R | I

N

JUL141997 @

[

[#]]

10 '

11

12
13

14 .

15
le
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

@

COURT PAPEWM
STATE QF CALIFGANIA
STD. 113 (REV. 3.93)

95 28391

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

No. H-2245 SAC
MEHRDAD BAGHAT,

Respondent.

ORDER SUSPENDING RESTRICTED REAL ESTATE LYICENSE

TO: MEHRDAD BAGHAT

On October 3, 1990, a restricted real estate broker

| license was issued by the Department of Real Estate to Respondent
on the terms, conditions and restrictions set forth in the Real
Estate Commissioner's Order of October 3, 1990, in Case Number

H-2245 SAC. This Order granted the right to the issuance of a

restricted real estate broker license subject to the provisions of
Section 10156.7 of the Business and Professions Code and to
enumerated additional terms, conditions and restrictions imposed
under aﬁthority of Section 10156.é of said Code.

rr/




*

2 e ;b N

o s}

10
11

12
13

24
25

26

27

@

COURT PAPER
STATE OF CALIFOnraA
STD. 1 i3 (REV. 3.4%)

g5 283%1

On May 23, 1997, in Case Number H-7465 SF, an Accusation
by a Deputy Real Estate Commissioner of the State of California
wag filed charging Respondent with violation of Section 10177 (k)
of the Business and Professions Code of the State of California.

NOW, THEREFQRE, IT IS ORDERED under authority of Section

1 10156.7 of the Business and Professions Code of the State of

California that the restricted real estate broker license
heretofore issued to Respondent and the exercise of any privileges
thereunder is hereby suspended pending final determination made
after the hearing on the aforesaid Accusation.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that ali license certificates and
identification cards issued by the Department of Real Estate which
are in the possession of Respondent by immediately surrendered by
personal delivery or by mailing in the enclosed self-addressed,
stamped envelope:

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
Attention: Flag Section

P. O. Box 187000
Sacramento, CA 95818-7000

This Order shall be effective immediately.
DATED: é ////?7
S/

JIM ANTT, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner
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9 | | STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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11 1In the Matter of the Accusation of )
) No. H-2245 SAC

12 MEHRDAD BAGHAI, )

. )
13 Respondent. )

: )

14
15 GRDER DENYING REINSTATEMENT OF LICENSE
16 On August 31, 1990, a Decision was rendered herein

17 revoking the real estate broker license of Respondent, but

18 granting Respondent the right to the issuance of a restricted real
19 estate broker license. A restricted real estate broker license

20 wés issued to Respondent on October 3, 1990.

21 On March 3, 1993, Respondent petitioned for

22 reipstatement of said license and the Attorney General of the

23 Staﬁe of California has been given notice of the filing of the
24‘;petition. ’l h

255% I:have considered Respondenﬁ's petﬁtion and the evidence
25.Eand arguments in.support thereof. Respondent has failed to

27 demonstrate to my satisfaction that he has undergone sufficient
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1 rehabilitation to warrant the reinstatement of his real estate
2 proker license in that as a condition of the Order granting

3 Respondent a restricted real estate broker license, Respondent was
4 required to submit on a_quarterly basis, a Trust Fund Position
5 statement setting forth certain information about trust funds

8 handled by Respondent and a written quarterly Report from

7 Respondent copcerning his dealings as a real estate broker.

8 According to the records of the Department of Real Estate,

9 Respondent filéd said Statement and Report only for the last

10 quarter of 1990. Thereafter, Respondent failed to file said

11 reports with the Department. Consequently, Respondent has
12 violated the terms and conditions of his restricted real estate
13 broker license. As a result, Respondent has not demonstrated
14 rehabilitation sufficient to warrant the issuance of an

15 unrestricted real estate broker license.

16 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Respondent's petition

17 for reinstatement of his real estate broker license is denied.

18 This Order shall be effective at 12 o'clock noon on
19 July 5th , 1995,

20 DATED: _é, - /3 ~90

21 JIM ANTT, JR.

Real Estate Commissioner
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BEFQORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* ok %k

In the Matter of the Accusation of
No. H-2245 SAC

)

)

JANET M. JORDAN, )]
)

Respondent . )

)

On July 28, 1987, a Decision was rendered herein
revoking the real estate salesperson license of Respondent.

On August 16, 1990, Respondent petitioned for
reinstatement of said license and the Attorney General of the
State of California has been given notice of the filing of the
petition.

I have considered Respondent's petition and the evidence
and arguments in support thereof. Respondent has failed to
demonstrate to my satisfaction that Respondent has undergone
sufficient rehabilitation to warrant the reinstatement of

Respondent's real estate salesperson license, in that:
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1. - Respondent has operated her own real estate -sales
business located in or near Folsom, California and in or near
Sacramento, California, as if Respondent was a licensed real
estate broker including but not limited to Respondent entering
into broker-salesperson agreements in which Respondent executed
said agreements as a real estate broker;

2. Respondent has accepted compensation for acts for
which a real estate license is required from persons other than
the broker under whom Respondent was employed; and

3. Respondent has employed and/or compensated directly
or indirectly, and not through the broker under whom Respondent
was licensed, real estate salespersons and/or brokers to perform
acts for which a real estate license is required.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Respcndent's petition

for reinstatement of Respondent's real estate salespersen license

\

is denied.

— ey
——

This Order shall be effective at 12 o'clock noon on

October 15, 1991 |

DATED:  Stotumber /3,49

CLARK WALLACE
Real Estate Commissioner

A

ef Deputy Commissioner
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

HAMID HAFIZI,
MARYAM & DAVID, INC.,

}
) NO. H-2245 SAC
)
MEHRDAD BAGAHI dba PARAMOUNT ;
)
)

INVESTMENTS AND CASPIAN
PROPERTIES,
Respondents.

DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated August 21, 1990

of Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate,
State of California, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real
Estate Commissioner in the above-entitled matter as to HAMID HAFIZI and

MARYAM & DAVID, INC.
The Decision shall become effective at 12 o'clock

noon on October 3 , 1990 .

IT IS SO ORDERED A et 3| , 19 90
¥

JAMES A. EDMONDES, JR.
Real Estate Commissicner

ZZ//;Z%

by : R. LIBERATOR
Chief Deputy Commissioner
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

)

)

HAMID HAFIZI, )

MARYAM & DAVID, INC., )
MEHRDAD BAGHAI dba PARAMOUNT ) NG. H-2245 SAC

INVESTMENTS AND CASPIAN )

PROPERTIES, )

)

Respondents. }

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by
Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate Commissioner, in Sacramento,
California, on August 20, 1990.

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel, represented the Complainant,

No appearance was made by or on behalf of respondents
HAMID HAFIZI (hereinafter "respondent HAFIZI") and MARYAM &
DAVID, INC., (hereinafter "respondent MARYAM & DAVID").

The matter was submitted upon written Stipulation of
the respondent HAFIZI, respondent MARYAM & DAVID and the
Department of Real Estate. Respondents HAFIZI and MARYAM & DAVID
agree that this matter shall be submitted on the pleadings filed
in these proceedings without admitting any of the allegations

contained therein. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the following
decision is proposed, certified and recommended for adoption:

FINDINGS OF FACT

FIRST CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

1.

The Complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real
Estate Commissioner of the State of California, makes this
Accusation in his official capacity.

2.

_ At all times herein mentioned, respondent HAFIZI is
presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Real
Estate Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions
Code) (hereinafter "Code") as a real estate broker.

-1-
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3.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent MARYAM &
DAVID is presently licensed and/or has license rights under the
Code as a real estate broker corporation by and through
respondent HAFIZI as designated broker-officer of said
corporation.

4.

Each of the respondents at various times (as alleged
herein) participated in and contributed to the unlawful acts and
schemes complained of herein, and as such whenever reference is
made to any act of a particular respondent with reference to a
specific Cause of Accusation, such references shall be deemed to
mean the act of each respondent named in the Cause of Accusation
acting individually, jointly, and severally.

5.

Described hereinbelow are certain transactions involving
the sale and purchase of various parcels of real property and the
obtaining of loans secured by liens on said properties. Beginning
on or before April 23, 1981, respondents and/or respondents’
confederates acting as sellers, buyers, or agents entered into a
plan and scheme with reference to said transactions, as fully set
forth below, with the intent to substantially benefit themselves
without regard to the injury their acts would cause to various
lenders named hereinunder and without disclosing to said lenders
the true facts and their true intentions with respect to the
transactions described in the Causes of Accusation.

6.

The plan and scheme described in Paragraph 5., above
contemplated with respect to each of the transactions, one or
more of the following acts, omissions, or representations:

1. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
purchase residential real properties located in or near
Sacramento, California.

2, Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would

transfer to each other title to said properties as a result of
purported sales involving inflated sales prices.

3. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates posing
as buyers of said properties would make application for and obtain
purchase money loans secured by said properties without disclosing
to the lenders the manner in which said properties were acquired
and the true value of said properties. As a portion of said loan
application, respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
represent that they would occupy said properties.
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4. Respondents and/or respondents confederates would

obtaln said loans for their own benefit and not for the purposes
represented to the lenders.

7.

At various times herein mentioned in this First Cause of
Accusation, respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI were performing

acts requiring a real estate license for or in expectation of
compensation.

8l

On or about January 5, 1981, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
acting by and through respondents' confederates (hereinafter
"Buyer") purchased real property commonly known as 3501 37th
Street, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3501 property“) from
Moses Smith. The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown
to complainant but well known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI and is believed to be $20,000 or less.

9.

On or about April 23, 1981, respondent MARYAM & DAVID in
furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and
6., entered into an agreement in which Buyer agreed to buy the
3501 property from MARYAM & DAVID for a purported purchase price
of $45,000.

10,

On or about April 23, 1981, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to
California Federal Savings and Loan Association, 591 Watt Avenue,
Sacramento, California (hereinafter "Cal Fed") for a loan in the
amount of $42,700 secured by a lien on the 3501 property.

ll.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and

6., respondent MARYAM & DAVID and Buyer falsely represented to Cal
Fed that:

1. The sale by MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by Buyer of
the 3501 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to

purchase the 3501 property and that Buyer would occupy the 3501
property;

3. The fair market value of the 3501 property was
$45,000; and



T 4, Buyér would make payments on"the $42,700 loan
described in Paragraph 10. : ‘ :

12.

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
Buyer $42,700 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3501
property.

13,

On or about June 2, 1981, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 3501 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
Buyer. On or about June 2, 1981, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 12., was recorded.

14,

On or about June 2, 1981, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,047. 48,

15I
On or about October 1, 1983, MARYAM & DAVID, Buyer or

their successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan
secured by a deed of trust on the 3501 property.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

16.

There is hereby incorporated in this Second, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in pParagraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause
of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.

17.

At various times herein mentioned, respondent MARYAM &
DAVID performed acts requiring a real estate license for or in
expectation of compensation.

18.

On or about June 29, 1981, respondents' confederates

(hereinafter "Buyers") purchased real property commonly known as
7640 Goes Parkway, Sacramento, California {hereinafter "7640

property") from Dale H. and Sharon L. Amos. The exact amount of
said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well known to
Buyers and is believed to be $45,000 or less.
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19,
) On or about July 23, 1981, Buyers in furtherance of the
“'plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an

agreement in which Buyers conveyed the 7640 property by grant deed
to respondent MARYAM & DAVID.

20.

On or about July 23, 1981, Buyers by and through
respondent MARYAM & DAVID and in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement
in which Buyers agreed to buy the 7640 property from respondent
MARYAM & DAVID for a purported purchase price of $82,500.

21l.

On or about September 28, 1981, in furtherance of the
plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyers applied
to Seafirst Real Estate Group, Seattle, Washington (hereinafter

"Seafirst"), for a loan in the amount of $66,000 secured by a lien
on the 7640 property.

22.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondent MARYAM & DAVID, and Buyers falsely represented to
Seafirst that: ‘

1. The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by
Buyers of the 7640 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyers would be used to
purchase the 7640 property;

3. The fair market value of the 7640 property was
$82,500; and

4. Buyers would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 21,

23.

In reliance on said representations Seafirst loaned
Buyers $66,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 7640
property.

24.

On or about November 5, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 7640 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
Buyers. 'On or about November 5, 1981, the deed of trust described
in Paragraph 23., was recorded.



. LR s L
.
”

25,7

Cn or about November 5, 1981, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $38,786.11.

26.

- On or about June 1, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
Buyers or their successors in interest ceased making payments on
the lcan secured by a deed of trust con the 7640 property.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

27.

There is hereby incorporated in this Third, separate and
distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained in
Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause of
Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

28.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID and HAFIZI were performing acts requiring a real estate
license for or in expectation of a compensation.

29.

On or about March 3, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
acting by and through respondent HAFIZI purchased real property
commonly known as 3417 42nd Street, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "3417 property”) from Charles R. and Kathleen F.
Anderson. The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to
complainant but well known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI and is believed tc be $24,500 or less.

30.

On or about April 1, 1982, respondents MARYAM & DAVID
and HAFIZI in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the
3417 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID for a purported
purchase price of $45,000.

31.

On or about April 1, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyers applied to Cal
Fed for a locan in the amount of $42,750 secured by a lien on the
3417 property.



32.
" In connection with .said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and

6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI, by and through Buyer
falsely represented to Cal Fed that:

1. The sale by respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI and
purchase by Buyer of the 3417 property was a bona fide sale and
purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 3417 property and that Buyer would occupy the 3417
property;

3. The fair markét value of the 3417 property was
$45,000; and

‘4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 31.

33.

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
Buyer $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3417
property.

34.

On or about May 26, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3417 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
Buyer. On or about May 26, 1982, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 33., was reccrded.

35.

On or about May 26, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $15,420.16.

36.

On or about February 25, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3417 property from Buyer to Suburban Enterprises,
Inc. The purchase price paid by Suburban Enterprises, Inc., is
unknown to complainant but is believed to be $1,000 or less.

37.

On or about March 1, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
Buyer, Suburban Enterprises, Inc., or their successors in interest
ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on
the 3417 property.
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FOURTH CAUSE OF .ACCUSATION

- 38,

There is hereby 1ncorporated in this. Fourth separate
"and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegatlons contained
-in Paragraphs l., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the Pirst Cause
of Accusation with the same. force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.

39.

At various times herein mentioned, respondent MARYAM &
DAVID was performing acts requiring a real estate 11cense for or
in expectation of a compensation.

40.

On or about March 3, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
purchased real property commonly known as 3101 San Rafael Court,
Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3101 property") from Charles
R. and Kathleen F. Anderson. The exact amount of said purchase
price is unknown to complainant but well known to respondent
MARYAM & DAVID and is believed to be $23,500 or less.

41.

On or about March 15, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5.,
and 6., '‘entered into an agreement in which respondents’
confederates (hereinafter "Buyers") agreed to buy the 3101
property from MARYAM & DAVID for a purported purchase price of
$50,000.

42,

On or about March 15, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyers applied to Cal
Fed, for a loan in the amount of $47,500 secured by a lien on the
3101 property.

43.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondent MARYAM & DAVID, by and through Buyers, falsely
represented t¢ Cal Fed that:

1. The sale by MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by Buyers of
the 3101 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyers would be used to
purchase the 3101 property;
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. 3. The fair market:value of the 3101 property was
$50,000; and _ .

4. Buyers would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 41,

44,

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
Buyers $47,500 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3101
property.

45.

On 'or about May 13, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3101 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
Buyers. On or about May 13, 1982, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 44., was recorded.

46.

On or about May 13, 1982, respondent MARYAM'& DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $20,184.43,

47.

, On or about April 1, 1984, MARYAM & DAVID, Buyers, or
their successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan
secured by a deed of trust on the 3101 property.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

48.

There is hereby incorporated in this Fifth, separate and
distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained in
Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause of
Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set:
forth.

49.

_ At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID and HAFIZI were performing acts requiring a real estate
license for or in expectation of a compensation.

50.

On or about April 1, 1982, respondents' confederate
(hereinafter "Seller™) acting by and through respondents HAFIZI
and MARYAM & DAVID, purchased real property commonly known as 4401
13th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "4401 property")
from Douglas and Sally Ryno. The exact amount of said purchase
price is unknown to complainant but well known to Buyer, HAFIZI
and MARYAM & DAVID and is believed to be $20,000 or less.

-9-
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51.

, On or about April 4, 1982, Seller, HAFIZI and MARYAM &
DAVID, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs
5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which respondents'
confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the 4401 property
from Seller for a purported purchase price of $40,000.

52.

On or about April 5, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to Cal
Fed, for a loan in the amount of $38,000 secured by a lien on the
4401 property.

53.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and

6., Seller, HAFIZI, MARYAM & DAVID and Buyer falsely represented
to Cal Fed that:

l. The sale by Seller and purchase by Buyer of the 4401
property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 4401 property; and that Buyer would occupy the 4401
property;

3. The fair market value of the 4401 property was
$40,000; and

4., Buyer would make payments on the loan described in

54.

‘ In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
Buyer $38,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4401
property.

55.

On or about May 24, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4401 property from Seller to Buyer. On or about
May 24, 1982, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 54., was
recorded.

56.

© On or about May 24, 1982, Seller received a check from
escrow in the amount of $16,962.27.

. —10-



57.
, On or about November 1, 1983, Buyer or her successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of

trust on the 4401 property.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

58.

There is hereby incorporated in this Slxth, separate and
distinct Cause of Accusaticon, all of the allegations contained in
Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause of
" Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

59.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID and HAFIZI were performing acts requiring a real estate
license for or in expectation of a compensation.

60.

On or about March 3, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
acting by and through respondent HAFIZI, purchased real property
commonly known as 3309 35th Street, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "3309 property”). The exact amount of said purchase
price is unknown to complalnant but well known to respondents
MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI and is believed to be $24,500 or less.

61.

On or about April 20, 1982, respondents MARYAM & DAVID
and HAFIZI, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederates (hereinafter "Buyers") agreed to buy the
3309 property from MARYAM & DAVID for a purported purchase price
of $50,000.

62.

On or about April 22, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
- and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyers and
respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI applied to Cal Fed, for a
loan in the amount of $47,500 secured by a lien on the 3309
property.

63.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI falsely represented to
Cal Fed that:
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;lQ The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by

" ‘the Buyers of the 3309 property was a bona fideé sale and purchase;

2, The lcan proceeds obtained by the Buyers would be
used to purchase the 3309 property; and that the Buyers would
occupy the 3309 property; )

3. The fair market value of the 3309 property was
$50,000; and

4. The Buyers would make payments on the loan described
in Paragraph 62.

64,

. In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned the
Buyers $47,500 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3309
property.

65.

On or about June 3, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3309 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
the Buyers. On or about June 3, 1982, the deed of trust described
in Paragraph 64., was recorded.

66.

On or about June 3, 1982, respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI received a check from escrow in the amount of $19,876.59.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

67.

There is hereby incorporated in this Seventh, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause
of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.

68.
At various times herein mentloned, respondents MARYAM &

DAVID and HAFIZI were performlng acts requ1r1ng a real estate
license for or in expectation of a compensation.

69.

. On or about September 22, 1982, respondent MARYAM &

DAVID, acting by and through respondent HAFIZI, purchased real:
property commonly known as 3410 10th Avenue, Sacramento,
California (hereinafter "3410 property") from James and Ernestine
. Rosemond. ' The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to
complainant but well known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI is believed to be $26,000 or less.
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70.
On or about February 15, 1983, respondents MARYAM &

DAVID and HAFIZI, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which

'respondents’' confederates (hereinafter "Buyers") agreed to buy the

3410 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID for a purported
purchase price of $50 000, -

71.

On or about February 18, 1983, in furtherance of the
plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., the Buyers
applied to Mother Lode Savings, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "Mother Lode"™), for a loan in the amount of $21,000
secured by a lien on the 3410 property.

72.

In connection with said loan appllcatlon and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI falsely represented to
Mother Lode that:

1. The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by
the Buyers of the 3410 property was a bona fide sale and
purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Buyers would be
used to purchase the 3410 property; and that the Buyers would
occupy the 3410 property;

' 3. The fair market value of the 3410 property was
$50,000; and

4. The Buyers would make payments on the loan described
in Paragraph 71.

73.

In reliance on said representations, Mother Lode loaned

" the Buyers $21, 000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3410

property.
74.

On or about March 30, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3410 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
the Buyers. On or about March 30, 1983, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 73., was recorded.

75- .

On or about March 30, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID

,recelved a check from escrow-in the amount of $22,378. 36.
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On or about January 1, 1987, the Buyers, or their

' successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 3410 property.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

77.

There is hereby incorporated in this Eighth, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause
of ‘Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.

78,

At various times herein mentloned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID, and HAFIZI were performing acts requiring a real estate
license for or in expectation of a compensation.

79.

: On or about October 21, 1982, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
acting by and through respondent HAFIZI, purchased real property
‘commonly known as 4309 Howard Avenue, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "4309 property") from Granite Home Loans. The exact
amount of said purchase price is unknown tc complainant but well

known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI is believed to be
$16,000 or less.

On or about March 1, 1983, respondents MARYAM & DAVID,
HAFIZI and respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer"), in

furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and
6., entered into an agreement in which Buyer agreeds to buy the

© 4309 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID for a purported
purchase price of $47,500.

. 81.

On or about March 1, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to
Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of $42,750 secured by a lien on
the 4309 property.

82.
In connection with said loan appllcatlon and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and

b, respondents MARYAM & DAVID, HAFIZI, and Buyer, falsely
represented to Seafirst that: -

~14-



The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by__‘

Buyer of the 4309 property was a bona flde sale and purchase,

- e 2{ The loan’ proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
’“purchase the 4309 property, and that Buyer would occupy the 4309
property, ' .

3. The fair market value of the 4309 property was
" $47,500; and ‘ _

_ "4, Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 81,

83.

In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
Buyer $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4309
property.

84.

On or about March 31, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4309 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
Buyer. On or about March 31, 1983, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 83., was recorded. -

85,

On or .about March 31, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $21,711.32.

gé.

On or about December 1, 1984 Buyer, or her successors
in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
of trust on the 4309 property.

NINTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

87.

There is ‘hereby 1ncorporated in this Ninth, separate and
,dlstlnct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained in
Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause of

" Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

88.

. At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM §&
DAVID and HAFIZI were performing acts requ1r1ng a real estate
license for or in expectation of a compensatlon.
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890 :

_ On or about November 30, 1982, respondent MARYAM &
DAVID, acting by and through respondent HAFIZI, purchased real
property commonly known as 3068 8th Avenue, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "3068 property") from John E, Williamson. The exact
amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well
known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI is believed to be
$30,000 or less.

90.

On or about February 16, 1983, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID and HAFIZI, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which
respondents’ confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the
3068 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID for a purported
purchase price of $65,000.

91.

On or about February 16, 1983, in furtherance of the
plan and scheme alleged-in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to
Mother Lode, for a locan in the amount of $24,000 secured by a lien
on the 3068 property.

92.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID, HAFIZI and respondents’
confederate falsely represented to Mother Lode that:

1. The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by
Buyer of the 3068 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The lcan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 3068 property; and that Buyer would occupy the 3068
property;

3. The fair market value of the 3068 property was
$65,000; and

4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 91.

93.

In reliance on said representations Mother Lode locaned
Buyer $24,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3068
property. "
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‘94, -

: ~ On or about April 1, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
.* transferring the 3068 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
" Buyer.- On or about April 1, 1983, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 93,, was recorded.' : , '

95,

i : On or about April 1, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
.recelved a check from escrow in the amount of $20,770.

96.

.On or about January 1, 1987, Buyer, or her successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 3068 property.

TENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

98.

' : There is hereby 1ncorporated in thlS Tenth, separate and
~distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained in
~ Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause of
Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

99.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID, HAFIZI and respondents' confederates were performlng acts
requiring a real estate llcense for or in expectation of a
compensation,

100.

. On or about May 18, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
~acting by ang through respondent HAFIZI, purchased real property
commonly known as 2815 Santa :Cruz Way, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "2815 property" ) from Joann Eyvonne Jamison. The
exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complalnant but
well known “to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI is believed to
be $24,000 or less.

101.

On or about May 10; 1983, respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI, 'in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which

. respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the

2815 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID for a purported
purchase price of $50,000. .
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On or about Méy 13, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to Uni-Cal
Mortgage Corp., Newport Beach, California (hereinafter "Uni-Cal"),

... for a loan-'in the amount of $40 000 secured by a lien on the 2815
property. :

1030 ) "-‘_

- In connection with - -said loan appllcatlon and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6.,‘respondents MARYAM & DAVID, HAFIZI and respondents'
confederate falsely represented to Uni-Cal that:

1. 'The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by
Buyer of the 2815 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

‘ 2. The locan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
" purchase the 2815 property and that Buyer would occupy the 2815
property; .

3. The fair market value of the 2815 property was
$50,000; and

4, Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 102.

104.
In reliance on said representations Uni-Cal lcaned
Buyer $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 2815
property.
105,

On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 2815 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
Buyer. On or about July 5, 1983, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 104,, was recorded.

106.

. On or about July 5; 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,283.47.

107.
On or about February 1, 1984, Buyer or her successors in

interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 2815 property.
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ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

108.

‘ There is hereby incorporated in this Eleventh, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause
..0f Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth. '

109.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID, HAFIZI and respondents' confederate were performing acts
requiring a real estate license for or in expectation of a
compensation.

110.

On or about March 1, 1983, Gregory Morton Cole
(hereinafter "Cole"), acting by and through respondents MARYAM &
DAVID and HAFIZI, purchased real property commonly known as 3336
20th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3336 property")
from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but
well known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI is believed to
be 517,000 or less.

111.

On or about May 1, 1983, respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer"™) agreed to buy the
3336 property from Cole for a purported purchase price of
$48,000.

112.

On or about May 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to Lincoln
' Savings, Phoenix, Arizona (hereinafter "Lincoln"), for a loan in
the amount of $38,400 secured by a lien on the 3336 property.

113.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID, HAFIZI and respondents'
confederate falsely represented to Lincoln that:

_ 1. The sale of the 3336 property was a bona fide sale
and purchase; -
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. 2. The loan proceedé bbtainéd“by‘Buyer would be used to
- purchase ‘the 3336 property and that Buyer would occupy the 3336
property; .

: 3. The fair market value of the 3336‘property was
$48,000; and ;

: 4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 112,

114.

In reliance on said representations Lincoln loaned Buyer
$38 400 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3336 property.

115,

On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3336 property to Buyer. On or about July 5,
1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 114., was recorded.

1llse.

On or about July 5, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $19,692,55.

117.

On or about June 11, 1984, Buyer or his successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 3336 property.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

118.

There is hereby incorporated in this Twelfth, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegatlons contained
in 'Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the First Cause
of Accusation w1th the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.

119.

At variocus times herein mentloned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID, HAFIZI, and Baghal were performing acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

120.

On or about April 22 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID,
acting by and through respondent HAFIZI, purchased real property
commonly known as 3743 4th Avenue, Sacramento, California

. (hereinafter "3743 property") from Jack A. and Sharon L. Mowbray.

The exact amount ‘of said purchase price is unknown to complalnant
but well known to respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI is
believed to be $19,000 or less. -
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121.

. On or about May 12, 1983, respondents MARYAM & DAVID and
HAFIZI, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an agreement in which
.respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the
3743 property from respondent MARYAM and DAVID for a purported
purchase price of $50,000.

122,

On or about May 12, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., the Buyers applied to
Pacific Federal for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a
lien on the 3743 property.

