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STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND In the Matter of: 
GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG DISPOSITION AND ORDER APPROVING 

Ba, # 95., 10 ACTUAL SUSPENSION 

A Member of the State Bar of California D PREWOUS ST'PU'-AIHON REJECTED 
(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,” 
“DismissaIs," “Conclusions of Law,” “Supportin Authority,” etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments: 

(1) Respond_ent is a member of the State Bar of California, admitted December 16, 1980. 

(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. 

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)/count(s) are listed under “Dismissa|s." The 
stipulation consists of 13 pages, not including the order. 

(3) 

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

(4) 

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

(5) 
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(6) The parties must include supporting authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading 
“Supporting Authority.” 

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

(8) Payment of Disciplinary Costs—Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code §§6086.10 & 
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. 

IZ Costs are to be paid in equal amounts prior to February 1 for the following membership years: three 
billing cycles followin the effective date of the discipline order. (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. 

El Costs are waived in part as set forth in a separate attachment entitled "Partial Waiver of Costs". 
El Costs are entirely waived. 

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

(1) 53 Prior record of discipline 
(a) >14 State Bar Court case # of prior case 15-O-11200. See page 9; See Exhibit 1, 19 pages. 

IZI (b) Date prior discipline effective November 18, 2016. 

(C) Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: Business and Professions Code section 
6106

E 
K4 Degree of prior discipline One year stayed suspension, one year probation with conditions. (6') 

(9) [I If Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space provided below. 

|ntentionalIBad FaithIDishonesty: Respondent's misconduct was dishonest, intentional, or surrounded 
by, or followed by bad faith. 

El (2) 

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

Concealment: Respondent's miscondfict was surrounded by, or followed by, concealment. (4) 

(5) 

(5) 

Overreaching: Respondenfs misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by, overreaching. 

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

EIEIEIEIEI 

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

(7) 
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(3) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15) 

El

E 

DEIDUEIEJ 

Harm: Respondent's misconduct harmed significantly a client, the public, or the administration ofjustice. 

Indifference: Respondent demonstrated indifference toward rectification of or atonement for the 
consequences of his or her misconduct. See page 9. 
CandorlLack 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. 

Multiple Acts: Respondent's current misconduct evidences multiple acts of wrongdoing. See page 9 

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

Restitution: Respondent failed to make restitution. 

Vulnerable Victim: The victim(s) of Respondent's misconduct waslwere highly vulnerable. 

No aggravating circumstances are involved. 

Additional aggravating circumstances: 

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

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(5) 

(7) 

(8) 

El 

EIEIEIEIEIDEI 

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

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

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

Remorse: Respondent promptly took objective steps demonstrating spontaneous remorse and recognition 
of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed to timely atone for any consequences of his/her misconduct. 

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

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

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

EmotionalIPhysica| Difficulties: At the time of the stipulated act or acts of professional misconduct 
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical or mental disabilities which expert testimony 
would establish was directly responsible for the misconduct. The difficulties or disabilities were not the 
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. 
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(9) I:I Severe Financial Stress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered from severe financial stress 
which resulted from circumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond his/her control and 
which were directly responsible for the misconduct. 

(10) [:1 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) E] Good Character: Respondent's extraordinarily good character is attested to bylva wide range of references 
in the legal and general communities who are aware of the full extent of his/her misconduct. 

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

(13) E] No mitigating circumstances are involved. 

Additional mitigating circumstances: 

Prefiling Stipulation, See pae 10. 

D. Discipline: 

(1) Stayed Suspension: 

(a) IZI Respondent must be suspended from the practice of law for a period of one (1) year. 

i. [I and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the State Bar Cour} 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 until Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Conditions form attached to 
this stipulation. 

iii. El and until Respondent does the following: 

(b) The above-referenced suspension is stayed. 

(2) Probation: 

Respondent must be placed on probation for a period of one (1) year, which will commence upon the effective 
date of the Supreme Court order in this matter. (See rule 9.18, California Rules of Court) 

(3) IX! Actual Suspension: 

(a) Respondent must be actually suspended from the practice of law in the State of California for a period 
of sixty (60) days. 

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

iii. El and until Respondent does the following: 
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E. Additional Conditions of Probation: 

(1) D 

(2) 

(3) >14 

(4) >1‘ 

(5) >14 

(6) >14 

(7) U 

(8) Cl 

(9) El 

(10) D 

If Respondent is actually suspended for two years or more, he/she must remain actually suspended until 
he/she proves to the State Bar Court hislher rehabilitation, 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. 

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, including current office address and telephone number, or other address for State Bar 
purposes, as prescribed by section 6002.1 of the Business and Professions Code. 
Within thirty (30) days from the effective date of discipline, Respondent must corjtact 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 Office 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 written quarterly 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 earlier than 
twenty (20) days before the last day of the period of probation and no later than the last day of probation. 

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

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

X No Ethics School recommended. Reason: Respondent resides in another jurisdiction. A 
comparable alternative to Ethics School is provided in section F(5) below. 

Respondent must comply with all 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. 

The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated: 

(Effective July 1, 2015) 
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I] Substance Abuse Conditions [:1 Law Office Management Conditions 

El Medical Conditions [I Financial Conditions 

F. Other Conditions Negotiated by the Parties: 

(1) >14 Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination: Respondent must provide proof of passage of 
the Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination ("MPRE”), administered by the National 
Conference of Bar Examiners, to the Office of Probation during the period of actual suspension or within 
one year, whichever period is longer. Failure to pass the MPRE results in actual suspension without 
further hearing until passage. But see rule 9.10(b), California Rules of Court, and rule 5.162(A) & 
(E), Rules of Procedure. 

E] No MPRE recommended. Reason: 

(2) CI Rule 9.20, California Rules of Court: Respondent must comply with the requirements of rule 9.20, 
California Rules of Court, and perform the acts specified in 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 Courfs Order in this matter. 

(4) I] 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) V4 Other Conditions: As a further condition of probation, because respondent resides out of state, 
respondent must either 1.) attend a session of State Bar Ethics School, pass the test given at the 
end of that session, and provide proof of the same to the Office of Probation within one (1) year of 
the effective date of the discipline herein; or 2.) complete six (6) hours of live, in person, or live 
online-webinar Minimum Continuin Legal Education ("MCLE") approved courses in legal ethics 
offered through a certified MCLE provider in Michigan or California and provide proof of same 
satisfactory to the Office of Probation within one (1) year of the effective date of the discipline. 

(Effective July 1, 2015) 
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ATTACHMENT TO 
STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION 

IN THE MATTER OF: GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG 
CASE NUMBER: 17-O-07281 

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

Case No. 17-O-07281 

FACTS: 

1. On June 10, 2016, respondent entered into a Stipulation Re Facts, Conclusions of Law and 
Disposition (“Stipulation”) with the State Bar of California in Case No. 15-O-11200, for discipline 
consisting of a one year stayed suspension, one year probation with conditions. 

2. On June 17, 2016, the Hearing Department of the State Bar Court filed an Order approving the 
Stipulation and recommending to the California Supreme Court the discipline set forth in the 
Stipulation. 

3. The Hearing Department’s Order was properly served by mail on respondent at his 
membership records address. Respondent received the Hearing Department’s Order. 

4. On October 19, 2016, the California Supreme Court filed and served respondent with its Order 
regarding State Bar Court Case No. 15-O-11200 (S23 6416), effective November 18, 2016, which 
ordered that respondent be suspended from the practice of law for one year, that execution of the 
suspension be stayed, and that he be placed on probation for one year (“Supreme Court Order”). 

