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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
* % % ‘
No. H-37273 LA
L-2011060325

In the Matter of the Accusation of )
)

RENEE YVETTE ANGLIN, doing business )
as Hillside Mortgage & Real Estate . )
Services and RYA Associates, )

)

)

)

Respondent,

ORDER STAYING EFFECTIVE DATE

On May 7, 2012, a Decision was rendered in the above-entitled matter to become |
effective June 4, 2012.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the effective date of the Decision of May 7, 2012,
is stayed for a period of 30 days for RENEE YVETTE ANGLIN, ‘

The Decision of RENEE YVETTE ANGLIN, shall become effective at 12 o'clock

DATED % XZ {%/22

noon on July 5, 2012.

REAL ESTATE COMMISSIONER

: DOLORES WEEKS
REGIONAL MANAGER




In the Matter

RENEE YVETTE ANGLIN,

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

k% k % %

of the Accusation of No. H—37273 LA

)

; | L-2011060325

) .

; FILED
.

)

MAY 14 2012

Regpondent.

DECISION DEPARTME REAL ESTATE
- - BY, /) T .

The Proposed Decision dated April 11, 2012, of J//

the Administrative Law Judge of the Office of Administrative
Hearings, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real Estate
Commisgsioner in the above-entitled matter.

The

Decision suspends or revokes one or more real

estate licenses on grounds of the conviction of a crime.

The
license or to
~Section 11522
and a copy of

right to reinstatement of a revoked real estate
the reduction of a suspension is controlled by

of the Government Code. A copy of Section 11522
the Commissioner's Criteria of Rehabilitation are

attached hereto for the information of respondent.

This Decisgsion shall become effective at 12 o'clock

noon on June 4, 2012 _

IT IS SO ORDERED ,”7@7 '-7, RO/

Real Estate Commissioner

Iy
By WAYNE S. BELL
C Counsel




BEFFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation Against: | Case No. H-37273 LA
'RENEE YVETTE ANGLIN, doing business | OAH No. 2011060325

as Hillside Mortgage & Real Estate Services,
and as RYA Associates,

Respondent.

PROPOSED DECISION

The hearing in the above-captioned matter was held on March 12, 2012, at Los
Angeles, California, before Joseph D. Montoya, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), Office of
Administrative Hearings. Comiplainant was represented by Elliott Mac Lennan, Department
of Real Estate Respondent Renee Yvette Anglin appeared and represented herself,

Evidence was received, the case was argued, and the matter submitted for decision on -

the hearing date. The following factual findings, legal conclusions, and orders are hereby
made by the ALJ."

FACTUAL FINDINGS

1. Complainant Maria Suarez, Deputy Real Estate Commissioner, Department of
Real Estate (Department), filed the. Accusation in the above- captloned matter in her official
capa01ty

2. Respondent Renee Yvette Anglin is licensed by the Department as a real estate
broker, holding license number B/01234988, ‘which broker’s license was issued to her in
March 2006. That broker’s license will expire in March 2014 unless renewed. Prior to
obtaining a broker’s license, and from February 1998, Respondent was licensed as a real
estate salesperson. - :

3. (A) As of April 19, 2006, Respondent was authorized by the Department to
use the business name RY'A Associates. On November 17, 2006, she was authorized to use
the business name Hillside Mortgage & Real Estate Services. This latter fictitious name was
cancelled as of August 30 2008

(B) Respondent has held numerous branch hcenses since she became a
broker. Of relevance to this case are branch office licenses issued for San Dimas, Cahfomla.




The first is a branch license for 127 East Arrow Hrghway, San D1mas whrch was issued on
June 8, 2009, and which was cancelled as of June 21, 2010. The second is a branch office
license for 580 East Arrow Highway, Suite E, in San Dimas. That branch office license was
issued on June 21, 2010, and cancelled approximately two months later on August 16, 2010.