123.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI falsely represented to
Pacific Federal that:

1. The sale by respondent MARYAM & DAVID and purchase by

the Buyers of the. 3743 property was a bona fide sale and
purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Buyers would be
used to purchase the 3743 property and that the Buyers would
occupy the 3743 property;

3. The fair market value of the 3743 property was
$50,000; and

4. The Buyers would make payments on the loan described
in Paragraph 122.

124,

. In reliance on said representations, Pacific Federal
loaned the Buyers $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3743 property.

. 125,

On or about August 12, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3743 property from respondent MARYAM & DAVID to
the Buyers. On or about August 12, 1983, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 124., was recorded.

126.

On or about August 12, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
recelved a check from escrow 1n the amount of $27,320.03.
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127.
On or about April 1, 1984, the Buyers or their
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

by a deed of trust on the 3743 property.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

"‘-, 1280

There is hereby incorporated in this Thirteenth,
separate and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations
contained -in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the
First Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if
herein fully set forth.

129,

At various times herein mentioned, respondents MARYAM &
DAVID, HAFIZI, and respondents' confederate were performing acts
requiring a real estate license for or in expectation of a
compensation. :

130.

On or about June 30, 1983, respondents' confederate, -
acting by and through respondents MARYAM & DAVID and HAFIZI,
purchased real property commonly known as 5131 15th Avenue,
Sacramento, California (hereinafter "5131 property") from Robert

F. Brown. - The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to
" complainant but well known to respondents' confederate, MARYAM &
DAVID and HAFIZI is believed to be $12,000 or less.

131.

On or about July 10, 1983, respondents MARYAM & DAVID,
HAFIZI, and respondents' confederate in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., entered into an
agreement in which respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer")
agreed to buy the 5131 property for a purported purchase price of
$46,000.

132,

On or about July 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 5., and 6., Buyer applied to
Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of $41,850 secured by a lien on
the 5131 property.

133.

: In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 5., and
6., respondents MARYAM & DAVID, HAFIZI, and respondents'
confederate falsely represented to Seafirst that:
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1. The sale and purchase by Buyer of the 5131 property
was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 5131 property and that Merrill would occupy the 5131
property;

3. The fair market value of the 5131 property was
$46,000; and ' e

4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 132,

134.

_ In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
Buyer $41,850 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 5131
property.

. 135.

On or about August 22, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 5131 property to Buyer. On or about August 22,
1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 134,, was
recorded.

136.

On or about August 22, 1983, respondent MARYAM & DAVID
received a check from escrow in the amount of $5,000 and

respondents' confederate received a check from escrow in the
amount of $24,344.10.

137.

On or about October 1, 1984, Buyer or her successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 5131 property.

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

1.

The standard of proof applied was clear and convincing
proof to a reasonable certainty.

2.

Cause for disciplinary action against respondent MARYAM
& DAVID by reason of the Findings as to Causes of the Accusation,
I, 17, 111, 1V, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX, X, XI, XII and XIII pursuant
to_Busi?ess and Professions Code, Sections 10176({a), 10176&11 and
10177(3).

-3



3.

Cause for disciplinary action against respondent HAFIZI
by reason of the Findings as to Causes of Accusation, I, III, V,
vi, VvII, VIII, IX, X, XI, XII and XIII, pursuant to Business and
Professions Code, Sections 10176(a), 10176(i), and 10177(3).

ORDER
1.
A. The real estate corporation license and all license rights of
respondent MARYAM & DAVID, INC., are hereby revoked.
B,

The real estate broker license and all license rights of
respondent HAMID HAFJZI are hereby revoked.

DATED: %&i 995 (2%

At Em

ROBERT E. McCABE
Regional Manager
Department of Real Estate
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DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

BEFORE THE % @E ;( m S
&
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* * *

In the Matter of the Accusation of

)
MARYAM & DAVID, INC., ) '
MEHRDAD BAGHAI dba PARAMOUNT )
INVESTMENTS AND CASPIAN ;
)

PROPERTIES,
Respondents,

DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated August 21, 1990

of Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate,
State of California, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real

Estate Commissioner in the abcve-entitled matter as to MEHRDAD BACHAT.

The Decision shall become effactive at 12 o'clock

noon on October 3 » 19 90 .

IT IS SO ORDERED Avet 3 , 19 9p
s

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

WA
Vit

JOHN R. LIBERATOR
Chief Depury Commissioner



BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation of

HAMID HAFIZI,

MARYAM & DAVID, INC.,
.MEHRDAD BAGHAI dba PARAMOUNT
INVESTMENTS AND CASPIAN

PROPERTIES,

NO. H-2245 SAC

e et il Y o Mt N o

Respondents.

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by
"Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate Commissioner, in Sacramento,
California, on August 20, 1990.

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel, represented the Complainant.

No appearance was made by or on behalf of respondent
MEHRDAD BAGHAI (hereinafter "respondent BAGHAI"). The matter was
submitted upon written Stipulation of the parties and no hearing
was held before the Office of Administrative Hearings.

Respondent BAGHAI and Complainant agree that this
matter be submitted on the specified pleadings filed in this
proceedings without admitting any of the allegations contained
therein.

Further proof was not required of the Department to
prove any of the allegations specified in this Proposed
Decision.

Pursuant to the Stipulation this matter, the Findings
of Fact, Determination of Issues, and Order are agreed to only
for the purpose of this proceeding and any subsequent proceeding
between Respondent BAGHAI and the Department. The parties hereto
intend that the Decision not be given res judicata/collateral
estoppel effect except as between them.

. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the following decision is
proposed, certified and recommended for adoption:
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 FINDINGS OF FACT

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

ll

The Complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real
Estate Commissioner of the State of California, makes this
Accusation in his official capacity.

2.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent Hafizi is
presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Real
Estate Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions
Code) (hereinafter "Code") as a real estate broker.

3.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent Maryam &
David is presently licensed and/or has license rights under the
Code as a real estate broker corporation by and through
respondent Hafizi as designated broker-officer of said
corporation.

4.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent BAGHAI is
presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a
real estate broker.

5.

Each of the respondents at various times (as alleged
herein) participated in and contributed to the unlawful acts and

schemes complained of herein, and as such whenever reference is
made to any act of a particular respondent with reference to a

specific Cause of Accusation, such references shall be deemed to

mean the act of each respondent named in the Cause of Accusation
acting individually, jointly, and severally.

6.

Described hereinbelow are certain transactions involving
the sale and purchase of various parcels of real property and the
obtaining of loans secured by liens on said properties. Beginning
on or before April 23, 1981, respondents and/or respondents'’
confederates acting as sellers, buyers, or agents entered into a
plan and scheme with reference to said transactions, as fully set
forth below, with the intent to substantially benefit themselves
without regard to the injury their acts would cause to various
lenders named hereinunder and without disclosing to said lenders
the true facts and their true intentions with respect to the
transactions described in the Causes of Accusation.
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7.

The plan and scheme descrlbed in Paragraph 6., above
contemplated with respect to each of the transactions, one or
more of the following acts, omissions, or representations:

l. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
"purchase residential real properties located in or near
Sacramento, California. -

2. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
transfer to each other title to said properties as a result of
purported sales involving inflated sales prices.

3. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates posing
as buyers of said properties would make application for and obtain
purchase money loans secured by said properties without disclosing
to the lenders the manner in which said properties were acquired
and the true value of said properties. As a portion of said locan
application, respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
represent that they would occupy said properties.

4. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
obtain said loans for their own benefit and not for the purposes
represented to the lenders.

8.

On or about April 1, 1982, respondent BAGHAI, also known
as Mehrdad Astaneh, acting by and through respondents Hafizi and
Maryam & David, purchased real property commonly known as 4401
13th Avenue, Sacramento, California (herinafter "4401 property")
from Douglas and Sally Ryno. The exact amount of said purchase
price is unknown to Complainant but well known to respondents
BAGHAI, Hafizi, and Maryam & David and is believed to be $20,000
or less.

9.

On or about April 4, 1982, respondents BAGHAI, Hafizi,
and Maryam & David, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged
in Paragraphs 6., and 7., entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the
4401 property from respondent BAGHAI for & purported purchase
price of $40,000.

10.

On or about April 5, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and 7., Buyer applied to Cal
Fed, for a loan in the amount of $38,000 secured by a lien on the
4401 property.



1}.

' In connection with said loan application and in

- furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 6., and
Ty’ respondents ‘BAGHAI, Hafizi, Maryvam & Dav1d and Buyer falsely
represented to Cal Fed that:

_ "l. The sale by respondent BAGHAI and purchase by
Buyer of the 4401 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 4401 property; and that Buyer would occupy the 4401
property; :

3. The fair market value of the 4401 property was
$40,000; and :

4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 10.

12,

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
Buyer $38,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4401
property.

13.

On or about May 24, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4401 property from respondent BAGHAI to
Buyer. On or about May 24, 1982, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 12,, was recorded. :

14,

On or about May 24, 1982, respondent BAGHAI received a
check from escrow in the amount of $16,962.27.

15.
On or about November 1, 1983, Buyer or her successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 4401 property.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

16.

There is hereby incorporated in this Eighth, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the Fifth Cause

of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.



17.

At various times hereln mentloned, respondents Maryam &
David, Hafizi. and BAGHAI were performlng acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

18.

On or about October 21, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,
acting by and through respondent Bafizi, purchased real property
commonly known as 4309 Howard Avenue, Sacramento, California
{hereinafter "4309 property") from Granite Home Loans. The exact
amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well
known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is belleved to be
516,000 or less.

19,

On or about March 1, 1983, respondents Maryam & David,
Hafizi and respondents' confederate (hereinager "Buyer") in
furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and
7., entered into an agreement in which Buyer agreed to buy the
4309 property from respondent Maryam & David for a purported
purchase price of $47,500.

20.

On or about March 1, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and 7., Buyer, acting through
respondent BAGHAI applied to Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of
$42,750 secured by a lien on the 4309 property.

21.

In connection with said lcan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 6., and
7., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi, BAGHAI, and Buyer falsely
represented to Seafirst that:

1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
Buyer of the 4309 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 4309 property:; and that Buyer would occupy the 4309
property;

3. The fair market value of the 4309 property was
$47,500; and

4, Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 20.
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. In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
: Buyer $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4309
property.

22.

On or about March 31, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4309 property from respondent Maryam & David to
Buyer. On or about March 31, 1983, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 21., was recorded. ‘

23,
On or about March 31, 1983, respondents BAGHAI and
Maryam & David received a check from escrow in the amount of
$21,711.32.
24,
On or about December 1, 1984, Buyer, or her.successors

in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
of trust on the 4309 property.

TENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

26'

There is hereby incorporated in this Tenth, separate and
distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained in
Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the Fifth Cause of
Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

27.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &
David, Hafizi and BAGHAI were performing acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

28.

On or about May 18, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
commonly known as 2815 Santa Cruz Way, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "2815 property") from Joann Eyvonne Jamison. The
exact amount of said purchase price 1is unknown to Complainant but
well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to
be $24,000 or less.



29,

On or about May 10, 1983, respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 6., and 7., entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the
2815 property from respondent Maryam & David for a purported
purchase price of $50,000.

30.

On or about May 13, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and 7., Buyer applied to Uni-Cal
Mortgage Corp., Newport Beach, California (hereinafter "Uni-Cal"),
for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a lien on the 2815
property.

31'

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 6., and
7., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and BAGHAI falsely
represented to Uni-Cal that:

l. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
Buyer of the 2815 property was a bona fide sale and purchase:;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 2815 property and that Buyer would occupy the 2815
property; :

3. The fair market value of the 2815 property was
$50,000; and

4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 30.

32,

In reliance on said representations Uni-Cal loaned
Buyer $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 2815
property.

33.
On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 2815 property from respondent Maryam & David to

Buyer. On or about July 5, 1983, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 32,, was recorded.

34,

On or about July 5, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,283.47.

-7-
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35,

On or about February 1, 1984, Buyer or her successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 2815 property.

ELEVENTH CAUSE_OF ACCUSATION
. 36.

There is hereby incorporated in this Eleventh, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the Fifth Cause-
of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth. ' : '

37.
At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &
David, Hafizi and BAGHAI were performing acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

38.

On or about March 1, 1983, respondents' confederate
(hereinafter "Seller"), acting by and through respondents Maryam &
David and Hafizi, purchased real property commonly known as 3336
20th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3336 property")
from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to Complainant but
well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to
be $17,000 or less.

39.

On or about May 1, 1983, respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 7. and 8. entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the

3336 property from Seller for a purported purchase price of
$48,000.

40.

On or about May 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and 7., Buyer applied to Lincoln
Savings, Phoenix, Arizona (hereinafter "Lincoln"), for a loan in
the amount of $38,400 secured by a lien on the 3336 property.

41.

" In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 6., and
7., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and BAGHAI falsely
represented to Lincoln that:



1. The .sale by Seller and purchase by Buyer of the 3336
property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 3336 property and that Buyer would occupy the 3336
property;

3. The fair market value of the 3336 property was
$48,000; and -

4. Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 40.

42.

In reliance on said representations Lincoln loaned Buyer
$38,400 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3336 property.

43.

On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3336 property from Seller to Buyer. On or about
July 5, 1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 42., was
recorded.

44,

On or about July 5, 1983, respondent Maryam & Davigd
and/or Seller received a check from escrow in the amount of
$19,692.55.

45,
On or about June 11, 1984, Buyer or his successors in

interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 3336 property.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

46.

There is hereby incorporated in this Twelfth, separate
and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the Fifth Cause
of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth.

47,
At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

David, Hafizi, and Baghal were performlng acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.
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48..

On or about April 22, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property

~commonly known as 3743 4th Avenue, Sacramento, California

" (hereinafter "3743 property") from Jack A. and Sharon L. Mowbray.
" The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to Complainant

but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is
believed to be $19,000 or less.

49,
- On or about May 12, 1983, respondents Maryam & David and

Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 6., and 7., entered into an agreement in which

respondents' confederates (hereinafter "Buyers") agreed to buy the
" 3743 property from respondent Maryam and David for a purported

purchase price of §50,000.
50.

On or about May 12, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and 7., the Buyers applied to
Pacific Federal for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a
lien on the 3743 property.

51.
In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 6., and

7., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and BAGHAI falsely
represented to Pacific Federal that:

1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
the Buyers of the 3743 property was a bona fide sale and
purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Buyers would be
used to purchase the 3743 property and that the Buyers would
occupy the 3743 property:

_ 3. The fair market value of the 3743 property was
$50,000; and

4. Buyers would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 50.

52.

In reliance on said representations, Pacific Federal
loaned the Buyers $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3743 property.

-10~
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On or about August 12, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferrlng the 3743 property from respondent Maryam & David to
the Buyers. On or about August 12, 1983, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 52., was recorded.

54,

_ On or about August 12, 1983, respondent Maryam & Dav1d‘”
received a check from escrow in the amount of $27,320.03.

55.
On or about April 1, 1984, the Buyers or their

successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 3743 property.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

56.

There is hereby incorporated in this Thirteenth,
separate and distinct Cause of Accusation, all of the allegations
contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., and 7., of the
Fifth Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if
herein fully set forth.

57.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &
David, Hafizi, and BAGHAI were performing acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

58.

On or about June 30, 1983, respondent BAGHAI, acting by
and through respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi, purchased real
" property commonly known as 5131 15th Avenue, Sacramento,
California (hereinafter "5131 property") from Robert F. Brown.

" The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant
but well known to respondents BAGHAI, Maryam & David and Hafizi is
believed to be 512,000 or less.

59.
On or about July 10, 1983, respondents Maryam & David,
Hafizi and BAGHAI in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 6., and 7., entered into an agreement in which
respondents' confederate (hereinafter "Buyer") agreed to buy the

5131 property from respondent BAGHAI for a purported purchase
price of $46,000.

~-11-



60.

On or about July 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 6., and 7., Buyer applied to
Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of $41,850 secured by a lien on
the 5131 property.

61.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 6., and
7., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and BAGHAI falsely
represented to Seafirst that:

l. The sale by respondent BAGHAI and purchase by Buyer
of the 5131 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Buyer would be used to
purchase the 5131 property and that Buyer would occupy the 5131
property;

‘ 3. The fair market value of the 5131 property was
$46,000; and

4., Buyer would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 60.

62.

In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
Buyer $41,850 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 5131
property.

63.

On or about August 22, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 5131 property from respondent BAGHAI to Buyer.
On or about August 22, 1983, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph 62., was recorded.

64.

On or about August 22, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
received a check from escrow in the amount of $5,000.00 and
respondents' confederate received a check from escrow in the
amount of $24,344.10,

65.
On or about October 1, 1984, Buyer or her successors in

interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 5131 property.

-12-



DETERMINATICON OF ISSUES

1,

The standard of proof applied was clear and convincing
proof to a reasonable certainty.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

2.

Cause for disciplinary action against respondent BAGHAI
exists pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 10177(f).

EIGHTH, TENTH, ELEVENTH, TWELFTH AND THIRTEENTH
CAUSES OF ACCUSATION

3.

Cause for disciplinary action against respondent BAGHAI
exists pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 10177(g).

ORDER
1.

A. The real estate broker license and all license rights of
Respondent are hereby revoked.

B. A restricted real estate broker license shall be issued to
Respondent pursuant to Section 10156.5 of the Business and
Professions Code if Respondent makes application therefor and
pays to the Department of Real Estate the appropriate fee for
sald license within ninety (90) days from the effective date
of the Decision herein.

C. The restricted license issued to Respondent shall be subject
to all the provisions of Section 10156.7 of the Business and
Professions Code and to the following limitations, conditions
and restrictions imposed under authority of Section 10156.6 of
the Code:

(1) The license shall not confer any property right in the
privileges to be exercised, and the Real Estate
Commissioner may by appropriate order suspend the right
to exercise any privileges granted under this restricted
license in the event of:

(a} The conviction of Respondent {including a plea of
nolo contendere} to a crime which bears a
significant relation to Respondent's fitness or
capacity as a real estate licensee; or

-13-



(b) The receipt of evidence that Respondent has violated

provisions of the California Real Estate Law, the
‘Subdivided Lands Law, Regulations of the Real Estate
Commissioner or conditions to this restricted
license.

(2) Respondent shall not be eligible tec apply for the
issuance of an unrestricted real estate license nor the
removal of any of the conditions, limitations or
restrictions attaching to the restricted license until
two (2) years have elapsed from the date of issuance of
the restricted license to Respondent.

Respondent shall, within . nine (9) months from the effective
date of the Decision, present evidence satisfactory to the
Real Estate Commissioner that he has, since the most recent
issuance of an original or renewal real estate license, taken
and successfully completed the continuing education
requirements of Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate
Law for renewal of a real estate license. If Respondent fails
to satisfy this condition, the Commissioner may order the
suspension of the restricted license until Respondent presents
such evidence. The Commissioner shall afford Respondent the
opportunity for a hearing pursuant to the Administrative
Procedure Act to present such evidence.

Respondent shall, within six (6) months from the effective
date of the restricted license, take and pass the Professional
Responsibility Examination administered by the Department
including the payment of the appropriate examination fee. If
Respondent fails to satisfy this condition, the Commissioner
may order suspension of the restricted license until
Respondent passes the examination.

Any restricted real estate broker license issued to Respondent
pursuant to this Decision shall be suspended for one hundred

elghty (180) days from the effective date of the issuance oOf
sald restricted license, however, one hundred forty {140) days

of said suspension shall be stayed upon the following terms
and conditions:

(1) Respondent shall obey all laws, rules and regulations
governing the rights, duties and responsibilities of a
real estate licensee in the State of California; and

(2) That no final subsequent determination be made, after
hearing or upon Stipulation, that cause for disciplinary
action occurred within one (1) year of the effective date
of this Decision. Should such a determination be made,
the Commissioner may, in his discretion, vacate and set
aside the stay order and reimpose all or a portion of the
stayed suspension. Should no such determination be made,
the stay imposed herein shall become permanent.

-14-



The remaining forty (40) days of said suspension shall be

stayed upon the following terms and conditions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Respondent petitions in writing pursuant to Section
[0T757275f the Business and Professions Code and pays a
monetary penalty pursuant to Section 10175.2 of the
Business and Professions Code at a rate of $250.00 for
each day of the forty (40) days of said suspension for a
total monetary penalty of $10,000.00. Said payment shall
stay the suspension; ’

~Said payment shall be in the form of a cashier's check or

-certified check made payable to the Recovery Account of

the Real Estate Fund. Said check must be delivered to
the Department prior to the effective date of the
Decision in this matter. If Respondent fails to pay the
monetary penalty in accordance with the terms and
conditions of the Decision, the Commissioner may, without
a hearing, order the immediate execution of all or any
part of the stayed suspension in which event the
Respondent shall not be entitled to any repayment nor
credit, prorated or otherwise, for money paid to the
Department under the terms of this Decision; and

If Respondent pays the monetary penalty and if no further

cause for disciplinary action against the real estate
license of Respondent occurs within one (1) year from the
effective date of the Decision, the stay hereby granted
shall become permanent.

The restricted license may be suspended or revoked for a

violation by Respondent of any of the conditions attaching to
the restricted license.

Respondent shall submit to the Real Estate Commissicner a

Trust Fund Position Statement as of the last day of each

calendar quarter {the accounting date) for so long as said
restricted license shall remain in effect.

The Position Statement shall consist of the following:

(1)

A schedule of trust fund accountability with the
following information for each transaction in which
Respondent is accountable as agent or trustee to the
owner of funds:

(a) Account number;:

{(b) Type of transaction (purchase and sale, property
management, loan negotiation or collection);

(c) Name of principal or beneficiary;
(d) Description of real property; and
(e) Trust fund liability.
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(2)

(3)

A report of trust funds in the custody and control of
Respondent as of the accounting date consisting of:

(a) A copy of Respondent's trust account bank statement
showing the balance of funds in the account as of
the accounting date; and

(b} A schedule of uncleared checks drawn on the account
adjusting the account to its true balance as of the
accounting date.

A statement explaining any discrepancy between the total
liability shown under (1) above and the adjusted trust
account balance shown under {2) above.

The Trust Fund Position Statement shall be submitted by
Respondent to the Sacramento Office of the Department of
Real Estate not later than thirty (30) days after each
accounting date. If Respondent has no trust fund
liability as of an accounting date, his report to the
Department shall so state.

Respondent shall certify the completeness and accuracy of
each Position Statement to the best of his knowledge and
belief.

Respondent shall reqgularly report in writing to the Real

(a)

(b)
{(c)

(d)
(e)

(f)

{(g)

“Estate Commissioner all of his dealings in real estate
- undertaken as a broker, which reports shall set forth the
. following information for each such transaction:

the nature of the transaction and a brief description of
the property or loan involved;

the name and address of each party to the transaction;

the date of execution of the agreement and date of the
closing of the transaction;

the name and address of the escrow agent, if any ;

the purchase price of the property or the amount of the
lcan or other consideration involved;

an accounting of the receipt and disposition of funds
received by Respondent as agent in the transaction; and

the amount of commission received.

Such reports shall be submitted quarterly to the Sacramento
Office of the Real Estate Commissioner prior to the fifteenth
day of each January, April, July and October for so long as
said restricted license shall be in effect, and each report
shall contain the information hereinabove specified for the
calendar quarter immediately preceding the submission of each
such report.
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If Respondent engages in no real estate transactions as a real

estate broker during the calendar quarter in question, his
report shall so state.

DATED: %J.)// (7 5y

z%fg?% Tk
ROBERT E. McCABE
Regional Manager

Department of Real Estate
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE COF CALIFORNIA
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

)
)
VIRGINIA SABEDRA, et al., ) NO. H-2245 SAC
' )
Respondents. )
)

ORDER GRANTING REINSTATEMENT OF LICENSE

On September 7, 1988,la Decision was rendered herein’
revoking the real estate salesperson license of Respondent, but
granting Respondent the right td the issuance of a restricted real
estate salesperson license. A restricted reéal estate salesperson
license was issued to Respondenﬁ on October "6, 1988, and
Respondent has operated as a restricted licensee without cause for
disciplinary action.against Respondent since that time.

On November 17, 1989, Respondent petitioned for
reinstatement of said real estate salesperson license and the
Attorney General of the State of California has been given notice
of the filing of said petition. :
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I have considered fhe petition of Respondent and the
evidence and arguments in support thereof including Respondent's
record as a restricted licensee. Respondent has demonstrated to
my satisfaction that Respondent meets the requirements of law for
the 1ssuance to Respondent of an unrestricted real estate
salesperson license and that it would not be against the public
interest to issue said license fo Respondent.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Respondent's petition|

for reinstatement is granted and that a real estate salesperson

license be issued to Respondent if Respondent satisfies the

following conditions within six (6) months from the date of this

Order:

1. Submittal of a completed application and payment of

the fee for a real estate salesperson license.

2., Submittal of evidence of having, since the most

recent issuance of an original or renewal real estate license,
taken and successfully completed the continuing education
requirements of Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law
for renewal of a real estate license.

This Order shall be effective immediately.

DATED: _May, 29 /190

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

by:

JOHN K. IBERATOR
Chief Deputy Commissioner
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

)
)
KAREN ELIZABETH ESTRELLA, ) NO. H-2245 SAC
. ) |
Respondent. )
)

ORDER GRANTING REINSTATEMENT OF LICENSE

Cn June 17, 1988, a Decision was rendered herein
revoking the real estate broker license of Respondent, but
granting Respondent the right to the issuance of a restricted real
estate broker license. A restrictéd real estate broker license
was issued to Respondent on July 15, 1988, and Respondent has
operated as a restricted licensee without cause for disciplinary
action aéainst Respondent since that time.

On August 28, 1989, Respondent petitioned for
reinstatement of said real estate broker license and the Attorney
General of the State of California has been given notice of the
filing of said petition.
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I have considered the petition of Respondent and the
evidence and arguments in support thereof including Respondent's
record as a restricted licensee. Respondent has demonstrated to
my satisfaction that Respondent meets the requirements of law for
the issuance to Respondent of an unrestricted real estate broker
license and that it would not be against the public interest to

issue said license to Respondent.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Respondent's petition

for reinstatement is granted and that a real estate broker license

be issued to Respondent if Respondent satisfies the following

condition within six (6) months from the date of this Order:

1. Submittal of a completed application and payment of

the fee for a real estate broker license.

2. Submittal of evidence of having, since the most

recent issuance of an original or renewal real estate license,
taken and successfully completed the continuing education
requirements of Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law
for renewal of a real estate license.

This Order shall be effective immediately.

DATED: J-A/—9Y

JAMES A, EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

NO. H-2245 SAC
DOUGLAS C. COVILL, et al.,

Respondent.

ORDER GRANTING RECONSIDERATION
AND
GRANTING REINSTATEMENT OF LICENSE
On January 5, 1990, an Order was rendered in the above-
entitled matter denying Respondent's Petition for Reinstatement of
his real estate salesperson license. The Order is to become
effective on March 2, 1990.
On January 26, 1990, Respondent petitioned for
reconsideration of said Order.
1 find that there is good cause to reconsider the Order
of January 5, 1990. Reconsideration is hereby granted and the

Order of January 5, 1990 is hereby modified as follows:

ves
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I have considered the petition of Respondent and the
evidence and arguments in support thereof including Respondent's
record as a restricted licensee. Respondent has demonstrated to
my satisfaction that Respondent meets the requirements of law for
the issuance to Respondent of an unrestricted real estate
salesperson license and that it would not be against the public

interest to issue sald license to Respondent.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Respondent's petition

for reinstatement is granted and that a real estate salesperson

license be issued to Respondent if Respondent satisfies the

following conditions within six (6) months from the date of this
b —————y
Crder:

1. Submittal of a completed application and payment of

the fee for a real estate salesperson license.

