenaedfmmthemaobeooflawmets 
:eIieflsobtainedpenu!e5.130.RulesofProcedute.

. E Costsamtobepaidlnequa|amountspriortoFebruary-1forflIefoIowil|9|"9"‘b¢T5WPY93'3-T""" 
blllluacycloulmmodluulyfollovtlngtlloofloctlvod:tooftlIosupnme0ourt0rdCfiM|||I|l|I1|lf» 
(Hardship. specialcircumstanoesorothergoodcaus'aperruIe5.132. Rulesowroaedura.) If

V 

Ruwnumulswpzzfinymmmemuduabedabixzvogyorasmaybenndinedbyttustatesar 
Coun.themmaining- neelsdue and payablelmmed . 

_ _ U CostsatewaivodlnpnrtassatlorthinaseparateattadIrnerItenfll19d'P3W3'W8'V3'°‘°°3‘3~ 
El costsaneentireiywaived. 

0" 

rs 

s3§2-, 

B. Aggravaflng Circumstances [standards for Attorney sanctions for Professional 
Misconduct, standards 1.2(h) 8. 1.5]. Facts supporting aggravtliinn ¢l|'¢“m3““°°5 1"‘ 
requlmd. 

state Bar court case # of prior case 

Date prion’ discipline effactive 

Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: 

Degree of prior dlsdplhe 

If Respondent has two or move Incidents of prior discipline. use spam P'°V‘d°d WW- 

(1) D Pnomcoruomsclpuno 
(a) 

@353 

ElElElD'El 

lnumtlonnllhd Falwoishonocty: Respondent’: misconduct was dishonest. intentional. or sunounded 
by. or followed by bad faith. 

Illonpuuntaflon: Respondent’: misconduct was surmunded by. or foaowed by. mi8f6P|’°9°m“°"- 

concealment: Respondent‘: misconduct was sumoundod by. or followed W. °°"°°|"'|¢“"- 

Ovotruchlug: Respondent‘: mlsconductwu surmundod by, or TDIOWBII by. OVGWBOONW 

Unchugad Violations: Respondeamfsconductlmolves uncharged violations oflhe BUSWS3 3"‘ 
Professions Code. orthe Rules ofProfess|omI conduct.

3 
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(T) D Tnntvlolnflon: TmstfundsormnpertywqnimNedandRespondemmfusedorwasund:Ietoaomnt 
momecfiemorpemnumwasflaeobjootduuembcmductforknpwpucondudtowadsaldfundsor 
alone"!- 

(8) CI Harm: Respondents misconduct harmed signilbanuy a client, the public. or the administration of lush!- 

(9) El ludlfhuncoz Réspondem dernonstmted indifference toward rectification of or atonement forthe 
consequences of his or he: misconduct. 

(10) [J camaouucu of cooperation: Respondent dlsplayed a lack of candor and coooemion to “dim 0' 
hislhet mtaeonduct. or to the State Bar dudng disciplinary investigations 0!’ PI’0°0°d|W8- 

(11) lg Multiple Acts: Respondent's current misconduct evidences muluple acbs of wronsdom See M-dmnt 
tostbulatlon at p. 9. 

(12) El Ifutem: Respondent‘: cuuent mlsoonduct demonstrates a pattern of misconduct.
_ 

(13) El Ruutuuon: Respondent famed no make restitution. 

(14) I3 Vulnerable vccum: The vicfim(s) of Respondents misconduct waslwore highly vumeraue. 

' (15) C] No aggravating elmmutnncos are involved. 

Additional aggravating circumsuncoc: 

C. mtigaflng Circumstances [see standards 1.2(I) & 1.8]. Facts supporflng mitigating 
circumstances are requited. 

(1) E] Nomorbluclpllnoz Respondenthasnopriorrecord ofdlsdpllneovermanyyearaofpracficecowled 
wlthpresantmlsconductwhichisnoufltelytorecur. 

No Harm: Respondent did not harm the client, the pubiic, or me administmtion ofIU8fi°9- 

candorlcooporatlon: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and ooollefiifim W731 W “W” °' 
hislher misconduct or ‘to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations and prooeedimfi 

Ramona: Respondent prompfly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous mnowe and rpeognlflon . 

ofthewmngdoing.wMcI1stepsweredesigned to timely atoneforanV60fl°°0"°"°93°”"3"'°'"‘3°°“““°‘- 

(2) 

(3) [JOE] 

(4) 

Restitution: aesponaentpaas '6n lnrestituflonto wimouttheflmtormeof 
disclplnary.civIorcr|'nhalpIooeedlngs. 

Dday:ThesemsdplnUymaadmuswemenauNMydehyw.1h9dOWiW¢3Wb““b'°*° 
Respondent and the delay prejudiced hlmlher. 

eooaruua: Respondmtacbdvtmagoodhnhbalieftlmatwas hone8flVh9|dBM°bl9°"V°|V'B%0°fl3u°- 

(5) 

(5) 

(7) 

EIEIEIEI 

(8) EnnIIuuVPhydulDIflIwfiu:MfluthnofflwsfiuMedadaadsdpmbsuomlnismMuu 
Rapuudemwflaedemmnmnflmaldmwfiuorfluyflalormmudbmlfleswhunemeflbtlimw 
wouldestsbllshwuditecllyresponwleforlhemiuconduot. Tlwedliiiotnlllesordisahlliiesvlletonowle 

—‘fi"*""’"'V‘-’°“’ Aauusuv-won



pI0ductofanyI|egalconductbythemember.sucI1asillegaI drugorsubstanceabuse,andmedmIculleI 
ordisabilitlesnolon9erposeatiskthatRespondentvIilI eommitmlsconduct. 