4. The Accusat1on srgned by Complainant on May 13, 2011, alleges that an audit of
Respondent’s books and records established various violations of the Real Estate Law during
the period from April 1, 2007 through February 28, 2010. Those alleged violations include
failure to. maintain a trust account, failure to maintain funds in trust, a shortage of trust funds
(or funds that should have been held in trust), improper record keeping, co-mingling of trust -
~ funds, improper advance fee and loan modification activities, and conversion of funds. The
second cause for discipline alleges improper loan modification services. The third claim for -
discipline aSserts a failure by Respondent to supervise her employees.

5. Respondent ﬁled a Notice of Defense, denying the allegations and seeking a .

" hearing. This proceeding ensued All jurisdictional requirements have been met. -

The Audit

6. Between March 1, 2010, and September 30, 2010, Andy Chen (Chen), an auditor
with the Department, exammed Respondent’s books and records for the period of April 1,
2007 to February 28, 2010. The purpose was to determine if Respondent had been -
conducting her brokerage activities in compliance with applicable statutes and regulations.
The audit was prompted by a consumer complaint, which had been made by Simon Mendoza
regarding a loan modification transaction.

7. The audit was limited to Respondent’s mortgage loan activities conducted under
her fictitious name RYA Associates (RYA), at her branch offices in Los Angeles and _
Glendale, and under the fictitious business name Hillside Mortgage & Real Estate Services
: (H11131de), which were conducted at branch ofﬁces in San Dimas.

- 8. (A) ‘Mr. Chen first met with Respondent at her main office in Culver City on
March 2, 2010. At that time he served her with a subpoena duces tecum so as to obtain
documents from her. . She informed Chen that Herman Padilla (Padllla) was the branch office
manager for the Hillside office in San Dimas. :

(B) During that initial meeting, Chen had Respondent fill out a “Loan
Modificdtion Questionnaire.” That one page document asked questions-about loan
modlﬁcatlon activities. Respondent filled it out, representing that since the Department had
issued a “no objection” letter, she had entered into no advance fee agreements, had collected
no advance fees; had obtained no loan modifications, had no cancelled agreements with
clients, and had made no refunds. Respondent signed the document on March 2, 2010.

9. When M. Chen returned to Respondent’s Culver City office one week later, on
May 9 2010, she told him that all of the loan modification paperwork was located at the




H11181de ofﬁce in San Dimas. She called Padilla and made an-appointment for Chen to meet
Padllla the next day. . .

10. Chen met with Padilla on March 10, 2010, at the San Dimas office of Hillside.
Padilla told Chen that Hillside had negotiated approximately 43 loan modifications during
the audit period. At one point during that meeting Chen asked Padilla if the latter owned the
Hillside business, and Padilla said he was the owner,

11, Chen interviewed Padilla further on March 11, 2010, and was informed that
Hillside maintained two bank accounts, one with Chase Bank and one with Bank of America;
those accounts were used to handle receipts and disbursement of fees collected in advance on
loan modification transactions during part of the audit period, that is, from February 23, 2009

until October 19 of that year. The Bank of America account was closed in 2009,

12. Padilla did not provide any records or documents pertaining to the two bank
accounts at that time. He did, however, provide records from the Chase account (B/A-1 in
the audit parlance) during a meeting that took place on March 24, 2010. The records were
for the period April 1 to September 30, 2009. The account name on the bank statements was
“Rod Aslanian DBA Aslanian Hillside H & R.” (Ex 3, p. 7 of the report.)

13. Chen had problems completing the audit with Respondent. Three appointments
made with her during April 2010 were cancelled, on little notice. However, he was able to
meet with her at her main office on April 29, 2010, and he received seven files from her for
review. On August 10, 2010, Chen met with Respondent to conduct an exit interview. He
discussed the audit findings with her, which were based on a limited amount of records he
had received. At that time, she asserted that Padilla did not own Hillside, but was only its
office manager. .

14. Thereafter, Chen and Respondent had telephonic or written communication on
three other days in August 2010. _ ' '

The Audit Findings

15..  (A) The auditor, Chen, correctly concluded that any advance fees obtained
from customers who sought loan modifications should have been placed in a trust account.
Instead, he established that such funds had been placed in Hillside’s Chase Bank account,
B/A-1, a general account. This constituted co-mingling of trust funds and general operating
funds. Chen established, from reviewing 44 loan modification files, that Respondent,
through her business Hillside, collected approximately $118,000 in advance fees on those
matters.