2. Submittal of evidence of having, since the most

recent issuance of an original or renewal real estate license,
taken and successfully completed the continuing education
requirements of Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law
for renewal of a real estate license.

This Order shall be effective immediately.

JAMES A, EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

L N Aot

JOHN R. LIBERATOR
Chief Deputy Commissioner
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* * Kk

In the Matter of the Accusation of )
DOUGLAS . COVILL, et al., ; NO. H34-2245% SAC

Respondents, i

ORDER STAYING EFFECTIVE DATE

On January 5, 1990, an Order Denying Reinstatement of
License as to respondent DOUGLAS C. COVILL was rendered in the
above-entitled matter to._become effective January 31, 1990.

IT I3 HEREBY ORDERED that the effective date of the
'Order of January 5, 1990 is stayed for a period of thirty (30)
days.

The Order of January 5, 1990 shall become effective at
12 o'clock noon on March 2, 1990.

DATED: Januvary 30, 1990

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

Byiw_
JOHN R, LTBFRALOR
‘hief Deputy Comissioner
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In the Matter of the Accusation of

DOUGLAS C.

@
F JAN 10 1990

CEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

COVILL,

Respondents.

STATE

et al.,

OF CALIFORNIA

* & %

NO. H-2245 SAC.

ORDER DENYING REINSTATEMENT QOF LICENSE

On April

18,

1988,

a Decision was rendered herein

revoking the real estate salesperson license of Respondent, but

lgranting the Respondent -the right to the issuance of a restricted

rreal estate salesperson license. A restricted real estate

;salesperson license was issued to Respondent on May 16, 1988.

On June 12,

1989,

Respondent petitioned for

-reinstatement of said license and the Attorney General of the

/State of California has been given notice of the filing of the

‘petition.

e

/7
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1 I have considered Respondent's petition and the evidence
2 and arguments in support thereof. Respondent has failed to
3 demonstrate to my satisfaction that Respondent has undergone

4 sufficient rehabilitation to warrant the reinstatement of

5 Respondent's real estate salesperson license, in that the

6 underlying disciplinary action in this matter was based upon an

7 .alleged conspiracy, involving Respondent in two transactions, in
aiwhich false representations were made to or material facts
SHconcealed from a lender. Respondent admits that he provided false
10qinformation about his employment and income in an application for

11 ,a mortgage loan on property known as 3982 - 12th Street,
[t

12fSacramento, California.
13 |

i
14 'transaction as an attempt to get an equity loan on the property at

Respondent characterizes the 3982 - 12th Street

15 'a time when lenders were not making eguity loans. Respondent
le arranged for his fiancee to purchase 3982 - 12th Street on
17 ‘June 23, 1481 for approximately $16,000.00. Respondent

I
18'purportedly purchased the property from his fiancee on August 24,

19!1981 for $42,000.00 and obtained a mortgage loan for $39,000.00.
zoiAfter paying the costs of his fiancee's purchase of the property,
21 ;Respondent pocketed approximately $23,000.00 from the loan

29 Aproceeds. Respondent continues to assert that the transaction

23 described above was not designed to defraud the lender, but merely

24 an attempt to get an "eqguity loan" on the property.

25 ///
26 ///
27 ///
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19

created a

In spite of how Respondent chooses to characterize the

transaction, it is apparent that:

1} Respondent knew that the lender would not make

"equity" loans;

2) Respondent wanted to obtain an "equity” loan;
3} Respondent, acting in concert with his fiancee,

sham transaction for no other apparent purpose than to

mislead the lender;

4) Réspondent did not disclose all these material facts

.tb the lender:; and

5) Respondent pocketed a substantial portion of the

!
loan praceeds.

This conduct amounts to fraud upon a lender and

1Respondent's failure to appreciate the nature of his acts raises

]substantial questions concerning Respondent's fitness to operate

"under an unrestricted license.

F

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Respondent's petition

‘for reinstatement of Respondent's real estate salesperson license

is denied.

20:

21

This. Order shall bhe effective at 12 o'clock noon on

J Januéry 31, 1990

22

23
24
25
26

27

COURT PAPER
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85 34769

DATED: Jyuuery $ /980

JAMES A, EDMONDS, JR,
Real Estate Commissioner

MoK

BY;/ John R. Liberator
Chief Deputy Commissioner

i
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BEFORE THE DEPARTINENT OF F2AL EST e
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation of
Case No. _H-2245 SAC

HAMID HAFIzY: MARYAM &
DAVID, INC,.; et al., OAH No. _N-30761

Respondent(s)

FOURTH AMENDED
NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:

You are hereby notified that a hearing will be held before the Department of Real Estate at _the Office

of Administrative Hearings, 501 J Street, Suite 220 (Second Floor Hearing Rooms),
Sacramento, CA 95814

onthe_6 - 30 dayof __ August ,19 90  atthehourof __ 9:00 AM  orassoonthereafter
as the matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation served upon you.

You may be present at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but you are neither required to be
present at the hearing nor to be represented by counsel. Tf you are not present in person nor represented by counsel
at the hearing, the Depariment may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions, or other
evidence including affidavits, without any notice to you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to cross-examine all witnesses
testifying against you. You are entitled to the issuance of subpenas 1o compel the attendance of witnesses and the
production of books, documents or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate.

The hearing shall be conducted in the English language. 1f you want to offer the testimony of any witness who
does not proficiently speak the English language, you must provide your own interpreter. The interpreter must be
approved by the hearing officer conducting the hearing as someone who is proficient in both English and the language
in which the witness will testify. You arc required to pay the costs of the interpreter unless the hearing officer dircets
otherwise.

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

Dated: February 15, 1990 By /’._,'/[_,,_,,/ / 7 cz.ﬂ_;

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel

RE 501 (Rev. 7/87)
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BEFORE THE
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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In the Matter of the Accusation of
NO. H-2245 SAC

)

)

NANCI E. GILBERT; BAMID HAFIZI; }
MARYAM & DAVID, INC.; et al., )
)

Respondents. )

)

DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated August 9, 1989'of Robert E.
McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate, State of

California, as to respondent NANCI E. GILBERT only is hereby

adopted as the Decision of the Real Estate Commissioner in the

above~entitled matter.

The Decision shall become effective at 12 o'clock

noon on September 1, 1989,

IT IS SO ORDERED August 11, 1989,

JAMES A, EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

o A At

J R. LIBERATOR .
ief Deputy Commissioner

P
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BEFORE THE

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFCRNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation of

)
)
NANCI E. GILBERT; HAMID ) NO. H=-2245 SAC
HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID, )
INC., et al., )

)

)

}

Respondents.

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by
Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate Commissioner, in Sacramento,
California, on August 3, 1989,

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel, represented the Complainant.

) No appearance was made by or on behalf of respondent
NANCI E. GILBERT. On proof of compliance with Government Code
Section 11505, the matter proceeded as a default pursuant to
Government Code Section 11520.

The following decision is proposed, certified and
recommended for adoption:

FINDINGS OF FACT

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
I

Charles W. Koenig made the Accusation in his official
capacity as a Deputy Real Estate Commissioner of the State of
California.

II

Respondent is presently licensed and/or has license
rights under the Real Estate Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the
Business and Professions Code) (hereinafter "the Code"), as a
real estate broker.

/7
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II1

Respondent and/or Respondent's confederates acting as
sellers, buyers or agents entered into a plan and scheme
involving the sale and purchase of various parcels of real
property and the obtaining of loans secured by liens on said .
properties. Respondent and/or Respondent's confederates acting
as sellers, buyers or agents entered into a plan and scheme with
reference to said transactions, as fully set forth below, with
the intent to substantially benefit themselves without regard to
the injury their acts would cause to various lenders named
hereinunder and without disclosing to said lenders the true facts
and their true intentions with respect to the transactions
described herein.

v

The plan and scheme described in Paragraph III above,
contemplated with respect to each of the transactions, one or
more of the following acts, omissions or representations:

1. Respondent and/or Respondent's confederates would
purchase residential real properties located in or near
Sacramento, California.

2. Respondent and/or Respondent's confederates would
transfer to each other titie to said properties as a result of
purported sales involving inflated sales prices.

3. Respondent and/or Respondent's confederates posing .
as buyers of said properties would make application for and
obtain purchase money loans secured by said properties without
disclosing to the lenders the manner in which said properties
were acquired and the true value of said properties. As a
portion of said loan application, Respondent and/or Respondent's
confederates would represent that they would occupy said
properties.

4. Respondent and/or Respondent's confederates would
obtain said loans for their own benefit and not for the purposes
‘represented to the lenders.

v

On or about October 21, 1982, Maryam & David, Inc.,
acting by and through Hamid Hafizi, purchased real property
commonly known as 4309 Howard Avenue, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "4309 property"™) from Granite Home Loans. The
amount of said purchase price was $16,000.00 or less.

i
e



VI

On or about March 1, 1983, respondent GILBERT, in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs III
and IV, entered into an agreement in which respondent GILBERT
agreed to buy the 4309 property from Maryam & David, Inc. for a
purported purchase price of $47,500.00.

VII

On or about March 1, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme described in Paragraphs II1 and IV, respondent GILBERT
applied to Seafirst Real Estate Group, Seattle, Washington
(hereinafter "Seafirst"}, for a loan in the amount of $42,750.00
secured by a lien on the 4309 property.

VIII

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs III
and IV, respondent GILBERT falsely represented to Seafirst that:

1. The sale by Maryam & David, Inc. and purchase by
respondent GILBERT of the 4309 property was a bona fide sale and
purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by respondent GILBERT
would be used to purchase the 4309 property; and that respondent
GILBERT would occupy the 4309 property.

3. The fair market value of the 4309 property was
$47,500.00; and

4. Respondent GILBERT would make payments on the loan
described in Paragraph VI.

IX
In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
respondent GILBERT $42,750.00 to be secured by a -deed of trust on
the 4309 property.
X

On or about March 31, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4309 property from Maryam & David, Inc. to
respoendent GILBERT. On or about March 31, 1983, the deed of
trust described in Paragraph VIII was recorded.

/77
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X1

_ On or about December 1, 1984, respondent GILBERT, or
her successors in interest ceased making payments on the loans
secured by a deed of trust on the 4309 property.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

X1l

At various times herein mentioned, respondent GILBERT
was performing acts requiring a real estate license for or in
expectation of a compensation.

XIIT

On or about June 30, 1983, Mehrdad Baghai, acting by
and through respondents Maryam & David, Inc. and Hamid Hafizi,
purchased ‘'real property commonly known as 5131 15th ‘Avenue,
Sacramento, California {(hereinafter "5131 property") from
Robert F. Brown. The amount of said purchase price was
$12,000.00 or less.

XiX

On or about July 10, 1983, respondent GILBERT in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs III
and VI, entered into an agreement in which Marcia Merrill agreed

to buy the 5131 property for a purported purchase price of
$46,000.00.

XX

On or about July 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme described in Paragraphs II1 and IV, Marcia Merrill
applied to Seafirst for a loan in the amount of $41,850.00
secured by a lien on the 5131 property.

XXI

In connection with said locan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs III
and IV, respondent GILBERT falsely represented to Seafirst that:

1. The sale and purchase by Marcia Merrill of the 5131
property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds cobtained by Marcia Merrill would
be used to purchase the 5131 property and that Marcia Merrill
would occupy the 5131 property;

3. The fair market value of the 5131 property was
$46,000.00; and



4. Marcia Merrill would make payments on the loan
described in Paragraph XIII,

XXII

In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
Marcia Merrill $41,850.00 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
5131 property.

XXI11

On or about August 22, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 5131 property to Marcia Merrill. On or about

August 22, 1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph XX was
recorded.

XXIV
On or about August 22, 1983, Maryam & David, Inc.
received a check from escrow in the amount of $5,000.00 and
respondent GILBERT received a check from escrow in the amount of
$24,344,.10.
XXV
On or about October 1, 1984, Marcia Merrill or her
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 5131 property.

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

I

The standard of proof applied at the hearing was clear
and convincing proof to a reasonable certainty.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

II

Cause for disciplinary action against Respondent exists
pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 10177(j).

THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

II1
Cause for disciplinary action against Respondent exists

pursuant to Business and Professions Code Sections 10176(a),

10176(i) and 10177(3).

4



ORDER

All licenses and licensing rights of respond
NANCI E. GILBERT under the provisions of Part 1 of Division 4 of
the Business and Professions Code are hereby revoked.

5 .
DATED: é,,ﬂ wt 9197
0 '

Dt E N
ROBERT E. McCABE
Regional Manager

Department of Real Estate
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In the Matter of the Accusation of
Case No. _H-2245 SAC

HAMID HAFIZI; MARYAM &
DAVID, INC.; et al. OAH No. N-30761

Respondent(s)

THIRD AMENDED
NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:

You are hereby notified that a hearing will be held before the Department of Real Estate at _the Office

of Administrative Hearings, 501 J Street, Suite 220 (Second Floor Hearing Rooms),
Sacramento, CA 95814 on the 19th day of March . 1990 through

the 6th day of April ,19.90 atthchourof_9:00 AM  orassoonthereafter
as the matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation served upon you.

You may be present at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but you are neither required to be
present at the hearing nor 1o be represented by counsel. If you are not present in person nor represented by counsel
at the hearing, the Department may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions, or other
evidence including affidavits, without any notice 10 you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to cross-examine all witnesses
testifying against you. You are entiticd to the issuance of subpenas to compel the attendance of witnesses and the
production of books, documents or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate.

The hearing shall be conducted in the English language. If you want to offer the testimony of any witness who
does not proficiently speak the English language, you must provide your own interpreter. The interpreter must be
approved by the hearing officer conducting the hearing as someonc who is proficient in both English and the language
in which the witness will testify. You are required to pay the costs of the interpreter unless the hearing officer directs
otherwise.

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

s D il
By .L’é"{z,':,l._z,/ 4. /‘:(? -

i

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel

Dated: 09/15/89

RE 501 (Rev. 7/87)
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Int the Matter of the Accusation of ‘
Case No. _H-2245 Sac

HEMID HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID,
INC.; et al., OAH No. N-30761

Respondeni(s)

SECOND CONTINUED STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS'
NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:

You are hereby notified that a hearing will be held before the Deparmment of Real Estate at _the Office

of Administrative Hearings, 501 J Street, Suite 220 (Second Floor Hearing Roams),
Sacramento, CA™ 95874 on 15th of May, 1989 through
the . 24th day of May 1989 atthehourof __92:00 AM  orassoon thereafier

as the matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation served upon you.

You may be present at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but you are neither required to be
present at the hearing nor to be represented by counsel. If you are not present in person nor represenied by counsel
at the hearing, the Department may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions, or other
evidence including affidavits, without any notice to you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to cross-examine all witnesses
testifying against you. You are entitled to the issuance of subpenas to compel the attendance of wimesses and the
production of books, documents or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate.

The hearing shall be conducted in the English language. If you want to offer the testimony of any witness who
does not proficiently speak the English language, you must provide your own interpreter. The interpreter must be
approved by the hearing officer conducting the hearing as someone who is proficient in both English and the language
in which the witness will testify. You are required to pay the costs of the interpreter unless the hearing officer directs

otherwise.

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

‘ ." ‘ j

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel

RE 501 (Rev. 7/87)

wrAL EGTATE
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DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE |
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In the Maiter of the Accusation of
\

Case No. _H-2245 SAC

HAMID HAFIZIL; MARYAM & DAVID,
INC., et al. OAHNo. _N-30761

Respondent(s)

CONTINUED STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS'
NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:

You are hereby notified that a hearing will be held before the Department of Real Estate at the Office

of Administrative Hearings, 501 J Street, Suite 220 (Second Floor Hearing Rooms),

Sacramento, CA 95814 on April 18, 1989 through April 21, 1989 and
onthe 28th day of April ,19 89 ,atthehourof _9:0Q0 AM ,orassoonthereafter
as the matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation served upon you.

You may be present at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but you are neither required to be
present at the hearing nor to be represented by counsel. If you are not present in person nor represented by counsel
at the hearing, the Department may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions, or other
evidence including affidavits, without any notice to you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to cross-examine all witnesses
testifying against you. You arc entitled to the issuance of subpenas to compe! the attendance of witnesses and the
production of books, documents or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate.

The hearing shall be conducted in the English language. If you want to offer the testimony of any witness who
does not proficiently speak the English language, you must provide your own interpreter. The interpreter must be
approved by the hearing officer conducting the hearing as somcone who is proficient in both English and the language
in which the witness will testify. You are required 1o pay the costs of the interpreter unless the hearing officer directs
otherwise.

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

Dated: 03/31/89 By /%’h,(/ [/é:é W

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel

RE 501 (Rev. 7/87)
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1jDAVID A. PETERS, Counsel | U }
'‘Department of Real Estate j

2 |[P. O. Box 187000 | NOV211983
'Sacramento, CA 95818-7000

3 | DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

4 |(916) 739-3607
I
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8!_ BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

9;; STATE OF CALIFORNIA PR

10 3 T )

11 {In the Matter of the Accusation of

)
)
12 HAMID HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID, ) NO. H-2245 SAC
INC.; MEHRDAD BAGHAI, dba )
13 | Paramount Investments and ) FIRST AMENDED
| Caspian Properties; and ) ACCUSATION
)
)
)
)

14 NANCI E. GILBERT,

15 Respondents.
16 |
17 The complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real Estate

18 |Commissioner of the State of California, for cause of Accusation

19 (against HBAMID BAFIZI (hereinafter "respondent Hafizi"); ﬁARYAM &

20 ﬁAVID, INC. (hereinafter "respondent Maryam & David®"); MEHRDAD

21 |BAGHAI, dba Paramount Investments and Caspian Properties (herein-
22 |after "respondent Baghai"); and NANCI E. GILBERT (hereinafter

23 ["respondent Gilbert") is informed and alleges as follows:

24 | /// |

25 |/// .

26 |///

27 {///
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13
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18

19

20

21 |

22
23
24
25
26
27

COURT PAPER
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REV. 8-72)

85 700

o ®

FIRST CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

1.

The complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real Estate
Commissioner of the_State of California, makes this accusation in
his official capacity.

2,

At all times herein mentioned, respondent Hafizi is
‘presentlf licensed and/or has license rights under the Real Estate
:Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions
‘Code) (hereinafter "Code") as a real estaté broker.
| 3.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent Maryam & David
‘is presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as
a real estate broker corporation by and through respondent Hafizi
as designated officer of said corporation.
4.
; At all times herein mentioned, respondent Baghai is
‘presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a
:real estate broker.

5.
At all times herein mentioned, respondent Gilbert is
ﬁpresently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a
;real estate broker.
2z
11/
/11
11/



. ;
%’ LA I . .
I
. . Ll

6.
Each of the respondents at various times (as alleged
‘herein) participated in and contributed to the unlawful acts and
schemes complained of herein, and as such whenever reference is
made to any act of a particular respondent with reference to a
specific cause of accusation such references shall be deemed to

mean the act of each respondent named in the cause of accusation

© =~ O O b o N

iacting individually, jointly and severally.

7.

w

10 Described herein below are certain transactions
llginvolving the sale and purchase of various parcels of real
12Eproperty and the obtaining of loans secured by liens on said
131properties. Beginning on or before April 23, 1981, respondents
'14;hnd/or respondents' confederates acting as sellers, buyers or
151agents entered into a plan and scheme with reference to said

16 transactlons, as fully set forth below, with the intent to
17*substantlally benefit themselves without regard to the injury
18;the1r acts would cause to various lenders named hereinunder and
IQEwithout disclosing to said lenders the true facts and their true
20 zntentxons with respect to the transactions described in the
21,follow1ng causes of accusation.

22 ; 8.

231f The plan and scheme described in Paragraph 7. above,

24 :contemplated with respect to each of the transactions, one or more '

25;of the following acts, omissions or representations:

26 i///
27 ///
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1. Respondénts and/or respondents' confederates would

N

purchase residential real properties located in or near
Sacramento, California.
2. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would

transfer to each other title to said properties as a result of

3. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates posing

3

4

5

6 purported sales involving inflated sales prices.

7

8 as buyers of said properties would make application for and obtain
S

purchase money loans secured by said properties without disclosing

10 to the lenders the manner in which said properties were acquired

11 and the true value of said properties. As a portion of said loan
12 application, respondents and/or respondents’' confederates would

131represent that they would occupy said properties,

14 4. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would
15 obtain said loans for their own benefit and not for the purposes
ls represented to the lenders.

17 ¢ o,

18:' At various times herein mentioned in this First Cause of

19§Agcusation, respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi were performing

t

20 acts requiring a real estate license for or in expectation of
f

21 icompensation.
22 | 10.
235' On or about Jaﬁuary 5, 1981, respondent Maryam & David,

24;acting by and through respondent Hafizi purchased real property -

25§bommon1y known as 350t 37th Street, Sacramento, California

26f(hereinafter "3501 property®) from Moses Smith. The exact amount

27:®f said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well known to

COURT PAPER
FYATE OF CALIFORNIA
5T0. 113 (mEV. 8.72) - _4_
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;#espondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and is believed to be
§$20,000 or less.
i 11,

6n or about April 23, 1981, respondent Maryam & David in
furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8.
‘entered into an agreement in which Homeyra Hafizi agreed to buy
+he 3501 property from Maryam & David for a purported purchase
price of $45,000.
l 12,
On or about April 23, 1981, in furtherance of the plan
;and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Homeyra Hafizi applied
;to California Federal Savings and Loan Association, 5%1 Watt
tﬁvenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "Cal Fed") for a
loan in the amount of $42,700 secured by a lien on the 3501
property.
I. 13,
% In qonnection with said loan application and in

;furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
?B., respondent Maryam & David and Homeyra Hafizi falsely
;;epresented to Cal Fed that:

; 1. The'sale by Maryam & David and purchase by Homeyra
3Hafizi of the 3501 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

| 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Homeyra Hafizi would be
lused to purchase the 3501 property and that Homeyra Hafizi would
éoccupy the 3501 property;

l 3. The fair market value of the 3501 property was

/$45,000; and
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i; 4, Homeyra Hafizi would make payments on the $42,700
iloan described in Paragraph 12.
14.
In reliance on said representations Cal. Fed loaned
Homeyra Hafizi $42,700 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3501 property.
15.

On or about June 2, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
;transferring the 3501 property from respondent Maryam & David to
;Homeyra Hafizi. On or about June 2, 1981, the deed of trust
;described in Paragraph 14. was recorded.

16.

On or about June 2, 1981, respondent Maryam & David

%received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,047.48.

|

17.

; On or about October 1, 1983, Maryam & David,
;ﬁomeyra Hafizi or their successors in interest ceased making
;@ayments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on the 3501
;broperty.

: 18.

1 The violations alleged in this First Cause of Accusation
b

fhere not discovered until on or about May 20, 1986, by Deputy Real
iEstate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California Department
?of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of said

.wviolations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency chargeable

L1/



L T
P ‘

iwith the investigation and/or prosecution of said violations had
-actual or constructive knowledge of said violations prior to said
'discovery date within the meaning of Section 10101 of the Code.
Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information
concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,
Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various
.lenders.

Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

© 0 3 O M b A N

-Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable

=
o

diligence until he conducted a review of computer printouts of

[
P=d

'title company documents related to said property provided by

12 'Federal National Mortgage Association (hereinafter "Fannie Mae")

15;for the purpose of finding transactions wherein individuals acting
14 as buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam and

15 David, Inc.

165 On or about June 24, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
i.
17 {Bettencourt informed Philbert E. Seals, General Counsel for Cal

18¥Fed that the lcan on the 3501 property was a suspect transaction.
19?_. Cal Fed, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this

20 ‘transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to

21;ﬂiscover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause
i

zszf accusation prior to June 24, 1986 because Respondents and the
23£unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively
24:Eoncealed from Cal Fed the true nature of the transaction and
25&induced Cal Fed to believe that the transaction was legitimate,

i

2ey///
27 i///
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Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of
Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
lit relates to the 3501 property and had no reasonable means of
knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
Lfraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an
earlier time,

19.

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi set forth in this First Cause of Accusation constitute the
;making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest
:dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and
10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses
and/or license rights of respondents under the real estate law.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

20.

: There is hereby incorporated in this second, separate
i '
-and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained

‘ip Paragraphs t., 2., 3., 6., 7., and 8. of the First Cause of

;Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

Eforth.

21,
At various times herein mentioned, respondent Maryam &
David performed acts requiring a real estate license for or in

:expectation of compensation.

S1/
S/
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1l 22,

2 : On or about Juné 29, 1981, Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan
SEpurchased real property commonly known as 7640 Goes Parkway,
4?Sacramento, California (hereinafter "7640 property") from Dale H.
S?and Sharon L. Amos. The exact amount of said purchase price is
6?unknown to complainant but well known to Janet Jordan and Paul
7;Jordan and is believed to be $45,000 or less.

8 23,

95 On or about July 23, 1981, Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan

lofin furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and

11&8., entered into an agreement in which Janet Jordan and Paul

12 .Jordan conveyed the 7640 property by grant deed to respondent

13?Maryam & David.

14 1 24.
15; On or about July 23, 1981, Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan
leﬁby and through respondent Maryam & David and in furtherance of the
17iplan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., entered into an
18?agreement in which respondents Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan agreed é
19 to buy the 7640 property from réspondent Maryam & David for a ;
20 ipurported purchase price of $82,500. |
21 | 25.

22 On or about September 28, 1981, in furtherance of the

b
t

231p1an and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Janet Jordan and

24:pau1 Jordan applied to Seafirst Real Estate Group, Seattle,
255Washington (hereinafter "Seafirst"), for a loan in the amount of
26 $66,000 secured by a lien on the 7640 property.

27 \///
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1 26.
2 In connection with said loan application and in
3 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
4 8., respondent Maryam & David, and Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan
5 falsely represented to Seafirst that:

6 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
7 Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan of the 7640 property was a bona fide
8 sale and purchase;

9 2. The loan prdceeds obtained by Janet Jordan and Paul
10 Jordan would be used to purchase the 7640 property;

11; 3. The fair market value of the 7640 property was

12 ;$82,500; and

13 4. Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan would make payments on
14 ?the loan described in Paragraph 25.

15 . 27.

16 In reliance on said representations éeafirst loaned
17éJanet Jordan and Paul Jordan $66,000 to be secured by a deed of

18 trust on the 7640 property.

19 L 28.
ZOF ) On or about November 5, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
21%transferring the 7640 property from respondent Maryam & David to
22 iJanet Jordan and Paul Jordan. On or about November 5, 1981, the

23Edeed of trust described in Paragraph 27. was recorded.

24 29.

25 On or about November 5, 1981, respondent Maryam & David

2e¥received a check from escrow in the amount of $38,786.11.

27 i///
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- 30.

On or about June 1, 1982, respondents Maryam & David,

:Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan or their successors in interest

f

:ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on
ithe 7640 property.
31,
The violations alleged in this Second Cause of

ichusation were not discovered until on or about June 4, 1986, by

iDeputy Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California
iDepartment of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of

I .

Esaid violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency

'chargeable with the investigation and/or prosecution of said

:violations had actual or constructive knowledge of said violations
1l -
i
ijprior to said discovery date within the meaning of Section 10101

?of the Code.

ll .
Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,

'Inc., and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

lenders. In the course of searching the Sacramento County

Official Records, Commissioner Bettencourt discovered that the
!transaction alleged ip this cause of accusation was included among
étransactions listed in said records under the names of the said
Eindividuals.

; Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by
i

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
i
diligence until he conducted a search of the grantor-grantee

igeneral index at the Sacramento County Recorder's Office for the

-11-
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y |

ppurpose of finding transactions wherein individuals acting as
ﬁbuyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam and David,
‘Inc.