(9) E] sovmnmnchlstms:Amaumootu1emisconduct.RaspmdentsufimdfromsevueIinandaIsvess 
whldtmwltadhomdmmmmanmmaauuyfaaseeabbwwidmwmbewndhisnucunmlmd 
whichweradirocuyraponsihieforthemisconduct

A 

(10) I] Family Problem: At me time of the misconduct. Respondent suffered extreme difliculties In hislhet 
personal life which weteother than emotional or physical In nature. 

(11) El Goodcharncur: Respmdenthexuaomiamygoodchaadarisatbshedtobyawuenngeofmfamees 
inthebgalandgmeraleuwnunmioswhoaaawmofflnmeimantofhisnwmhamduct 

(12) E] Rohablllmlon: considerable time has passed since lhe acts of professional misconduct occurred 
(clawed by convincing pmof of subsequent rehabiltafion. 

(13) D No mlugaung cluzumshncu are involved. 
Additional mltlglflng circumstances: 

Pro-trlnl Stipulation - Bu Attacllmom to Stipulation at p. 9. 
0. Discipline: 

(1) stayed Suspension: 

(a) E Respondeni must be suspended from thépracfloe of law for a petiod ofono yeat. 

i. [1 and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Court 01 rehabilitation and 
fitness to practice and present lamina and ability in the general law pursuant to standard 
12(c)(1) Standards tomttorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct 

ii. El and until Respondent pays restitution as satfotth in the Flnancialconditions formattachodto 
this sflpulafion.

‘ 

III. E] and until Respondent does the following: 

(b) The above-referenced suspension is stayed. 

(2) Probation: 

Respondent mustbepnaoedonprobauonrorape:iodouwoyean,whicIwnnoammenceuponthea¢f°°tive 
datooftl1eSupIemecourtorderlnthisnmher.(See rule 9.18. caliomia Rules ofcourt) 

(3) 8 Actualsuspondon: 
(a) 

a. CI andumanaspanaemmowspuuotswssacuorymmesmauéounamhabnmonuu 
nmessmpmcucaanupraaenueammganu auuymmegenemhwwnuamtosmltm 
1.2(c)(1), Standards for Attorney sanctions for Pmfucional Misconduct 

II. E] andumi! ResponduItpaysnsflmmassetiominmeFmanddcoMmonsfoIma1mhedm 
uussspuaauon. . 

""@noawo' 
" 
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ii. El ‘and mum Rospondentdoesthe following: 

E. Additional Condltions of‘Proha1ion: 

(1) E] lmespondentis actually auspendedfortwoyearsormqre. helsho must remain acmallyfl-M°'|_¢°¢W' 
he/she proves tothe Stale Barcourthislherrehabilitition. W355” P735599: 3"“ 9'39“ ‘.9""'93“d 
abilty In the genera! Saw, pursuantto standard 1.2(c)(1), standards formomey Sanctions lowrofesslnnal 
Mimnduct. 

(2) IE DufingflnpmbaflonpedodfiespondmtmustcotnplywflhflvepmvisbmafmestntaBarAotandRuIes0f 
Professlonalconduct ‘ 

(3) >14 v\mhh1ten(10)daysofanydIan9e.Recpondentnwst repontotheuambemhlp Reootdsoflieeofthe 
Stateaarandtofl»eOmcemHobatbnofthestateBarofcanbmhr0flicedProhafim').aIdnngesof 
information, including wrrentoflieaaddressand teiephone nurnbanorolheraddrossforstab Bar 
purposes. as prescribed by section 6002.1 of the Business and Professions Code. 

(4) >3 Withinthirty (so) aysrromuaeettaotmaataofdisdpllne. Respondent must°°nNflw°'fl°°°“"°°'"°" 
andscheduleameetingwltIIRespon¢lent'sasslgnedprobatioI1 deputytodlscussfluesetermsand 
conditionsofproba1ion.Uponmodi'eclionofth’eOffice ofPmbaflon. Respondentmustmealwifluhe 
probation deputy enherin-parson or by telephone. During the period of probation. RBSPOMGM M05‘ 
promptlymeetwlth the pmhationdeputyas dlrectedand upon request 

(5) >14 Respondent must submitwdthan quarterlytaporls hothe Office of Probation on each Januaty 10.ApfI| 10. 
July10.andOclober10ofthepeIiodofprobat|on.UnderpenaRyofP¢'i"'Y.Reapofldentmuststate 
whetnerRespondenthascompliedwiththestateBatAct,theRu|esofProfesslonalConduct.andaI 
conditions ofprobation during the pteeeding calendar quarter. Respondent mustalso statewhathermare 
areanyproceedlngspendlngagainsthimorherlnthestateBarcouttamllfsmthecasenumberand 
cunentstatusofthatpmoeedlng.lfthefirstreportwouldcovarlessthan30days.thatmportmnstbe 
submittedontl1enextquarterdate,andoovertheextendedpedod.. 

In addition In an quanedy reports. a final report. containing the same information, is dun no earflerbmap 
twenty(20)days beforethe lastdayofthe period ofprobaflon and no laterthan thelastdayofptobauon. 

(6) C] Respondent mustba assigned a probation monitor. Respondantmustpmmpfly reviewthetermsand 
oondlfionsofpmbationwitmheprobationmonlbrtoestabllshamannerandsdaeduleofoornpiianoe. 
Dudngflaeperiodofprobation.Respmdentmt:st.fumishtoflIemmRorsuchr0P°'t333m8V§°'°q“°3‘9¢ 
haddIflon0ofl1equatenyrepubmq:iodtobesuunil0edtomeOffiaeofPmbafion. Regcpondantmust 
cooperatefullyuriflwthepmbufionmonitor. 