“(B) The Chase account had a shortage of at least $29,139.32 as September 30,
2009. This was due to the fact that unearned advance fees were used to pay bank charges in
excess of $4,900, operating expenses of just over $17,500, and an unidentified shortage of
approx1mately $6 600. , : R _ -




~ (C) Respondent comingled funds when advance fees were paid to her Hillside
business but were placed in the operation’s general account. Furthermore, the funds were
placed in an account that-was in-a stranger’s name; Respondent’s name was not on the
account, and there is no evidence she was a signatory on the-account.

(D) In hght of the shortage described above, the balance of the account was

~ reduced to an amount less than the amount deposited. Because some of the monies that

- should-have been held in trust were used for the firm’s operatlons, there was a conversion of
trust funds. : : :

16. A review of the loan modification files for transactions under the Hillside
business name revealed that Hillside collected advance fees from clients in amounts ranging
from $1,500 to $3,500 between February 23 and October 29, 2009. Such fees were collected -
without Respondent havmg submitted the advance fee agreements and related materlals to
the Department for review.

- 17. As noted in Factual Finding 15, advance fees for loan modification transactions
were obtained by Respondent under her Hillside business name but those monies were not
placed in a separate trust account. Furthermore, those clients were not provided with,
documentation of where the advance fee was deposited, what services were to be performed,
the amount of the advance fee collected, documentation regarding trust fund disbursements,
or information regarding completlon of the loan modification contract.

18. - (A) Respondent in her busmess name Hillside, d1d not maintain control
records for the advance fees collected from clients for loan modification services.

B) - Respondent in her business name Hillside, did not maintain separate
records for each person s advance fee after such advance fees were collected from. clients for
loan modification services. : :

19.  (A) Insome instanees Respondent, doing business under the Hillside business
name, or as RYA, did not properly prepate ormaintain Mortgage Loan Disclosure
Statements (MLDS), as follows. : ' :

(B) Respondent did not always disclose rebates rece1ved frorn lenders as
additional compensation for services rendered Such should have been dlsclosed onthe .

MLDS.

(C) Some MLDS’s reviewed by Chen were not completed, signed, or dated by
~ the borrower or the agent who negotiated the loan. . ‘ g

(D) In some cases the approved MLDS were not retained in the files.




(E) Some MLDS’s retained in the files did not disclose Respondent’s license
-number and/or did not disclose the license number of Respondent’s representative who
negotiated the loan. .

- 20. Respondent on some occasions used the fictitious business name “Hillside
Mortgage” instead of the licensed business name, Hillside Mortgage & Real Estate Services.
And, the business name “Hillside” was used on Mr, Padilla’s business card.

21.. (A) Padilla was not licensed by the Department during the audit period. He
and two others, Steve Duran and Luis Venegas acted as loan agents and arranged loans for
borrowers on behalf of Respondent through RYA, but these other two men also lacked
licenses.

(B) During the audit period Gino Herman Padilla and Tanya Crespin acted as
loan agents and negotiated loan modification transactions for borrowers, on Respondent’s
behalf.

22.  (A) Respondent did not notify the Department, in a timely manner, that she
had employed salesperson Diana L. Jimenez, and Respondent failed to notify the:
Department, in a timely manner, that salesperson Norma P. Gaoiran had terminated her
employment with Respondent. ‘

A (B) The original licenses of two of Respondent’s salespersons were'not made
available for inspection during the audit. '

- 23. Respondent conducted business at branch offices in Los Angeles, San Dimas, and
Glendale prior to obtaining brarich office licenses from the Department. That is, she
conducted business as RYA at offices on Century Boulevard in Los Angeles, and on East
Broadway Avenue in Glendale, prior to obtaining branch office licenses for those locales.
Furthermore, 18 of the 44 loan modification files reviewed by Chen showed that the loan
modification activity was performed at the 127 East Arrow Highway address in San Dimas,
under the Hillside business name, prior to the time that the Department issued the branch
office license for that location. .