5. Pursuant to the Supreme Court Order, respondent was ordered to comply with the following 
relevant terms and conditions of probation, among others: 

a. submit written quarterly reports to the Office of Probation on each January 10, April 10, July 10, 
and October 10 of the probation period, stating under penalty of perjury whether he has complied 
with the State Bar Act, the Rules of Professional Conduct, and all conditions of the probation 
during the preceding calendar quarter; 

b. I) attend a session of the State Bar Ethics School, pass the test given at the end of the session, 
and provide proof of the same satisfactory to the Office of Probation within one (1) year of the 
effective date of the discipline herein; or 2) complete six (6) hours of live, in-person, or online 
webinar Minimum Mandatory Continuing Legal Education (“MCLE”) approved courses in legal 
ethics, offered through a certified MCLE provider in Michigan or California and provide proof 
of same satisfactory to the Office of Probation within one (1) year of the effective date of the 
discipline;



c. submit a final report to the Office of Probation containing the same information as the quarterly 
reports no earlier than twenty (20) days before the last day of the period of probation and no later 
than the last day of probation. 

6. Respondent received the Supreme Court Order. 

7. On November 10, 2016, a Probation Deputy from the Office of Probation (“OP”) uploaded a 
courtesy reminder letter, regarding the conditions of probation pursuant to the Supreme Court Order, to 
respondent’s State Bar membership profile. On the same date, an email regarding the courtesy reminder 
letter notice was sent to the email address provided in respondent’s membership records. Respondent 
received the email. 

8. On March 07, 2017, OP received a defective quarterly report from respondent that was due on 
January 10, 2017. The report was rejected by OP because respondent did not specify the reporting 
period.

. 

9. On March 14, 2017, a Probation Deputy from OP mailed a non-compliance quarterly report letter 
to respondent at respondent’s membership records address. On the same date, the Probation Deputy also 
emailed a courtesy copy of the non-compliance quarterly report letter to the email address provided in 
respondent’s membership records. Respondent received the non-compliance letter and the email. 

10. On April 03, 2017, respondent mailed the quarterly report to OP that was due on January 10, 
2017. The OP received the quarterly report. 

1 1. On April 18, 2017, OP received a defective quarterly report from respondent that was due on 
April 10, 2017. The report was rejected by OP because respondent did not specify the reporting period 
and did not report whether or not he complied with the Rules of Professional Conduct, State Bar Act, 
and Conditions of Probation. 

12. On April 20, 2017, a Probation Deputy from the OP sent respondent a non-compliance quarterly 
report letter via email to respondent’s membership record’s email address. Respondent received the 
email. 

13. On May 9, 2017, respondent mailed the quarterly report to OP that was due on April 10, 2017. 
The OP received the quarterly report. 

14. On July 10, 2017, OP received a defective quarterly report from respondent that was due on July 
10, 2017. The report was rejected by OP because respondent did not report whether or not he complied 
with the Rules of Professional Conduct, State Bar Act, and Conditions of Probation. 

15. On August 1, 2017, a Probation Deputy from the OP sent respondent a noncompliance quarterly 
report letter via email to respondent’s membership records email address. Respondent received the 
email. 

16. On August 28, 2017, respondent mailed the quarterly report to OP that was due on July 10, 2017. 
The OP received that report. 

17. On October 13, 2017, respondent mailed the quarterly report to OP that was due on October 10, 
2017. The OP received that report.



18. By December 5, 2017, respondent had not attended State Bar Ethics School or completed six 
hours of certified MCLE approved courses in legal ethics in Michigan or Califomia by the end of the 
probation period which was November 18, 2.017; 

19. On December 5, 2017, a Probation Deputy from the OP sent a non-compliance letter via email to 
respondent’s membership records email address. Respondent received the email. 

20. On December 21, 2017, respondent mailed the final report to OP that was due on November 18, 
2017. The OP received the report. 

21. To date, respondent has not attended State Bar Ethics School or completed six hours of certified MCLE approved courses in legal ethics in Michigan or California. 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

22. By failing to timely file the four quarterly reports on January 10, 2017, April 10, 2017, July 10, 
2017, and October 10, 2017, timely file the final report due by November 18, 2017, and attend State Bar 
Ethics School or complete six hours of certified MCLE approved courses in legal ethics, respondent 
failed to comply with the conditions of his probation, in willful violation of Business and Professions 
Code Section 6068(k). 

AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
Prior Record of Discipline (Std. 1.5(a)): Respondent has one prior record of discipline. 

Effective November 18, 2016, in State Bar Case No. 15-0-1 1200 (S2364l6), the Supreme Court ordered 
that respondent be suspended for one year, stayed, and placed on one year of probation with conditions. 
In State Bar Case No. 15-O-11200 (S236416), respondent was required to comp1eté25 hours of MCLE 
during the period beginning February 01, 2011 and ending on January 31, 2014. On January 31, 2014, 
respondent reported to the State Bar, under penalty of pexjury, that he had completed all 25 hours of MCLE required during the compliance period. In reality, respondent failed to complete any hours of MCLE during the compliance period. These actions committed by respondent involved an act of moral 
turpitude in willful violation of Business and Professions Code Section 6106. 

Multiple Acts of Misconduct (Std. l.5(b)): Respondent violated multiple conditions of his 
probation. All four of respondent’s quarterly reports were untimely. The final report was also untimely. 
Respondent also failed to attend State Bar Ethics School or complete six hours of certified MCLE 
approved courses in legal ethics in Michigan or California. 

Indifference Toward Rectification/Atonement (Std. l.5k)): Respondent’s continued failure to 
come into compliance with the conditions of his probation or file a motion with the State Bar Court 
seeking modification, demonstrates indifference towards rectification. Respondent’s probation 
conditions became effective on November 18, 2016. To date, respondent has not attended State Bar 
Ethics School or completed six hours of live, in person or online webinar MCLE approved courses in 
legal ethics. An attomey’s continued failure to comply with probation conditions after being notified of 
that non-compliance is properly considered aggravation. (In the Matter of Tiernan (Review Dept. 1996) 
3 Cal. State Bar Ct. Rptr. 523, 529-530.)



MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 

Prefiling Stipulation: By entering into this stipulation prior to the filing of a Notice of 
Disciplinary Charges, respondent has acknowledged his misconduct and is entitled to mitigation for 
saving the State Bar significant resources and time. (Silva- Vidor v. State Bar (1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 
1079 [where mitigation 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 circumstance].) 

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE. 
The Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct “set forth a means for determining 
the appropriate disciplinary sanction in a particular case and to ensure consistency across 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, fn. 5.) 

In determining whether to impose a sanction greater or less than that specified in a given standard, in 
addition to the factors set forth in the specific standard, consideration is to be given to the primary 
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)-) 

Standard 1.8(a) requires that respondent’s discipline in this current proceeding be greater than the 
previously imposed sanction unless the prior was so remote in time and the previous misconduct was not 
serious enough that imposing greater discipline would be manifestly unjust. Respondent’s prior 
discipline, effective November 18, 2016, consisted of a one year stayed suspension, one year of 
probation with conditions. This prior discipline was not remote in time and the misconduct it addressed 
was serious as it involved moral turpitude. Accordingly, pursuant to Standard 1.8(a), the current 
discipline must be greater than a one year stayed suspension. 