(7) IX Subjectto assertion of applicable ptivileges. Respondent must answer fully. PYOMPW and hmfuflvanv 
inqui1asoftheOfflcaofPIob_ufionandanyprobationmorIitorassl9ned underfl1ecacond_iflonsvmldIaIB 
dlroctedbfiespondentmrsonallyorlnwritlng relaflngtoM1etIIcrRaspondentlacompIymaorhas 
compliedwlthuzeprobatbnoorudlflurns. 

3 >2 Wmnone 1)yeaotm¢ewecuveuaeeotuuuisdpunenaam.Rosnmdemmustwowdebfl1e0fiw°f U ‘ 

Prubaflons(utlstactoryproofofatIandanoeatasessionof1heEuIics8d1oo|.andpassageaf1holutolven 
atthaendofflwatqession. 

Cl NoEthk:sschoolrecomtnendod.Reasor: . 

(9) C] Respondommuuwnmwwihdlwwmomofpmbafimimpoudmflzeundalymaimimmauerau 
mustaouoctareunaerpenanyotpequryaneonjuncuonwimanyqusnedvrepontobefi|edWIMh°°ffl°= 
omobauon. - 

¢anodvu.nny1."zo"1"s)" ~ 
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(10) U The loilowing conditions an attached hereto and incorporated: 
D sube1anceAbuseOoncfilions CI Lawoeneauanaoerrtevrtcondflions 

E] Medical conditions 
“ 

Cl Financial Conditions 

F. other conditions Negotiated by the Parties: 

(1) lg: Multlltuto Professional nupomuauuy suuumuon: Respondent must provide proofofpassaaed 
the Mulusme Professional Responsibiilty Examlnatton ('MPRE'), administered by the National .. 

comamceasaemmmas.mmeoaiaoiPmnanmummgmepenwofacunIsusaondmwW*" 
oneyeu. whlcheverperbdlnongar. Falluntopucthn IlPRErosuIu inaeunIcusIIIlB|°l|VIW'°“* 
futtllor hearing until pangs. But see rule 9.1o(b). callomla Rules of caurt. and rule 5.1I2(A) 5 
(E), Rules or! Plocoduu. 

C] No MPRE reoornmended. Reagan: 
(2) Cl Ru|e9.2o.caIlfornhRuhsofCourt: Respondentmustcotrlplyililwiefequlrernentsofmleflafl. 

casvomcaRuuesotcoun,andperronna1eactsspeeifiedinsuba:vIsaau(a)and(c)of“1ItMQVW"3° 
and40calendardays,respadiveIy.afhartheeflacflvedatoaffltasupremecourfsotdernnuusmanar. 

(3) E] condlflonat Rule 9.20, calltomh Rules of court: If Respondent remalps actually suspended form 
daysormore. helshe must complywlth therequlrementsofru|e9.20. Callfbmla Rulasofcoufl. BM 
perform the acts specified in subdivisions (a) and (c) ofthat nae within 120 and 130 calendar days, 
rsspeclively. aner the effective data ofthe supreme couefs Order in this matter- 

(4) U credit for Interim suspension [convictlon reform! cans gmy]: Respondent wi be wedfled 9079* 
pefiod of hislher interim suspension toward the stipulalbd pound of actual susPefl9|°fl- Date of 
commencement of interim suspension: 

(5) E] Othor conditions: 

9’“'V‘- 5’
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ES'I‘HERM.KlM 

cAs1=. NUMBER: 15-O-11666-LMA 

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. 
Respondent admits am the following facts are true and that she is culpable of violations ofihe specified 
statutm and/or Rulcs of Professional Conduct. 

FACTS: 

1. In 2013, Haxjinder Pal (“Pal") and Mean: Kumazi (“Kums.ri") hired respondent to NP|'°5¢m 
than as plainfifls in a matter involving an automobile accident. 

2. PalandKmnarireoeivedanu1idatedoontractthathadnotbeensignedbyrespondent. 

3. On November 13, 2013, respondcnt spoke with Michael Katz the adjuster for AAA Insurance 
("AAA"). In the conversation there was an offer of settlement for Kumari. 

4. On November 22, 2013, a written offer of sdtlement was made by AAA of $16,000 for Pal 
and a memorialization of a setflent of $1,200 for Kumaxi. Follow-up letters on the ofier to SW10 Wm 
seat by AAA on January 8,2014 and June 4, 2014. Although respondent verbally confirmed thy 
settlement of Kumari’s claim, she never provided the signed release, Although respondent recclved the 
letters, she did not provide AAA with a response to any of 111: letters. 

5. Respondent did not inform Pal and Kumnri of the settlement offers by AAA, but rcspondent’s 
broflwr did inform Pal of the ofier months die: the fact. 

6. On July 17, 2014, Pa! emailed respondent expressing concern aboqt a lack ofwmmunicafion. 
Theemailreferenced “many” voioemai1sthathadbeenlefiforrespondent\1nf110'1t%f¢3P°“9°- 

7. ons.-.ptember4, 20l~4,andNovembcr 12, 2o14,Pa1andxumariean:acmd:hesuneBar' 
complaining about respondent's lack of communication. 

8. OnDecunber26,20l4,respondentfiledPa1v. Mead, Santt§ClamC0untYS‘|P°f1°TC°‘“1°‘3° 
no. ll4CV27496S.Ra.-spondentfailedto servcthcdefcndant. 
wassecfomprnzx.2o1s.Respondentc«sedcommmicaangwiu1Pa1md1§:mmsubseqw9M°fihns 
andthetcbyoonsuuclivelyterminatedhercmployment.Subsequ§§1tt0fh¢§1lD8a|'¢5P°nd°“td}d“°“‘k° 
auympstoprouecuneinncresxsorralanamnar1,inc1udingru1mgwnoufyPa1andKumm*h="h= 
wouldnolomgerbewotkingonthemtter.