] On or about June 17, 1986, Deputy Commissioner

;Bettencourt informed Mary F. Coon, Vice President and Manager of
!
iSeafirst and Kathy Tillich, Property Disposition Representative,

éFannie Mae that the loan on the 7640 property was a suspect

transaction.

i

: Seafirst, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this
§transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to

&discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause
tof accusation prior to June 17, 1986 because Respondents and the

Funlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively
i

ﬁconcealed from Seafirst the true nature of the transaction and

iinduced Seafirst to believe that the transaction was legitimate.

|

{ Even if Seafirst had reason to believe that Respondents

&and the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation :
r .

were involved in fraud and/or misrepresentations, Respondents or

lthe unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation

H .
icaused the underlying loan to be assumed by Bonnie and Cassandra

ERiley on May 1, 1982. Therefore, said loan was not listed in

iSeafirst's records under the original borrower's name, but rather

junder the name of Bonnie and Cassandra Riley.

Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

[Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
| ' :
jthe fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as i

it relates to the 7640 property and had no reasonable means of
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knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an
earlier time.
32,

The acts and omissions of respondent Maryam & David
set forth in this Second Cause of Accusation constitute the making
of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest dealing
and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176{i) and 10177(]) of
the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses and/or
license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

33.

There is hereby incorporated in this third, separate and

‘distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in

Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 6., 7., and 8. of the First Cause of

"Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

Lforth.

i
i
1

7 34.
' At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

David and Hafizi were performing acts requiring a real estate

'license for or in expectation of a compensation.

4
i

22

i

23 ¢

35.

On or about March 3, 1982, respondents Maryam & David

.acting by and through respondent Hafizi purchased real property

commonly known as 3417 42nd Street, Sacramento, California

i

E(hereinafter "3417 property"™) from Charles R. and Kathleen F.

JAnderson. The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to

-13-
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1 .

Lcomplainant but well known to respondents Maryam & David and
EHafizi and is believed to be $24,500 or less.

| 36.

On or about April 1, 1982, respondents Maryam & David
‘and Hafizi in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in-
fParagraphs 7. and 8. entered into an agreement in which Sherilyn
L. Scott agreed to buy the 3417 property from respondent Maryam &
:David for a purported purchase price of $45,000.

| 37.

Oon or about April 1, j982, in furtherance of the plan
;and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Sherilyn L. Scott
gapplied to Cal Fed for a loan in the amount of $42,750 secured by
Za lien on the 3417 property.

: 38.

: In connection with said loan application and in
2furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
18., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi, by and through Sherilyn

'L,, Scott falsely represented to Cal Fed that:

1. The sale by respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and

H
|

ipurchase by Sherilyn L. Scott of the 3417 property was a bona fide

?sale and purchase;
ibe used to purchase the 3417 property and that Sherilyn L. Scott
iwould occupy the 3417 property;

; 3. The fair market value of the 3417 property was
£$45,000; and

/17

-14-
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2. The loan proceeds obtained by Sherilyn L. Scott would |
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i 4. Sherilyn L. Scott would make payments on the loan
:described in Paragraph 37.

| 39.

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
iSherilyn L. Scott $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
33417 property.

s0.

Oon 6r about May 26, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
?transferring the 3417 property from respondent Maryam & David to
?Sherilyn L. Scott. On or about May 26, 1982, the deed of trust
?described in Paragraph 39. was recorded.

41.

On or about May 26, 1982, respondent Maryam & David

i
|
I
-
i
n
1
|
I:

received a check from escrow in the amount of $15,420.16.

| 42.
i
|

r

Etransferring the 3417 property from Sherilyn L. Scott to Suburban
%Enterprises, Inc. The purchase price paid by Suburban
‘gnterprises, Inc. is unknown to complainant but is believed to be
|$1,000 or less.

43.

i
i
i
| On or about March 1, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
!

iin interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
lof trust on the 3417 property.

11/

/17

-15-
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44.

The violations alleged in this Third Cause of Accusation

were not discovered until on or about June 5, 1986, by Deputy Real

iEstate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California Department

of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of saiqd

v101at10ns and no law enforcement or regulatory agency chargeable

leth the investigation and/or prosecution of said violations had

|‘

i
i

|
|‘

:lenders.

T
1

‘actual or constructive knowledge of said violations prior to said

zdlscovery date within the meaning of Section 10101 of the Code.

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

‘concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,

Incl

|

I

Inc,
/77
/17
/77

and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

In the course of searching the Sacramento County

-Off1c1a1 Records, Commissioner Bettencourt discovered that the
ftransactlon alleged in this cause of accusation was included among
Itransactlons listed in said records under the names of the saidgd

lindividuals.

Said fraud or mlsrepresentatlon was not discoverable by

‘Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
;dlllgence until he conducted a search of the grantor-grantee
'general index at the Sacramento County Recorder's Office for the
purpose of finding transactions wherein individuals acting as

;buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam and David,

-16-
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i .

On or about June 24, 1986, Deputy Commissioner

‘Bettencourt informed Philbert E. Seals, General Counsel for Cal

iFéd that the loan on the 3417 property was a suspect transaction.
i
3

Cal Fed, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this

o bk o N

itransaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to

;discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause

SN O

?of accusation prior to June 24, 1986 because Respondents and the

8 iunlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively

9iconcealed from Cal Fed the true nature of the transacticn and
10 induced Cal Fed to believe that the transaction was legitimate.

i
11 | Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

i
12éReal Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
13;the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
14 éit relates to the 3417 property and had no reasonable means of
15§know1edge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
16 fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an

17 learlier time. |

18 | 45,

19 | - The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and

20 {Hafizi set forth in this Third Cause of Accusation constitute the

21 jmaking of substantial misrepfesentations and fraud -or dishonest

22 !dealing and are cause under Sections 10176{a), 10176(i) and

23 110177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses
24 |and/or licénse rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.
25 /17

26 ///

27 \///
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1l | FOURTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

2 46.

3 There is hereby incorporated in this fourth, separate

4 and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
5 in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 6., 7., and 8. of the Pirst Cause of

6 .Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

7 forth.

8 47.

9 At various timés herein mentioned, respondent Maryam &

10 David was performing acts requiring a real estate license for or
11 in expectation of a compensation.

12| 4.

155 On or about March 3,.1982, respondent Maryam & David

14 - purchased real property commonly known as 3101 San Rafael Court,
ls‘éacramento, California (hereinafter "3101 property") from Charles
16;R. and Kathleen F. Anderson. The exact amount of said purchase
17§price is unknown to complainant but well known to respondent
18?Maryam & David and is beliéved to be $23,500 or less.

19i§ 49.

20{55 On or about March 15, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,
21§ip furthefance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and
22 ?8.. entered into an agreement in which John J. Watson and Thomas
232A. Schmidt agreed to buy the 3101 property from Maryam & David for
24§a purported purchase price of $50,000.

25 ‘ 50.

265 On or about March 15, 1982, in furtherance of the plan

i -
27 .and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., John J. Watson and

COURT PAPER
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REY. 8.72)
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I
I
I

-18-

& 3% i



. . l ' . .

1 ‘Thomas A. Schmidt applied to Cal Fed, for a loan in the amount of
2 847,500 secured by a lien on the 3101 property.

3 f 51.

4 In conneﬁtion with said loan application and in

5 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
6 8., respondent Maryam & David by and through John J. Watson and

7 Thomas A, Schmidt falsely represented to Cal Fed that:
8

1. The sale by Maryam & David and purchase by John J.

Ve ]

Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt of the 3101 property was a bona fide
10 sale and purchase;

11 2. The loan proceeds obtained by John J. Watson and
12.Thomas A. Schmidt would be used to purchase the 3101 property;
13‘ 3. The fair market value of the 3101 property was

14 $50,000; and

15 4. John J. Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt would make

.16 'payments on the loan described in Paragraph 49.

17 : ‘ 52.

18“ In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned John
IQ;J. Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt $47,500 to be secured by a deed of
205trust on the 3101 property.

21 . 53.

22 On or about May 13, 1982, a gfant deed was recorded

23 transferring the 3101 property from respondent Maryam & David to
24:John J. Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt. .On or about May 13, 1982,
25'the deed of trust described in Paragraph 52. was recorded.

26 /// |

27 1///

{
t
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1 54.

2; On or about May 13, 1982, respondent Maryam & David
3*received a check from escrow in the amount of $20,184.,43,

;5.

5 | On or about April 1, 1984, Maryam & David, John J.
GEWatson and Thomas A. Schmidt, or their successors in interest
7;ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on
Séﬁhe 3101 property.

9 ‘ 56.

1o§j The violations alleged in this Fourth Cause of

L
11 iAccusation were not discovered until on or about May 13, 1986, by
|t

12§Deputy Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California
ISEDepartment of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of :
14§§aid violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency
15;chargeab1e with the investigation aﬂd/or prosecution of said

16Eviolations had actual or constructive knowledge of said violations

17§prior to said discovery date within the meaning of Secticn 10101 3

laﬂof the Code.

19 | Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

|- S
20 iconcerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,

:
Zl}Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

22 ﬁenders. i
![ 1
23;; Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

24 @eputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
‘{ .
25 |diligence until he conducted a review of computer printouts of
| .
26 Fitle company documents related to said property provide by Fannie

27 wae for the purpose of finding transactions wherein individuals

;

!
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1, : :
: o o

iacting as buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam
;and David, Inc.

On or about June 24, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
gBettencourt informed Philbert E. Seals, General Counsel for Cal
?Fed that the loan on the 310%1 property was a suspect transaction.
Cal Fed, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this
;transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to
&discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause

?of accusation prior to June 24, 1986 because Respondents and the
i.
‘unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively

bconcealed from Cal Fed the true nature of the transaction and

?induced Cal Fed to believe that the transaction was legifimate.

:

: Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

I

‘Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning

;the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
I :
;it relates to the 3101 property and had no reasonable means of !

;knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said

ifraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an !

iearlier time. i
[ .

56.

The acts and omissions of respondent Maryam & David set

!
!
I
i
|
!
i
|

Eforth in this Fourth Cause of Accusation constitute the making of |

t

isubstantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest dealing and

iare cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(3j) of the
!
iCode for suspension or revocation of all licenses and/or license

b .
Erights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.
;

///
-21-
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FIFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 6.,

58.

There is hereby incorporated in this fifth, separate and

distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in

7., and 8. of the First Cause of

Accusation with the same force and effect as if'herein fully set

forth.

59.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

David and BHafizi were perfdrming acts requiring a real estate

license for or in expectation of a compensation.

12

13
14
15
16
17 ¢
18
19

20

On or about April 1,

60.

1982, respondent Baghai, also known

'as Mehrdad Astaneh, acting by and through respondents Hafizi and

Maryam & David, purchased real property commonly known as

;4401 13th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "4401

property ) from Douglas and Sally Ryno. The exact amount of said

purchase price is unknown to complainant but well known to

irespondents Baghai, Hafizi and Maryam & David and is believed to

§be $20,000 or less.
:f:

21 ¢

23
24
25 .
‘26

27.
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22

On or about April 4,

61.

1982, respondents Baghai, Hafizi

rand Maryam & David, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged

“in Paragraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which

Beverly K. Crawford (hereinafter "Crawford") agreed to buy the

4401 property from respondent Baghai for a purported purchase

prxce of $40,000.

-22-
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154 62.

2 E On or about April 5, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
S;and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Crawford applied to

4 .Cal Fed, for a loan in the amount of $38,000 secured by a lien on
5:the 4401 property.

SE. 63.

7 In connection with said loan application and in

8 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and

928., respondents Baghai, Hafizi, Maryam & David and Crawford

10 .falsely represented to Cal Fed that:

i
11%. 1. The sale by respondent Baghai and purchase by
12§Crawford of the 4401 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
15;. 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Crawford would be used

14;10 purchase the 4401 property; and that Crawford would occupy the

15§4401 property;

1
|8

16 5 3. The fair market value of the 4401 property was

17 ($40,000; and
IS!E 4. Crawford would make payments on the loan described in
19§?aragraph 62.

20 | 64.

21 g In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned

22 Frawford $38,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4401
23¥property.
24 i///

H

25 |///
26 4///

27 W///
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65.

On or about May 24, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4401 property from respondent Béghai to
Crawford. On or about May 24, 1982, the deed of trust described
in Paragraph 64. was recorded.

66.

On or about May 24, 1982, respondent Baghai received a

check from escrow in the amount of $16,962.27.
67,

On or about November 1, 1983, Crawford or her successors
in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
of trust on the 4401 property.

68

The vioclations alleged in this Fifth Cause of Accusation

were not discovered until on or about May 13, 1986, by Deputy Real

Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California Department

.of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of said

violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency chargeable

f:w,ith the investigation and/or prosecution of said violations had

-actual or constructive knowledge of said violations prior to said

idiscovery date within the meaning of Section 10101 of the Code.

22

23
24
25
26
27
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‘Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

.concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,

i

Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

lenders.
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Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

'Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
.diligence until he conducted a review of computer printouts of

ititle company documents related to said property provided by

< I - 7 D " I

Fannie Mae for the purpose of finding transactions wherein
‘individuals acting as buyers and sellers may have been connected

iwith Maryam and David, Inc.

0 = o

: On or about June 24, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
QiBettencourt informed Philbert E. Seais[ General Counsel for Cal
IO{Fed that the loan on the 4401 property was a suspect transaction.
11
12!transact10n, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to
13;dlscover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause

r

14;of accusation prior to June 24, 1986 because Respondents and the

Cal Fed, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this

15 ,unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusatlon actively

F
i
ll
lﬁ'concealed from Cal Fed the true nature of the transaction and

17;1nduced Cal Fed to believe that the transaction was legitimate.

18 Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

I
19!Rea1 Estate did not. have knowledge of any of the facts concerning

20 lthe fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as

22 |knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said

i
n
|
21 |it relates to the 4401 property and had no reasonable means of
|
23 |
I

fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an

24 earlier time.
|

25 i///
26 1///
27 i///
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69.

The acts-and omissions of respondents Hafizi and Maryam

& David set forth in this Fifth Cause of Accusation constitute the

making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest

dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and

10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses

and/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

70.

The acts and omissions of respondent Baghai set forth in

this Fifth Cause of Accusation constitute fraud or dishonest

'dealing and are cause under Section 10177(j) of the Code for

isuspension or revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of

‘respondent Baghai under the Real Estate Law.

14 -

15

le

17
18
;9
20

21 |

3
'

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

71.

There is hereby incorporated in this sixth, separate and _

ﬁdistinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in

Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 6., 7., and 8. of the First Cause of

?Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

"forth.

22

23
24
25
26
27
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72.

At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

.David and Hafizi were performing acts requiring a real estate

license for or in expectation of a compensation.

7
V27
11/

-26-
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5 73.

| On or about March 3, 1982, respondents Maryam & David,
-racting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
jcommonly known as 3309 35th Street, Sacramento, California
?(hereinafter "3309 property"). The exact amount of said purchase
;price is unknown to complainant but well known to respondents
?Maryam & David and Hafizi and is believed to be $24,500 or less.

, 74.
I
I.
i On or about April 20, 1982, respondents Maryam & David

fand Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
ﬁParagraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which Robert C.

gand Nancy L. Matthews (hereinafter "Matthews™) agreed to buy the
é3309 property from Maryam & David for a purported purchase price
‘of $50,000.

; 75.
t Cn or abqut April 22, 1932, in furtherance of the plan

iand scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., the Matthews, and

;respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi applied to Cal Fed, for a

%;oan in the amouﬁt of $47,500 secured by a lien on the 3309

iproperty.

t
}

76.

é In connection with said loan application and in
ifurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
iB., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to
iCal Fed that:

11/

7/

-27-
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t. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
‘the Matthews of the 3309 property was a bona fide sale and
ipurchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Matthews would be

‘used to purchase the 3309 property; and that the Matthews would

[ I N 7 I

:occupy the 3309 property;

7 3. The fair market value of the 3309 property was

(o]

'$50,000; and

4. The Matthews would make payments on the loan
logde5cribed in Paragraph 75.

.11;. 77.

12 ' In reliance on said representafions Cal Fed loaned the -
13¥Matthews 547,500 to be secured by a deed of tfust on the 3309
14;éroperty.

15% 78.

16é§ "On or about June 3, 1982, a gf%nt deed was recorded

17§transferring the 3309 propérty_from respondent Maryam & David to

18Ethe Matthews. On or about June 3, 1982, the deed of trust
19 @escribed in Paragraph 77. was recorded.
f ' .
20 | 79.

21 % On or about June 3, 1982, respondents Maryam & David and

22 ﬁafizi received a check from escrow in the amount of $19,876.59.

|
|

23 i///

i

24 p//
25 ///

26 |///
27 l///

i
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) 80,

The violations alleged in this Sixth Cause of Accusation

'were not discovered until on or about June 5, 1986, by Deputy Real

ﬁEstate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California Department

g ok N

;of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of said
Giviolations and no law enforcement or regulatory agéncy chargeable
7 :with the investigation and/or prosecution of said violations had
8?actual or constructive knowledge of said violations prior to said
9idiscovery date within the meaning of Section 10101 of the Code.

10 | Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information
1.

115concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,

12 [Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various
i

13 \lenders. 1In the course of searching the Sacramento County

14 :0fficial Records, Commissioner Bettencourt discovered that the

15?transaction alleged in this cause of accusation was included among
I
I

lﬁﬁtransactions listed in said records under the names of the said

17 Yindividuals.

I
I

18 | Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

19 |peputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reason#ble

20 ydiligence until he conducted a search of the grantor—gréntee

21 |general index at the Sacramento County Recorder's Office for the
22 ;urpose of finding transactions wherein individuals acting as

23 'buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam and David,
24 /Inc.

25 \///

26 1///

27 [///
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On or about June 24, 1986, Deputy Commissioner

‘Bettencourt informed Philbert E. Seals, General Counsel for Cal

;Fed that the loan on the 3309 property was a suspect transaction.

Cal Fed, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this
?transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to
«discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause
iof accusation prior to June 24, 1986 because Respondents and the
Eunlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively
]

concealed from Cal Fed the true nature of the transaction and
;induced Cal Fed to believe that the transaction was legitimate.
Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning

?the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as

?it relates to the 3309 property and had no reasonable means of
?knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
{fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an
%earlier time. |
| 81.

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi set forth in this Sixth Cause of Accusation constitute the
Faking of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest
dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176{i) and
E10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses

iand/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

E///

/1!
i///
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SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

é 82.

There 'is hereby incorporated in this seventh, separate
land distinct cause of accusation, all of the aliegations contained
iin Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 6., 7., and B, of the First Cause of
%Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
;forth.

| 83.

At various times heréin mentioned, respondents Maryam &
%David and Hafizi were performing acts requifing a real estate

?license for or in expectation of a compensation.

.84,

; On or about September 22, 1982, respondent Maryam &
EDavid, acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real

'property commonly known as 3410 10th Avenue, Sacramento,
|

ﬁCalifornia {hereinafter "3410 property") from James and Ernestine

?osemond. The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to
ﬁcomplainant but well known to fespondents Maryam & David and

i C

IHafizi is believed to be $26,000 or less.

. 85.

5 On or about February 15, 1983, respondents Maryam &
FDavid and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
[Paragraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which Robert C.
and Nancy L. Matthews (hereinafter "Matthews") agreed to buy the
3410 propertylfrom respondent Maryam & David for a purported
@urchase price of $50,000.

///
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10 S., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to

11

12 | 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by

13

14

15;

le

18 |
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I(herelnafter
I
:secured by a

i
1

In

‘the Matthews
purchase;

2.

3.
$50,000; and
4.

i
described in

: In
Fhe Matthews
:

Property.
7

D//

F
i
|

86.

On or about February 18, 1983, in furtherance of the
blan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7, and 8., the Matthews

lapplled to Mother Lode Sav1ngs, Sacramento, California

"Mother Lode"}, for a loan in the amount of $21,000
lien on the 3410 property.
87.

connection with said loan application and in

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and

iMother Lode that:

of the 3410 property was a bona fide sale and

The loan proceeds obtained by the Matthews would be

Eused to purchase the 3410 property; and that the Matthews would

17 joccupy the 3410 property;

The fair market vaiue_of the 3410 property was

the Matthews would make payments on the loan
Paragraph 86.

88,
reliance on said representations, Mother Lode loaned

$21,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3410

-32-
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89.

} ' On or about March 30, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 3410 property from respondent Maryam & David to

‘the Matthews. On or about March 30, 1983, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 88. was recorded.
i

90.

: On or about March 30, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
|

greceived a check from escrow in the amount of $22,378.36.

: 91.

E On or about January 1, 1987, the Matthews, or their
‘successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
Eby a deed of trust on the 3410 property.

92,
;

: The violations alleged in this Seventh Cause of
|

15 {Accusation were not discovered until on or about June 6, 1986, by

16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23 |

24
25
26
27
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I

EDeputy Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California
Department of Real Estate.  No aggrieved party as the result of
isaid violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency
qhargeable with the investigation and/or prosecution of said
violations had actual or constructive knowledge of said violations
prior to said discovery date within the meaning of Section 10101
of the Code.

E

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received informatién
|concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,
Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various
lenders. 1In the course of searching the Sacramento County

Official Records, Commissioner Bettencourt discovered that the

-33-
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transaction alleged in this cause of accusation was included among

transactions listed in said records under the names of the said

individuals.

Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

®

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable

‘diligence until he conducted a search of the grantor- grantee

-general index at the Sacramento County Recorder's Office for the

purpose of finding transactions wherein individuals acting as

buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam and David,

-Inc.

for Mother Lode Savings Bank that the loan on the 3410 property

‘was a suspect transaction.

Mother Lode, as the lender and the aggrieved party in

On or about July 30, 1986, Deputy Commissioner

:Bettencourt informed Thomas Murphy, Vice President of Real Estate

this transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable

~diligence to discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged

:in this cause of accusation

?Respondents and the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of

‘dccusation actively concealed from Mother Lode the true nature of

?the transaction and induced

‘transaction was legitimate.
Prior to July 30,

_conneét the name(s) of said

'misrepresentations.

1/

11/

prior to July 30, 1986 because

Mother Lode to believg that the

1986, Mother Zode had no reason to

borrower(s) to any fraud and/or

-34-
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1l Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

2 Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning

3 the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as

4 it relates to the 3410 property and had no reasonable means of

5 knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
6 fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an

7 earlier time.

8 93.

9 The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and

10 Hafiéi set forth in this Seventh Cause of Accusation constitute
11 the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or

12 dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(1i)
13 and 10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all

14 licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real

15 Estate Law.

16 ; . EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
18 There is hereby incorporated in this eighth, separate

19 ;and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained Z
20 in Paragraphs t., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., 7., and 8. of the First

21 ;Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein

L

22 ?fully set forth.
23 : 95.
24 At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

25 iDavid, Hafizi and Baghai were performing acts requiring a real
- ]
26 estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

27 ///
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96.

On or about October 21, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,
acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
commonly known as 4309 Howard Avenue, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "4309 property”) from Granite Home Loans. The exact
amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well
known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to be
$16,000 or less.

97.

On or about March 1, 1983, respondents Maryam & David,
Hafizi and Gilbert, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged
in Paragraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which
respondent Gilbert agreed to buy the 4309 property from respondent
Maryam & David for a purported purchase price of $47,500.

98.

On or about March 1, 1983, in furtherance of the plan

‘and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., respondent Gilbert,

acting through respondent Baghai applied to Seafirst, for a loan

in the amount of $42,750 secured by a lien on the 4309 property.

99,

In connection with said loan application and in

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and

8., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi, Gilbert and Baghai falsely
‘represented to Seafirst that:

A1/ |

A1/

11/

-36-
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1 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
2 respondent Gilbert of the 4309 property was a bona fide sale and
3 pgrchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by respondent Gilbert
would be used to purchase the 4309 property; and that Gilbert
would occupy the 4309 property;
| 3. The fair market value of the 4309 property was

$47,500; and

© 0 =N & U

4. Respondent-Gilbert would make payments on the loan
_10 described in Paragraph 98. | .

11 - 100.

12 In reliance on said representations, Séafirst loaned

13 respondent Gilbert $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
14 4309 property.

15 101.

16 g On or about March 31, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

17 ‘transferring the 4309 propérty from respondent Maryam & David to
18 ;respondent Gilbert. On or about March 31, 13983, the aeed of trust
-19?described in Paragraph 100. was recorded.

20 . 102,

_21§: On or about March 31, 1983, respondents Baghai and

22 %Maryam & David received a check from escrow in the amount of

23 $21,711.32.

24 | 103,

25 On or about December 1, 1984, respondent Gilbert, or her
26 ;successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

27 .by a deed of trust on the 4309 property.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA .
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1 104.

2 The violations alleged in this Eighth Cause of

3 Accusation were not discovered until on or about October 14, 1986,
4 by Deputy Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt.of the

5 California Department of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the

6 result of said violations and no law enforcement or regulatory

7 agency chargeable with the investigation and/or prosecution of

8 said violations had actugl or constructive knowledge of said

9 violations prior to said discovery date within the meaning of

10 Section 10101 of the Code.

11 . Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information
12:concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,
13 Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various
14 lenders. In the course of searching the Sacramento County
15:0fficia1 Records, Commissioner Bettencourt discovered that the
1sétransaction alleged in this cause of accusation was included among
17étransactions listed in said records under the nameslof the said

18 individuals.
19fl Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

20 ‘Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
21§diligence until on or about October 14, 1986, when he was notified
zzéby Kathy Tillich, Property Disposition Representative for Fannie
23 Mae of the transaction alleged in the Eighth Cause of Accusatlon
24 - and he conducted a search of the grantor-grantee general index at
25jthe Sacramento County Recorder's Office for the purpose of finding
26 'transactions wherein individuals acting as buyers and sellers may

27ﬁhave been connected with Maryam & David, Inc.

COURT PAPER
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On or about October 20, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
Bettencourt informed Carol Claassen, Manager for Seafirst that the
loan on the 4309 property was a suspect transaction.

Seafirst, as the iender and the aggrieved party in this
transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to
discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause
of accusation prior to October 20, 1986 because Respondents and
the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation
actively concealed from Seafirst the true nature of the
transaction and induced Seafirst to believe that the transaction
‘was legitimate.

Prior to October 20, 1986, Seafirst had no reason to
connect the name(s) of said borrower(s) to any fraud and/or
‘misrepresentations.

Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of
Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
:the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
iit relates to the 4309 property and had no reasonable means of
?knowledge or. notice which wbuld have led to the discovery of said
?fraud and/or misprésentafions or of the plan and scheme at an

jearlier time.

105.
[

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
'Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Eighth Cause of Accusation
iconstitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

;or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

£10176(i) and 10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation

-39~



1l of all licenSes and/or license rights of.respondents under the

2 lReal Estate Law.

SA 106.

4 ‘The acts and omissions of respondent Gilbert set forth
5 in this Eighth Cause of Accusation constitute fraud or dishonest
6 dealing and are cause under Section 10177(j) of the Code for

7 suspension or revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of
8 respondent Gilbert under. the Real Estate Law.

9 NINTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

10 - 107,

11 There is hereby incorporateé in this ninth, separate and

12 :diStinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in
13 Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 6., 7., and 8. of the First Cause of

14 Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

15 forth.
16 . 108.
i .
17 At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

|
18 David and Hafizi were performing acts requiring a real estate

by . s ' ' :
19 'license for or in expectation of a compensation.

20 .///

i

21 ///

22 " ///
23 ///
24 ///
25 ///
26 ///
27 .///

]
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; | 109.

