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ooty e Bt ot Caltormia O  PREVIOUS STIPULATION REJECTED

A. Farlies’ Acknowledgments:

(1) Respondent Is a member of the Siale Bar of California, admitted _ DECEMBER 14, 1972 -
{date)
{2) The pariies ogree fo be bound by the foctual stipulations contained herein even if conclusions of law or
disposition are rejecled or changed by the Supteme Court.

(3) Al invesfigotions or proceedings listed by case number In the capiion of this sipulation, are entirely
resolved by this stipulation and are deemed consclidoled. Dismissed chaige(si/couni(s) are listed under
*Dismissals.” The stipulofion and order consist of Ia. pages,

(4) A slolemenl of acls of omissions ocknowledged by Respondent as cause or causes for dlscipline is
included under “Facts.”

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

(6) No more than 30 days prior 1o the filing of this stipulafion, Respondent has been odvised in writing of any
pending investigation/ptoceeding nof resolved by this stipulation, except for criminal investigations,

(7) Payment of Disciplinary Costs—Respondent acknowledges the provisions of Bus. & Prof, Code §§6086 10
& 6140.7. (Check one opfion only):

£X  uniit cosis are pald in tuli, Respondent will remain actually suspended from Ihe praclice of law uniess
relief is obtained per rufe 284, Rules of PFrocedure.
O costs to be pald in equal amounts prior to February 1 for the following membership years:

{hardship, special circumstances or other good cause per rule 284, Rules of Procedure)
O costs walved in port as set forth under “Parfial Waiver of Costs™
O cosis entirely waived ‘

Note: AH information required by this form and any 2dditional information which cannot be provided in the space provided, shall be set forthin th
text component of this stipulation under specific headings, i.e. “Facts,” *Dismissals,” “Conclusions of Law.”
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Additional aggravating circums_tances:

. B.' Aggravoling Circumstances [for definifion, see Siandards for Attomey Sanctions for Professional Miscondug,
standard 1.2{b).) Focts supporling oggraveling circumstonces are required, ' '

g Prior record of discipline [see siandard 1.2(f)

,tc':_) EK Siale Bar Count case # of prior case 91-0-00793; 94-0-10192

(b) EX date prior discipline effective MAY 1, 1996

(¢} D Rules of Professional Conduct/ Stale Bar Act violotions: RULE 3~110(A) :and 4-100(B)(4),

RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT

{d) mx degree of prior discipine _ PRIVATE REPROVAL, PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

(e) [X If Respondent has two or more Inciclénts of prior discipline, use space- provided Eelow or

under “Priot Discipline”,

84-0-00197 :

QCTOBER 15, 1985

FORMER RULE 8~107, RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT

PRIVATE REPROVAL

giX Dishonesly: Respondents misconduct was surmrounded by or followed by bad faith, dishonesty,
concealment, overreaching or other viclotions of the State Bar Act or Rules of Professional Conduct.

0 Tust Violation:  Trus! tunds or property were involved and Responden! refused or was unable ¢
account 1o the client or person who was the object of the misconduct for improper conduct toword

said fundis of properly. _ '
Ham: Respondents misconduct hammed significantly @ client, the public or the adminisiation of justice,

Indifterence: Respondent demonstiated Indifference loword reclificafion of or atonement for the
consequences of his or her misconduct, ' '

(¢ l;ack of Cooperation: Respondent displayed a lack of candor and cooperation to viclims of his/her
misconduct or to the Siate Bar during disciplinary investigation or proceedings. :

D Mulliple/Pattem of Misconduct: Respondent's curient misconduct evidences mulliple acts of wrong-
doing of demonstrales a patietn of misconduct. ’ :

0O No oggrc:vaiing citcumstances are involved.
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No Prior D|s<:|pllne Respondent has no piior record of discipline over many yeors of prochce coupled

_wnh present misconduct which Is not deemed sefious.