_



9. 0nMmh13,2015,theCo1mtyofSantaClarafiledaNoticeofLieninthemattcnwhichwas 
servedonrespondcut.RespondentdidnotmtifyPalandKumatiofthefien. . 

10. 0nApril2l,2015,aCaseManagexnentConfem1cewmheldinthcmatter.Rcspomlent 
failedto appear.'I'hecounsetan Order-toShowCausehcuringforJ1mc2S,20l5re:failmetoappear 
andsctvcthcdefendant. Respondentreceivedthcotder,b,utdidnotinfo:mPalandKmnari. 

II. In May 2015, respondcntvacated her ofiice in Santa Clara. Respondent didnotchange her 
official membership address until February 2016. Respondent did not provide Pa! and Kumari new 
contact infommion. 

12. 0nJun: 25. 2015, xespondcnl failedtoappearandthcmattcrwas continuedtoAugfist 27, 
2015. Rcspondentreoeived notice offllc continuance, but did not inform Paland Kumuri. 

13. In August 2015, Pa] and Kumari hind Matthew Webb ("Webb") to takc over the matter. 

14. On August 13, 2015, Pal and Kumari signed a substitution of attorney fonn, whichwas also 
signed by successor counsel Webb. Although Webb attempted to get respondent to sign the substitution 
of attorney, he was unsuccessfizl. Webb was forced to file an Ex Parts Application to Remove 
respondent as counsel. 

15.0nAugust27,2015,respondentfai1edtoappenrandthemanerwasoonfinuedw Decembar 
3, 2015. 'I'hereafi::r, Webb successfully entered the reprcscntation of Pal and Kumari. 'I‘he1eafta, 
respondent failed to communicate with succcssor counsel and did not turn over the file. 

16. On December 9, 2014, May 13, 2015 and July 17, 2015, letters wens scnttotespondentby a 
State Bar investigator requesting a substantive written response to the complaints of Pal and Kumari. 
Rcspondent received these letters, but failed to providcn substantive response. 9 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

17. Byflflingtorespondtosetflcmentofivrsmadeby AAAInsuranoe, failingtoservcthe 
dcfendantafcerfilingthc lawsuit, failingtoappcaratthcCaseManagcmentOonferenceandbyfailingto 
appeatat the0SC set for Jun: 25, 2015 and cominucd to Angust27, 2015, respondcntintentionally, 
recklessly. orrepeatedly failedtoperformlegal sexviceswithcompetcnceinwillfulviolationofkulcsof 
Professional Conduct, rule 3-110(A). 

18. By-fizilingto respond promptlyto theemail andnumerous voicemails ofPal 1810335088 
sunmupduenesmndmtwfllfimyfifledmmofidetmmmblcmmsupdmuinauuwumwhich 
reqaondenthad agreed to provide legal services, inwillful violation ofliusiness and Professions Code. 
section6068(m .

‘ 

19.ByfaflingmmformPa1andKumariflntAAAhudmadeanofi'aofsefllanaIt,1hatAAA 
hadmtbemservoddxewmphingmmflncomtyofsmmchmhndawawdafiwfimmspondmt 
failedwuppeuutheCasMmagm:anCmfuuwandthum0mumShowCauum:Dismbulhad 
beenfiled.respondentwillfullyfailedtokeepaclientinfonnedAofsigI1ificantdevel0P”1°fi*31I|3'n“‘{"' 
inwhichrcspondenthadagreedtoprovidelegalserviccsin\villfi:lviolationofBusinessandPr0f¢S8I0nS 
Code,section6068(m). 

__L



20. Byfnilingtoattendfl1eApril2l,20l5,CaseManagememConfetu1ce asorderedon 
Deccmbcr26. 2014. and byfailingm appearattbc Orderto Show causehearingsctfonuuezs, 2015 
and continuedto August 27, 2015, as orderedon April 21,2015. respondent willfully disobeyedanordet 
ormewmgmqumngmpomemmdoorrowmmaammwmdwimhapofessimwhich 
respondent ought in good fitith to do or forbear, inwillful violation of Busincss and Professions Code, 
section 6103. . 

21. By to take any action on behalfofPal and Kumari afler the filing ofDecember 26, 
2014, and by constructively terminating hcremploymcnt theteafier without taking any steps to pmtect 
theintexests ofPal and Kumarhmpondcntfailedupon terminationtotakereasonableslepstoavoid 
reasonably foreseeable prejudice to respondent's clients, in willful violation of Rules of Profiessional 
Conduct, rule 3-700(A)(2). . 

22. By failing to release the client file to successor counsel, tespondent failed to promptly release 
the client file afier termination ofcmployment, in willfifl violation ofRules ofP1-ofcsaional Conduct,» 
rule 3-700(D)(l). 

- 23. Byfailingto1espondtotheStntcBarinwstigamr‘s letters of December 9, 2014, May 13, 
2015 and July 11, 2015, respondent willfully violated Business and Professions Code. section 60686). 

24. By failingtoupdateherofiicial mcmbcrshipwoordsaddress within30-days ofclosingfwr 
Santa Clara ofiice in May 2015, nespondent willfully violated Business and Professions Code, secuon 
60686). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
‘ Multiple Acts of Misconduct (sun. 1.502)): Respondent has committed eight viol_ations of the 

Rules of Professional Conduct and Business and Professions Code, which constitute mufuple-acts of 
misconduct. 