E On or about November 30, 1982, respondent Maryam &
EDavid, acting by and through respondent Bafizi, purchased real
éproperty commonly known as 3068 8th Avenue, Sacramento, California

{(hereinafter "3068 property") from John E. Williamson. The exact

;amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well

%known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to be
§$30,000 or less,

E 110.

f On or about February 16, 1983, respondents Maryam &
iDavid and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

1 .
lParagraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which Homeyra
|

Hafizi agreed to buy the 3068 property from respondent Maryam &
r

:David for a purported purchase price of $65,000.
|

111.

|
' On or about February 16, 1983, in furtherance of the

plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Homeyra Hafizi
applied@ to Mother Lode, for a loan in the amount of $24,000
secured by a lien on the 3068 property.

| 112,

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in fa}agraphs 7. and
8., respondents Maryam & David, Bafizi and Raren Estrella falsely
represented to Mother Lode that:
| 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
Homeyra Hafizi of the 3068 property was a bona fide sale and

purchase;

-41-
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2. The loan proceeds obtained by Homeyra Hafizi would be

used to purchase the 3068 property; and that Homeyra Bafizi would

occupy the 3068 property;

3. The fair market value of the 3068 property was

$65,000; and

4, Homeyra Hafizi would make payments on the loan

described in Paragraph 111.

113.

In reliance on said representations Mother Lode loaned

Homeyra Bafizi $24,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the

3068 property.

114.

On or about April 1, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 3068 property from respondent Maryam & David to

Homeyra Hafizi. On or about A?ril 1, 1983, the deed of trust

‘described in Paragraph 113. was recorded.

17

18

19

115,

On or about April 1, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

1received a check from escrow in the amount of $20,770.

20

21 .

22
23

25
- 26
27
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116.

On or about January 1, 1987, Homeyra Hafizi, or her

successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

by a deed of trust on the 3068 property.

/77

W7
117
W7
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The violations alleged in this Ninth Cause of Accusation
were not discovered until on or about July 30, 1986, by Deputy
Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California
Department of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of
said violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency
chargeable with the investigation and/or prosecution of said
violations had actual or constructive knowledge of said violations
prior to said discovery aate within the meaning of Section 10101
of the Code. |

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information
-concerning other transactions which implied that ﬁaryam and David,

Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various
lenders.
Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by
Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
diligence until he conducted a title search which connected said
;transaction to the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs
"7. and 8.
71/
11/
11/
/17
/77
/77
/77
viss
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On or about July 30, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
Bettencourt informed Thomas Murphy, Vice President of Real Estate
for Mother Lode Savings Bank that the loan on the 3068 property
was a suspect transaction. |

Mother Lode, as the lender and the aggrieved party in
this transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable
diligence to discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged

in this cause of accusation prior to July 30, 1986 because

w O N M N bk L N

Respondents and the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of
10-accusatiqn actively concealed from Mother Lode the true nature of
11§the transaction and induced Mother Lode to believe that the

12 transaction was legitimate.

13 Prior to July 30, 1986, Mother Lode had no reason to

14 connect the name(s) of‘said borrower{s) to any fraud and/or

15 misrepresentations.

16 , Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of
17;Real Estate did not have kﬁowledge of any of the facts concerning
18fthe fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plén and scheme as
19?it relates to the 3068 property and had no reasonable means of
20:£nowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
Zl?fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an

22 gearlier time.

23 ///

24 ///

25 .///

26 ///

27 .///
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118.
The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi set forth in this Ninth Cause of Accusation constitute the
making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest
dealing and are cause undér Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and
10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses

and/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

TENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
| 19.
There is héreby incorporated in this tenth, separate and
distinct cause of accusat{on, all of the allegations contained in
.Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 6., 7., and 8. pf the First Cause of
Accusation with the samé force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.
120.
At various timés.heréin mentioned, respondents Maryam &
;David, Hafizi and Baghai were performiﬁg acts requiring a real
=.estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.
] | R IR |
f On or about May 18, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
?acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property

‘commonly known as 2815 Santa Cruz Way, Sacramento, California

;(hereinafter "2815 property") froﬁ Joann Eyvonne Jamison. The
{exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but
%well known to respondents Maryam & David and Bafizi is believed to
;be $24,000 or less.

A1/

f
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On or about May 10,

122,
1983,

respondents Maryam & David and

‘Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
i;
ﬁParagraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which Jerri A.

?Villanueva aka Jerri A. Hafizi (hereinafter "Villanueva") agreed

?to buy the 2815 property from respondent Maryam & David for a

|

On or about May 13,

‘purported purchase price of $50,000.

123.

1983, in furtherance of the plan and

ischeme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Villanueva applied to

1
i
I
|
1
i
|
i

on the 2815 property.

124.

ﬁUni-Cal Mortgage Corp., Newport Beach, California (hereinafter

?“Uni-Cal“), for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a lien

In connection with said loan application and in

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and

8., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely

represented to Uni-Cal that:

1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
-

'villanueva of the 2815 property was a bona fide sale and

purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Villanueva would be

used to purchase the 2815 property and that Villanueva would

occupy the 2815 property;

3. The fair market value of the 2815 property was

$50,000; and
/7/
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4. Villanueva would make payments on the loan described

?in Paragraph 123.

125,

In reliance on said representations Uni-Cal loaned

‘'Villanueva $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 2815

.property.

126,

On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

‘transferring the 2815 property from respondent Maryam & David to

1

Villanueva. On or about July 5, 1983, the deed of trust described

in Paragraph 125. was recorded.
127.
On or about July 5, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,283.47.
128. |
On or about February 1, 1984, Villanueva or her
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 2815 property.
129,

The violations alleged in this Tenth Cause of Accusation

ﬁere not discovered until on or about May 23, 1986, by Deputy Real

Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California Department

of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of said

violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency chargeable

with the inveétigation and/or prosecution of said violations had
actual or constructive knowledge of said violations prior to said

Kdiscovery date within the meaning of Section 1010t of the Code.
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Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

concerning other_transactiohs which implied that Maryam and David,

[ I

Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

L7

ienders.

S

Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

s}

‘Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable
diligence until he conducted a review of title company computer

printouts documents related to said property provided by Fannie

v o ~3 O

Mae for the purpose of finding transactions wherein individuals
10 acting as buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam
11 and David, Inc.
12 ° On or about August 5, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
13uBettencourt informed Melvin E. Smith, President of Uni-Cal
“14 Mortgage Corporation that the lcocan on the 2815 property was a
15 suspect-fransaction.
16 * On or about July 25, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
17§Bettencourt informed Michael Wagner, President of Signal Savings &
' 131Loan Association (hereinafter "Signal™) that the loan on the 2815
19 i property was a suspect transaction.
201" Uni-Cal, as the original lender and Signal the purchaser
zliof said loan and the aggrieved party in this transaction, was
22 ;unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to discover the
23 ?fraud and/or misrepresentations allegéd in this cause of
24 :accusation as to Uni-Cal prior to August 5, 1986 and as to Signal
zsﬁprior'to July 25, 1986 because Respondents and the unlicensed

26 ipersons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively concealed

21 .11/
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1 from Uni-Cal the true nature of the transaction and induced
2 Uni-Cal to believe that the transaction was legitimate.

3 Prior to August 5, 1986, Uni-Cal had no reason to
4 connect the name(s) of said borrower(s) to any fraud and/or

5 misrepresentations.

-6 Prior to July 25, 1986, Signal had no reason to connect

7 the name(s) of said borrower(s) to any fraud and/or

8 misrepresentations.

9 Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of
10 Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
11 the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
12 it relates to the 2815 property and had no reasonable means of
13 knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
14 fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an
15 earlier time.

16 ° . . 130.

17 . The écts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
18}Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Tenth Cause of Accusation
19’qonstitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud
zo'or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a)}

21 10176(i) and 10177(3j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of
22 jall licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real :
23 Estate Law.

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

27 .///
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ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

131,

There is hereby incorporated in this eleventh, separate

and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained

in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4.,

€., 7., and 8, of the First Cause of

Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

forth.

132,

At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &

David, Hafizi and Baghai were performing acts requiring a real

estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

133.

On or about March 1, 1983, Gregory Morton Cole

(hereinafter "Cole"), acting by and through respondents Maryam &

.David and Hafizi, purchased real property commonly known as 3336

20th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3336 property")

‘from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. The

:exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but

‘well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to

t

20 'be $17,000 or less.

21 !

23
24

'
[

22

On or about May 1,

134.

1983, respondents Maryam & David and

"Bafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

i

‘Paragraphs 7. and 8. entered into an agreement in which Edwardo

25LPerez (hereinafter "Perez®) agreed to buy the 3336 property from

26
27
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?001e for a purported purchase price of $48,000.
17/
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135.

On or about May 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and

scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Perez applied to Lincoln

Savings, Phoenix, Arizona (hereinafter "Lincoln"), for a loan in

the amount of $38,400 secured by a lien on the 3336 property.

136.

In connection with said loan application and in

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and

8., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely

represented to Lincoln that:

11

12
13
14
15
16
17

1. The sale by Cole and purchase by Perez of the 3336

property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Perez would be used to

purchase the 3336 property and that Perez would occupy the 3336

‘property:

3. The fair market value of the 3336 property was

1$48,000; and

18

19

4. Perez would make payments on the loan described in

?Paragraph 135.

20

21

22

I

137.

In reliance on said representations Lincoln loaned Perez

i$38,400 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3336 property.

23

24

25
26

27
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138.

On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

rtransferring the 3336 property from Cole to Perez. On or about

iJuly 5, 1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 137. was

‘recorded.

251-
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139.

On or about July 5, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

and/or Cole received a check from escrow in the amount of

$19,692,.55.

On or about June 11,

140.

1984, Perez or his successors in

interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of

trust on the 3336 property.

141,

The violations alleged in this Eleventh Cause of

Accusation were not discovered

until on or about May 22, 1986, by

‘Deputy Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California

:Department of Real Estate. No

aggrieved party as the result of

said violations and no law enforcement or regulatory agency

chargeable with the investigation and/or prosecution of said

‘violations had actual or constructive knowledge of said violations

:prior to said discovery date within the meaning of Section 10101

of the Code.

i

\ Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

20;concerning other transactiocns which implied that Maryam and David,

21

22

23 °

24
25
26
27
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%Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

.lenders.

Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt in the exercise of reasonable

:diligence until he conducted a
.printouts of documents related

‘Mae for the purpose of finding

J

review of title company computer
to said property provided by Fannie

transactions wherein individuals

-52=
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acting as buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam
‘and David, Inc.

On or about July 21, 1986, Deputy Commissioner
Bettencourt informed Rob Symes, Executive Vice President and
Managing Officer for Lincoln Savings & Loan Association that the
loan on the 3336 property was a suspect transaction.

Lincoln, as the lender and the aggrieved party in this
transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to
discover the fraud and/of misrepresentations alleged in this cause
of accusation prior to July 21, 1986 because Respondents and the
:unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation actively
.concealed from Lincoln the true nature of the transaction and
induced Lincoln to believe that the transaction was legitimate.

Priof to July 21, 1986, Lincoln had no reason to connect
the name(s) of said borrower(s) to any fraud and/or
misrepresentations.

Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of
iReal Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
%the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
"{t relates to the 3336 property and had no reasonable means of
;knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
{fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an
1earlier time.

142.
The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
;Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Eleventh Cause of Accusation

}constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

| -53-
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or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),
10176(i) and 10177{(j) of the Code for suépension or revocation of
all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real
Estate Law.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

143.

There is hereby incorporated in this twelfth, separate
and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 6., 7., and 8. of the First Cause of
Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

144,

At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &
David, Hafizi, and Baghai were performing acts requiring a real
estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

145,

On or about April 22, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,

'acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property

Tcommonly known as 3743 4th Avenue, Sacramento, California

(hereinafter "3743 property™) from Jack A. and Sharon L, Mowbray.

:The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant

but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is
believed to be $19,000 or less.
146.

On or about May 12, 1983, respondents Maryam & David and

LHafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

"Paragraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in which James

-54-
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and Linda Schwartz (hereinafter "Schwartzes"} agreed to buy the
3743 property from respondent Maryam and David for a purported
‘purchase price of $50,000,

147.

On or about May 12, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and
écheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and B., the Schwartzes applied to
Pacific Federal for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a
lien on the 3743 property.

148.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
i8., respondents Maryam &‘David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely
represented to Pacific Federal that:

1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
the Schwartzes of the 3743 property was a bona fide sale and
purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Schwartzes would be
used tq purchase the 3743 property and.that the Schwartzes would

?occupy the 3743 property:

3. The fair market value of the 3743 property was
i$50,000; and
i 4. The Schwartzes would make payments. on the loan
:described in Paragraph 147.

149.
In reliance on said representations, Pacific Federal
"loaned the Schwartzes $40,0b0 to be secured by a deed of trust on
rthe 3743 property. |
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150.

On or about August 12, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3743 property from respondent Maryam & David to
the Schwartzes. On or about August 12, 1983, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 149. was recorded.

151.

On or about August 12,'1983, respondent Maryam & David

received a check from escrow in the amount of §27,320.03.
152.

On or about April 1, 1984, the Schwartzes or their
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 3743 property.

153.
The violations alleged in this Twelfth Cause of

Accusation were not discovered until on or about May 22, 1986, by

'Deputy Real Estate Commissioner Les Bettencourt of the California

_Department of Real Estate. No aggrieved party as the result of

said violations and no law enforcement or regqulatory agency

:chargeable with the investigation and/or prosecuticn of said

violations had actual or constructive knowledge of said violations

éprior to said discovery date within the meaning of Section 10101

;of the Code.

Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt received information

concerning other transactions which implied that Maryam and David,

Inc. and certain individuals had conspired to defraud various

lenders.

111
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Said fraud.or misrepresentation was not discoverable by
Deputy Commissioner Betténcouft in the exercisé of reasonable :
diligence until he conducted a review of title company computer
printouts of documents related to said property provided by Fannie
Mae for the purpose of finding transactions wherein individuals
acting as buyers and sellers may have been connected with Maryam
and David, Iné. |

| On or aﬁout July 3, 1986, Deputy Commissioner

Bettencourt informed Joseph.GilleSpie, Senior Vice President for
Pacific Federal that the loan on the 3743 property was a suspect
transaction. '

Pacific Federal, as the lender and the aggrieved parfy
in this transaction, was unable in>£he exercise of reasonable
diligence to discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged

in this cause of accusation prior to July 3, 1986 because

.Respondents and the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of.

.accusation actively concealed from Pacific Federal the true nature

transaction was legitimate.

Prior to July 3, 1986, Pacific Federal had no reason to

}connect the name{s) of said borrower{s) to any fraud and/or

.misrepresentations.

77/

11/
Wz
11/

/17
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Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of
Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning
the fraud and/or misrepresentations or of the plan and scheme as
it relates to the 3743 property and had no reasonable means of
knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said
fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an

earlier time.

W N O U B o N

154.

9 The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
10 Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Twelfth Cause of Accusation
11 constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations' and fraud
12 or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

13 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of
14 all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real

15 Estate Law.

16 : THIRTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
17 155.
18 There is hereby incorporated in this thirteenth,

19 (separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

]

20 :contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 5., 6., 7., and 8. of the
21iFirst Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if

22 ?fherein fully set forth.

23‘ | 156,

24 | At various times herein mentioned, respondents Maryam &
25 iDavid, Hafizi, Baghai and Gilbert were performing acts requiring a
zeireal estate license for or in expectation of a compensation.

27 ,///

ii
it
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157.

On or about June 30, 1983, respondent Baghai, acting by

N

and through respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi, purchased real
property commonly known as 5131 15th Avenue, Sacramento,
California {hereinafter "5131 property") from Robert F. Brown.

The exact amount of said purchase priée is unknown to complainant
but well known to respondents Baghai, Maryam & David and Hafizi is

believed to be $12,000 or less.

TR B N - N N

158.

10 On or about July 10, 1983, respondents Maryam & David,
11 Bafizi, Baghai and Gilbert in furtherance of the plan and scheme
12 alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., entered into an agreement in

13 which Marcia Merrill (hereinafter "Merrill") agreed to buy the

14 5131 property from respondent Baghai for a pufported purchase
15.price of $46,000.

16 : 159.

17 On or about July_11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan

18 :and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 7. and 8., Merrill applied to

19 Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of $41,850 secured by a lien on
zofthe 5131 property.

21 | ‘ 160.

2o ? In connection with said loan application and in

»3 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 7. and
24 }8., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi, Baghai and Gilbert falsely .

gs?represented to Seafirst that:

26 ///
o7 ///
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1 1. The sale by respondent Baghai and purchase by Merrill
2 of the 5131 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
3 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Merrill would be used
4 to purchase the 5131 property and that Merrill would occupy the
5 5131 property;
6 | 3. The fair market value of the 5131 property was
7 $46,000; and
8 4, Merrill would make payments on the loan described in
9 Pa;agraph 159. |
10 161,
11_ In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned

12 Merrill $41,850 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 5131

13 property.

14 162.

15 On or about August 22, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
lﬁétransferring the 5131 property from respondent Baghai to Merrill.

17 :On or about August 22, 1983, the.deed of trust described in

182Paragraph 161. was recorded.

i

19 ¢ 163.

20% ) On or about August 22, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
Zléreceived a check from escrow in the amount of $5,000 ahd Gilbert
22§received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,344.10.

23 _ 164,

24 ¢ On or about October 1, 1984, Merrill or her successors

25iin interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
1 .

26 of trust on the 5131 property.
27 \///
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165.

N

The violations alleged in this Thirteenth Cause of
Accusation were not discovered until on or about October 14, 1986,
by Kathy Tillich, Property Disposition RepresentatiVe for Fannié
Mae. No aggrieved party as the result of said violations and no
law enforcement or regulatory agency chargeable with the

investigation and/or prosecution of said violations had actual or

o = o o, bW

constructive knowledge of said violations prior to said discovery
9 date within the meéning of Section 10101 of the Code.

10 Fannie Mae was unable in the exercise of reasonable

11 diligence to discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged

12 Ein this cause of accusation prior to October 14, 1986 becéuse

13 Respondents and the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of

14 accusation actively concealed the true nature of the transaction.
15 Said fraud or misrepresentation was not discoverable by

16 Deputy Commissioner Bettencourt'in the exercise of reasonable

17 diligence until on or about October 14, 1986 when he was notified
1a.by Rathy Tillich, Property Disposition Representative for Fannie
19 Mae of said transaction.

20 On or about October 20, 1986, Deputy Commissioner !

21lBettencourt informed Carol Claassen, Manager for Seafirst that the

22 i'1oan on the 5131 property was a suspect transaction.

23 seafirst, as the lender aﬁd the aggrieved party in this

24 transaction, was unable in the exercise of reasonable diligence to E

25 discover the fraud and/or misrepresentations alleged in this cause %

2¢ of accusation prior to October 20, 1986 because Respondents and‘ i

27 .the unlicensed persons mentioned in this cause of accusation ﬁ
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actively concealed from Seafirst the true nature of the
transaction and induced Seafirst to believe that the transaction
was legitimate.

Prior to October 20, 1986, Seafirst had no reason to
connect the name(é) of said borrower(s) to any fraud and/or
misrepresentations.

Prior to the dates mentioned above, the Department of

Real Estate did not have knowledge of any of the facts concerning

w W 3 ¢ o bk wm N

the fraud and/or misreprésentations or of the plan and scheme as

)
[»]

it relates to the 5131 property and had no reasonable means of

'—I
[ ad

knowledge or notice which would have led to the discovery of said

12 fraud and/or mispresentations or of the plan and scheme at an

Iy

13 earlier time.

14 166.

15 The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,

16 Hafizi, Baghai and Gilbert set forth in this Thirteenth Cause of
17‘Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations
18 .and fraud or dishonest deaiing and are cause under Sections
19110176(3), 10176(i) and 10177{j) of the Code for suspension or

20 'revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents 5
21 .under the Real Estate Law.

22 . ///

23 ///

24 ///

25 1///

26 .///

27 [///
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11
12
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14
15
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17

18

this

¢ e

WHEREFORE,'Complainant prays that a hearing be conducted
on the allegat%ons of this Accusation and that upon proof thereof,
a decision be rendered imposing discipliﬁary action against all
licénses and license rights of respondents, under the Real Estate
Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions Code)

and for such other and further relief as may be proper under the

) l ~ . N\
CHAELES W. KOENIG )
ner

Deputy Real Estate Commi

provisions of law.

Dated at Sacramento, California

T

day of November, 1988.

19 |

20
o
22
23
24

25

26

27 .
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

® X ¥

In the Matter of the Accusation of ) _
) NO. H-2245 SAC
VIRGINIA SABEDRA; HAMID )
HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID, INC.; )
et al., ' )
' )

)

)

Respondents.

DECISION AFTER RECONSIDERATION

On August 9, 1988, a Decision was rendered herein by the

Real Estate Commissioner which revoked the real estate salesperson

llcense and license rights of Respondent VIRGINIA SABEDRA with the

right to apply for a restricted real estate salesperson license.
Said Decision was to become efféctive on October 7, 1988.

On August 24, 1988, Respondent petitioned for
reconsideration of sald Declsion. I have consldered the'petition
of‘ReSpondent and have concluded that good cause has been

presented for reconsideration of the Decision of August'9, 1988

for the limited purpose of modifying_ianguage contalined in the

Decision.
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I have reconsidered sald Decision and it 1is hereby
ordered that the Declsion 1s medifled to read as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

I

VIRGINIA SABEDRA (hereinafter "Respondent SABEDRA") is
presently iiéensed and/or has license rights under the Real Estate
Law (Parﬁ.}’of Division 4 of the Business and Professions Code)
(hereinaffér "Code"). At all times hereln mentioned, Respondent
SABEDRA was licensed as a‘real estate salesperson.

11 _

The Complainant, Charles W. Koenlg, a Deputy Real Estate
Commissioner of the State of Californla, makes this Accusation in
his official capacity.

ITI
. On or about June 23, 1981, Respondent SABEDRA purchased
real property commonly known as 3982 12th Avenue, Sacramento,
Californla (hereinafter "3982 property") from J. W. Stone and
Mildred M. Stone.
‘ v

On or about August 24, 1981, Respondent SABEDRA entered
into an agreement in which DOUGLAS C. COVILL (COVILL) agreed to
buy the 3982 property from Respondent SABEDRA for a purported
purchase price of $42,000.

N v

On or before August 2%, 1981, COVILL applied to Coastal

for a. loan in the amount of $39,000 secured by a lien on the 3982

property.




S

1 (4] > w

10
11
12
13
14
15
18
17
18
:
20
21
22
23
24
25

26

27

URT PAPER
LTE OF CALIFORNIA
2, 113 (REV. 8.72}

34789

' . ' .
. ' ' .

VI
In connection with sald loan application, Respondent
SABEDRA negligently represented to Coastal that:
1. The sale by Respondent SABEDRA and purchase by
COVILL of the 3982 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
é.f The loan proceeds obtained by COVILL would be used
to purchase the 3982 property, and that COVILL would occupy the
3982 property; and \
3. The sales price of the 3982 property was $42,000.
VII
In rellance on sald representations, Coastal loaned
COVILL $39,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3982
property.
VIII
) On or about August 24, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3982 property from Respondent SABEDRA to COVILL.
On or about August 24, 1981, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph VII was recorded.
IX
On or about October 1, 1982, COVILL's successors in
interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of
trust on the 3982 property.
X
A Respondent SABEDRA first received her real estate
license on December 16,\1980. -

At the time the events described above took place,

Respondent had been llcensed for less than one (1) year.




1 DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

2 ' 1

3 Cause for disclplinary actlion against Respondent SABEDRA

4 | exists pursuant to Buslness. and Professions, Code Sectlo 10177(g).

5 II

6 Thé standard of proof applied at the hearing was clear
7 || and convin;ing proof of a reasonable certainty.

8 | ORDER

9 Respondent VIRGINIA SABEDRA's real estate salesperson

10 | 1icense is revoked., However, a restricted real estate salesperson '

11 | 1icense shall be issued to respondent pursuant to Business and

12 Professions Code Section 10156.5, if respondent makes application

13 [ therefor and pays to the Department the appropriate fee for said

14 || license within 60 days of the effective date of his decision upon

15 || the terms and condlitlons contalned herein.

-

le ‘ - A. Respondent shall not be eligible to apply for the

17 | issuance of an unrestricted real estate license, nor the removal
18 | of any of the restrictions of the restricted llcense, until one
19 | (1) year has elapsed from the date of 1ssuance of the restricted

20 | 1lcense.

2} : B. Respondent shall submit, with her application for

22 | licensure under an employing broker or her application for
23 | transfer to a new employing brokeﬁ, a statement slgned by the

24 || prospective employing broker which shall certify:

25 (1) That the broker has read ‘the deeision of the
26| Commissioner which granted the right to restricted
27 _ license to respondent and

URT PAPER
\TE OF CALIFORNIA
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(2) That the broker will exerclse close supervision gven

the performance by the restrilcted licensee of

actlvities for which a real estate license 1is

l

required.

C. Respondent-shall, within nine (9) months from the

effective date of the Decision, present evlidence satisfactory to
the Real‘Estate Commlssioner that she has, since the most recent
issuance of an original or renewal real estate license, taken and
successfully cémpléted the continuing education requirements of

Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law for renewal of a
real estate license. If respondent falls to satlsfy thils condi-

f

tion, the Commisslioner may order the suspension of the res;ricted

license untll respondent presents such evidence. The Commissioner :

shall afford respondent the opportunity for a hearing pursuant to

the Administrative Procedure Act to present such evidence.

D. Respondent shall, within six (6) months from the

effective date of the restricted license, take and pass the
Professional Responsibllity Examination administered by the
Department including the payment of the appropriate examination

fee. 1If respondent falls to satisfy thils condition, the

Commissloner may order suspension of the restricted license until

respondent passes the examination.

E.. Any restricted license issued to respondent may be

sﬁspended prior to hearlng by order of the Commissioner in the
event that respondent 1is convlicted, including a convietion of nolo

contendere, of any crime which bears‘a substantlal relationship

/7
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to respondent's fltness to be a real estate licensee or as
otherwise provided by law.

F. Respondent shall comply with all of the laws to

which she is subject, including all the provisions of the
Callfornla Real Estéte Law, the Subdlivided Lands Law and all
Regulations of the Real Estate Commissloner.

'fG. The restricted license may be suspended or revoked

for a violation by respondent of any of the conditlons attaching

to thls restricted license.

As hereby modlfied and amended, the Decisilon of

August 9, 1988, shall become effective at 12 o'clock noon on

October 6, 1988 .

G- P— EBL

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR. '

_Real Estate Co ssloner ,
' < - - - ________,___.../,__‘//

IT IS SO ORDERED
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5 .
6
7
8 BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
9 STATE OF CALIFORNIA
10 ¥ % %
11 | In the Matter of the Accusation of )
12 VIRGINIA SABEDRA; HAMID HAFIZI; g NO. H-2245 SAC
13 MARYAM & DAVID, INC.; et al., ;
Respondents., )
14 )
15 ORDER STAYING EFFECTIVE DATE
16 On August 9, 1988, a Decision was rendered in the

17 | above-entitled matter to become effective September 7, 1988;

18 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the effective date of the

19 | pecision of August 9, 1988 is stayed for a period of thirty (30)
20 | days.

21 The Decision of August 9, 1988 shall become effective at

22 |12 o'clock noon on October 7, 1988.

23 DATED : Au@u;+ 26 j4%P
24 JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
o5 Real Estate Commissioner

26 . ,/{ Vf /1f§¢£'

;OHN R. LTBERATOR
27 ;Chief Deputy Commissioner

e
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BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* * X

-In the Matter of the Accusation of

VIRGINIA SABEDRA; HAMID
HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID, INC.;
et al., ‘

NO. H-2245 SAC

)
)
)
)
)
Respondent. )
)

DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated Aucust 4, 1988,

of Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate,
State of California, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real
- Estate Commissioner in the above-entitled matter.