24 After Chen served a subpeona duces tecum upon Respondent she did not make
all of the requested documents available. Chen deduced from the files he did review that
loan modification activities preceded the period beginning on February 23; 2009, but no
relevant documents were produced by Respondent for that period. Not all of the bank
records were made available, and some loan modification documents from the Hillside
business operation were not provided.

25. Respondent failed to provide adequate supervision over the activities at the
Hillside office and the RYA offices.




The Loan Modification Transaction With Simon Mendoza

26. Chen’s audit also focused on a transaction between Hillside and Simon Mendoza
- (Mendoza), for loan modification services. As detailed below, the auditor established
numerous violations of the Real Estate Law in vconnection with the transaction.

27 Mendoza. entered into an agreement with Hrllsrde on June 1, 2009, to modify his
mortgage on a property in Moreno Valley. Under the agreement Mendoza was to pay
Hillside $3,500, in advance, for the services. He paid that sum by a credit card on June 2,
2009. However on June 4 H111s1de charged that credit card account another $3,500, for a
total of $7, 000 : A

28. On June 4, 2009, Mendoza tried to contact Hillside, by phone e-mail, and
certified mail, to cancel the transaction. Two weeks later, he sent a letter and e-mail to
Hillside to obtain a refund of his $7,000.

29. The audit established that the $7,000 was deposited into Hillside’s general
" account at Chase Bank, the account labeled B/A 1 in the audit report. This money was not
maintained in trust, and no proper accounting records, i.e., separate trust records, columnar
records, etc., were maintained for the deposit. The money was refunded to Mendoza on June
29, 2009. :

30. In connection with the transaction, Mendoza dealt with Padilla and Diana

- Jiminez; both acted as loan agents and provided modification services to the client. As
previously noted, Padilla was not licensed by the Department. Jiminez was licensed as a
salesperson, but she was not licensed through Respondent. Instead, in June 2009, her license
was “hung” with Infinity Wholesale Lending, Inc.

- The Loan Moa’zf cation Transaction Wzth Judith Cortez

31. In the summer of 2009, Judlth Cortez was interested in obtamlng a loan
modification for her property in La Puente, California. She contacted Art Rocha (Rocha) at
Hillside. Rocha came to her home with some paperwork. He provided her a business card
that had the name “Hillside” on it; the card identified him as sales manager. He asked her to
come to H11131de s office at 127 East Arrow Highway, in San Dimas.

32. The paperwork necessary to start a loan modification was ready for Ms. Cortez.
When she was at the office, she spoke to Padilla, and she was made to understand that he was
the owner of Hillside: She also spoke to Padilla’s son, Gino, and a secretary named Amanda.
She was informed that Rocha no longer worked for Hillside, by Padilla but assured her he
would take care of the transaction.

- 33. In the course of her dealinge with Hillside, she paid $2,000 for assistance with the
loan modification, in four installments of $500 each. The first payment was August 15,
2009, and the others were September 18, October 15, and November 15 of that year.




34. Ms. Cortez was informed that Hillside had moved; this occurred in approximately
May 2010." She went to their new office, located at 580 East Arrow Highway, in San
- Dimas, and was assured that everything was fine with her transaction. However, at some
later date Padilla informed her that Hillside was filing bankruptcy. When she asked what
would happen with her transaction, Padilla told her he could recommend someone to take the
matter over. She did not follow up on that chance. :

35. Ms. Cortez did not receive a loan modification and did not receive services of any
significant value from Hillside. '

The Ignacio Cortez Loan Moa’iﬁcation Transaction -

36. At about the same time that Judith Cortez was doing business with Hillside
(August to November 2009), her brother Ignacio Cortez used Hillside to obtain a loan
modification on his property on Perry Street in Los Angeles. Like his sister, he first met with
Mr. Rocha, who also gave him a business card with the name Hillside on it, and which
identified Rocha as sales manager. The first meeting was in August 2009.