No Hcrrn:' Respondenf did not harm the client or person_ who was the object of the misconduct,

CondorlCooperdﬁon: Respondent displayed sponfanecus cander and cooperation 1o the .vicﬂms of
. his/her rnisconduct and fo the Stale Bar during disciplinary Investigation and proceedings. :

'Remorse: Respondent promplly fook objective steps spontaneously demonstrating rerriotse"dhd'
' recogniﬁon of the wrongdoing, which steps were designed fo timely atone for any consequences ot
~ histher mlsconducl _

' Resﬂfuﬂon: 'Respondenl paid § ' _ on : : S .
 testitution to : o wiihout the threat or force ot disciplinary, civil

or criminal proceedings.

Delcw These discip!inary proceedings were ‘excesslvely delayed The deluv Is nol. umibu!cble o

Respondent and the delay prejudiced hlmlher

Good Falth: Respondent acted in good falth.

Emofional/Physical Difficuliies; At the fime of the stipulaled act or acts of professional misconduct
Respondent suffered extreme emotional difficulties or physical disabiliies 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 illegai drug or substance abuse, and
Respondent no longer suffers from such difficullies or disabilifies.

Severe Financlal Skess: At the fime of the misconduét Responden! suffered from se\?ere financial
stress which resulted from circumstances not reasonably foreseeable or which were beyond hislher
conlrol and which were directly responsible for the misconduct.

Family Probleins: At the fime of the misconduct, Responden? suffered exiremne ditficulties in his/her

personc life which were other than emofional or physical in nature,

Good Character: Respondents good character Is atiesied 1o by a wide range of references in the
legal ond general communities who are aware of the full exient of his/her misconduct.

Rehabllitafion: Considerable fime hbs passed since the octs of professional misconduct occurred

foilowed by convincing proof of subsequent rehabilitation.

No mitigating circumsiances are involved.

Additional mitigating circumstances:
The events underlying the misconduct took place many years ago, between 1977 and

1981; there has been no similar misconduct at any time in the intervening years;
and Respondent and Plaintiff, Allstate Insurance Company reached a fimancial
settlement in the vnderlying civil matter, and Respondent has fully satlsfied the
civil judgment against him.
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'D. Disciplina
1.. Stoyed Suspension.

A. Respondent shall be suspended fiom the practice of law for a period of EIGHTEEN (18) MONTHS

O . and untll Respondent shows proot safistactoty fo the Stale Bar Court of tehabilitaion and
present fitness to proctice and present learning and ability in the law pursuant 1o
siu_ndcrd 1.4(c)ii), Stondards for Attomey Sanctions for Professional Misconduct

O ii. and unfil Respondent pays resfitution fo
[payee(s)] (or the Clieni Security Fund, if appropriale), in the amount of ,

' - , Plus 10% per annum accruing from -,

and provides proof thereof to the Probation Unit, Office of the Chief Trial Counsel

O . and uniil Respondent does the following:

B. The obove-referenced suspension shall be stoyed.

2. Probation.

Respondent shall be placed on probation for a period of THREE (3) YEARS ' \
which shall commence upon the effeclive daote of the Supreme Court order hereln. [See rule 953,
Californic Rutes of Court.)

3. Actual Suspension.

A. Respondent shell be octually suspended from the practice of law In the State of California for a
period of SIXTY (60) DAYS '

O I and until Respondent shows proof salisfaclory fo the State Bar Court of rehabilifation and
present filness to practice and present learning and obility in the law pursuant to
standard 1.4(c)(il), Standards tor Alorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct

3 li. ond uniil Respondent pays restifution to
[paveels)] {or the Client Securlly Fund, if appropriate), in the amount of
: . plus 10% per ohhum accruing from _ .
and provides proof thereof to the Probation Unit, Office of the Chiet Trial Counsel

O . ond unfil Respondent does the following:

E. Additional Condiions of Probation:

(1) 0O I Respondent is oclually suspended for two years of more, hefshe shall remain actually suspended undil
hefshe proves to the Siate Bar Courl his/her rehabilifofion, filness fo practice, and learning ond ability in
general law, pursuant to standard 1.4{c)(l), Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct.

{2) X Duling the probation period, Respondent shall comply with the provisions of the State Bar Act and'
' Rules of Professional Conduct.

(3) XX Within ten (10) days of any change, Respondent shall repor! to the Membership Records Office of the

: Stale Bar and to the Probafion Unit, all changes of information, including current office address and
telephone number, or other address for Stale Bar purposes, as prescribed by section 6002.1 of the
Business and Professions Code.