Respondent violated Business and Professions Code Section 6068(k) by failing to timely and properly 
submit four quarterly reports, failing to attend State Bar Ethics School or complete six hours of MCLE 
approved courses in legal ethics, and failing to timely submit the final report due by November 18, 2017 
to the OP. Therefore, Standard 2.14 applies which states, “Actual suspension is the presumed sanction 
for failing to comply with a condition of discipline. The degree of sanction depends on the nature of the

10



condition violated and the member’s unwillingness or inability to comply with disciplinary orders.” 
Respondent has shown an unwillingness or inability to comply with his probationary conditions by not 
filing timely quarterly reports, not filing a timely final report, and failing to attend State Bar Ethics 
School or complete six hours of MCLE approved courses in Legal Ethics. 
Respondent’s misconduct is aggravated by his prior record of discipline consisting of a one year stayed 
suspension. Respondent’s misconduct is further aggravated by his multiple acts of wrongdoing and 
indifference toward the rectification of his misconduct by not filing timely quarterly reports, not filing a 
timely final report, and failing to attend State Bar Ethics School or complete six hours of MCLE 
approved courses in Legal Ethics. Respondent’s misconduct is mitigated by entering into this pre-filing 
stipulation. However, the mitigation is outweighed by the aggravating factors. In light of respondent’s 
failure to comply with the terms of his probation, a one year stayed suspension, one year probation with 
conditions, including a 60 days’ actual suspension is the appropriate level of discipline to ensure 
protection of the public, courts, and legal profession; maintenance of the highest professional standards 
by attorneys; and preservation of public confidence in the legal profession. 

Case law supports this level of discipline. In In the Matter of Gorman (Review Dept. 2003) 4 Cal. State 
Bar Ct. Rptr. 5 67, the attorney received discipline consisting of a one year stayed suspension, two years 
of probation with conditions, which included that the attorney pay restitution and complete State Bar 
Ethics School. The attorney in this case failed to complete both of these conditions in a timely manner. 
The court found that his misconduct was further aggravated by the State Bar’s repeated need to seek the 
attorney’s compliance with pressure and reminders to pay restitution and his improper use of his 
employer’s name, the Yolo County District Attorney’s Office, in his pleadings. The attorney was given 
some mitigation for agreeing to stipulate to the facts of the case. The Review Department recommended 
that the attorney receive discipline consisting of a one-year stayed suspension, two years of probation 
with conditions, including a 30 days’ actual suspension. 

Like the attorney in Gorman, respondent failed to comply with some of the conditions of probation. In 
both cases, the OP sent respondent notices of untimely submissions and probation donditions that were 
outstanding. Also like Gorman, respondent’s prior level of discipline was a one year stayed suspension, 
one year probation with conditions. However, respondent’s misconduct warrants a higher level of 
discipline than the attorney in Gorman due to aggravation consisting of a prior record of discipline, 
multiple acts of wrongdoing, and indifference which outweighs the mitigation consisting of entering into 
a prefiling stipulation. To date, respondent has not attended State Bar Ethics or completed six hours of MCLE approved courses in legal ethics. Therefore, discipline consisting of a one year stayed 
suspension, one year probation with conditions, including a 60 days’ actual suspension is appropriate to 
protect the public, the court and the legal profession; maintain the highest professional standards, and 
preserve public confidence in the legal profession. 

COSTS OF DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Respondent acknowledges that the Office of Chief Trial Counsel has informed respondent that as of 
June 19, 2018, the discipline costs in this matter are $3,300. 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.

11



EXCLUSION FROM MINIMUM CONTINUING LEGAL EDUCATION (“MCLE”) CREDIT 
Respondent may n_ot receive MCLE credit for completion of State Bar Ethics School to be ordered as a 
condition of actual suspension. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, rule 3201.)
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In the Matter of: Case number(s): 
GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG 17-0-07281 

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

. 
/« 

/ (g /0,2,/Mal Q62/+ LI) S/E:8zx\6z”~..x1(3 
Date 

‘ Respondenfs Signature ‘I. J U Print Name 

Date Raspondenfs Counsel Signature Print Name 

(9 /.;«‘7/ /9 Ava/. 23:13-rvma vmx Date’ I D$fity Tn'al Counsel's Signature Print Name 
_) 

(Effective July 1. 2015) 
Sigmiure Page 
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In the Matter of: Case Number(s): 
GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG 17-O-07281 

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/charges, if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and: 

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

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

[I All Hearing dates are vacated. 

Page 2, paragraph A.(8): The first of the three annual installment payments contemplated by 
this paragraph will be due on or before February 1, 2020. 

On page 5 of the Stipulation, the “X” in the box next to paragraph E.(6) is deleted and an “X” 
is added to the box next to paragraph E.(7). 

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.) 

2-] 1 I ./I 8 
Date 

Judénéoéafifl-nléi’ga%e' 

(Effective July 1, 2015) 
Actual Suspension Order 
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(State Bar Court No. 15-O-11200) 

S2364l6 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF CALIFORNIA SUERIHEEECOISRT 
1. 

En BQJIC 
1 9 

.4_ 
.' Jorge Navarrete Cler 

In re GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG on Discipline
; 

' 

Deputy 

The court orders that Gerald Howard Sternberg, State Bar Number 96110, 
is suspended from the practice of law in California for one year, execution of that 
period of suspension is stayed, and he is placed on probation for one year subject 
to the following conditions: 

1. Gerald Howard Stemberg must comply with the conditions of probation 
recommended by the Hearing Department of the State Bar Court in its 
Order Approving Stipulation filed on June 17, 2016; and 

2. At the expiration of the period of probation, if Gerald Howard Stemberg 
has complied with the terms of probation, the period of stayed 
suspension will be satisfied and that suspension will be terminated. 

Gerald Howard Sternberg must also take and pass the Multistate 
Professional Responsibility Examination within one year afier the effective date of 
this order and provide satisfactory proof of such passage to the State Bar’s Office 
of Probation 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 his membership fees for each of the years 
2018, 2019, and 2020. If Gerald Howard Sternberg 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. 

,_ ,,,,5.- N.v..m_, cm of the swrqne CW" 
ofme Slate of Callfomla. do limb! “NW “N u" 

- ' f an order oflhis Court as 
olfice. 

Witness my hand and Ihe seal ofthe Court this 
am 1 9 1015 20 .4.yoi Mm!“ _ 

Chieq jusnce 
By" DGPW
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.('Do<notwrite ahuve gls Iina.) ORIGANAL 
' 

state Bar court-' of California 

Note: All information required by this fotfm and any additional information which cannot ho provided in the 
space provided, must be set forth in an attachment to this stipulation under ‘specific headings, e.g.. “Facts,” 
“Dismissals," “Conclusions of Law," "Supporting Authority,” etc. 

A. Parties’ Acknowledgments: 

(1) Respondent is a‘ member of the State Bar of California. admitted December 16, 1980. 
(2) The partiesagree 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) 

stipulation conslstsof 1-1 pages. not including the order. 

A. statem'ent..of-act_s or omissions acknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes for discipline isincluded 
under ‘Facts.’

_ 

Conclusions‘ of law. drawn from and specifically referring to thefacts are also Included under ‘conclusions of 
Law“. 