FACTS SUPPORTING MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
rm-an Stipulation: By cntcring am this stipulation, respondent has acknowledged miwondwt 

and is entitled to mitigation for recognition ofwmngdping saving the State Bar significant r_esources 
and lime. (Silva-Vidor v. we 3a (1989); 4qca1;a;' ‘ ‘ mditwas men for 
entering into a stipulation as to facts and —mlpubility]; Irma Mm: ofspaith (kmewbept 1996) 3 Cut 
StateBarCt.Rptr. 511,521 Ivvhuttheatwmeyssflpulafimmihcmaqdculpahilitywnsheldtobet 
mitigating circumstunae].)_ 

AUTHORITIES surrokrmc DISCIPLINE. 
1heStandardsforAttorneySanotionsforProfessionalMisconduct “setforflxameansfmddaminifzg 
meappopdmdiscipfinnysmcfionmapmfiwluwsmdmmsmecmsistmcyaupuamdodmg 
withsimilarmisconduotandsurrotmdingcizcumstances.” (RulesProc.ofSuteBar.t1t.lV:Stds.f0r 
Atty.SanctionsfotProf.Misconduct.std.1.1. Allfimhernferencestostandardsuetoflmsotnug.) 
The Standards hclp fillfill the primary purposes ofdiscipline. which include: protection ofthe pubh0,thc

~ 
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counts and the legal profession; maintenance of the highest professional standards; and preservation of 
public confidenceinthe legal profession. (See std. 1.1; Inre Morse (1995) 11 Cal.4th 184, 205.) 

Although not binding, the standards at: entitled to “giant weight” and should be followed “Wh¢II¢V¢I' 
possible” in dctcnnining level of discipline. (In re Silvertan (2005) 36 Cal.4th 81, 92, quoiiu In re 
Brown (1995) 12 Cul.4th 205, 220 and In re Young (1989) 49 Cal.3d 257. 267. iii. 11.) Adhermce to tho 
standards inthngreatmajorityofcases scrvesthevaluablepurposcofeliminntingdiqnrityandassuring 
consistcncy, that is. the imposition of similar attorney discipline for instances of similar mom? 
misconduct. (In re Naney(1990) 51 Cal.3d 186, 190.) If: recommendation is atthehigh end or low 
endofa Standard, an explanation xnustbegiven as to howtherecommendationwas reached. (Sui. 1.1.) 
“Any disciplinary recommendation that deviates ii-om the Standards must include clear reasons for the 
departure.” (Std. 1.1; Blair v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 762, 776, fix. 5.) 

Indetcrminingwhethertoimposeasanctiongna1erorlcssfl1anthatapecifiedinagivenstandard,in 
addifiontofl1efactorssetibrfl1inthespecificstandard,consideration isto begivcntothcpfinury 
purposcsofdisciplinqthebalancingofall aggmvatingandmitigatingcircumstnncesuhetypeof 
misconductat issue; whether the client, public, legal systun orprofession washm-med; andthe 
number’: willingness and abilityto oonfiormto ethical msponsibilitiea inthe future. (Stds. 1.70:) and 
(0)-) 

In this matter, respondcnt’s professional misconduct is in a single client matter. The applicable Standard A 

is 2.12 which states: 

(a) Disbarment or actual suspension is the presumed sanction for 
disobedience or violation of a court order related to the member’s practice 
of law, the attorney’: oath, or the duties required of an attorney under 
Business and Professions Code section 6068(a)(b)(d)(e)(t) or (h). 

Case law supports a suspension. In In the Matter of Riordan (Review Dept. 2007) 5 Cal. State Bar CL 
Rpu-.41,thecourtm:ommcnded asix-month stayed suspension foranauorncy who, in asinglc client 
mauenfiailedmpcrfmmincflminalappeflatemdhabeascorpusproceedings, failedtoobeycourt 
orders and failed to report sanctions. In aggravation, the coun found multiple acts of misconduct and 
harm. Inrnitigation, thecourtfound nopriorrecordofdisciplinein 17years ofptacticc, no further 
misconduct, goodcharacterandcooperation forentering into afactstipulation. 

Unlikc Riordan, respondent has the single mitigating factor of a pro-trial stipulafion. Rnspondentasdid 
Riordan,failedmobeyawmordcnfafledmpafmmmdhuomaacbofmiswndmtkespondentdid 
notremmtheclientfileorpmvideasubmntivcresponsetofl1eStateBu.soahigherlewel ofdiscipline 
isappmptiate.Howcvcr,asthcmiscondwtislhniwdmasinglocfiontmattu,disciplineonflnlowend 
ofthc Sundamisappropflate.0nbdmoea30daywmalsuspmsimwfllfoBowflIcIPP5°3b1° 
Stnndardandisadequatetopmtcctthepmfessionandiiicpublic. 

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Req:onden1acln1ow|edgesflnttheOficeofChiefTrialCmmsel hnsinfonnedkespondentthatasof 
July 11, 2016, thcpmsecution com inthis mauacrane $5,680. Respondent furtheraclmowledgesrthat 
shouldthisstipulafionbcxejectedorshouldrelieffiomfllestipulationbeg:anted.fh¢°0StSiMhl5mm°* 
mayinclteaseduetomecostoffilrthcrpmceedings. . 

_.1Q._



EXCLUSION FROM MCLE CREDIT 
Pursuant to mic 3201, respondent may mg receive MCLE credit for completion of State Bar Ethics 
School, State Bar Client Trust Accounfing School, and/or any other educational course(s) to be ordered 
as a condition of reproval or suspension. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, rule 3201.) -

ll



In the Manor of. Case numbeqs): 
ESTHER ll. Klll 16-0-11606-PEM 

SIGNATURE OF THE PARTIES 
By their signature below. the'partias and heir counsel. as applicable, signify their agreement with each of the 
radiations and each of the turns and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts. conclussons of Law. and Disposition. 