The Decision shall become effective at 12 o'clock

noon on N September 7 , 19 88

IT IS SO ORDERED P , 1828

JAMES A, EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

% %
In the Matter of the Accusation of )
§ ) NO. H-2245 SAC

VIRGINIA SABEDRA; HAMID )
HAFIZI: MARYAM & DAVID, INC.; )
et al., )

)

Respondents. ) -)&1}\
)

* PROPOSED DECISION K

g

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by

Robert E. McCabe, Reglonal Manager, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate Commissioner, 1in Sacramento,
California, on July 29, 1988.
LARRY A, ALAMAO, Counsel represented tﬂe Complainant,
No appearance was made by or on behalf of Respondent

VIRGINIA SABEDRA.

The matter was submlitted upon written Stipulation of the
partles. Thils Proposed Declsion concerns Respondent VIRGINIA
SABEDRA only. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the following Declsion

1s proposed, certlfied and recommended for adoptlon:
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v

FINDINGS OF FACT

I

VIRGINIA SABEDRA (herelnafter "Respondent SABEDRAY) is

presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Real Estate

Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professlions Codde)
(hereinafter "Code"™). At all times herein mentioned, Respondent
SABEDRA was licensed as a real estate salesperson.

II

The Complainant, Charles W. Koenlg, a Deputy Real EstateI

Commisslioner of the State of California, makes this Accusation in
his officlal capacity.
ITT
On or about June 23, 1981, Respondent SABEDRA purchased
real property commonly known as 3982 12th Avenue, Sacramento,
California (hereinafter "3982 property") from J. W. Stone and
Mildred M. Stone.
v
On or about August 24, 1981, Respondent SABEDRA entered
into an agreement iIn which DOUGLAS C. COVILL (COVILL) agreed to
buy the 3982 property from Respondent SABEDRA for a purported
purchase prilce of $42,000, .
v
On or before August 24, 1981, COVILL applied to Coastal
for a loan in the amount of $39,000 secured by a lien on the 3982
property.
/77
/17
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VI
In connection with said loan application, Respondent
SABEDRA and COVILL falsely represented to Coastal that:
1. The sale by Respondent SABEDRA and purchase by
COVILL of the 3982 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
2. The loan proceeds obtained by COVILL would be used
to purchase the 3982 property, and that COVILL would occupy the
3982 property;
_ 3. The falr market value of the 3982 property was
$42,000; and |
4, COV;LL would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph V.
VII
In reliance 6n sald representatlions, Coastal loaned
COVILL $39,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3982
property.
VIII
On or about August 24, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3982 property from Respondent SABEDRA to COVILL.
On or about August 24, 1981, the deed of trust described in
Paragraph VII was recorded.

IX

On or about April 27, 1982, Respondent SABEDRA, COVILL

or thelr successors in Interest ceased making payments on the loan -

secured by a deed of trust on the 3982 property.
/77
///
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X
Respondent SABEDRA [{lirst recelved her real estate
license on December 16, 1980.
At the tilme the events descrlbed above took place,
Respondent had béen licensed for less than one (1) year.

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

I
Cause for disciplinary actlion against Respondent SABEDRA

exlsts pursuant to Buslness and Professions Code Sectlo lOlT?(g).

II
The standard of proof.applied.at the hearing was clear
and convincing proof of a reasonable certalnty.

ORDER

Respondent VIRGINIA SABEDRA's real estate salesperson

license 1s revoked. However, a restricted real estate salesperson

license shall be 1ssued to respondent pursuant to Buslness and

Professlons Code Section 10156.5, 1if respondent makes application

therefor and pays to the Department the appropriate fee for sald

license within 60.days of the effective date of hls declsion upon

the terms and conditions contained herein.

A. BRespondent shall not be eligible to apply for the

issuance of an unrestrlcted real estate license, nor the removal
of any of the restrictions of the restricted license, until one
(1) year has elapsed from the date of 1ssuance of the restricted
license.

/77

/77



URT PAPER

TE GF CALIPORNIA -

(&1]

@x =~ O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

24

25
26

27

. 113 (REV. 8.72}

34769

B. Respondent shall submlt, with her application for

licensure under an employlng broker or her application for
transfer to a new employlng broker, a statement signed by the
prospectlve employing broker which shall certify:

(1) That the broker has read the decision of the

.Commlssloner which granted the right to restricted

license to respondent and

(2} Thaﬁ the broker will exerclse close supervision over

the performance by the restricted licensee of
,actlivities for which a real estate llcense 1s
required.

C. Respondent shall, within nine (9) months from the

effectlve date of the Decisilon, present evidence satisfactory to
the Real Estate Commissloner that she has, since the most recent
1ssuance of an original or renewal real estate license, taken and
successfully completed'the continuing education requirements of
Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law for renewal of a
real estate license. If respondent falls to satisfy this condi-
tion, the Commissioner may order the suspenslion of the restricted
1icensé untll respondent presents such evidence. The Commissioner
shall afford respondent the opportunity for a hearing pursuant to
the Adminlstrative Procedure Act to present such evidence.

D. Respondent shall, within six (6) months from the

effective date of the restricted license, take and pass the
Professional Responsibility Examination administered by the
Department 1ncluding the payment of the appropriate examination

fee. 1If respondent falls to satisfy this conditlon, the
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® ®
Commissioner may order suspension of the restrieted license until

respondent passes the examinatlon.

E. Any restricted license 1lssued to respondenf may be

suspended priocr to héaring by order of the Commissioner in the
event that respondent 1s convicted, including a conviection of nolo
contendere, of any crime which bears a substantlal relationship to
respondent's fltness to be a real estate licensee or as otherwlse
provided by law.

¥. Respondent shall comply wlth all of the laws to

which she 1s subJect, including all the provislons of the
California Real Estate Law, the Subdivided Lands Law and all
Regulatlons of the Real Estate Commissioner,

G. The restricted license may be suspended or revoked

for a violatlion by respondent of any’of the condlitlons attaching

to thils restricted license.

%

DATED: é‘jf?mt N1 4
%%f}wmu

‘ROBERT E. McCABE
Reglonal Manager

Department of Real Estate
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE -

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
STATE OF CALIFCRNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation of , : ,
¢ CASE NO. H-2245 SAC
MARYAM & DAVID, INC., et al.,
. ' OBRH NO.

Respondents

§

. SECOND AMENDED , ' ,
NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:
You are hereby notified that a hearing will be held before the Department of

Real Estate at the Office of Administrative Hearings, 501 J Street, Suite 220,
Sacramento, CA 95814 on the Followi ng days and times, or as soon thereafter as the

matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation. served upon you:

. o DATES SCHEDULED STARTING TIME
Statute of Limitations Hearing = March 15, 16 & 17, 1989 . . . . 9:00 A.M.
Accusation Hearing - May 15 through 26, 1989 . . . . 9:00 A.M.

‘You may be present -at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but
you are neither required to be present at the hearing nor to be represented by
- counsel. If yoa are not present in person nor represented by counsel at the hearing,
the Department may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions,
or cther evidence including affidavits, without any notice to you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to :
cross-examine all witnesses testifying against you. You are entitled to the issuance
of subpenas to compel the attendance of witnesses and the production of books,
documents, or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate,

The hearing shall be conducted in the English language. If you want to offer
the testimony of any witness who does not proficiently speak the English language,
you must provide your own interpreter.  The interpreter must be approved by the
Administrative Law Judge conducting the hearing as someone who is proficient in both
English and the language in which the witness will testify.’  You are required to pay
the costs of the interpreter unless the Administrative Law Judge directs otherwise.

DEP

.OF REAL ESTATE

fon %&Wm

Y

- Dated:  October 4, 1988

- »  ®ILEp

i
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CASE NO. H-2245 SAC
oAl NO., N-30761 .

In the Matter of the Accusation of

MARYAM & DAVID, INC., et al.,

Respondents

CONTINUED
NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:

You are hereby notified that a hearing will be held before the Department of
Real Estate at the Office of Administrative Hearings, 501 J Street, Suite 220,
Sacramento, CA 95814 on the following days and times, or as soon thereafter as the
matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation served upon you:

DATES SCHEDULED STARTING TIME
Statute of Limitations Hearing Janvary 3 & 4, 1989 . . . . . . 9:00 A.M.
Accusation Hearing February 6 - 10, 198% ., . . . . 9 00 a.M.
Accusation Hearing February 14 - 17, 1989 , . . . . 9 00 A.M.
Accusation Hearing February 21, 1989 . . . . . . 9:00 A.M.

You may be present at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but
you are neither required to be present at the hearing nor to be represented by
counsel. If you are not present in person nor represented by counsel at the hearing,
the Department may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions,
or other evidence including affidavits, without any notice to you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to
cross-examine all witnesses testifying against you. You are entitled to the issuance
of subpenas to compel the attendance of witnesses and the production of books,
documents, or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate.

The hearing shall be conducted.in the English language. If you want to offer
the testimony of any witness who does not proficiently speak the English language,
you must provide your own interpreter. The interpreter must be approved by the
‘hearing officer conducting the hearing as someone who is proficient in both English
and the language in which the witness will testify. You are required to pay the
costs of the interpreter unless the hearing officer directs otherwise.

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
. . ) ~7 b
Dated: ~ 09/20/88 fgéisuiy/' 4?e'/éé¢£§;:;;’/

DAVID A. PETERS
Counsel
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BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD; HAMID NO. H-2245 SAC

HAFIZI:; MARYAM & DAVID, INC.;
et al.,

)
)
)
)
)
Respondent. }
)

DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated August 4, 1988,

of Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate,
State of California, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real
Estate Commissioner in the above-entitled matter.

The Decision shall become effective at 12 o'clock

noon on September 7 , 19 88 .

IT IS SO ORDERED & —< , 19 &5,

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

hﬁ__\____:‘jg éé;f-——?? 7 )—

—
e
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL RSTATE
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¥ ¥ %

In the Matter of the Accusation of )

) NO. H-2245 SAC

BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD; HAMID )

HAFIZI: MARYAM & DAVID, INC.; )

et al., )
)
)
)

F

Respondents®

PROPOSED DICISION

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by
Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate Commissioner, in Sacramento,
California, on July 29, 1988.

LARRY A. ALAMAO, Coﬁnsel represented the Complainant.

No appearance was made by or on behalf of Respondent

BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD.

The matter was submitted upon written Stipulation of the
partlies. Thils Proposed Decision concerns Respondent BEVERLY X.
CRAWFORD only. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the following

Declsion 1s proposed, certified and recommended for adoption:
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FINDINGS OF FACT

I
BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD (heréinafter "Respondent CRAWFORD")
1s presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Real
Estate Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions
Code) (hereinafter "Code") as a real estate broker.
I1
The Complalnant, Charles W. Koenlg, a Deputy Real Estate
Commlissioner of the -State of Californla, made the Accusation 1n
his official capaclty. (
ITX
Respondent CRAWFORD, under the terms of the Stipulation, -
has agreed that thls matter shall be submlitted on the pleadings
filed 1in these proceedings without Respondent CRAWFORD admitting
any of the allegatlons contalned thereln.
Iv
On or about April 1, 1982, MEHRDAD BAGHAI, also known as .
MEHRDAD ASTANEH, acting by and through HAMID HAFIZI and MARYAM &
DAVID, purchased real property commonly known as 4401 13th Avenue,
Sacramento, California (hereinafter "4401 property") from Douglas
and Sally Ryno; .
' v
On or about April 4, 1982, BAGHAI, HAFIZI and MARYAM &
DAVID, entered into an agreement in which Respondent CRAWFORD
agreed to buy the 4401 property from Respondent BAGHAI for a
purported purchase price of $40,000.
/77 : .
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VI

On or about April 5, 1982, Respondent CRAWFORD applieé
to Cal Fed, for a loan in the amount of $38,000 secured by a lien
onn the 4401 pfoperty.

VII

In connection with said loan application, éAGHAI,
HAFIZI, MARYAM & DAVID and Respondent CRAWFORD falsely represented
to Cal Fed that:

1. The sale by BAGHAI and purbhase by Respondent
CRAWFORD of the 4401 property was a bona flde sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtalned by Respondent CRAWFORD
would be used to purchase the 4401 property; and that Respondent
CRAWFORD would occupy the 4401 property;

3. The fair market value of the U401 property was
$40,000; and ‘

4. Respondent CRAWFORD would make payments on the loan
described 1in Paragraph VI,

VITI

In reliance on said representations, Cal Fed lcaned
Respondent CRAWFORD $38,000 to be securea by a deed of trust on
the U401 property.

IX

On or about May 24, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 4401 property from BAGHAI to Respondent CRAWFORD.
On or about April 24, 1982, the deed of trust described in
Par?graph VIII was recorded.

/17
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X
On or about May 24, 1982, BAGHAL recelived a check frdm
escrow in the amount of $16,962.27.
Xi
On or about November 1, 1983, Respondent CRAWFORD or her
successors in interest ceased making paymenﬁs on the-loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 4401 property.
X1I
On or about July 2, 1982, Respondent CRAWFORD and
Edwardo J. Perez (hereinafter "Perez") purchased real property
commonly known as_3781 6th Avenue, Sgcramento, California
(hereinafter "3781 property") from J. R. Ferguson and Co., Inc.
XIII
On or about September 9, 1983, Respondent CRAWFORD
purported to refinance the loan used to purchase the 3781
property.
XIv
On or about September 9, 1983, Respondent CRAWFORD
applied to Charter Mortgage of Florida (hereinafter "Charter"),
for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a llen on the 3781
property.
XV
In connection with said loan application, Respondent

CRAWFORD falselyArepresented to Charter that:

1. The loan proceeds obtalned by CRAWFORD would be used

to refinance the loan on the 3781 property.
/17
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2. The fair market value of the 3781 property was
$50,000; and
3. Respondent CRAWFORD would make payments on the loan
described In Paragraph XIV.
AVE
In rellance on sald representatlons, Charter loaned
Respondent CRAWFORD $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on
the 3781 property.
XVII
On or about September 22, 1983, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph XVI was recorded.
XVIII
On or about September 22, 1983, Respondent CRAWFORD
recelved a check from escrow in the amount of $8,834.19,
XIX
On or about December 1, 1983, Respondent CRAWFORD or her
successors in lnterest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 3781 property.

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

I
Cause for disclplinary action agalnst Respondent

CRAWFORD exlsts pursuant to Business and Professlons Code Section

10177(J).

IT
The standard of proof applled at the hearing was clear

and convlincing proof to a reasonable certainty.

/77
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ORDER

Respondent BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD's real estate broker

license is revoked. However, a restricted real estate broker

license shall he 1ssued to respondent pursuant to Business and

Professions Code Section 10156.5, 1f respondent makes application

therefor and pays to the Department the approprlate fee for sald

L

license within 60 days of the effectlve date of his decision upon

the terms and condltlons contained herein.

A. Respondent shall not be eligible to apply for the

issuance of an unrestricted real estate license, nor the removal
of any of the restrictions of the restricted lliecense, untll one
(1) year has elapsed from the date of 1ssuance of the restricted
license.

B. Respondent shall, within nine (9) months from the

effectlve date of the Declslon, present evidence satisfactory to
the Real Estate Commissioner that she has, since the most recent
issuance of an orlglnal or renewal real estate llicense, taken and
successfully completed the contipuing education requirements of
Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law for renewal of a
real estate llcense. I respondent falls to satisfy this condi-~
tlon, the Commissloner may order the suspension of the restricted
license until respondent presents such evldence. The Commlssioner
shall afford.respondent the opportunlty for a hearing pursuant to
the Administrative Procedure Act to present such evidence.

C. Respondent shall, within six (6) months from the

effective date of the restricted license, take and pass the

Professional Responsibility Examination administered by the
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Department Including the bayment of the appropr;ate examlinat ion
fee, If resﬁéndent falls to satisfy thls condition, the -
Commissioner‘may order suspenslon of the restricted license until
respondent passes the examination.

D. Any restricted license i1ssued to respondent may be

suspended prior to heaﬁing by order of the Commlsslioner 1in the
event that respondent is convicted, including a convictlon of nolo
contendere, of any crime which bears a substantial relationship to

respondent's fltness to be a real estate licensee or as otherwise

provided by law.

E. Respondent shall comply with all of the laws to

which she 1s subject, including all the provisions of the
Californla Real Estate Law, the Subdivided Lands Law and all
Regulatlons of the Real Estate Commissioner.

F. The restricted liéense may be suspended or revoked

for a violation by respondent of any of the conditions attaching

to this restricted license.

DATED : 4‘2,“,,— £ 195F

OBERT E. McCABE
Reglonal Manager
Department of Real Estate
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In the Matter‘of the Accusation of ) Lo

) NO, H-2245 SAC
KAREN ELIZABETH ESTRELLA, ) '
HAMID HAFIZI, et al. )
‘ )
)
)

| Respondents.,

! PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was presided over as an unconLested case by
Robert E, McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate CommlsSLOner, in Sacramento,
Callfornla, on May 31, 1988. T

DAVID A. PETERS Counsel, representéd the Complainant.

No appearance was made by or on behalf of Respondent
‘KAREN ELIZABETH ESTRELLA. ¢

The matter was submitted upon written Stipulation of
the parties. This Proposed Decision concerns Respondent KAREN
ELIZABETH ESTRELLA only. Pursuant to the Stipulation, the
following Decision is proposed, certified and recommended for
adoption:

' FINDINGS OF FACT
" : I

" KAREN ELIZABETH ESTRELLA (hereinafter "Respondent
ESTRELLA") is presently licensed and/or has license rights under
the Real Estate Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and
PrnE9551onq Code) .(hereinafter "Code") as a real estate broker.

E i v : ! I .

|
|
: ' [ | . - o
The' Complainant, Charles W. Koenig, %'Députy Real
r
i
!
!

¥ .
Estate Comm1351oner of the State of|Ca11forn1a made the
Accusation in his off1c1al capac1ty o CY

' |
. III . !

t
oo
!

A

i

4
+

]

On or about November 11, 1982, Respondent ESTRELLA in
connectlon with the purchase and :ale of real property commonly
known as 2252 32nd Street, Sacramento, Callfornla {hereinafter

. ' } :
| , I

i
|
\
]
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"2252 Property“) made false representatlons to Platte Valley
Federal Savings (hereinafter "Platte"), thereby: inducing Platte to
loan $54,100 to the purchaser of the 2252 Property

@ * S v o S

« On or about February 16, 1983, Respondent ESTRELLA in
connection with the purchase and sale of real property commonly
known as 3068 Bth Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter
“3068 Property") made false representations to Mother Lode
Savings, Sacramenteo, California, thereby inducing Mother Lode to
loan $24,000 to the purchaser of the 3068 Property

I

i | DETERMINATION OF I1SSUES

l

. . ‘. . . . " . . e
L. !| : ] 1 AT . - .
R o o @ -
\ ' i . v i . :
. W
' g

L | .
Cause for disciplinary action against Respondent
ESTRELLA exists pursuant to Business and Profe331onq Code Section

10177(3). , ,

! 11

The standard of proof applled at the hearing was clear
and conv1n01ng proof to a reasonable certainty.

ORDER

Respondent KAREN ELIZABETH ESTRELLA'sS real estate

broker license 1s {%E%EQQ However, a restricted real cstate
Droker license sha 6 1ssued to Respondent pursuant to Business

and Professions Code Section 10156.5, if Respondent makes

said license within 60 days of the effectlve date of this
Decision upon the terms and conditions contained herein:
!
A. ‘The restricted license issued to RespondenL ESTELLA
shall be subject to all the provisions of Section 10156.7 of the.
Business and Professions Code and to the following limitations,

conditions, and restrictions imposed under authorlty of Section
10156.6 of the Code:

(1) The license shall not confer any property right in
the privileges to be exercised, and the Real
Estate Commissioner may by appropriate order
suspend the right to exercise any perlleges

granted under this restricted license in the event
of:

(a) The conviction of Respondent {including a
plea of nolo contendere) to a crime which bears a
significant relation to Respondent's fitness or
capacity as a real estate licensee; or

-2-



" {b)| The receipt of evidence that Respondent has
" violated provisions of the California Real Estate
., | Law, the Subdivided Lands Law,: Regulations of the
P Real Estate Commissioner or condltlons to this
v restricted license.

!
(2) Res'ondent shall not be eligible to apply for the
I 1ssuance of an unrestrlcteﬁ real estate license
nor the removal of any of the conditions,
limitations, or restrictions attaching to the
restricted license until one (1) year has elapsed

from the date of issuance of the restricted
license to Respondent.

B, _Bespondent shall, within nine (9) months from_the
effective date of the Decibions present evidence satisfactory to
the Real kstate Commissiloner that she has, slnce the most recent
i1ssuance of an original or renewal real estate license, taken and
successfully completed the continuing education requirements of
Article 2.5 of Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law for renewal of a
real estate license. If Respondent fails to satisfy this condi-
tion, the Commissioner may order the suspension of the restricted
license until Respondent presents such evidence. The
Commissioner shall afford Respondent the opportunity for a

hearing pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act to present
such evidence.

E '
C. . Respondent shall, within six {6) months from the
effective Tate o the rectrichid Tioom— TeanT s i
1ﬂ?ﬁiﬁ§?TSﬁ3T“ﬁ?Eg3ﬁE?ﬁTTT%z=ﬁ?3ﬁTﬁ???%ﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁ?§?§?§§=§§=fgg
epartment including the payment of the appropriate examination
ee If Respondent fails to satlsfy this condition, the
CommlsSLOner may order suspension of the restricted license until
Respondent passes the examination.

D. Respondent agrees to cooperate in any investigation
reqardlng violations allege ne Accusation an o Eestify 1

called in any proceedlnq related thereto,

E. The restricted license may be suspended or revoked
for a violation by Respondent of any of the conditions attaching

toe tne rpaﬁrlcfea Ilcens .
DATED: _{™ 3/- §&~

MZM@@/
OBERT E. MCCABE -
Regional Manager

; ‘ Department of Real Estate
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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NO. H-2245 SAC
DOUGLAS C. COVILL,

}
)
HAMID HAFIZI, et al., }
)
)
)

Respondents.

DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated April 4, 1988

of Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate,
State of California, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real

Estate Commissioner in the above-entitled matter.

The Decision shall bhecome effective at 12 o'clock

noon on May 16th , 19 88

IT IS SO ORDERED = 5 , 19 &5 .

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner
v 1
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DOUGLAS C. COVILL,
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) NO. H-2245
HAMID HAFIZI, et al., ) ' )
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SAC

Respondents.

: PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by

‘Robert E. McCabe, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estete, as the

designee of the Real Estate Commissioner,
on April 4, 1988, '

DAVID A. PETERS, Counsel,

in Sacramento,

}

!

represented the Complalnant

No appearance was made by or on behalf of Respondent

DOUGLAS o COVILL !

1 The matter was submitted. upon wrlttepLStlpulatlon of the

bEoy

. Frod
parties,
. !

+

only., |

‘ :

proposed, certified and recommended for a

1
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FINDINGS OF FACT

I

DOUGLAS C. COVILL (herelnafter "RespondenthOVILL“) is

|
presently llcensed and/or has license rights under the Real Estate Law;

(Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business
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Pursuant to the Stipulation, the follow1ng Dec131on!1s

California,

{Code).

L

ThlS Proposed Decision concerns Respondent;DOUGLAS c. COVILL
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At all times hérein mentioned, Respondent COVILL was licensed as a
real{estate salesperson.
'II
The Complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real Estate
Commissioner of the State of California, makes this Accusation in his
official capacity.
| | 111
On or about August 24, 1951, Respondent COVILL applied to
Suburban Coastal Corporation, Newport Beach, California (hereinafter
"Coastal")} for a loan in the amount of $39,000 secured by a lien on
real property commonly known as 3982 12th Avénue, Sacramento,
California (hereinafter "3982 Property").
Iv
In connection with said loan appliéapion, Respondent COVILL
made false representations to Coastal thereby ébtaining a $39,000 loan
on the 3982 Property.
v
On or about June 30, 1982, Respondent COVILL as part of a
plan and scheme to obtain loan proceeds agreed tolsell property owned
by Respondent COVILL. commonly known‘as 3756 6th Avenue, Sacramento,
California {(hereinafter "3756 Property®™) to Sherilyn L. Scott for -a
purported purchase price of $52,000. ]
VI
In connection with said plan and scheme, Respondent COVILL
made or caused to' be made false representatioﬁs to Guild Mortgage

Company, San Diego, California, (hereinafter "Guild") thereby inducing

Guild to loan $49,400 to be secured by a lien on the 3756 Property.
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! DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

I
Cause for disciplina;y action against Respondent COVILL
exists pursuant to Business and Professions Code Section 10177(3j).
| II
The standand of proof applied at the hearing was clear and
convincing proof of a reasonable certainty.

ORDER

Respondent DOUGLAS C, COVILL's real estate salesperson

license is revoked. However, a restricted real estate salesperson

license shall be issued to respondent pursuant to Business and

Professions Code Section 10156.5, if respondent makes application

therefor and pays to the Department the appropriate fee for said

license within 60 days of the effective date of his decision upon the

i

terms and conditions contained herein.

A. Respondent shall not be eligible to apply for the

issuance of an unrestricﬁed real estate licensge, nor the removal of
any of the restrictions of the restricted license, until one (1) year
has elapsed from the date of issuance of the restricted license.

| .
B. Respondent shall submit, with his application for

licensure under an employing broker or his application for transfer to
a new employing broker, a statement signed by the prospective

|
employing broker which shall certify:

{1) That the broker has read the decision of the

Commissioner which granted the right to restricted

license to respondent; and

/77



' (2) That the broker will exercise close supervision over the

performance by the restricted licensee of activities for
which a real estate license is required.

C. Respondent shall, within nine.(9) months from the

effective date of the Decision, present evidence satisfactory to the
Real Estate Commissioner that he has, since the most recent issuance
of an original or renewal real estate license, taken and successfully
completed the continuing education requirements of Article 2.5 of
Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law for renewal of a real estate license.
If respondent fails to satisfy this condition, the Commissioner may
order the suspension of the restricted license until respondent
presents such evidence. The Commissioner shall afford respondent the
opportunity for a hearing pursuant to the Administ}ative Procedure Act
to present guch evidence. | .}' :

D. Respondent agrees to cooperate in any investigation

regarding violations alleged in the Accusation and to testify if

called in any proceeding related thereto.

E. Any restricted license issued to respondent may be
suspended prior to hearing by order of thé Commissioner in the event
that respondent is éonvicted, including a conviction of nolo
contendere, of any crime which bears a substantial relationship to

| . . .
respondent's fitness to be a real estate licensee or as otherwise

provided by law.

F. Respondent shall comply with all of the laws to which he

is subject,' including all the provisions of the California Real Estate
Law, the Subdivided Lands Law and all Regulations of theJReal Estate

Commissioner.
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»
. - '

G. The restricted license may be suspended or revoked for - a
violation by respondent of any of the conditions attaching to this

restricted license.

DATED: Q{?M,( 4, 198§

ANt Vb

“ROBERT E. McCABE
Regional Manager
Department of Real Estate
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In the Matter of the Accusation of /
Case No. H-2245 SAC

HAMID HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID,
INC.; et al. 7 OAH No.

Respondent(s)

NOTICE OF HEARING ON ACCUSATION

To the above named respondent:

You are hereby notified 1hat a hearing will be held before the Department of Real Estate at
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS, 501 J Street,
2nd Floor (Hearing Room 220}, Sacramento, CA 95814
on the 22nd day of August, 1988, at the hour of 9:00 a.m. through
the___2nd dayof _September ,19 88 atthehourof 9:00 a.m., orassoonthereafter \?*"’\x_.

as the matter can be heard, upon the charges made in the Accusation served upon you.