(4) 

(5) 

Hearing D_‘apa~rtme_n't 
Los Angeles 

STAY-ED SUSPENSION 
-counsel For The state Bar" Case Number('s): 

' 

FoE=ck3dI1 use‘-only" 
' ' 

' ‘
‘ 

1'5-O-11200 ' 

He_ath‘e‘r"ME'y.9r$- 
contract Dieputy ‘l."rla_l counsel 
845 Scott: Figueroa street 

Ange 93- co; soon Fl’ 
(2191-.765-1o7'5 

_ 

LED
B JUN 1 7 2016

' 

In Pro Per‘ R'esp¢nd.ent 

Gerald Howard.st'er"nberg 
10. Leg_ran.de, 
Izamiac, Ml 43842 
(243) 499-4756 

Submitted to: Settlement Judge 
' 

Bar'# 96.110 
V 

. . . STIPULATION RE FACTS. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND 
-M -the Mane, of: DlSPO$|T|0N AND ORDER APPROVING 
Gerald Howard Sterribetfg 

STAYED susPENsIoN; No ACTUAL SUSPENSION 
6110

. 
Bar“ 

[3 PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED 
A Member of the State Bar of California 
(Responden9 

All investigafibns or proceedings listed by case number in the caption of this stipulation are .en'tir_e_iy rEsOlV_éd by 
this sflputatiofi and are deemed consolidated. Dismissed cha:ge(s)/oount(s) are listed ‘under "Dis_mis‘sals.' The 

(Effective July 1. 2015) " 
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{Qo‘not=wrIn‘s above Q is, Ilhq.) . 

(5) The. partras must-incliide supporting authority for the recommended level of discipline under the heading 
"Su§pdI'.lifig' Aufl10i?ily." 

(7) 

(3) 

No m';or_e’tha“n'-30 days priorto the. filing of this stipulation, Respdndent has been advised invwr’1‘ti'n___g of any 
bending invgésfigafion/proceeding 'n:o't resolved by this ‘stipulation. except for criminal investigations-. 

Payment of Disciplinary Co‘sts.—Re'spondent acknowledges the "provisions of Bus. & Prof. Code .§,§6086.1'0v& 
61'40,7. (check o‘ne.option .oIn|y): 

E3 

E1 
CI 

-G_os‘t's are. dded to_ membership fee for calendar year following effective date'of-discipline; 
"casts are ‘to be’ paid in equal amounts pridl‘ to February 1.for tfie folI6\).ving -membership years: three 
-billing cv¢lei;.follgwin_g the effective date of the discipline. (Hardship. special .'circumstar.I’oes .or: other 
‘good ‘cf-;'ause'. per rule‘ 5.132, Rules of Procedure). If Respondent fails"-to pay any ihstallment as described 
above. or as may be modified by the state Bar Court, the remaining balance is due and payable 
imme.diately.. 
costs are in" part as-set forth in a separate attachment entitled “Partial Waiver‘ of Costs‘. 
Costs‘ are entirely waived. 

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

(1) E] Prior record ofdiscipline 

(a) E] State Bar Court case # of prior case 

(b) [:1 Date priar discipline effective 

(c) D Rules of Professional Conduct! State Bar Act violations: 

(:1) El Degree of prior discipline 

(e) D If Respondent has two or more incidents of prior discipline, use space. provided below or a separate 
attachment entitled "Prior Discipline. 

(2) E] lntentionauaad FaithlDi$|'|°||°$1Y= Respondent's misconduct was dishonest. intentional, orvsurrounded 
by. or followed by bad faith. 

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

(4) L-_] concealment: Respondent's misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by concealment 

(5) E] Ovenéachlng: Respondents misconduct was surrounded by, or followed by overreachlng. 

(6) El Unchargedrviolatlonm’ Respondenfs conduct Involves uncharged violations of the Business and 
Professions Code, (Jr the Rules of Professional Conduct. 

(7) [] Trust Violation: Trust funds or property were involved and Respondent refused orwasunable toaccount 
to the client or person who was the object of the misconduct for improper oondujcttoward. said funds or 
Property.- 

(3_) E] Harm: Respondents misconduct ha_n'n'ed significantly a client, the public, or the administration otjustice. "" 

_-fiiva Jury 1, 2615) 
I 
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(9) 

any 

(1.1) 

<12) El 

(133 

(14) 

El 

E1 

E1 

E] 

El 

Indifference: Refimndent demonstrated indifference toward, rectification ‘of or _a_tonement for the 
¢_:pnse‘que_noes;;6.f his or her misconduct. 

candorII_.ack of cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of <_:_'a_nd'or and cqopération to victims of 
hislher misconduct, or to" the‘ State Bar during disciplinary investigations or proceedings. 

Multiple Acts; Respondents current misconduct evidences multipleacts of wrongdoing. 

Patfam: Respondent's current misconduct demonstrates a'pa‘ttern of misconduct, 

Restitution: R_espond'ent’fa_i|‘ed to make restitution. 

Vulnerable Victim: The" vlct4'm(s) of Respondenfs miseonduct waslwere highly vu'lne‘t-able. 

(15) No aggravating circumstances are involved. 

Additional aggravating circumstances 

C. Mitigating circumstances [see standards 1.2(i) & 1.6]. Facts supporting mitigating 
circ'umsta.nce.s are required. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(3) 

(9.) 

El 

CIEJEIDEIEIEI 

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

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

candorlcoopuation: Respondent displayed spontaneous candor and cooperation with the victims of- 
hislher misconduct or to the State Bar during disciplinary investigations and proceedings. 

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

Restitution: Respondent Paid $ on in restitution to without the threat or force of 
disciplinary. civil or criminal proceedings. 

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

Good Faith: Respondent acted with agood faith belief that was honesuy held and objectively reasonable. 

_Emotlona|I_Physical Difficultles: Al the time of the stipulated act or acts of professional misounduqt 
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical or mental testimony 
wauld establish was directly responsible for the misconduct. The difflculfles of disabilities were not-the 
prqduct of any illegal conduct by_ the member-, such as illegal drug or.subst'ance abuse, and the difficulties 
or disabilities no longer [dose a risk that Respondent will commit misconduct. 

severe Financialstress: At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffened from severe financial stress 
which resulted from circumstances not reasonably fureseeable or which werebeyond hislher control and 
which were directly responsible for the misconduct; 

"Fecsve.Juay 1, 2015) 
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(10) D FamiIy~_Pnjoblems; At the time of the misconduct, Respondent suffered extreme difficulties in hlslher 
personal life -whmiwere other than emotional or physical in nature. 

(11) El .Good_‘_Char.a,¢,:I_:'er: Respondent‘; extraordinarily good character is attested to by a wiéie 'sa'r‘:ge of-references 
in the _Ie_g_al_ and general communities who are aware of the full extent of ‘hIsIhe‘r‘mi!sc'dnductL 

(1-2) [:1 Rehahllltaflon: Gqnsiderahle time has passed since the acts of pmfessional misconduct ocfcurred’ 
followed by subsequent rehabilitatien. 

(13) C] No mitigating clreumstiancéé are involved. 

Additional mltlaafinaifilrcumstances 

Na. P_Irior R9-cprd of l‘J~iscip'_I_ine. See. Attachment pages 7-8. 
Phyainamedical Difliculties‘. see A.ttach'ment- page 8. 
Pretrial Sfipulqtion. See Attachment page 8. 

D. Discipline: 

(1) . Stayed Suspension: 

(a) 
' Respondent must be suspended from the practice of lawfor a period ofone (1) year. 

i. C] and until Respondent shows proof satisfactory to the Stats Bar Court of rehabilitation and 
fitness to ‘practice and present Iearnin and ability in the general law pursuant to standard 
1.2(c)(1,). Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Pmfessionai Misconduct 

ii. [3 and until Respondent pays restitution as set forth in the Financial Cond'Iti'ons form attached-fo 
this stipulation. 

iii. El and until Respondent does the following: 

The above-referenced suspension is stayed. 