«. 

Eslheru. Kim 
Prht Name 

"(auam"”.1uy 1’. zo"'15) Wm,“ _ 1')’



In the Matter at casg Nurnbag-(9): 
ESTHER M. KIM 15-0-11666-PEM 

ACTUAL SUSPENSION ORDER 
Fndlng the stipulation to be fair tovthe parties and that It adequately protects the public. IT IS ORDERED that he 
requested dismissal of countslcharges, if any. is GRANTED without prejudice. and: 

P’ The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE RECOMMENDED to the 
Supreme court. 

[3 The stipulated fed: and disposition aie APPROVED AS MODIFIED as set forth below, and the 
DISCIPUNE ls RECOMMENDED to the Supreme Coutt. 

‘H All Heating datas are vacated. 

U The parties are bound by the stipulation as approved unless: 1) a rnotion to withdraw or modify the stipulation, filed 
within 15 days after service of this order. Is granted; or 2) his court modifies or further modifiestho approved 
stipulation. (See rule 5.58(E) & (F). Rules of Procedure.) The uffaclivo date of this dicpocllion is the effective date 
of the supreme court omer herein. normally 30 days after file dab. (800 rule 9.18(a), callfomh Ruins of 
court.) 

_L [xdq _ \ SJ )o\\v 
Date ‘/ ' 

L EN 
Judge of the State Bar Court 

"(Euu:m'JuIy 1. 2015') 
Maunlsuspullononiur



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
- [Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 527(3); Code Civ. Prom, § l0l3a(4)] 

I_amaCaseAdminisu'a1oroftheStateBarCo1n'tofCalifomia. Iamovertheageofeighteen 
andnotapartytothewithinpmoceeding. Pursuanttostandardcoultpractiominflxccityand 
County of San Francjsco,onAugust 15, 20l6,Idepositedatruecopyof the following 
document(s).: ' 

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

K4 by fixfit-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, throllflh 31° U'1“°d~Sm°3 PW"! 
Service at San Francisco, California, addressed as follows: 

JONATHAN IRWIN ARONS LAW OFC JONATHAN I ARONS 
100 BUSH ST STE 918 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 

E by interoflice mail through a facility regulawly maintaincd by the State Bar of .Calif0mia 
addressed as follows: 

SHERRIE B. McLE'l"CI-HE, Enforcement, San Francisco 

Ihereby cenify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, California, on 
August 15, 2016. 

Bernadette Molina 
Case Administrator . 

State Bar Court
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Q 9 PUBLIC MATTER 

FILED 
STATBBAR OFCALIFORNIA '5” ' “'5 
OFFICE OF CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL JAYNE KIM. NO. 174614 
CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL 
JOSEPH R. CARLUCCI, NO. 172309 DEPUTY CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL GREGORY P. DRESSER. No. 136532 ASSISTANT CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL ROBERT A. HENDERSON, No. 173205 
SUPERVISING SENIOR TRIAL COUNSEL 
180 Howard Street 
San Francisco, California 94105-1639 
Telephone: (415) 538-2385 

STATE BAR OOURT CLERK'S OFFICE 
SAN FRAN¢|9¢O 

STATE BAR COURT 
HEARING DEPARTMENT - SAN FRANCISCO 

InthcMatl:erof: ) CaseNo.: 15-O-11666 
) . 

ESTHER M. KIM , ) NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES No. 271 I55, )

3 A Member of the State Bar. ) 
- AIL T0 1 

IFYOUFAlLTOFIi.EAWRI'l'l‘ENANSWERTOTHISNOTICE wrmnv 2o nus AFTER SERVICE, on IF YOU mm. TO APPEAR AT THESTATE BAR comrr TRIAL:
_ 

(1) YOUR DEFAULT WILL BE ENTERED; 
(2) YOUR sncrus WILL BE CHANGED TO INACIIVE AND YOU WILL NOT an mnmrrnn T0 nucncm LAW; 
(3) YOU WILL NOT BE rzmurrmn TO PARTICIPATE FURTHER 

(:1; rmsn mocmnnmcs UNLESS YOU MAKE A TIMELY M01‘! 
4, 

y‘“o“’u ‘““snl’x'i"};’;'5' $”:£cr“"’u’5"6“m“" nmoNAL n( 
SPECIFICALLY, ur YOU rm. ‘mo mmnv MOVE TO saw AS12115 on VACATE YOUR DEFAULT. ‘nus comrr wnu. mm W onnmz mccommnnmc YOUR DISBARMENT wrmo FURTHER mmnmc on mocmnmc. sun: RULE 51» ET SEQ-. RULES or pnocnnmuc or Inn STATE mm on CALIFORNIA. 

Thc State Bar ofcalifomia alleges: 

-1-
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LIBESLIIQTLQN 
1. Bsfl1erM.Kim("xespondent')wasadmittedtothcpmotice oflawinthestatcof 

Californiaonoctoberzs,20l0,wasa1hexfiBera1allflmesperfinmttofl1esechuges,mdis 

cunentlyamemberofthe StateBarofCalifornia. 