(4) O Respondent shall submit written quarlerly reporis to the Probation Unif on each January 10 April 10,
July 10, and October 10 of the peried of probation. Under penally of perjury, respondent shall state
whether respondent has complied with the State Bar Act, the Rules of Professional Conduct, and ali
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* conditions of probation !urlng the preceding calendar quarter. '!e first report would cover less
than 30 days, that report shall be submitted on the next quarter datle, and cover the extended
period.

In oddifion to all quarerly reports, a fina! report, containing the same information, Is due no earlier
than twenty (20) days before the last day of the petiod of prebation and no later than the lost day ot
probation,

(5) O Respondent shall be assigned o probation monitor. Respondent shall promptly review the lerms and
condifions of probation with the probation monitor fo establish @ manner and schedule of compli-
ance. During the period of probation, respondent shall furnish to the monitor such repors as may be
requested, in addifion to the quarterly reporis required to be submitted fo the Probation Unil. Re-
spondent shall cooperate tully with the ‘probation monitor.

(6) EX Subject fo asserfion of applicable privileges, Respondent shall answer fully, promptly ond tuthfully
any Inquiries of the Probation Unllband ony probation monitor
assigned under these conditions which are direcled to Respondent personally of in wiiting relafing to
whether Respondeni is complying or has complied with the probation conditions.

(7) fx Within one (1) year of the effecfive date of the disciptine herein, respondent shall provide to the
Probation Unit safistactory proof of atiendance at o session of the Ethics School und passage of the
test given at the end of that session,

O No Ethics School recommended.

(8) s Responden! sholl comply with afl conditions of probafion imposed in the underlying criminal matter
and shall so declare under penally of perjury in conjunction with any quarierly report lo be filed with
the Probation Unil.

(9) O The following condifions are attached hereto and incorporated:

O  Subsiance Abuse Conditions 0 iaw Office Management Condifions
0 Medical Conditions O Financiat Conditions '

(10) ®x ©Ofther condifions negolioied by the parlies:

Multistate Professional Responsibility Examinafion: Respondent shall provide proof of passage of the
Mullistote Professional Responsibility Examinotion ("MPRE™), odminisiered by the Natlonal Conference
of Bar Examiners, o the Probation Unit «IEENGNEENSNIEERNEMENNY cuing the period of
aclual suspension or within ohe year, whichever period is longer. Failure to pass the MPRE resulis

_in actual suspension without further hearing untit passage. But see rule 951(b), California Rules of
Court, and rule 321{a)(1) & (c), Rules of Procedure.

O No MPRE recommended,
0 Rule 955, California Rules of Court: Respondent shall comply with the provisions of subdivisions (g) ond ()

of rule 955, California Rules of Court, within 30 and 40 days, respectively, from the effective dale of
the Supteme Court order herein. '

] Condiﬁon_al Rule 955, California Rules of‘Court if Respondent remalns actudlly suspended for 90 days of
more, he/she shall comply_ with the provisions of subdivisions (a) and {c) of nide 955, Califoria Rules of
Court, within 120 and 130 days, respectively, from the effective dote of the Supreme Court order herein.

00  Credit for Inlerim Suspension [conviction referral cases only]: Respondent shall be credited tor the period
of his/her interim suspension toward the stipulated period of actual suspension,
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ALIAQ_IM.NLT_O
STIPULATION RE FACTS, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DISPOSITION

IN THE MATTER OF: PAUL GROSSMAN

CASE NUMBER(S): 97-0-16404
FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW.

Respondent admits the following facts are true and that he wilfully violated Business and
Professions Code, section 6106.

On or about March 1, 1984, Allstate Insurance Company {“Allstate”) and State Farm
Mutual Automobile Insurance Company (“State Farm”) together commenced a lawsuit in United
States Federal District Court, Central District, alleging fraud against numerous chiropractors,

“physical therapy clinics, clinic employees, an insurance agent, and several attormneys, including
Respondent. In their complaint, Allstate and State Farm sought to recover damages from the
defendants under the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act, 18 U.S.C. Section
1964{c) (“RICO™), and state common law actions for fraud and conspiracy to defraud. The case
was assigned to United States District Court Judge Robert Takasugi.