(2) El Probation: 

Respondent is placed on probation for a period of one (1) year. which will commence upon theeffective date of 
the Supreme court order in this matter. "(See rule 9.18 California Rules of Court.) 

E. Additional Comzlitions of Probation: 

(1) During the probation period, Respondent must comply with the provisions of ‘the State Bar Act-and Rules of 
Professional Conduct. 

(2) Q Within ten:(1g)_~ gays of any change. Respondent must report ‘to the Memlpership_Reoor,ds Office of the. 
State-Bar and’-to the Oifice of Probation of the State Bar of California (‘Office of Probation’). a_ll'ohan"ges of 
lnform_a_ti0n_. including current office address and telephone n-umber, or other address for Sfal'e_B'ar 
purposes, as p_rescribed.' by section 6002.1 of the Business and Professions Code. 

(3') >1? Wrthin thirty (30) days fron_1fl'1e_ effective date of discipline, Respondent must contact the Offioe of Probatidn 
’ 

and schedule _a meeting with Respondent's assigned probation deputy to discuss these .ter:'n:; and 
conditions-of probation“. Upon the diregtion 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 
prompfly meet with the probation deputy as directed and upon request. 

(Effective July 1. 2015)
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(4) E Responderifmust submit w_ri_tte.n qua_rterIy ‘reports to the Office‘ of'Proba'tion on-"each January 10'. April 10, 

(5) E1 

(6) 

(7) I] 

(8) D. 

(9) Cl 

July 10;, and Octqber 10 of the period of probation. Under penalty af perjury, Respondent'mys_t 
whether Respondent has complied with the state Bar Act, the Rules-of Professional Cand_uct__._ and gait condifions of‘pro__bation.d”ur?ing the prepeding galendar quarter-. Res'po.r-1d‘ent mustalso-~s'ta'te whg'ther-there 
are any proceedings pending against him or her in the state Bar Cfo'ur1.an‘d if:so_. the case number and 
current status ofthat proceeding. If the first report would qovef less than 30 days. that reportrmust be 
-submittedan the next‘quar'ter-date, and cover the extended period. 

In addition to all ‘quarterly reports. ‘a figal report, containing the same information, is‘-due up ea:1i‘c_=.r'than 
twenty -(20) days.befor'e the last. day of the peribd of proba'ti_qn and no later thanthe. last day of probation. 
Respondent‘ must be -assigned a p‘robati_on- monitor. Respondent must promptly review the terms and 
aorld'itions.of,probation with the pmbafion monitcrto‘ establish’ a manner a'nd;sc‘:'heduI'e-of epmpiianqe. 
During the period of probation, Responuem must furnish to the monitor such reports as. may be requested. 
in addition to the.quat.ter|¥ reports required to be submitted tn the Office of Probation; Respqndgnf m_us,.t 
ooapérété fully with the probation monitor. 

Subject to assertion of applicable privileges, Respondent must answer fully. promptly and triflhflglly any 
inquifies of the Office of Probation and any probation m'onltc__>r assigned under these candftions which are‘ 
.dir'ected to.R'espondent~persona|ly or In writing relating to whether Respondent is complying or has. 
compliedwith the probaiion conditions. 

Within one‘ (1.) year of the effective date of the discipline herein. Respondent must provide to the Offioe» of 
Probation satisfactory proof of attendance at a session of the State Bar Ethics School. and passage ofthe 
test given at the end of that session. 

_lZ No Ethics Schqol recommended. Reason: Respondent resides In anotherjurlsdlction. A 
cohiparable altematlve to Ethics school is provided in septiqn F (5) below. 

Respondent must cqmplywith all conditions of probation imposed in the underlying criminal matter and 
muétso declare under penalty of perjury in conjunction with any quarterly report to be filed with the Office 
of Probation. 

The following conditions are attached hereto and incorporated:

D 
[J Financial Conditions 

C] Substance Abuse Conditions Law Office Management Conditions 

1:! Medical Conditions 

F. other Conditions Negavtiated by the Parties: 

(1) >2 

(2) *1‘ 

Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination: Respondent must provide proofof passage of 
the Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination (“MPRE"). adminlstgred by the National 
Confep-e<n_::e of Bar Examiners, to the Offioe of Probation within one year. 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 5.1'62(A) 8. (E), Rules of Procedure. 

1:] No MPRE recommended. Reason: 
other Condiiiqns: 

AS of probation. because rosponclentresldes out of-statqgeeponqent qnuét 
eithar 1) attend a session of state Bar Ethics school, pass the test" IlIVen' at the end of each 
_sessiog1_, and provide proof of the same satisfactory to the Office of Probaticn within one (fl) year ofthe effective date of the-discipline herein-; or '2) complete six (S)_|_1ouns of live, In-person, of 

“(E'rrecuv‘e Juiy 1. 201?)“
' 
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amine webinarminlmum continuing Legal Education (-"NV_lcl_._E__v"-)_. approved courses‘ In Ieg_a‘l~ethic§ 
offered through a ceflified MCLE provider in Michiganpr C.allforli|.‘a_ and pro,\.Il.'d§{ of same 
s_'atis.fac'to'I'..yVto the Ofice of Probation within one (1) yet of the e.ffectlv.e data 'oTf"the1‘di'seip'lin'e. 

(Effedive_ July 1, 2015) 
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IN THE OF: GERALD HOWARD STBRNBERG 
CASE-‘NUMBER: I5-«O-11200 

FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW. 
Respondent admits "the-following facts are true and'tha1 he is culpable of violations -of specified 
statutes and/or Rules of Professional Conduct. 

m‘ e E Q. 15-O-11200 (State Bar Investigation) 
FACTS-2 

1. As a member of tha Bar, respondent was required to complete 25 hours of Minimum 
Continuing Lqgal Education (“MCLE”) during the period-commencing on February I, 2.011, and ending 
on January 31, 2014 (the “compliance period”). 

2. On January 31, 2014, respondent reported to the State Bar, under penalty of pexjury, that he 
had completed all 25 required MCLE hours during the compliance period. 

3. In fact, respondent had not completed any hours of MCLE during the compliance period; 
4. When respondent. affxrmed MCLE compliance, he mistakenly believed he was in compliance 

with the.MCLE requirements. However, when he made his affirmation under penalty of pe1'jury,. he did 
not check his records to confirm that he was indeed in compliance with his MCLE obligations, ‘relying 
instead on his memory. When respondent reported his MCLE compliance to the State Bar, respqndcnt 
was grossly negligent in not knowing that be was not in compliance with 1he.MCLE requirements. 

5. Respondent subsequently completed the required 25 hours of MCLE courses between October 
27, 2014 and October 31, 2014, after being contacted on July 7, 2014, by the State Bar’s Office of 
Member Records and Compliance regarding an audit of MCLE compliance, and paid applicable 
penalties as part of the MCLE audit. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

6. By reporting under penalty ofpeljury to the State Bar that he-was in compliance with the 
MCLE requirements, when he was grossly negligent in not knowing that he was not in coxnpliancc with 
the ‘MCLE requirements respondent committed an act involving moral turpitude in wilfi1l'viola‘ti‘on of 
Business and Professions Code section 6106. 