SEJHNIQEE 
Ca.seNo. 15-O-11666 

Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-l10(A) 
[Failure to Perform with Competence] 

2. In or about 2013, Haxjinder Pal (“Pal”) and Mecna Kumati (“Kumari”) employed 
lesmndenttopcrfonn legal services, namelytomplesemthemasplaintiflkinamauerinvolving 
a December 27, 2012 automobile accident with Dale Mead, which respondent intentionally, 
recklessly. or repeatedly failed to perform with competence, in willful violation ofRules of 

Professional Conduct, rule 3-1 10(A), by the following: 

A). ffiilinztorespondtosettlementofibrs-madcbyAAAInsmanoeonorabout 

Novcmber 22, 2013 and retransmitted onor about January 8, 2014 and or about June 
4, 2014; 

B) failing to serve the defendant afler filing the lawsuit on or about December 26, 2014; 
C) failingtoappearatfl1eCaseManagcmcntConferenceon oraboutApril 21, 2015; 

D) fiilingto appearatthe0SChearing set foronor aboutlunc 25, 2015; and, 
5) r3i1ifletoappearattheOSC-hcaringsct foronoraboutAugust27,20l5. 

QQI.lEl'.I'!LQ 

sum ...a%?f§£aé§3:3§f§.2um 6068(m) 
[Failure to Rcspondto Client Inquiries] 

3. Respondentfafledwmspondpmmpflytomuldpletelephonicandanaflteasomble 
Status inquiliesmadebytespondenfls clients, I-Ia1jinderPal ("Pal")andMeenaKmnari 

(“Klnnari”), bctweeninoraboutApril20l4 thtoughinoraboutAugust 18, 20l4,fl1at 

Respondemmwivedmammahwhichrespofiwtlndagrwdwpmfidclegalsaviceam 
willfixl violation of Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m).
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Case No. 150-11666 
Business and Professions Code, section 6068(m) 

[Failure to Inform Client ofsignificant Development] 
4- Respondent failed to keep respondent’: clients, Hmjinder Pal (“Pal") and Mama 

Kilmflfi (“Kumari"), reasonably infonned of significant dcvclopmentsinumauerinwhich 
Yespolldenlhadagteedto provide legal sen-ices,inwillfu! violation ofBusinessandProfcssions 
Code, section 6068(m),byfailingtoinfonnthcclicnt of the following: 

A) ThatAAAInsurmcemade'anofi'erofseulementonoraboutNovember22,20l3and 
retransmitted on orabout January 8, 2014 and or about June 4, 2014; 

3) Thatrespondmtfafledwsewethedefendmuafierfilingthelawslfitonmabolu 

Decanbcr26,20l4; 

C) Th81fwp0ndentfafledioappearattheCaseMmngememConfuencemorabomApwfl 
21,2015; 

D) Thatan0rdcrtoShowCauserc:dismissalwassetforheating onorabouthmc 25,2015; 
E) ThflrespondmtfailcdmappearatthcOrdcrt:oShowCausehearingonoraboutJune25, 

2015;
4 

F) ThatanOrdcrtoshowcausere:dismissa1wassetforhearingonoraboutAugust27, 

2015; 

G) ThatrespondcntfailedtoappearatthcOrdcrtoShowCauschearingonoraboutAugust 
27, 2015; and, 

H) 'l‘hatan0:dcrto Showcuuscm: dismissal wassetforhean'ngonoraboutDecanbcr3, 
2015. 

CO 
CueNo. I5-O-11,666 

Business and Professions Code. section 6103 
[Failure to Obey a CourtOrder] 

5- Rfipoudemdisobeyedorviolatedanordcrofflle comtnequiringrcspondexnmdoor 

forbem'anactcomwctedwithorinthecourseofrespondent'spmfession, whichrespondent 

oughtingoodfiaithtodoorforbearbyfnilingtocomplywiththe: 

.3.
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(A) Decembcr26, 2014 CaseMnnagementConferenoe(“CMC") order settinzaCMC 
hcaring.atwhichrespondentwastoappear,fi>ronorabm:tApril2l,20l5, 

(B)April2l,20l5CMCordcrsettinganOrdettoShowCausc(“0SC”)hearing,at 

whichrespondemwas0rderedmappcar,fotfaflmct0Ipp6Irandfaflutefosfl'V¢ 

aefemmmaalmuvismgmaaitmmappwmymultmmcbdnsdismissem 
forlunc 25,2015; 

(C)June25, 2015 OSCorderscuingan0SCxe:whycaseshouldnotbedismi880df0f 

failmetoappearatfl1eJu.ne2S,20l50SChcarinsflfld failuretoservedefendantwtfor 
August 27, 2015 

in Pal v. Mead Santa cm County Superior Court, case no. 1-14-CV-274965 in willful 
violation of Business and Professions Code, section 6103. 

Rules of Professional Conduct. rule 3-700(A 2) 
[Improper Withdrawal finm Employment 

dd 

6. Respondent failed, upon termination of employment, to takc reasonable “OPS '0 mi 
reasonably foreseeable prejudice to respondent's clients, Hmjinder P81 ("P81") and MW“ 
Kumari (“Kumari”), by constructively terminating rcspondcnfs cml>|0Ym¢nt 011 01’ 150"‘ 
December 26, 2014, by failing to take any action on the clicnt’s behalfnficr filing filed Pal v. 
Mead, Santa Clara County Superior Count case no. l14CV27-1965 on December 26, 2014, and 
dmtaflnrfiflingminfomflmcfiaatthnmspondmtwasudtbdmfingfiomanploymcnt in 
willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, rule 3-700(A)(2)- 

COEI Sm 
Case No. 15-O-l 1666 

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

7. Respondent failed to release promptly, aficr termination of R¢8P°1Id°°"5 °mPl0}'m¢“‘# 
on or about December 26, 2014, to respondent’: clients, HI1J'iI14°I Pd (“Pd”) ‘W1 W” 
Kumnri (“Knmari"), all of the cli¢nt’s papers md pI0P¢l1Y f0“°Win8 “'9 dim.“ "°‘l“°“ f°"fl”
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‘and Professions Code, section 60686). 