: 37. During the period from August 15 through November 15, 2009, Mr. Cortez gave

$4,000 to Hillside, in four monthly payments of $1,000, paid on the 15th day of each month,
During that time he would contact Hillside, and be told to wait; this happened on more than
one occasion, but he did not appear to be making progress toward a loan modification.

38. In early March 2010, Mr. Cortez received a letter on the letterhead “Hillside,” in
a type style similar to that used on Rocha’s business card. This appeared to be a logo for the
firm. At the bottom of the page the full name “Hillside Mortgage and Real Estate Services”
was set out along with the address of 127 East Arrow Highway in San Dimas. |

39. In the March 2010 letter, Hillside informed Mr. Cortez that, regarding another
property of his, the lender needed further documentation regarding his tax flow.

40. Thereafter on May 11, 2010, he received a letter to the effect that Hillside had
moved down the street to 580 East Arrow Highway. However, when he went there at some
point thereafter to drop off paperwork he found that the business was closed, and he learned
-from his sister Judith that Hﬂlslde was going bankrupt.

41. Although Mr. Cortez paid Hillside $4,000 he d1d not obtain a loan modification
on his Perry Street propexty

/]

' Ms. Cortez did not attest to the }date. However, her brothef, who was also doing
business with Hillside, received a wr.itten notice of the move that was dated May 11, 2010.
" A copy of that letter is part of Exhibit 5.




Respondent’s Contentions

42. Respondent took the stand on her own behalf and made claims wholly at odds
with the documentary evidence, and the Real Estate Law. For example, she stated, more
than once, that ene did not have to have a license to make real estate loans or to participate in
mortgage modification. These statements were made in response to questions pertaining to
the fact that Padilla, who she initially identified as her branch office manager, was not

.licensed by the Department. At one point, she indicated that she and Padilla had worked
together at a large mortgage company, and that they had not had to have licenses to do that
work. At best, this evidenced a profound ignorance of applicable law and regulations.

43, At another point in her testimony, Respondent stated that there were no concrete
rules for loan modification work when the market for that work began to take off. However,
she recalled that by the middle of 2009, the Department had effectively ended the business.

Despite that perception on her part, she knew that Padilla was doing loan modification
~ business in San Dimas, at a business operation carrying her business name, and using
advance fee contracts that carried not only her fictitious business name—Hillside—but that
used her license number.> She knew that such contracts had to have the Department’s
approval, but she didn’t want to go through that process, but, she allowed Padilla to use the
contracts. According to Respondent, Padllla was just trying to help others' who had taken on
bad loans in earlier times.

44. Atone point in her direct testimony, Respondent indicted that the rule on taking
advance fees was not in issue. Later, when questioned about how the advance fees were
handled, she acknowledged that there were some “paperwork” issues.

45. Regardmg her relatlonshlp with Padilla, asnoted above she contended he did not
have to have a license. She told Chen initially that Padilla was branch manager, and after the
Jatter told Chen he was owner, she at some point late in the audit process described Padilla as
her partner, and admitted she received 10 percent of Hillside’s income. However, at the
hearing, she claimed to be getting none of the money from the mortgage modlﬁcatlon
transactions. : :

Other Findings
46. Mr. Chen was credible in his testimony, both in his demeanor and by the

consistency of the testimony and his clear grasp of the facts. Respondent’s credibility
suffered from her attitude, which seemed to treat this entire matter as a trivial one, as well as

2 Mr. Chen credibly testified that of the 44 advance fee agreements he reviewed, 43
were in the Hillside fictitious name; one had a slightly different name, Hillside Financial "
Consultants LLC. Of the 43 carrying Respondent’s fictitious name, virtually all carried
Respondent’s license number, found at the signature block. Exhibit'7 is an exemplar of such
contracts.




her seeming 1gnorance of basic. rules governmg real estate brokers and salespeople. It was
also damaged by the contradictory statements she had made to Chen in the various
interviews, and statements made in her testimony that further contradicted her prior
statements, or which were inconsistent with other facts estabhshed by the audit and the
ev1dence in this proceeding.