/4/3



ADDITIONAL FACTS RE MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES. 
No Prior‘ Digplineg Respondent was admitted to practice on December 16;, 1-980. "Helms been inactive 
a number oftimes for various periods, including from April 1,_ 1993 to 0ctobet§24, I994. Respondent 
wasno; entitled to practice from July 31, 199510 August 7, 1998 for failureto pay 
dues; Add’itiona'1Iy-, from August 12, 1996- to August 7,‘ 1998, rcspondcnt was inactive‘ due .to-MC-"LIE 
non-compliance. RespO.ndezit"w‘a's also inactive from July 20, 2000 to July 2,2002. Excluding those 
years in which he. Was ina.c‘tiv€,_ at the time of the misconduct regpondent had an for 
appmximately 26 ycars Without a record of public discipline. (Inthe Matter afB1um. "(Rev-i‘ew Dept. 
l994)-3 031- 313“? Bar CL RP“-‘ 170. 177 [appropriate to depreciate years ofpractice those mt 
practicing law in-1nitig'ation"4d,e_ten-ninat_ion]. While respondent’: conduct is serious, he is entitled to. 
substantial mitigafion for ‘a’ dificipline-fi'ee record after a significant. n-umber Ofyears dfptac't1'émg'Iaw. 
(Haws-.9 v. State Bar, (1990) 51 Cal.3d 587, 596 [gave significant weight in mitiggafion ‘ti: attorney 
practicing 10 _yea1=s with_out- discipline]; In‘ the Matter of Riordan (Review Dept. 2007) '5 ‘Cal, Bar 
Ct. Rpfr..4I [mitigation credit for many years of discipline free practice given even wh_en.conduct1's 
serious]. 

Phyical/Medical Dilficulties: On May 4, 2012, respondent suffered a serious clectrocufion 
mnningfiom his right hip to the sole of his right foot from a heating pad. ‘Since that date, he has largely 
been bedridden and dependent on the care of home healthcare givers. Respondent submitted

' 

documentation of his diagnosis of first, second, and third degree bums can his leg, as well. as 
documentation of present and continued physical therapy treatments and in-ho,mc.heé1thcar'e. As a result 
of these injuries, and as documented in‘ his medical records, respondent was prescribed and was taking 
multiple prescription "painkillers that made him Iighthcadcd and confused when he afiim1'ed_ «compliance. 
This, combined with the fact he was largely bedridden and dependent on caregivers at the time of 
am:-n_1i,ng? is directly related to..his'-failure to take steps to confinn that he was in fact in compliance with 
his MCLE requirements, instead of relying on his memory when affirming. Respondcnt has since 
recovercdtq. the extent that‘ he is no longer bedridden, and only takes pain medication on an as needed 
basis to‘. managdhis pain. Respondent is entitled to mitigation for physical, medical difficulfies 
experienced during the compliance period when respondent shows adequate evidence of a causal 
connection between the difficulties and the misconduct, and inthc absence of complete rehabilitation, 
steady" progress towards rchabilitafion from the ailment. (In the Matter of Deierling (Review Dept. 
199-1) 1 Cal. S1316. Bar Ct Rptr. 552, 560-61 [mitigation afiorded for attorney with disabilities related to 
his misconduct without exper_t.evidence].) 

Pretrial Stipulation: Respondent is entitled to mitigation for entering into this stipulation prior-to trial, 
thereby preserving State Bar Court time and resources. (Sz‘lva- Vidor v, State Bar (.1989) 49 Cal.3d 1071, 
1079 [where mitigative credit was given for entering into a stipulation as to facts and culpabiIity]'.) 
Respondent has also acknowledged his misconduct "by entering into this stipulation, 

AUTHORITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE. 
The Standards “set ‘forth a means for detennining the appropriate disciplinary sanction in a particular 
case and to ensure consistence 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, 8.“fll11Zh6l' references to Standards are to this source.) The Standards help fulfill ihe-primary purpose 
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.Mar.s'e (1995) 11 Cal.4th 184, 205).



Although not binding, -the -S'4t_andards are entitled to “great weight” (In re Silvert'on' (2005) 36 4th 81, 
92', q_u‘oting In,_r_e Brown" (1995) 12 CaL4th.:205, 220) as they “promote the co_nsistent“a'nd 
appjIiq§tion.ofdiscip1i'n_aIy 1n.¢8.s111‘cs” (In:-re Silvertan at 91). As a' result, the shduld be 
followed ‘fwhengver possible” (I¢ at 92, quoting In -re Young (1.989) 49 Cal.3d-"257, 267).and deviations 
from the -discipiifie ‘stated -inithc Standards “should‘be elaborated with care.” (lat at 92). 

In whqthcr 1:o'impo;se a-sanction greater or less than the specifiéd in-angiven -Standard, 
attpntion should bcpajid to the factors set forth in‘ the specific as well as the purposes 
of discipline; the balancing of ‘all mitiga_tin_g- and aggravating circmnstanpes; ‘type. ofmiscfiliductfit. 
issue;_"wl1'v;-.'thér and to what-extent the client, public, legal system or profession axpdiihe. 
me'mbcr’s”will1'n'gn'eSs' and ability to conform to ethical respdnsibilifies in the (Stds. 1.7(b) and 
(0))-' 

Standard.2.1l app'lies_to respondent's a_cts of moral turpitude. Standard 2.11 states -that the presumed 
d-iscipline for an act of moral turpitude is disbarmemt or actual suspension. Standard 2..11 fixrlzhclf. States,- 
“[t]he degree of ‘sanction depends on the Inagrnitude of misconduct; the extent to which the misconduct 
harmed or misled the victim;, which may include the adjudicator; the impact on the of 
justice, ‘if any; and -the extent to which -the misconduct relatedto the mem'ber’s ‘of law‘."" 

While Standard 2.1.1 calls for. actual suspension, Standard l.7(c) indicates thz_1t.mitigating_fax:to17s should 
be considered and may demonstrate the need for a lesser sanction than called for by-the Standards. Here, 
respondent made. a grossly negligent misrepresentation whenhe affirmed, under. penalty of perjury, that 
he compieted the required 25 hour MCLE requirement during the compliance period. In fact, respondent 
had not completed any hours during the compliance period. Respond,ent’s mi-seonduct circurnvcnted the 
continuing legal education requirements established for the purpose of enhancing attorncy competence 
and protectirzg the public. Respondenfs act of confirming compliance. without verifying his records was 
grossly ncgligent. (“Given the importance to the public that attorneys have current knowledge and-skill 
through continuing education, we find that [the respondent’ s] failure to verify her MCLE-compliance 
before aflirming it constitutes gross negligence amounting to moral turpitude for discipline purposes.” In 
the Matter of Yee (Review Dept. 2014) 5 Cal State Bar Ct Rptr. 330, 334). 

However, respondet_1t’s 2-6 years in practice, without a record of discipline, providcs.sub'st‘ar'1tial 
mitigation. Rcspqndenfs serious mcdical issues stemming fiom his electrocution burns. and his resulting 
pain medication and physical therapy resulted in his failure to confirm his MCLE compliance prior to 
affirming. This physical with a direct relationship to his misconduct, and from which he has 
made steady progress towards rehabilitation, also provides mitigation. F_urthermor~e, respondent 
subsequently completed his outstanding MCLE credit hours, albeit outside the reporting period, afier he 
was audited. Additionally, respondent is entitled to mitigation for entering into‘ this pretrial stipulation 
-thcrehy saving -State Bar time. and resources. Further, there are no aggravating factqrs present. Thcxefdrc, 
adeviation fi~6m.Sta‘ndard 2.11 is warranted, and a rcpommendafion of a one year stayed suspension. and 
one year of probation with conditions is appropriate in this matter. 