In their complaint, plaintiffs Allstate and State Farm alleged that beginning in or about
December 1977 and continuing until in or about April 1981, each of the defendants conspired
with one another to establish and operate, and did in fact establish and operate, anrorganized

| enterprise through which the defendants intentionally and systematically defrauded insurance
companies, specifically Alistate and State Farm, through the submission and pursuit of numefous

fabricated automobile personal injury insurance claims against both companies’ insureds.

6
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Following years of discovery, on or about September 26, 1990, Judge Takasugi ordered
that defendants’ statute of limitations defense be bifurcated from the issues of liability and -
damages. On or about February 25, 1992, a court trial on the statute of limitations defense
commenced before Judge Takasugi. On or about August 5, 1994, Judge Takasugi ruled that the
civil RICQ claims of plaintiff Allstate were barred by the statute of limitations and dismissed
them as to certain defendants, including Respondent. However, State Farm’s RICO cause of
action against the defendants, including Respondent, was not barred by the statute of limitations
as it pertained to fraudulent insurance claims made by the defendants against State Farm
insureds James Hommon, James Norman, and Dennis Powell. In a later order, entered February
3, 1995, Judge Takasugi further ruled that the statute of limitations. did not bar the state fraud and
conspiracy claims of Allstate, but dia bar those of State Farm, as to certain defendants, including
Respondent.

On or about May 15, 1995, the court trial on the issues of liability and damages
commenced before Judge Takasugi. On or about Sgptember 30, 1997, Judge Takasugi rendered
his decision wherein he ruled that Allstate Insurance Company proved ité state fraud claims
against each of the defendants, including Respondent, by clear and convincing evidence.
Similarly, Judge Takasugi ruled that Allstate proved its conspiracy to defraud claims against
each of the defendants, including Respondent and that State Farm proved its surviving RICO
claim against the defendants, including Respondent, though Judge Takasugi did not state
whether those claims were proved by clear and convincing evidence or by a preponderance of

the evidence.

7
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Specifically, Judge Takasugi found that the evidence presented by Allstate and State
Farm established that from apprdximately December 1977 to April 1981, the defendants,
including Respondent, established and operated a “RICO” enterprise, to wit: an ent_erprise
affecting interstate commerce through which defendants intentionally and syétematically carried
out a scheme to defraud Allstate and State Farm through the submission of fraudulent
automobile insurance claims submitted to the insurance companies via the United States Mail.

Based upon the evidence presented at trial, Judge Takasugi determiﬁéd that the enterprise
was masterminded and managed by chiropractor Ronald Jerome Revere, and consisted of an’
association of chiropractors, clinics, attorneys, including Respondent, and their employees, |
working together to create and submit to insurance companies false medical and billing records
to support fabricated, staged and/or otherwise fraudulent automobile insurance claims. Judge
Takasugi concluded that all of the 44 personal injury claims submitted by the Revere enterprise
to Allstate and all 23 claims submitted to State Farm were fraudulent claims knowingly
submitted to those insurance companies via the members of the fraud enterprise.

On or about November 6, 1997, judgment was entered against Respondent on Allstate’s
fraud and conspiracy to defraud causes of action and State Fann’s_ RICO cai;se of action.

Respondent then filed an appeal of the judgment with the United States Court of Appeal,
Ninth Circuit. On or about December 26, 2000, the United States Court of Appeals, .Ninth
Circuit rejected the defendants’ appeals, including Respondent’s, and affirmed Judge Takasugi’s
judgment in favor of Allstate and State Farm, with the exception of the punitive damages

awards, which were remanded.

&
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Between 1977 and 1981, Respondent accepted personal injury case referrals from

members of the Revere enterprise. At the time Respondent accepted these cases, he knew of the

fraudulent objectives of the Revere enterprise.

From in or about December 1977 to in or about April 198 1, Respondent, as the attorney

for clients fraudulently claiming injuries, willfully submitted, pursued and made demand for

payment to Allstate on at least 24 separate insurance claims that he knew were false, inflated, or

otherwise fraudulent.