You may be present at the hearing, and you may be represented by counsel, but you are neither required to be
present at the hearing nor to be represented by counsel. If you are not present in person nor represented by counsel
at the hearing, the Department may take disciplinary action against you upon any express admissions, or other
evidence including affidavits, without any notice to you.

You may present any relevant evidence and will be given full opportunity to cross-examine all witmesses
testifying against you. You are entitled to the issuance of subpenas to compel the attendance of witnesses and the
production of books, documents or other things by applying to the Department of Real Estate.

The hearing shall be conducted in the English language. If you want to offer the testimony of any witness who
does not proficiently speak the English Ianguage, you must provide your own interpreter. The interpreter must be
approved by the hearing officer conducting the hearing as someone who is proficient in both English and the tanguage
in which the witmess will testify. You are required to pay the costs of the interpreter unless the hearing officer directs

otherwise.
DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
Dated- January 14, 1988 By /M/ / / c/&./a.«r
DAVID A. PETERS Counsel

RE 501 (Rev. 7/87)
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* & X

In the Matter of the Accusation of

PAUL KENNETH JORDAN, ] NO. H-2245 SACV

)
)
)
HAMID HAFIZI, ET AL., )
)
)
}

Respondents.

DISMISSAL

The Accusation herein filed on May 12, 1987, against

respondent PAUL KENNETH JORDAN only is DISMISSED.

IT IS SO ORDERED this 2¢% day of Suly , 1987.

JAMES A. EDMONDS, JR.
Real Estate Commissioner

A‘.f/f’

R, LIBERATOR
C 1ef Deputy Commissioner
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BEFORE THE

DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* %k #x
In the Matter of the Accusation of )
' ) NO. H- 2245 SAC
JANET M. JORDAN, ;
HAMID HAFIZI, ET AL., )
| Respondents. )
)
DECISION

The Proposed Decision dated July_23, 1987

of Betty R. Ludeman, Regional Manager, Department of Real Estate,

State of California, is hereby adopted as the Decision of the Real

Estate Commissioner in the above-entitied matter.

The Decision shall become effectjve at 12 o'clock

noon on August 17 r 19 87 .
IT IS 50 ORDERED Ty, 2P , 19 £
3 g7

JAMES 4, EDMONDS, JR.
Real Fstate Commissioner

By : Jééﬁiuﬁ’,Z§va'v

N R. LIBERATOR
‘Chief Deputy Commissioner




BEFORE 'T'HE
DEPARTMENT OF REAI, ESTATE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of the Accusation of

JANET M. JORDAN,

)
)
) NO. H-2245 SAC
HAMID HAFIZI, ET AL., )
: ‘ )
)
)

Respondents.

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter was presided over as an uncontested case by
Betty Ludeman, Assistant Commissioner, Department of Real Estate, as
the designee of the Real Estate Commissioner, in Sacramento,
California, on July 15, 1987.

David A. Peters, Counsel, represented the complainant.

No appearance was made by or on behalf of respondent
JANET M. JORDAN.

The matter was submitted upon written stipulation of the
parties. This Proposed Decision concerns respondent JANET M. JORDAN
only. Pursuant to the stipulation, the following Decision is
proposed, certified and recommended for adoption:

FINDINGS OF FACT

I

JANET M. JORDAN (hereinafter "respondent Jordan") is
presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Real Estate Law
(Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions Code) ({Code).

At all times herein mentioned respondent Jordan was licensed as a real
estate salesperson, :

\

J



II

The complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real Estate
Commissioner of the State of California, makes this accusation in his
official capacity,

11

On or about September 28, 1981, respondent Jordan applied to
Seafirst Real Estate Group, Seattle, Washlngton (hereinafter
"Seafirst"), for a loan in the amount of $66,000 sccured by a lien on
real property commonly known as 7640 Goes Parkway, Sacramento,
California (hereinafter "the Property").

Iv
In connection with said loan application, respondent Jordan
made false representations to Seafirst thereby obtaining a $66,000

loan.

DETERMINATION OF ISSUES

I

Cause for disciplinary action against respondent Jordan
exists pursuant to Business and Professions Code Sections 10176{(a),
10176(1) and 10177{J).

IT

The standard of proof applied at the hearing was clear and
convincing proof to a reasonable certainty.

ORDER

Reqpondent JANET M. JORDAN's real estate salesperson license

is s revoked. However, a restricted real estate e salesperson license
shall be 1ssued to respondent pursuant to Business and Professions
Code Section 10156.5, if respondent makes application therefor and
pays to the Department the appropriate fee for said license within 60
days of the effective date of his decision upon the term and
conditions contained herein:

A. Respondent shall not be eligible to apnly for the.
issuance of an unrestricted real estate license, nor the removal of
any of the restrictions of the restricted license, until one (1) year
has elapsed from the date of issuance of the restricted license.




'B. Respondent shall submit, with her application for
licensure under an employing Droker or her appiication for transfer to
a new employing broker, a statement signed by the prospective
employing broker which shall certify:

{1) That the broker has read the decision of the
Commissioner which granted the right to restricted
license to respondent and

(2) That the broker will exercise close supervision over the
performance by the restricted Ticensee of activities for
vhich a real estate license is required.

C. Respondent shall, within nine (9) months from the
effective date of the Decislon, present evidence satisfactory to the
Real Estate Commissioner that she has, since the most recent issuance
of an original or renewal real estate license, taken and successfully
completed the continuing education reguirements of Article 2.5 of
Chapter 3 of the Real Estate Law for renewal of a real estate license.
If respondent fails to satisfy this condition, the Commissioner may
order the suspension of the restricted license until. respondent
presents such evidence. The Commissioner shall afford respondent the

opportunity for a hearing pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act
- to present such evidence.

D. Any restricted license issued to respondent may be
suspended prior to hearing by order of the Commissioner in the event
that respondent is convicted, including a conviction of nolo
contendere, of any crime which bears a substantial relationship to
respondent's fitness to be a real estate licensee or as otherwise
provided by law.

E. Respeondent shall comply with all of the laws to which
she is subject, including all the provisions of the California Real
Estate Law, the Subdivided Lands Law and all Regulations of the Real
Estate Commissioner.

F. The restricted license may be suspended or revoked for a
violation by respondent of any of the conditions attaching to this
restricted license.

DATED: < Al/ { o /‘/," b/
\ |

| ~
Vi , 5,
\,__.'f' {,( ) f_( ] (f‘ (f it
BETTY [LUDEMAN
Assistant Commissioner
Department of Real Estate
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‘DAVID A. PETERS, Counsel [::)

1
‘Department of Real Estate
2 ;P. 0. Box 160009 MAY 12 1387
EiSacramento, CA 95816 ' DEPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
3
; '
4 ‘.'(916) 7739—3607 Bvﬁ : i 4 é
5
i
6 !
7.
8{? BEFORE THE DEFPARTMENT OF REAL ESTATE
9% STATE OF CALIFORNIA
10 x k ok

11 In the Matter of the Accusation of

12 .
: HAMID HAFIZI; MARYAM & DAVID,

: NO. H- 2245 SAC
13 ' INC.; MEHRDAD BAGHAI, dba

)
)
)
)
)
Paramount Investments and ) ACCHUSATION
14 Caspian Properties; DOUGLAS )
C. COVILL; BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD, )
15 dba Crawford Co., Real Estate )
Investments; KAREN ELIZABETH )
16 ESTRELLA; NANCI E. GILBERT; )
JANET M, JORDAN; )
17 . PAUL KENNETH JORDAN; and )
: VIRGINIA SABEDRA; )
18 )
, )
19 . Respondents. )
)
20
21 The complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real Estate

22 . Commissioner of the State of California, for cause of Accusation

23 ragainst HAMID HAFIZI (hereinafter "respondent Hafizi"); MARYAM &

i

24 'DAVID, INC. (hereinafter "respondent Maryam & David"); MEHRDAD

{

25 fBAGHAI, dba Paramount Investments and Caspién Properties {herein-

+

26 after "respondent Baghai"); DOUGLAS C. COVILL (hereinafter

27 ["respondent Covill"); BEVERLY K. CRAWFORD, dba Crawford Co., Real

COURT PAPER il
STATE OF CALIFORMIA !
870, 113 tREv. B-72) |l

|
B 34768 F
[
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! Estate Investments (hereinafter "respondent Crawford"); KAREN
. ELIZABETH ESTRELLA (hereinafter "respondent Estrella"); NANCI E.

'GILBERT (hereinafter "respondent Gilbert"); JANET M. JORDAN

|

t(hereinafter "respondent Janet Jordan"); PAUL KENNETH JORDAN

1.
|
#(hereinafter "respondent Paul Jordan"); and VIRGINIA SABEDRA
t(hereinafter "respondent Sabedra") is informed and alleges as

‘follows:

: FIRST CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

1.

The complainant, Charles W. Koenig, a Deputy Real Estate
Commissioner of the State of California, makes this accusation in
"his official capacity.

2.
At all times herein mentioned, respondent Hafizi is
"presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Real Estate
;Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions
;Code)(hereinafter "Code") as a real estate broker.
i‘ 3.

At all times hérein mentioned, respondent Maryam & David
is presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as
“a real estate broker corporation by and through respondent Hafizi
;as designated officer of said corporation.

i 4.
i At all times herein mentioned, respondent Baghai is

ipresently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a
real estate broker.

W1/

|
i
H
: . Te-
I
!
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'

At all times herein

;presently licensed and/or has

‘real estate salesperson.

|
i
i
!

At all times herein

5.

mentioned,

respondent Covill is

license rights under the Code as a

6.

mentioned,

respondent Crawford is

fpresently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a

‘real estate broker.
. At all times herein
presently licensed and/or has

,real estate broker.

13:

14

15
16
17
18
19

20

At all times herein

Zpresently licensed and/or has

4

L
real estate broker.

7.

mentioned,

respondent Estrella is

license rights under the Code as a

8.

mentioned,

respondent Gilbert is

license rights under the Code as a

9.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent Janet Jordan

is presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as

‘a real estate salesperson.

21 -

22

23

24

25

26

27
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At all times herein

h :
ireal estate salesperson.

10.

mentioned,

respondent Paul Jordan is

presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a
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11.

At all times herein mentioned, respondent Sabedra is

1presently licensed and/or has license rights under the Code as a
I

kreal estate salesperson.
b

; 12.

, Fach of the respondents at various times (as alleged
i

‘herein) participated in and contributed to the unlawful acts and

i

el
"schemes complained of herein, and as such whenever reference is

'
3

‘made to any act of a particular respondent with reference to a
fspecific cause of accusation such references shall be deemed to
‘mean the act of each respondent named in the cause of accusation

:acting individually, jointly and severally.
3

13.
i
Described herein below are certain transactions

involving the sale and purchase of various parcels of real

i
1

Tproperty and the obtaining of loans secured by liens on said

_properties. Beginning on or before April 23, 1981, respondents
'§

and/or respondents' confederates acting as sellers, buyers or

‘agents entered into a plan and scheme with reference to said

ltransactions, as fully set forth below, with the intent to

ysubstantially benefit themselves without regard to the injury

.their acts would cause to various lenders named hereinunder and
it

Wwithout disclosing to said lenders the true facts and their true

Eintentions with respect to the transactions described in the
%following causes of accusation,
11/
171/

;
| .-
|




"
i .

li ' 14.
- 2 & The plan and scheme described in Paragraph 13. above,
K é:ccmtemplated with respect to each of the transactions, one or more
4 ?of the following acts, omissions or representations:
5l 1. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would

6 ipurchase residential real properties located in or near

7 ‘Sacramento, California.

8 . 2. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates would

9 transfer to each other title to said properties as a result of

10 - purported sales involving inflated sales prices.

11° 3. Respondents and/or respondents' confederates pbsing
12 as buyers of said properties would make application for and obtain
13 purchase money loans secured by said properties without disclosing '
14 'to the lenders the manner in which said properties were acquired
15 and the true value of said properties. &s a portion of said loan
leé application, respondents and/or respondents' confederates would

17 represent that they would occupy said properties.

18' 4. Respondents and/or respondents’' confederates would
19 obtain said loans for their own benefit and not for the purposes
20 represented to the lenders.

21 - 15.
22 ; On or about January 5, 1981, respondent Maryam & David,
23 ;acting by and through respondent Hafizi purchased real property

24 fcommonly known as 3501 37th Street, Sacramento, California

25 ;(hereinafter "3501 property") from Moses Smith. The exact amount
26 iof said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well known to

27 .///

COURT FAPER i)
BTATE OF CALIFORNMNIA
STD. 113 1REV. 8.721 |3 -5~

a5 34769 :.‘
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b
!

. 1 ;respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and is believed to be

- 2 ;$20,000 or less.
3 16.
4 i On or about April 23, 1981, respondent Maryam & David in
5 ifurtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13, and
6 é14. entered into an agreement in which Homeyra Hafizi agreed to
7 :buy the 3501 property from Maryam & David for a purported purchase
8 price of $45,000.
9 17.
10 On or about April 23, 1981, in furtherance of the plan

11 and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Homeyra Hafizi

12 applied to California Federal Savings and Loan Association, 591

13 WwWatt Avenue, Sacramento,-California {(hereinafter "Cal Fed") for a
14 loan in the amount of $42,700 secured by a lien on the 350t

15 property.

16 18.

17 In connection with said loan application and in

18 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
19 14., respondent Maryam & David and Homeyra Hafizi falsely

20 represented to Cal Fed that:

21 1. The sale by Maryam & David and purchase by Homeyra

22 ‘Hafizi of the 3501 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

23 | 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Homeyra Hafizi would be
24 {used to purchase the 3501 property and that Homeyra Hafizi would
25;occupy the 3501 property;

26:? 3. The fair market value of the 3501 property was

27 .$45,000; and

COURT PAPER
STATE OF CALIFORNEA
STD. 113 (REV. 8-72) i _6__

85 34769 I
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i
¢
z!
i
: 4. Homeyra Hafizi would make payments on the $42,700
I

Lloan described in Paragraph 17.

if 19.
; In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
{Homeyra Hafizi $42,700 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
§3501 property.

” 20.

On or about June 2, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3501 property from respondent Maryam & David to
‘Homeyra Hafizi. On or about June 2, 1981, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 19. was recorded.

21,
On or about June 2, 1981, respondent Maryam & David

‘received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,047.48.

_ 22.

On or about October 1, 1983, Maryam & David,
 Homeyra Hafizi or their successors in interest ceased making
tpayments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on the 3501
property.
23.
Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this First

-Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3501 property occurred on
b

+or about May 20, 1986.

;s

i 24,

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and

i

!

! .. . : . . .
Hafizi set forth in this PFirst Cause of Accusation constitute the

b . . . . .

ijmaking of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest

!e

1

i -7-

|
i
'
W
i
r
4
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dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and

b
710177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses

i
"and/or license rights of respondents under the real estate law.

| SECOND CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

" 25,

| There is hereby incorporated in this second, separate
gand distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
}in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14. of the First Cause of
.Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

| 26.

! On or about June 9, 1981, respondent Maryam & David

acting by and through respondent Hafizi purchased real property
!commonly known as 4540 10th Avenue, Sacramento, California

“(hereinafter "4540 property") from Bud Johnson. The exact amount

'2
of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well known to

~respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and is believed to be
.

.$24,000 or less.

27.

_ On or about June 11, 1981, respondent Maryam & David and

irespondent Hafizi in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

-Paragraphs 13. and 14,, entered into an agreement in which Saeb
f.
;Taheri and Diane Saeb Taheri (hereinafter "the Taheris") agreed to

fbuy the 4540 property from respondent Maryam & David for a
Epurported purchase price of $43,500.
¥
/77

t
1
a;
|
!
|

i
:
!
}
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i 1| 28.
2 { +On or about July 17, 1981, in furtherance of the plan
Sfand schémé 511eged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., the Taheris applied
4 ?to Suburban Coastal Corporation, 660 Newport Center Drive, Suite

f _
5 FQOO, Newport Beach, California (hereinafter "Coastal") for a loan

6 fin the amount of $41,300 secured by a lien on the 4540 property.
7' 29,
Sié In connection with said loan application and in

i
9 ifurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

10 : 14., respondent Maryam & David and the Taheris falsely represented
11 to Coastal that:

12 E 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by i
13 “the Taheris of the 4540 property was a bona fide sale and

14 xpurchase;

15; 2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Taheris would be
le ?used to purchase the 4540 property and that the Taheris would
17 .occupy the 4540 property;

18 . 3. The fair market value of the 4540 property was

19 $43,500; and

20 4, The Taheris would make payments on the loan described
21 in Paragraph 29.

22 | 30.
!
23 . In reliance on said representations Coastal loaned the

24 ETaheris $41,300 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4540
!

25iproperty.
i
26.; 31.
27 f 'v;hahjér about August 24, 1981, a grant deed was recorded

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REV. 8.72)
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|

}
transferring the 4540 property from respondent Maryam & David to
'the Taheris. On or about August 24, 1981, the deed of trust
fdescribed in Paragraph 30. was recorded.

32.

| On or about August 24, 1981, respondent
aMaryam & David received a check from escrow in the amount of
E$18,317.34.
| 33.

On or about February 1, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
Ithe Taheris, or their successors in interest ceased making
payments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on the 4540
;property.
L 34,
Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
:Second Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 4540 property
{occurred on or about May 20, 1986.

35.

The acts and omissions of respondent Maryam & David and
respondent Hafizi set forth in this Second Cause of Accusation
constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a},

2 10176(i) and 10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of
!

h

iall licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the real
estate law.

i THIRD CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

36.

! There is hereby incorporated in this third, separate and

-10-
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16

17
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distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in

fParagraphs 1., 2., 3., 5., 12.,
!
i

.set forth.
i?
L

h On or about June 23,
.

13., and 14, of the First Cause

3“of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully

37.

1981, respondent Sabedra purchased

real property commonly known as 3982 12th Avenue, Sacramento,

California (hereinafter "3982 property"”) from J. W, Stone and

Mildred M. Stone. The exact amount of said purchase price is

unknown to complainant but well known to respondent Sabedra and is

believed to be $23,500 or less.

38.

On or about August 24, 1981, respondent Sabedra in

furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and

14., entered into an agreement

in which respondent Covill agreed

to buy the 3982 property from respondent Sabedra for a purported

purchase price of $42,000.

18

19
20
21

22

39.

On or before August 24, 1981, in furtherance of the plan

and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., respondent Covill

.applied to Coastal for a loan in the amount of $39,000 secured by

a lien on the 3982 property.

'
|

23 .

24
25
26

27
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k

40.

In connection with said loan application and in

ifurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

.14., respondents Sabedra and Covill falsely represented to Coastal

Fthat :

-11-
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i 1. The sale by respondent Sabedra and purchase by
irespondent Covill of the 3982 property was a bona fide sale and

purchase;
L

t 2. The loan proceeds obtained by respondent Covill would
g

be used to purchase the 3982 property, and that respondent Covill
E;would occupy the 3982 property;

3. The fair market value of the 3982 property was
£42,000; and

4. Respondent Covill would make payments on the loan
-described in Paragraph 39.

41,

In reliance on said representations Coastal loaned
respondent Covill $39,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3982 property.

42,

On or about August 24, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3982 property from respondent Sabedra to
respondent Covill. On or about August 24, 1981, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 41. was recorded.

43.

On or about April 27, 1982, respondents Sabedra, Covill
or their successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan
;secured by a deed of trust on the 3982 property.

44.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this Third

Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3982 property occurred on

.or about June 4, 1986.

|

i
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45,

|
i
|
i
I
i
b

The acts and omissions of respondent Sabedra and

ﬂrespondent Covill set forth in this Third Cause of Accusation
;constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud
Yor dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176({(a),
t10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of
“all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real
%Estate Law.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

i 46.

There is hereby incorporated in this fourth, separate
iand distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
‘in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 9., 10, 12., 13., and 14. of the First
.Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein
;fully set forth,

j | a7.

On or about June 29, 1981, respondents Janet Jordan and
Paul Jordan purchased real property commonly known as 7640 Goes
Parkway, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "7640 property") from
Dale H. and Sharon L. Amos. The exact amount of said purchase
price is unknown to complainant but well known to respondents
Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan and is believed to be $45,000 or

less.

48.
On or about July 23, 1981, respondents Janet Jordan and
‘Paul Jordan in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which

-13-




- 1?respondents Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan conveyed the 7640
2 Lproperty by grant deed to respondent Maryam & David.
3 49.
4 On or about July 23, 1981, respondents Janet Jordan and
51Paul Jordan by and through respondent Maryam & David and in
6 i?furtheranr::e of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and
7 .14., entered into an agreement in which respondents. Janet Jordan
8 'and Paul Jordan agreed to buy the 7640 property from respondent
9 Maryam & David for a purported purchase price of $82,500.
10 _ 50.
11 On or about September 28, 1981, in furtherance of the
12 plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., respondents
13 Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan applied to Seafirst Real Estate
14 “Group, Seattle, Washington (hereinafter "Seafirst"), for a loan in E
15 the amount of $66,000 secured by a lien on the 7640 property.
16 | 51.
17 In connection with said loan application and in
18 j'furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
19 114., respondents Maryam & David, Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan
20 falsely represented to Seafirst that:
21 . ) t. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by '
22 respondents Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan of the 7640 property was
23 :a bona fide sale and purchase;
24;

it
1l

25 . Jordan and Paul Jordan would be used to purchase the 7640

'

2. The loan proceeds obtained by respondents Janet

26 “property;

27 j///

)
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

? 3. The fair market value of the 7640 property was

‘$82,500; and
: e
!

i . . 4. Respondents Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan would make

;payments on the loan described in Paragraph 50.

)

52.

1 In reliance on said representations Seafirst loaned

respondents Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan $66,000 to be secured by

a deed of trust on the 7640 property.

On or about November 5,

53.

1981, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 7640 property from respondent Maryam & David to

respondents Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan. On or about November 5,

1981, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 52. was recorded.

On or about November 5,

17

18

19

20

21

On or about June 1,

54.

55'

1982,

1981, respondent Maryam & David

received a check from escrow in the amount of $38,786.11.

respondents Maryam & David,

Janet Jordan and Paul Jordan or their successors in interest

ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on

Tthe 7640 property.

22 .

23
24
25
26

27
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56.

" _ _Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

K

|
{I

H
i

/77
11/

i
i
i
;-
|

‘occurred on or about June 4, 1986.

-15-
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| 57.

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,

TJanet Jordan and Paul Jordan set forth in this Fourth Cause of

I

[Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations
|

?and fraud or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections

¥10176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or

revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents

funder the Real Estate Law.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

58, i
There is hereby incorporated in this fifth, separate and
idistinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in
TParagraphs 1e, 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14. of the First Cause of
bAccusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set i
_forth.
; 59. ' I
“ On or about March 3, 1982, respondents Maryam & David

i
.acting by and through respondent Hafizi purchased real property

icommonly known as 3417 42nd Street, Sacramento, California
;(hereinafter "3417 pfoperty") from Charles R. and Kathleen F,

fAnderson. The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to
fcomplainant but well known to respondents Maryam & David and

I
ﬁHafizi and is believed to be $24,500 or less.
I
fi
! 60.
!

ﬁ On or about April 1, 1982, respondents Maryam & David
:and Hafizi in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

d

-16—-
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{L. Scott agreed to buy the 3417 property from respondent Maryam &
:David for a purported purchase price of $45,000.
|

; 61.

i
i
1

)

On or about April 1, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
‘and scheme aileged in Paragraphs 13, and 14., Sherilyn L. Scott
Eapplied to Cal Fed for a loan in the amount of $42,750 secured by
Ea lien on the 3417 property.

e' 62.

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi, by and through
Sherilyn L. Scott falsely represented to Cal Fed that:

: 1. The sale by respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and
purcha;e by Sherilyn L. Scott of the 3417 property was a bona fide
"sale and purchase;

| 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Sherilyn L. Scott would
be used to purchase the 3417 property and that Sherilyn L. Scott
would occupy the 3417 property; v

3. The fair market value of the 3417 property was
$45,000; and

4. Sherilyn L. Scott would make payments on the loan
rdescribed in Paragraph 61.

: 63.

ﬂ In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
iSherilyn L. Scott $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3417 property.

1/

_17_
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64.

On or about May 26, 1982, a grant deed was recorded

’transferring the 3417 property from respondent Maryam & David to

;.
;
.

'
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Sherilyn L. Scott. On or about May 26, 1982, the deed of trust
described in Paragraph 63. was recorded.
65.

On or about May 26, 1982, respondent Maryam & David

received a check from escrow in the amount of $15,420.16.
| 66.

On or about Pebruary 25, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3417 property from Sherilyn L. Scott to Suburban
Enterprises, Inc., The purchase price paid by Suburban
Enterprises, Inc. is unknown to complainant but is believed to be
$1,000 or less.

67.

On or about March 1, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
Sherilyn L. Scott, Suburban Enterprises, Inc., or their successors
in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
of trust on the 3417 property.

68.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this Fifth :

Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3417 property occurred on
or about June 5, 1986,
69.
The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi set forth in this Fifth Cause of Accusation constitute the

making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest

-18-
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I
ii
fdealing and are cause under Sections 10176{(a), 10176(i) and
;

sﬁand/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.
il

4!. SIXTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
|
|

T
N

.10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses

| 70.
6 | There is hereby incorporated in this sixth, separate and
7'distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in
ahParagraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and t4. of the First Cause of

QHAccusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

10 forth.
11 . 71.
12§' On or about March 3, 1982, respondent Maryam & David

'
i

13 purchased real property commonly known as 3101 San Rafael Court,
14 Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3101 property®) from Charles

15 R. and Kathleen F. Anderson. The exact amount of said purchase

16 price is unknown to complainant but well known to respondent

17 Maryam & David and is believed to be $23,500 or less.

18 . 72.

19§ On or about March 15, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,
20 'in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13.
21;and 14., entered into an agreement in which John J. Watson and

22iThomas A. Schmidt agreed to buy the 3101 property from Maryam &

l
23 David for a purported purchase price of $50,000,

i

24 | 73.
25ié On or about March 15, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
zs;and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 14. and 15., John J. Watson and
27 111/

Il
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i I ]

Thomas A. Schmidt applied to Cal Fed, for a loan in the amount of

:$47,500 secured by a lien on the 3101 property.

74.

|
i In connection with said loan application and in
i

éfurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

'

%14., respondent Maryam & David by and through John J. Watson and

Thomas A. Schmidt falsely represented to Cal Fed that:

Il
i

i 1. The sale by Maryam & David and purchase by John J.
Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt of the 3101 property was a bona fide
;sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by John J. Watson and
?Thomas A. Schmidt would be used to purchase the 3101 property;

3. The fair market value of the 3101 property was

'$50,000; and

_ 4, John J. Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt would make

lpayments on the loan described in Paragraph 73.

| 75.

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned John

fJ. Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt $47,500 to be secured by a deed.of
trust on the 3101 property.

; 76.

a On or about May 13, 1982, a grant deed was recorded

gtransferring the 3101 property from respondent Maryam & David to
I
fJohn J. Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt. ©On or about May 13, 1982,
i

ﬁthe deed of trust described in Paragraph 75. was recorded.

i

11/

Y77
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77.
On or about May 13, 1982, respondent Maryam & David
received é check from escrow in the amount of $20,184.43.
78.

' On or about April 1, 1984, Maryam & David, John J.

‘Watson and Thomas A. Schmidt, or their successors in interest
fceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of trust on

"the 3101 property.