Case, law also supports this level of discipline. In the Matter of Yea‘ (Review Dept. 2014) 5 Cal. State Bar 
Ct. Rph‘. 330, attorney Yec submitted 1_1cr~MCLE compliance card andaffirmed that she had completed 
the requisite 25 hours during her compliance period. However, during a subsequent audit and Bar 
investigation, Yee was unable to produce any record of compliance. The Review Department found that 
Ye-.e"s aflinnation without furtl1e.r verification of her records, constituted gross negligcndeaxiaouxiting to 
moral turpitudc-' for‘disCi,pline purposes (Yee at 334), but declined to find she misrepresentad her 

/QA
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MCLE tsompuance intentionally. The Review Department found strong mitigation in Yee’s-case. In 
particular. the Departrnent noted Yeefs: (1) 10 and one hailfycars of discipline.-zfiee pracfice; (2) 
her candor and cooperatipnjwith t_he~S'tate Bar during the investigation; (3) hfir goofi character as 
evidenced -by ‘the. testimony of elevenwimesses; (4) her recognition .6f1i\*r0!1E?.10i118- and 
creation of a plan to. avoid s1,1ch'iss'ues in the future; and,_ (5) her significant a1__nount- of pro bone--work. 
and service to the com'11'1unity..Id at 335--3'6. -In Yee, the Review Department imposed discipline 
consisting of a public zepmvél. 

Using Yee ‘as aguide, respondent is afforded substantial mitigafien for-26 years .ofpr‘antie:e Without a 
record of disci_plin£.=.. He is also e'ntifl'ed ‘to mit_igation for his physical and medica1.ai1anents, which 
he has stczady grfogxess towards rehabilitation, related to his misconduct. Further, 
respondent-‘is entitled to m.-it‘igati.0n.fo_r entering into a pretrial stipulation. Hoiwevexg. respondents 
mitigation is not:-as great as -the attorney in Yee. He has offeged no gvidcnce of c_omm1mity"'_scr'vice and 
pro Bonn work. Nor respondent offered evidence of good charapter. Therefore, the -applicaticpn ofthe 
Standards and the findings in Yee support public discipline greater than that recommended in, Fee.- 

In light of the totality of the; facts and circumstances presently available, including the mitigation of 
substantial- number of years in pxfactioe without any disciplinmy record, medical issues and preiri-al 
stipulation, and in light of the, Standards and Fee, discipline consisting ofa one year stayed suspension 
and a one year _peri'od ‘of probation with conditions is appropriate to protect the public, couxts and" the 
legal profession, to maintain high professional standards by attorneys, and to preserve public confidence 
in the legal profession. 

cosrs or DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Respondent acknowledges that the Ofiice of the Chief Trial" Counsel has informed respondent 

that as of June 3.2016, the prosecution costs in this matter are approximately $5,816. Respondent 
further‘ acknowledges-that should this stipulation be rejected or should" relief from the stipulation be 
granted, the costs in this mattcrmay increase due to the cost of further proceedings. 

EXCLUSION FROM MCLE CREDIT. 
Pursuant to. rule 3201, «respondent may ml receive MCLE credit for completion of the ethics 

courses ordered as acondition of his probation. (Rules Proc. of State Bar, rule 3201.)
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Case_m.1mb.'e‘r(s)-: 

GERALD HOWARD. JSTERNBERG 15-O-1.1200" 

SIGNIKTURE OF THE PARTIES 
By their signatures bafiow, the ‘parties and their counsel. as applicable.~signIfyJthelr* agreement with 'ea;ch= of the 
rec_i_tatibn's-an'd;1‘e'ai:h of th'e'-ter‘r‘«ns-and conditions of this Stipulation Re Facts, Conclusions of Law. -and Dispo'sition.. 

TOM». ’Q/ 7.-0'5 /:~;Lu/fol /<2 -Gerald Haward Stembeig 
Date 'fi.e_sp0ndent's‘ Sigriafiij J Print Name

. 

‘N/Aa 
~~ "Date" 

‘ " Réspbn’ ént"s unsél ignalure Print Name 

(9 - I ‘I ' [la . 1 é!l«6<%§. Heat.h'e.r-Meyers 

Date Deputy Tria‘ Counsel's Slgfiature Print‘ Name 

‘Fatwa July 1. £1?) ' 

Slanature Pages 

Page ____11_



(Do not wdte above this llne.) 

In the Matter of: Case Number(s): 
GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG I5-0-11200 

STAYED 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 oountslcharges. if any, is GRANTED without prejudice, and: 

CI 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. ' 

[I All Hearing dates are vacated. 

On page 1 of the stipulation, in the case caption, an “X” is inserted in the box before the phrase “Previous 
Stipulation Rejected” to reflect that the court rejected a previous stipulation. 

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 dlspositlon is the effective date 
of the Supreme Court order herein, nonnally 30 days after file date. (See rule 9.18(a), cal‘ ornla Rules of 
court.’ 

Date '
‘ 

(Z. 

w. KE SE MCGILL / 
Judge 0 the State Bar Court ' 

(Effective July 1, 2015) 
stayed Suspension Order 

PageJ;



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

[Rules Proc. of State Bar; Rule 5.27(B); Code Civ. Proc., § l013a(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 Los Angeles, on June 17, 2016, 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: 

GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG GERALD HOWARD ST ERNBERG 
1628 S SHORE DRAPT A1 10 LEGRANDE AVENUE 
EAST LANSING. MI 4-8823 PONTIAC, MI 4834-2 

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

HEATHER L. MEYERS, Enforcement, Los Angeles 
I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, Califomia, on 
June 17, 2016. 

’?0~li3. ’\%0~/USVVWL 
Paul Bafona 
Case Administrator 
State Bar Court
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PUBLIC MATTER 
STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFICE OF CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL JAYNE KIM, No. 174614 
CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL 
JOSEPH R. CARLUCCI, No. 172309 DEPUTY CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL MIA R. ELLIS, No. 228235 
ACTING ASSISTANT CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL 

FILED 
mac 2 2015 

S'I‘A'l‘l'. BAR COURT 
CLERK'S OFFICE 

MICHAEL J . GLASS, No. 102700 
SUPERVISING SENIOR TRIAL COUNSEL HEATHER MEYERS, No. 302264 ' 

CONTRACT ATTORNEY FOR THE STATE BAR 
845 South; Figueroa Sirect 
Los Angeles, California 90017-2515 
Telephone; (213) 765-1075 

STATE BAR COURT 
HEARING DEPARTMENT - LOS ANGELES 

In the Matter of: 

GERALD; STERNBERG, 
No. 961lQ, 

1. 

A Membeuf of the State Bar 

Case No. 15-0-11200) 

5 NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES 
)
)
)
) 

NOTICE - FAILURE TO RESPOND! 
IF. YOU FAIL TO FILE A WRITTEN ANSWER TO THIS NOTICE WITHIN 20 DAYS AFTER SERVICE, OR IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AT THE STATE BAR COURT TRIAL: 
(1) YOUR DEFAULT WILL BE ENTERED; 
(2) YOUR STATUS WILL BE CHANGED TO INACT IVE AND YOU 

-.‘ WILL NOT BE PERMITTED TO PRACTICE LAW; 
(3) YOU WILL NOT BE PERMITTED TO PARTICIPATE FURTHER IN THESE PROCEEDINGS UNLESS YOU MAKE A TIMELY MOTION 

- AND THE DEFAULT IS SET ASIDE, , YOU SHALL BE SUBJECT TO ADDITIONAL DISCIPLINE. (4) 
AND’ 

‘} SPECIFICALLY, IF YOU FAIL TO TIMELY MOVE TO SET ASIDE 
'2 OR VACATE YOUR DEFAULT, THIS COURT WILL ENTER AN ORDER RECOMMENDING YOUR DISBARMENT WITHOUT FURTHER HEARING OR PROCEEDING. SEE RULE 5.80 ET SEQ., ' RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA. 