Respondent was aware at the time he accepted and submitted these fraudulent claims to

Allstate that the claims had been fabricated by members of the Revere insurance fraud

enterprise. The 24 false, inflated, or otherwise fraudulent insurance claims made by Respondent

were made against the following Allstate insureds:

a. Charles Little

b. Ken McCllelan

¢. Gwen Crawford

d. Ann McCollum

e. William Neal

f. Sherman Delivery Service
g. Times Mirror Co.

h. Thrifty Rent-a-Car

i. Sylvia Whigham

j. Alvin Alexander

m. Jack Golding
n. Margaret Barnes
0. Janice Guidry

p. William Hardin
g. Marsha Harper
r. Stanley Huggins
s. J&S Television
t. Alma Johnson

u. Victor Dorsey

v. Charles Barsony

2
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. . .

k. Juette Asbill w. Eleanor Cosper

1. Chicago Hotel X. Debra Rhymes

Respondent and the Revere insurance fraud enterprise collected approximately $141,489
from Allstate in settlement of the 24 false and fraudulent personal injury claims.

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

By submitting and making demand for payment from Allstate Insurance Company on at
least 24 fraudulent personal injury claims, knowing that said claims were false, inflated, or
otherwise fraudulent, Respondent committed acts of fraud, and thereby committed acts,
involving moral turpitude, dishonesty or corruption in willful violation of Business and
Professions Code, section 6106.

ADDITIONAL FACTS

On or about October 14, 1997, Respondent, through his attorney, advised the State Bar in
writing of Judge Takasgui’s verdict in the United States District court matter, in compliance with
Business and Professions Code, section 6068(0)(2). Consequently, the State Bar initiated an
investigation resulting in the within State Bar Court matter.

Respondent has made restitution to Allstate and State Farm insurance companies, and has
satisfied the judgment against him. On or about November 21, 2002, Respondent finalized an
out of court settlement with the plaintiffs. As part of the settlement, Respondent paid the
companies a total of $187,733.

PENDING PROCEEDINGS.

The disclosure date referred to, on page one, paragraph A.(6), was September 3, 2003.
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AUTHGRITIES SUPPORTING DISCIPLINE.

Standard 2.3, Standards for Attorney Sanctions for Professional Misconduct
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ﬂ'-/ : PAUL GROSSMAN
W

Dafe 7 dent's sig
,é/ ’22-—5-3 R GERALD MARKLE
Dais ] print nome ’

9/23/p2

JOSEPH R CAREUCCIT

Dujo/ 4 plinl name -

ORDER
Finding the stipulation 1o be fair fo the parties and that it adequately piotecis' the public,

IT IS ORDERED that the requesied dismissal of counts/charges, if any, is GRANTED without
prejudice, and: | |

0 The stipulated facts and disposition are APPROVED and the DISCIPLINE RECOMMENDED
to the Supreme Courl,

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

The Court hereby modifies the Stipulatien by placing an "X" in
the box at paragraph E(4) on page 4 of the Stipulation, thereby
adding a probation requirement that Respondent submit written
gquarterly probation reports to the Office of Probation.

The parties are bound by fhe sfipulation as approved unless: 1) a motion fo withdraw or
modify the stipulation, filed within 15 days atter service of this order, is granted; or 2) this
court modifies or further modifies the approved stipulation. (See rule 135(b), 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 $53(q), California Rules of

Court.)

1%23/03
Date Judge of t

State Bar Court

retiradledinn farm anrenvad by SBC Executive Committes 10/22/97) / ,:2

" suspension/Probation Viciotion Signature Page
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[Rule 62(b), Rules Proc.; Code Civ. Proc., § 1013a(4)]

I am a Case Administrator of the State Bar Court. Iam 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 September 30, 2003, 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:

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

ELLEN ANNE PANSKY

PANSKEY & MARKLE

1114 FREMONT AVE

SOUTH PASADENA CA 91030

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

JOSEPH CARLUCCI, Enforcement, Los Angeles

I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed in San Francisco, Califofnia, on
September 30, 2003.

o~

aeorge Hug” = .~
Case Adrinistrator
State Bar Court _

Centificate of Service. wpt