47. The standard agreement utlhzed in the loan modification transactions clearly
denominates fees paid by the customers as advance fees. The agreements also state that the
monies will be deposited into a trust account “as set forth in paragraph 2.” (Ex. 7, p. 1.)
Paragraph 2 identifies the purported trust account as orie being held at Chase Bank, account
number 4230956108. That is the same account identified by Chen as the Hillside general
account, or B/A 1, which was in the name of Rod Aslanian, who at one point had worked for
Respondent. ,

48. There is evidence that Respondent does not even perceive the problems unearthed
. by the audit process. There is no evidence that she has taken any steps to change her way of
doing business. It can be inferred that she had essentially rented her license to Aslanian or
Padilla, or both, and the latter was not even licensed as a salesperson. She appears to think
this is justified because Padilla was just “helping people,” when all he did was help hlmself
to their money

LEGAL CONCLUSIONS

: 1. The Department is vested with jurisdiction fo proceed in this matter based on
Factual Findings 1 through 5, and Code sections 10100 and 10103.°

2. (A) Respondent Anglin falled to comply with the Commlssmner S
regulations, found at California Code of Regulations (CCR), title 10,* in the following
particulars.. In many instances, the violation also constitutes a violation of a particular
statute, whlch will be noted as well. :

(B) Respondent violated CCR section Code section 10145 in her
handling of trust funds for multiple beneﬁmarles based on Factual Findings 15, 17 18, 27
through 29, and 47. . .

(C) Respondent violated-CCR sections 2970 and 2972, and Code sections
10026 and 10085, in connection with her use of and participation in advance fee agreements,

including her failure to submit such agreements to the Department for review, based on
Factual Findings 8(B), 9, 10, 15(A), 16, 17, and 26 through 41. = :

3 All statutory citations shall be to the Business and Professions Code. -

4 All citations to the CCR shall be to title 10. -




(D) Respondent vwlated CCR section 2972, and Code sectlon 10146, by
failing to.deposit advance fees in trust, based on Factual F mdmgs 15 through 18, and 26
through 29. ‘

(E) Respondent violated CCR section 2831 and Code section 10145 by failing
to maintain control records for trust funds, based on Factual Finding. 18(A)

(F) Respondent violated CCR section 2831.1 and Code section 10145 by
failing to have separate records for each beneﬁ01ary or transactlon based on Factual Finding
18(B) :

(G) Respondent vxolated CCR section 2832, and Code sections 10145 and
10176, subdivision (e), by commingling trust funds of clients with Respondent’s funds
based on Factual Fmdmgs 15 and 26 through 29.

0 by failing
ments,

(H) Responderit violated CCR section 2840 and Code section |
to disclose pertinent information, or by failing to maintain written disclosure s
based on Factual Finding 19. :

D Respondent violated CCR section 2731 and Code section 10159.5 1
ﬁctmous business names not licensed by the Department, based on Factual Fmdmg 20.

(J) Respondent violated CCR section 2752 and Code section 101618 by
failing to notify the Department that she had employed salespersons based on Factual
Finding 22(A).

(K) Respondent violated CCR section 2753 and Code section 10160.by not
retaining original salesperson hcenses based.on Factual Fmdmg 22(B).

(L) Respondent violated CCR section 2725 and Code section 10177,
subdivision (h), by failing to exercise reasonable control and supervision over the real estate
business and activities conducted under her fictitious names and at her branch offices, based
onFactual Findings 6 through 41.

3. Respondent’s license is subject to d1sc1p11ne pursuant to Code section 10177,
subdivision (d), for her willful disregard of, or violation of, the Real Estate Law or the
Comrnissioner’s regulations, based on Legal Conclusions 2(B) through (L), and their factual
predlcates '

4. Respondent violated Code sections 10145 and 10177, subdivision (j), by her
handling of trust funds that led to their conversion, based actual Findings 15, and 31
through 41. This violation subjects her license to discipline pursuant to Code section 10177,
subdivision (j).
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5. Respondent violated Code section 10236.4, subdivision (b), by utilizing loan
disclosure statements that did not disclose her license number, based on Factual Findings
19(E).