The State Bar of California alleges: 

.-...c
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JURISDICTION 

1. 3 Gerald Stcmberg ("respondent") was admitted to the practice of law in the State of 
California.'=on December 16, 1980, was a member at all times pertinent to these charges, and is 
currently 

g 
member of the State Bar of California. 

COUNT ONE 
Case No. 15-O-11200 

Business and Professions Code section 6106 
[Moral Turpitude — Misrepresentation of MCLE Compliance] 

2. On or about January 31, 2014, _respondent falsely reported under the penalty of 
peljury to _.the State Bar that respondent had fully complied with respondent’s minimum 
continuing} legal education (“MCLE”) requirements for the period of Februaxy 1, 2011 to January 
31, 2014 (“compliance period”), when respondent knew, or was grossly negligent in not 
knowing, respondent had failed to complete the MCLE requirements for the compliance 
period, thereby committed an act involving moral tutpitudc, dishonesty or corruption in 

willful viqlation of Business and Professions Code section 6106. 

NOTICE - INACTIVE ENRQLLMENT! 
YOU ARE HEREBY FURTHER NOTIFIED THAT IF THE STATE BAR COURT FINDS, PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 6007(c), THAT YOUR CONDUCT POSES A SUBSTANTIAL THREAT OF HARM TO THE INTERESTS OF YOUR CLIENTS OR TO THE PUBLIC, YOU MAY BE INVOLUNTARILY ENROLLED AS AN INACTIVE MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR. YOUR INACTIVE ENROLLMENT WOULD BE IN ADDITION TO ANY DISCIPLINE Rl;3COMMENDED BY THE COURT. 

%. NOTICE - cos'r ASSESSMENT! 
IN THE EVENT THESE PROCEDURES RESULT IN PUBLIC 
DISCIPLINE, YOU MAY BE SUBJECT TO THE PAYMENT OF COSTS INCURRED BY THE STATE BAR IN THE INVESTIGATION, HEARING AND REVIEW OF THIS MATTER PURSUANT TO BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONS CODE SECTION 6086.10.
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Respectfully submitted, 

THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFICE OF CHIEF TRIAL COUNSEL 

/‘é/[wt 
‘Heather Meyers 
Contract Attorney for the State Bar 

DATED: {December 29, 2015



DECLARATION OF SERVICE 
CASE NUMBER(s): 15-O-11200 

I, the undersigned, am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not: party to the within action. whose business address and place of ermluymentis the state Bar of 
calllomia. 845 South Figueroa Street. Los Angeles, califomia 90017, declare that 

- onihedaieshnwnbakwv,Icausedtobeservedamnecopyofmewlflwindooumamtdescrlbedasfomws: 

NOTICE OF DISCIPLINARY CHARGES 

[___I By u.s. Hm-cum mu: (ccp 55 1013 and 1013(3)) K4 By u.s. Certified Mail: (cc? §§ 1013 and 1013(1)) 
- gnfmmwflIIhapI1_:<:lieeolll1eSta1ieBarofCd'Ilomla forcollectlonand processing ofmail. I depositadorplaoed loroollecflon and mailing hlbefiityandcounty 

By Overnight Delivery: (CCP §§ 1013(c) and 1013(d)) 
- 

I am readily familiar with the Stake Bar afcalifomla's practice far collection and processing of correspondence for overnight delivery by the United Parcel Service ('lJPS‘). 

By Fax Transmission: (CCP §§ 1013(e) and 1013(f))
| Basedon agreemenloflhepartlestoa sewloebyfaxltansmlssion. lfaxadthedoumnenfstnlhepexsonsatlhefaxnmbarsllslad helein below.‘Noen'orwas 

reponed by Ihefax machine lhatl used. T odglnal record of the faxtransmlion ls retained on tile and avalable upon request 

Byfilectronic Setvioe: (CCP§101l).6) 
Basadonauourtorderoran agnaementofihe partlestoacoaptservioebyeledrornlctransmisslon. lcaused1hedocumen1stobesantto1l1epatson(s)atIl1eale::1:un|c 
addresses lislled herein I did notrecelve. within a reasonable time afterlhe transmission. any electronic message aralher Indlcaflon mama transmission was 
unsucoesstu. 

D (bI'U.S.F'nl-chulin in a sealed envelope placed for collection and mailing at Los Angeles, addressed to: (see below) 

auccnmuuaa in a sealed envelope placed for collection and mailing as certified mail, return receipt requested. 
NW3 N0-3 .___9.4_1..4.Z?§§.999‘?.§Q199§§?.33.... . 

at L03 M93195-addfessed *0? (WWW) 
[II auonu-amwvuy; together with a copy of this declaration, in an envelope. or package designated by UPS, 
Tracking N0-I addressedto: (seebelw 

T Pennnservul E BuIlno:;R—A;I|denfl|lMdrus'_ 
' " 

Flx lumbar 
|__ cwnuycopyg: _ __ 

"-71 
3

. 

|GERALD HOWARD 1628 S. SHORE DR., APT. Al mm I LSLTERNBERG EAST LANSING, MI 48823 "““'*"' 
_L i 

[I via lniaer-offioe mall regularly processed and malntalned bythe state Bar of callfomla addressad to: 

NM 
'iama'wim'smaaar ‘practice pondenlor ‘tn staPos1aIse',d "’“'°""’ “" "‘° “°‘”°'“?§. 

au:n..,'2£3?'sL°3°J.'e‘£9.fi°é“;.‘%'r“8£'u;'?..’f.3§p..m;? 
“'“"‘""""" 

a§ue"é'e';"a"...u“°° '3%°s3.3‘mo: htddvem the United Parcel service ('UPS' . In mu would bgiepasiled with_§he Unllad States 
day. ‘ 

I amuawata lhaton motion oflhe 
after date of deposit for mailing contained 

correspondence 
I service that same day. and forovemight delivery, deposited with delivery fees paid or provided for, UPS that same 

"1 
iuriivawvkwmmlspresumedlnvalldflpostalcancellaflondalaorpuslagemeterdateonmeenvalapoorpadxagolsrmtamanoneday 

e a 

I declare under penalty of perjury. under the laws of the State of Callfomia. that the regoing ls flue and correct. Executed at Los Angeles. 
California, on the date shown below. 

DATED: December 29, 2015 SIGNED: 

Stat: Bar of California 
DECLARATION OF SERVICE



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. 

A'I'I‘EST June 8, 2018 
State Bar Cou11, State Bar of California, 
Los Ange~ 

By 
Clerk /



'5 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 July 11, 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: 

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

GERALD HOWARD STERNBERG 
577 E MAPLEDALE AVE APT 2 
HAZEL PARK, MI 48030 - 3030 

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

JAIME M. VOGEL, Enforcement, Los Angeles 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in Los Angeles, California, on 
July 11, 2018. 

Mazie Yip ' ' 

Court Specialist 
State Bar Court