‘A 

client's file in or about August 2015, in willful violation of Rules of Professional Conduct, mle 
3-700(D)(l). 

QDLINIEEEEH 
Case No. I5-O-11666 

Bu§incss and Professions Code. section _606_8(i) 
[Fmlure to Cooperate in State Bar Inveshgauon] 

8. Respondentfailedtoooopetateandparticipate ina disciplinaryinvestigationpending 

aeninstrespondcntbyfaningtoprovideasubsmnavmsponsetothesme Bameuersor 
December 9, 2014, May 13, 2015 and July 17, 2015, which respondent received, that requested 
respondent’: response to the allegations of misconduct beinginvestigated in case no. 15-O- 
11666, in willfifl violation of Business an}! Pmfessions Code, section 6068(i). 

' 

gogmagm 
Case No. 150-11666 

Business and Professions Code, section 60686) 
[F ailurc to Update Membership Address] 

9. In or about May 2015, respondent vacated tespondenfs oflice at the address 
maintained on the oficial membership records of due State Bar and thcreafier fisiled to comply 
with the requirements of Business and Professions Code section 6002.1, by failing to notify the 
State Bar of the change in respondent's address within 30 days, in willfixl violation of Business 

NO - A ENROL I 

YOUARE HEREBY FURTHER NOTIFIED THAT IF THE STATE BAR COURT FINDS, PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 6007(c), THAT YOUR CONDUCT ROSES A SUBSTANTIAL THREATOFHARMTO OFYOURCLIENTSORTO 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.



IN THE EVENT THESE PROCEDURES RESULT IN runuc DISCIPLINE, YOU MAY BE SUBJECT TO THE PAYMENT or cosrs INCURRED BY THE sun: BAR IN um mvmsnmnom, HEARING AND REVIEWOFTHISMAITERPURSUANTTOBUSINESSAND PROFESSIONS com: SECTION 6086.10. 
Rcspectfullysubmittcd, 

THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFICE OF CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL 

Supervising Senior Trial Counsel 

DATED: December I, 2015
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CASE NO.: 15-0-11666 
Lthcund ' 

the f’ teen(l8)ycars,whosebusincssad_dress'and of ' 

1801-IowardStre¢t.S_anFrt§|!c1soo_,Calim94105, declaretlzatlamnotapartytofllewiflain bngthatlamxeadflyfamnllal-ug1§hflIe_StateBar_of ' 

"sptacfioeforwflecfimandpmoessingofmncsponda1oeformmhngmIhtheUmted 
Sta0esPostal Service; that inthe ordinary course ofthe State Ba_rof9alifon1in'spractice, 

with 
‘ac’ 

postage 
, _ 

°" ;?hgcmkp;:mthmmomdaymadmof 
accordance ‘ththcpractn fthcs Bar f ' miaorco 011 Pl'°°°33"18 

:ail,Idcposit:ilorplacedfo‘rcgflecfionm:tIeiIdma‘i,finsi1lfl|°CitY3ndC°‘m*Y°fs“1Ffl|fl¢i8°0. 
onthedateshuwnbclomatruecopyofthewifllin 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES 
inasealed envclopeplucedforcollectionandmnilingascertifiedmail rum-gnreceipt requested,andinanadditional scaledenvelopeasregUldrM¢i1.!tS81;FfI11¢l8°0.0nth¢d8‘¢ shownbelomaddmessedto:

. 

Kim 
3052 El éamino R1 
Santa Clam, CA 95051 

in aninter-oflice mail facility rcgularlymaintained by the State BarofCalifomianddressedto: 
N/A 

Ideclamunderpenalty ofpezjury underthe laws ofthc StateofCa1ifomiathatfl1e foxego' is true and couect. Executed at San Francisco, California, on thedate shown below- 

Signed: ' 
DATED: December 1, 2015 

Paula]-I. D’0yen 
Declarant



~ The doanncnt to which this oenificate is affixed is a fipll, trucandconectcopyoftheoriginal nnfile and ofreoord 
intheSw:eBarCourt. 

AT'I‘ESTJuly 25, 2017 
State Bar Court, State Bar ofcalifomia, 
Los Angelcs



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(B); Code Civ. Proc., § l0l3a(4)] 

I am a Case Administrator of the State Bar Court of California. I am over the age of eighteen 
and not a party to the within proceeding. Pursuant to standard court practice, in the City and 
County of San Francisco, on January 12, 2018, I deposited a true copy of the following 
document(s): 

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

E by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal 
Service a1 San Francisco, California, addressed as follows: 

ESTHER M. KIM 
8558 OIAI AVE 
HESPERIA, CA 92344 - 3803 

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

Johnna G. Sack, Enforcement, San Francisco 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Execu din San Francisco, California, on 
January 12, 2018. 

Vincent Au 
Case Adminisirator 
State Bar Court



The document to which this certificate is afiixed is a fi111, 
true and oorrect copy of the original on file and of record 
in the State Bar Court. 

ATTEST August 16, 2018 
State Bar Court, State Bar of California, 
Los Angeles 

By
C



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 December 21, 2018, I deposited a true copy of the following document(s): 

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

K4 by first-class mail, with postage thereon fully prepaid, through the United States Postal 
Service at Los Angeles, California, addressed as follows: 

MEGAN E. ZAVIEH 
12460 CRABAPPLE RD STE 202-272 
ALPHARETTA, GA 30004 

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

Janet S. Yoon, Enforcement, Los Angeles 

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

, 
‘ I

. 

December 21, 2018. QWL fldugw/E 
Angel29Carpenter ' 

Court Specialist 
State Bar Court