6. (A) Respondent violated Code sections 10130 and 10137 by employing -
persons who were not licensed by the Department in the capacity of loan agents or other
positions that required licensure by the Department, and by compensating such persons for
such work. This Conclusmn is based on Factual Findings 8(A), 16,21, 30, and 32

(B) Respondent’s license is subject to dlsmplme pursuant to Code section
10137 based on this Conclusion. - :

7. - .(A) Respondent violated Code section 10163 by operating branch offices that

were not so licensed by the Department, based on Factual Finding 23..

(B) Respondent’s license is subject to discipline pursuant to Code section
10165 ‘based on this Conclusion. : '

8. Respondent violated Code section 10148 by failing to retain records, based on
Factual Findings 8(A), 12 and 24.

9. Respondent’s license is subject to discipline pursuant to Code section 10177,
subdivision (d), for her willful disregard of, or violation of, the Real Estate Law based on
- Legal Conclusions 4 through 8, and their factual predicates.

10. Respondent’s license is subject to discipline pursuant to Code section 10176,
subdivision (i), for conduct amounting to fraud or dishonest deahng, based on Factual
Findings 15 through 41,

11. Respondent s license is subject to discipline pursuant to section 10177,
subdivision (g), for negligence in the performance of her duties as a broker, Sased on Factual
Findings 15 through 41.

12. Any allegations upon which findings or legal conclusions have not been made are
deemed unproven, or surplasage. '

13. - (A) Ttis long-settled that the purpose of proceedings of this type is to protect
the public, and not to punish an errant licensee. (E.g., Camacho v. Youde (1979) 95
Cal.App.2d 161, 164; Hughes v. Board of Architectural Examiners (1998) 17 Cal.4th 763,
784-786.) In this case, Respondent’s acts at best constitute gross negligence, and at worst
constitute intentional wrongdoing, including conversion of funds placed in trust, and in either
event her failings span a period of many months, and caused harm to many consurners., Her
numerous violations of the Real Estate Law and attendant regulations run the gamut from
failure to give notice that a salesperson has left employment, the least of her sins, to
mismanagement and conversion of trust funds.

11
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. (B) In the practice of a real estate license, “[h]onesty and integrity are deeply
and daily involved in various aspects of the practice.” (Golde v. Fox (1979) 98 Cal.App.3d
167, 176). “The public exposing themselves to a real estate licensee has reason to believe
that the licensee must have demonstrated a degree of honesty and integrity in order to have
obtained such a license.” (/d. at 177-178.) In Harrington v. Department of Real Estate
(1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 394, 402, the Court of Appeal found that “the Legislature intended to
insure that real estate brokers and salespersons will be honest, truthful and worthy of the -
fiduciary responsibilities which they will bear.”

(C) The reality is that Respondent’s professional misconduct encompasses
- more than negligence. She put an unlicensed person, Padilla, in charge of her branch office,
“seemingly to do whatever he wanted, which ended up, essentially, with the theft of funds
from Mr. Cortez and his sister. During the hearing she took no responsibility for this state of
affairs, despite the rule that a broker is responsible for the acts of her employees and -
salespeople. Her testimony contradicted statements she had made to the auditor, or which
contradicted documents and records obtained by the auditor or held by the Department.
~ Claiming that Padilla and others involved at the Hillside and RYA offices did not need to be
licensed to conduct loan transactions evinced a profound and fundamental ignorance of the
laws that regulate real estate agents.

(D) Any one of the violations could lead to license discipline, and a catalog of
violations of the types established by Complainant requires a stringent disciplinary response - '
from the Department. As to the nature of that disciplinary order, it must be noted that
Respondent provided no evidence of rehabilitation, and no evidence in mitigation, while her
position and statements during the hearing only tended to aggravate the situation. She does
not appear worthy of the fiduciary responsibilities she must bear. There is no reason to
believe that a restricted license will serve to alter her conduct for the better, and every reason
to believe that revocation of her license is necessary for the public welfare. In all the
circumstances, an order of revocation must issue.

ORDER

The real estate broker’s license issued to Renee Yvette Anglin, number 01234988, is
hereby revoked. : . : A

April 11,2012

Office o Adm1mstrat1ve Hearings
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