79.
Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this Sixth
Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3101 property occurred on
or about May 13, 1986.
80.

The acts and omissions of respondent Maryam & David set

15 forth in this Sixth Cause of Accusation constitute the making of

le
17
18
19
20

21

22 |

23
24
25
26

27
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|

1
i
;
1
)

I
f
I
|
ki

|
|

substan;igl misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest dealing and
are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i} and 10177(j) of the
Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses and/or license
rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

81.

There is hereby incorporated in this seventh, separate
and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphé ey 2., 3., 4., 6., 12., 13., and 14. of the First
Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein
fully set forth.

72

PEEETINEI-N
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p | 82.
On or about April 1, 1982, respondent Baghai, also known

.as Mehrdad Astaneh, acting by and through respondents Hafizi and
i
‘Maryam & David, purchased real property commonly known as
h '
. 4401 13th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "4401

Fproperty") from Douglas and Sally Ryno. The exact amount of said

ipurchase price is unknown to complainant but well known to
1respondents Baghai, Hafizi and Maryam & David and is believed to
‘be $20,000 or less.

83.
On or about April 4, 1982, respondents Baghai, Hafizi
‘and Maryam & David, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged
:in Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which
irespondent Crawford agreed to buy the 4401 property from
é‘respond.ent Baghai for a purported purchase price of $40,000.
j 84.

On or about April 5, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., respondent Crawford
"applied to Cal Fed, for a loan in the amount of $38,000 secured by

a lien on the 4401 property.

1 85.

¢ In connection with said loan application and in
Efurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

e

14., respondents Baghai, Hafizi, Maryam & David and Crawford

;falsely represented to Cal Fed that:
/17
L/r/

-22-
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. 1 1. The sale -by respondent Baghai and purchase by
2 'respondent Crawford of the 4401 property was a bona fide sale and
SFpurchase;
4 ? 2. The loan proceeds obtained by respondent Crawford |
5Fwould be used to purchase the 4401 property; and that respondent i
GiCrawford would occupy the 4401 property; %
7 ! 3. The fair market value of the 4401 property was '
8 $40,000; and
) 4, Respondent Crawford would make payments on the loan

10 described in Paragraph 84.

11 86.

12 . In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
13 respondent Crawford $38,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on ‘
14 the 4401 property.

15 87.

16 On or about May 24, 1982, a grant deed was recorded
17 transferring thé 4401 property from respondent Baghai to

18 respondent Crawford. On or about April 24, 1982, the deed of ’
19 trust described in Paragraph B86. was recorded.

20 88.

21 On or about May 24, 1982, respondent Baghai received a

22 check from escrow in the amount of $16,962.27.

23 89.

24': On or about November 1, 1987, respondent Crawford or her

i

b

25?successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured ;
26 by a deed of trust on the 4401 property.
27 ///
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i 90.
L Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
{Seventh Cause of Accusation as it relates to thé 4401 property
?occurred on or about May 13, 1986.

ﬁ 91,
E The acts and omissions of réspondents Hafizi, Maryam &
;David, Baghai and Crawford set forth in this Seventh Cause of
Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations
and fraud or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections
10176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or
revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents

under the Real Estate Law.

EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATIQON

92.

There is hereby incorporated in this eighth, separate
Eand distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14. of the First Cause of
Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set

forth.
93.

On or about March 3, 1982, respondents Maryam & David,
;acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
Vcommonly known as 3309 35th Street, Sacramento, California
E(hereinafter "3309 property”). The exact amount of said purchase
Eprice is unknown to complainant but well known to respondents
ﬁMaryam & David and Hafizi and is believed to be $24,500 or less.

Y4

-24-
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94,

L

“ On or about April 20, 1982, respondents Maryam & David
3 and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

4;?aragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Robert
5?C. and Nancy L. Matthews (hereinafter "Matthews") agreed to buy
eithe 3309 property from Maryam & David for a purported purchase

7 price of $50,000.

8 v 95.

9 On or about April 22, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
10 and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., the Matthews, and
11 respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi applied to Cal Fed, for a

12'10an in the amount of $47,500 secured by a lien on the 3309
|

13|property.
14 | 9.

15 In connection with said loan application and in
h

16‘furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
17 14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to
18?Cal Fed that:

19 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
20 the Matthews of the 3309 property was a bona fide sale and
21.purchase;

22 | 2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Matthews would be
B
23 'used to purchase the 3309 property; and that the Matthews would

24goccupy the 3309 property;

25 ! 3. The fair market value of the 3309 property was

ji
26 $50,000; and
27 1/// |
|
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e ®

- . 1] 4. The Matthews would make payments on the loan

+

2 Ldescribed in Paragraph 95.
|
| 97.

4 | In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned the

S{Matthews $47,500 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3309

: 98,

U
i

GLproperty.
7

w

On or about June 3, 1982, a grant deed was recorded i

9 transferring the 3309 property from respondent Maryam & David to

10 the Matthews. On or about June 3, 1982, the deed of trust

11 described in Paragraph 97. was recorded.

12 99,

13 On or about June 3, 1982, respondents Maryam & David and
14 "Hafizi received a check from escrow in the amount of $19,876.59,

15 100.

16 Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this \
17_Eighth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3309 property
18.occurred on or about June 5, 1986.

19§: 101,

20 The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and

21 Hafizi set forth in this Eighth Cause of Accusation constitute the

22 'making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest

23 .dealing and are cause under Sections 10176{a), 10176(i) and

24 ;10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses ]

j -

25 yand/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law. 5
;

26 ///
/17

27

COURT PAPER
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

i:
i
|
STD. 113 (REV, .72} i _26_
I

B85 34769

|

i



COURT PAPER

1o]

-q

10

11

12

13

14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

BTATE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REV. B.72)

85 34769

N

:! ’ .

NINTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

102,

.There is hereby incorporated in this ninth, separate and distinct
! -
;cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in

?Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14. of the First Cause of
?Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
forth.

On or about March 25, 1982, respondents Maryam & David,
‘acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
ICOmmonly known as 3941 3rd Avenue, Sacramento, California:
(hereinafter "3941 property") from Dale A. and Jean P. Shelton.
~The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant
jbut well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and is
f<beli<=_'ved to be $26,000 or less.
“ | 103,
» ~-On or about April 20, 1982, respondents Maryam & David
1and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
‘Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Theresa
S. Richardson (hereinafter "Richardson") agreed to buy the 394t
lproperty from respondent Maryam & David for a purported purchase
.price Af $50,000.
Y 104,
! ~ On or about April 24, 1982, in furtherance of the plan
;and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., respondents Maryam &
kDavid and Hafizi and Richardson applied to Cal Fed, for a loan in

‘the amoungrgf_$47,500 secured by a lien on the 3941 property.
1/
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105.

‘ In connection with said loan application and in
1

1furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

i
|I14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to

Cal Fed that:

]

h 1. The sale by Maryam & David and purchase by Richardson
'of the 3941 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

! 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Richardson would be

used to purchase the 3941 property; and that Richardson would
roccupy the 3941 property;
3. The fair market value of the 3941 property was

$50,000; and

1

4. Richardson would make payments on the loan described

§
in Paragraph 104.

h

. 106.
k

I

In reliance on said representations Cal Fed loaned
;Richardson $47,500 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3941
|property.

107.

On or about June 3, 1982, a grant deed waé recorded
%transferring the 3941 property from respondent Maryam & David to
'Richardson. On or about June 3, 1982, the deed of trust described
4in Paragraph 106. was recorded.

f 108.

E On or about June 3, 1982, respondent Maryam & David

L7/
; -28-
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109.

On or about March 1, 1983, Richardson, or his successors

-in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed

of trust on the 3941 property.
110.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this Ninth

Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3941 property occurred on
‘or about February 2, 1987.
111,

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi set forth in this Ninth Cause of Accusation constitute the
‘making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest
dealing and are cause under Septions 10176{(a), 10176(i) and
10177(]J) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses
~and/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

! TENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
112,

There is hereby incorporated in this Tenth, separate and
distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained in
'Paragraphs Tes 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14, of the First Cause of
hAccusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully set
iforth.

E 113,

; On or about June 30, 1981, Amir H. Mohammady

! (hereinafter "Mohammady") acting by and through respondents Maryam

?& David and Hafizi, purchased real property commonly known as 4000

¢ .
i Sierra Vista Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "4000

é
|

fproperty“) from James E. and Ernestine M. Rosemond. The exact

|
I
! -29-
|
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11

12

13

14

15

‘amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well

I_known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and is believed to

?‘

i
t

be $17,500 or less.

On or about July 15,

114,

1981, in furtherance of the plan

3'and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13, and 14., entered into an

16

17
18
19
20

21

agreement in which Houshmand and Vivian M. Ghaderi (hereinafter

"Ghaderis" agreed to buy the 4000 property from Mohammady for a

purported purchase price of $45,000,.

On or about October 1

115.

5, 1981, in furtherance of the plan

and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13., and 14., the Ghaderis

applied to Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of $42,750 secured

by a lien on the 4000 property.

116.

In connection with said loan application and in

‘furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi by and through

Mohammandy and Ghaderis falsely represented to Seafirst that:

1. The sale by Mohammady and purchase by the Ghaderis of

,the 4000 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

22

23
24
25

26

28
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2. The loan proceeds

obtained by the Ghaderis would be

-used to purchase the 4000 property; and that the Ghaderis would

o

;occupy the 4000 property;

o

27 |

$45,000; and

‘described in Paragraph 115.

3. The fair market value of the 4000 property was

4.. The Ghaderis would make payments on the loan

-30-
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: 117.

In reliance on said representations Seafirst loaned

'$42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 4000 property.
£ 118,
y On or about October 29, 1981, a grant deed was recorded
;transferring the 4000 property from Mchammady to the Ghaderis. On
='or about October 2%, 1981, the deed of trust described in
,Paragraph 117. was recorded.

119,
f .0On or about October 29, 1981, respondents Maryam &
'David and Hafizi received a check from escrow in the amount of
$1,500 and Mohammady received a check from escrow in the amount of
$24,795.79.
; 120.
On or about April 1, 1982, the Ghaderis, or their
%successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 4000 property.

121,

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this Teqth

Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 4000 property occurred on
or about June 4, 1986.

122,

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and

Hafizi set forth in this Tenth Cause of Accusation constitute the

1
1

;making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest
n
dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and

171/
ii
i -31-
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‘. 1:10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses

2 'and/or license rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

30 ELEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
i
4!; 123.
5f' There is hereby incorporated in this eleventh, separate

6 fand distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
7vin Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 5., 11., 12., 13. and 14, of the First
8 Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein
9 fully set forth.
10 124.
11 On or about June 2, 1982, respondents Covill and
12 Sabedra, purchased real property commonly known as 3756 6th Avenue
13:(hereinafter "3756 property"). The exact amount of said purchase
14 price is unknown to complainant but well known to respondents
15;Hafizi, Maryam & David, Covill and Sabedra and is believed to be
16 “$18,000 or less,
17 125,
18 On or about June 30, 1982, respondents Covill and
19 Sabedra, acting through respondents Hafizi and Maryam & David, in
20 furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13, and
21 14. entered into an agreement in which Sherilyn L. Scott
22 (hereinafter "Scott") agreed to buy the 3756 property from
23 1respondents Covill and Sabedra for a purported purchase price of
24 ' $52,000.
25i 126.
26 On or about July 2, 1982, in furtherance of the plan and

27 ;scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Scott applied to Guild

COURT PAPER !
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1 'Mortgage Company, San Diego, California {hereinafter "Guild"), for

2 ia loan in the amount of $49,400 secured by a lien on the 3756

S-property.-

4.

5

10

11

12

I

H
11
h

i

?furtherancé of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

127.

In connection with said loan application and in

14., respondents Hafizi, Maryam & David, Covill and Sabedra

"falsely represented to Guild that:

13

14

1. The sale by respondents Covill and Sabedra and

purchase by Scott of the 3756 property was a bona fide sale and

purchase;
2.

purchase the

'property;

15

16
17
18
19
20

21

fi

3.

$52,000; and

4.

The loan proceeds obtained by Scott would be used to

3756 property; and that Scott would occupy the 3756

The fair market value of the 3756 property was

Scott would make payments on the loan described in

‘Paragraph 126.

22

25
24
25
26

27
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i

%transferring the 3756 property from respondents Covill and Sabedra

B

'

;described in Paragraph 128, was recorded.’

W ///

i
|
I
i
i

128.

In reliance on said representations, Guild loaned Scott

$49,400 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3756 property.

129.

On or about August 10, 1982, a grant deed was recorded

to Scott. On or about August 10, 1982, the deed of trust

-33-
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130.

On or about August 10, 1982, respondents Hafizi, Maryam

& David, Covill and Sabedra received a check from escrow in the

i
-amount of

10

11

12

$26,706.26.
131.

On or about March 1, 1983, Scott, or her successors in

interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of

.trust on the 3756 property.

132.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

Eleventh Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3756 property

occurred on or about June 5, 1986.

13

14

15
16
17
18
19

20

133.

The acts and omissions of respondents Hafizi, Maryam &

David, Covill and Sabedra set forth in this Eleventh Cause of

:and fraud

10176(a),

'Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations

or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections

10176(i) and 10177(j} of the Code for suspension or

‘revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents

:under the

21

22

23
24
25
26

27
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Real Estate Law.

TWELFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

134.

There is hereby incorporated in this twelfth, separate

‘and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained

i

?in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 7., 12.,, 13. and 14, of the First Cause

.0f Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully

fset forth.

“34-
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135.
On or about October 22, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,
acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property

commonly known as 2252 32nd Street, Sacramento,

1California {hereinafter "2252 property”")} from Pearl M. Wanner.

'The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant

but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi and is

‘believed to be $24,000 or less.

i

%:

17

18
19

20

21

22

23
24
25
26

27
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136,

On or about November 1, 1982, respondents Maryam & David
and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Gregory
Morton Cole (hereinafter "Cole") agreed to buy the 2252 property
from respondent Maryam & David for a purported purchase price of
$57,000.

137.

On or about November 11, 1982, in furtherance of the
plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Cole applied to
Platte Valley Federal Savings (hereinafter "Platte"), for a loan
in the amount of $54,100 secured by a lien on the 2252 property.

138.
In connection with said locan application and in

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

‘14,, respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Estrella falsely

i

+
P

represented to Platte that:

77/

-35-
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11

12
13

L

1. The sale by Maryam & David and purchase by Cole of

 the 2252 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Cole would be used to

dpurchase the 2252 property; and that Cole would occupy the 2252

property;

3. The fair market value of the 2252 property was

$57,000; and

4. Cole would make payments on the loan described in

Paragraph 137.

139.

In reliance on said representations Platte loaned Cole

$54,100 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 2252 property.

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27
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140.

On or about January 10, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 2252 property from respondent Maryam & David to

|
Cole.

On or_about January 10, 1983, the deed of trust described

in Paragraph 139. was recorded.

141.

On or about January 10, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

received a check from escrow in the amount of $29,111.29,

142,

On or about April 1, 1985, Cole, or his successors in

‘interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of

‘trust on the 2252 property.

11/
/17
11/

-36-
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143.

“ - Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
:Twelfth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 2252 property
Eoccurred on or about June 6, 1986.

) 144,

; The acts and omissions of respondents Hafizi, Maryam &

fDavid and Estrella set forth in this Twelfth Cause of Accusation
Eiconstitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud
‘or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

10176(i) and 10177(]j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of
all licenses and/or license rights of respondents.under the Real

"Estate Law.

THIRTEENTH CAUSE QF ACCUSATION

145.
i There is hereby incorporated in this thirteenth,

’ .

'separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

~contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13. and 1'4. of the First
Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein
.fully set forth.

‘ 146,

On or about September 22, 1982, respondent Maryam &
!
‘property commonly known as 3410 10th Avenue, Sacramento,

‘California (hereinafter "3410 property") from James and Ernestine

it
P

iRosemond. The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to
i

‘complainant but well known to respondents Maryam & David and

David, acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real

]
Y
1
ﬁ
1

Hafizi is believed to be $26,000 or less.

;
I

-37-
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147.

On or about February 15, 1983, respondents Maryam &
:David and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
i
"Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Robert

¥

tC. and Nancy L. Matthews (hereinafter "Matthews”) agreed to buy

thhe 3410 property from respondent Maryam & David for a purported
7 purchase price of $50,000.
8

148.

9 On or about February 18, 1983, in furtherance of the
10 plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., the Matthews
llﬂapplied to Mother Lode Savings, Sacramento, California
12 (hereinafter "Mother Lode"), for a loan in the amount of $21,000
13'secured by a lien on the 3410 property.

14 - 149,

15 In connection with said loan application and in

16qurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
17T14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to

18 Mother Lode that:

19 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
20‘the Matthews of the 3410 property was a bona fide sale and

21 purchase;

22 2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Matthews would be
23 'used to purchase the 3410 property; and that the Matthews would

24¥occupy the 3410 property;
25|f 3. The fair market value of the 3410 property was

i

+

26 $50,000; and

!
i

27 {///
_38_
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] . | .

[ 4. the Matthews would make payments on the loan
Ldescribed in Paragraph 148.
{ e e 5o
j In reliance on said representations, Mother Lode loaned
:the Matthews $21,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3410
‘property.

151.

| On or about March 30, 1983, a grant deed-was recorded
:transferring the 3410 property from respondent Maryam & David to
;the Matthews. On or about March 30, 1983, the deed of trust
:described in Paragraph 150. was recorded.

| 152,

On or about March 30, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
.r9ceived a check from escrow in the amount of $22,378.36.

153,

‘On_or about January 1, 1987, the Matthews, or their
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
by a deed of trust on the 3410 property.

154.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
Thirteenth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3410 property
#occurred on or about June 6, 1986,

j 155.
f

;Hafizi set forth in this Thirteenth Cause of Accusation constitute

,the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or

tdishonééfqﬁééiing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(1i)

~39-
i

f The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and




"
’ . .

. 1{and 10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all

i

2 ;1icenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real
3?Estate Law.

4gf FOURTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

5§§ 156.

6 E There is hereby incorporated in this fourteenth,

7 separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

8 contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 8., 12,, 13., and 14. of
9ithe First Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if
10;herein fully set forth.

11 157.

12 i On or about October 21, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,

13‘acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
14 ;commonly known as 4309 Howard Avenue, Sacramento, California

15r(hereinafter "4309 property") from Granite Bome Loans. The exact
I .

16 amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well
N

H

l7{known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to be
18 V$16,000 or less.

19 158.

20‘ On or about March 1, 1983, respondents Maryam & David
21 ;and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

22 Paragraphs 13. and 14., entéred into an agreement in which
v
23 ﬁrespondent Gilbert agreed to buy the 4309 property from respondent

i
24 'Maryam & David for a purported purchase price of $47,500.

25 i 159.
26 On or about March 1, 1983, in furtherance of the plan

27 and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13, and 14., respondent Gilbert,

1
i
1
!
§
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1l acting through respondent Baghai applied to Seafirst, for a loan

oY)

in the amount of $42,750 secured by a lien on the 4309 property.

[

160.

' In connection with said loan application and in

E
|
|

(4 B

‘furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

‘14,, respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi, Gilbert and Baghai

H
1
i
I
'

falsely represented to Seafirst that:

w 3 o

| 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by

o]

respondent Gilbert of the 4309 property was a bona fide sale and
10 purchase;

11 2. The loan proceeds obtained by respondent Gilbert

12 would be used to purchase the 4309 property; and that Gilbert

13 would occupy the 4309 property;

14 . 3. The fair market value of the 4309 property was

15 $47,500; and

¢
|

16§5 4, Respondent Gilbert would make payments on the loan

17 described in Paragraph 159,

18- _ 161,

19 In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned

20 respondent Gilbert $42,750 to be secured by a deed of trust on £he
21 4309 property.

22t_ 162.

23£; On or about March 31, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

!
24 -transferring the 4309 property from respondent Maryam & David to

i )
25 .respondent Gilbert., On or about March 31, 1983, the deed of trust

26 described in Paragraph 161. was recorded.

27 . ///
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163.

On or about March 31, 1983, respondents Baghai and

Maryam & David received a check from escrow in the amount of

‘$21,711.32.

164.

On or about December 1, 1984, respondent Gilbert, or her

successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

by a deed

of trust on the 4309 property.
165.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

Fourteenth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 4309 property

occufred on or about QOctober 17, 1986.

166.

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,

Hafizi, Gilbert and Baghai set forth in this Fourteenth Cause of

and fraud

10176(a),

‘Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations

or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections

10176{(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or

revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents

under the

23 |

24

25

26

27

COURT PAPER
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Real Estate Law.

FIFTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

167.

There is hereby incorporated in this fifteenth, separate

&and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained

rin Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 7., 12., 13,, and 14. of the First Cause

of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully

.set forth.

STD. 113 (REV. B8.72) '
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b 168.

1 ;

2 i On or about November 30, 1982, respondent Maryam &
siDavid, acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real
4jproperty commonly known as 3068 8th Avenue, Sacramento, California
Si(hereinafter "3068 property") from John E. Williamson. The exact.
s?amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well
7‘known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to be

8 :$30,000 or less.

9 169.

10 . On or about February 16, 1983, respondents Maryam &

11 DPavid and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

12 Paragraphs 13, and 14,, entered into an agreement in which Homeyra

13 Hafizi agreed to buy the 3068 property from respondent Maryam &
14 David for a purported purchase price of $65,000.

15 170.

186 7 On or about February 16, 1983, in furtherance of the

17 plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Homeyra Hafizi
i

18 applied to Mother Lode, for a loan in the amount of $24,000
19 secured by a lien on the 3068 property.

20 171.

217 In connection with said loan application and in

22 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
n

23 14., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Estrella falsely

24 Lrepresented to Mother Lode that:

25 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by -

1

II
26 Homeyra Hafizi of the 3068 property was a bona fide sale and

27 Ppurchase;

COURT PAPER I
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f
occupy the 3068 property;

F 3. The fair market value of the 3068 property was
;sss,ooo; and

E 4. Homeyra Hafizi would make payments on the loan
described in Paragraph 170.

L 172.

In reliance on said representations Mother Lode loaned
lHomeyra Hafizi $24,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3068 property.

173,

On or about April 1, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
'transferring the 3068 property from respondent Maryam & David to
Homeyra Hafizi. On or about April 1, 1983, the deed of trust
Idescribed in Paragraph 172. was recorded.

174,

On or about April 1, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

‘received a check from escrow in the amount of $20,770.
175,

On or about January 1, 1987, Homeyra Hafizi, or her

successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

by a deed of trust on the 3068 property.

3 176.

%

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
Fifteenth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3068 property

ﬁoccurred on or about July 30, 1986.

¥ -44-

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Homeyra Hafizi would be

used to purchase the 3068 property; and that Homeyra Hafizi would
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177.

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,

"Hafizi and Estrella set forth in this Fifteenth Cause of
i
1

,Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations

Sand fraud or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections
510176(a), 10176(1) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or
!

!
|
revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents

funder the Real Estate Law.

SIXTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

178.

There is hereby incorporated in this sixteenth, separate
and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
.in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 12., 13., and 14, of the First Cause
:of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully
set forth. A
P o 179.

On or about September 3, 1982, respondent Maryam &
.David, acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real
'property commonly known as 1408 Wacker Way, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "1408 property") from Charles B. and Lisa S. Kelley.
The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant
‘but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is
ibelieved to be $35,000 or less.

| 180.

i On or about January 20, 1983, respondents Maryam & David

:and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

ﬁParagréphé'13. and 14..entered into an agreement in which Homeyra

-45-~




1 Hafizi agreed to buy the 1408 property from respondent Maryam &

l
2 David for a purported purchase price of $55,000.

1

3i 181.
4%& On or about January 28, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
5 and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Homeyra Hafizi,

o]

?acting through respondent Baghai applied to Pacific Federal
7:Savings and Loan Association, 767 North "E" Street, San
B Bernardino, California (hereinafter, "Pacific Federal"™), for a
9 loan in the amount of $44,000 secured by a lien on the 1408
10 property.
11 182.
12 In connection with said loan application and in
13 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
14‘14., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely
15 represented to Pacific Federal that:
16ll 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchasé by
17:Homeyra Hafizi of the 1408 property was a bona fide sale and
18Ipurchase;
19 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Homeyra Hafizi would be
20 used to purchase the 1408 property; and that Homeyra Hafizi would
21 occupy the 1408 property;
2257 3. The fair market value of the 1408 property was

233555,000; and

i s
24 v 4., Homeyra Hafizi would make payments on the loan
[}

25?described in Paragraph 181.
26 ///

27 '///
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f 183.
In reliance on said representations Pacific Federal

loaned Homeyra Hafizi $44,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on

'the 1408 property.
o

‘ ’ 184.

3

t! On or about April 8, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 1408 property from respondent Maryam & David to
‘Homeyra Hafizi. On or about April 8, 1983, the deed of trust
‘described in Paragraph 183, was recorded.

185,

On or about April 8, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
received a check from escrow in the amount of $17,900.87.

186.

On or about July 1, 1984, Homeyra Hafizi, or her
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
iby a deed ofrtrust on the 1408 property.

187.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
Sixteenth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 1408 property
occurred on or about May 22, 1986.

188,
The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
%afizi and Baghi set forth in this Sixteenth Cause of Accusation
#onstitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

.
II
i

or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

30176(1) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of

24

~47-



all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real
.Estate Law.

; SEVENTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

189.

o b o N

There is hereby incorporated in this seventeenth,

separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

=2}

contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14, of the First

-.J

8 Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein

g fully set forth.

10 190.

11 On or about October 7, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,
12 acting by and through respondent Bafizi, purchased real property
13 commonly known as 3508 22nd Avenue, Sacramento, California

14 (hereinafter "3508 property"™) from Antone and Anita Giovanni. The
15 exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but
16 well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to
17 be $14,000 or less,

18 191.

19 On or about March 11, 1983, respondent Maryam & David-
20 and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

21 Paragraphs 13. and 14. entered into an agreement in which Diane
22 Sanjo and Julie Young (hereinafter; "Youngs") agreed to buy the

23 ‘3508 property from respondent Maryam & David for a purported
24€purchase price of $37,000.

25 192,

26 On or about March 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan

27 and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Youngs applied to

COURT PAPER I
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.Great Western Savings, Northridge, California (hereinafter "Great

Western"), for a loan in the amount of $35,150 secured by a lien

AV

i;
on the 3508 property.

|
i 193.
1

| In connection with said loan application and in
ffurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to

0w = & O e~

!Great Western that:

9 1. The sale by Maryam & David and purchase by Youngs
10 'of the 3508 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
11 2, The loan proceeds obtained by Youngs would be used to

12.purchase the 3508 property and that the Youngs would occupy the

' .

13 3508 property.
14 3. The fair market value of the 3508 property was

15 $37,000; and
i

16 ' 4. The Youngs would make payments on the loan described

17 in Paragraph 192.

h

i8 194.
19, In reliance on said representations, Great Western

20 loaned the Youngs $35,150 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
i
21 3508 property.

22 | 195.

23 On or about April 12, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
24 ‘transferring the 3508 property from respondent Maryam & David to

4

X
25 'the Youngs. On or about April 12, 1983, the deed of trust

26fdescribed in Paragraph 194. was recorded.

27 1///

i
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196.

On or about April 12, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

‘received a check from escrow in the amount of $15,293.44,

-3

10

11

12

197.

On or about February 1, 1887, the Youngs o¢or their

Esuccessors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

13

14

Seventeenth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3508 property

by a deed of trust on the 3508 property.

198.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

occurred on or about May 30, 1986.

199,

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryvam & David and

Hafizi set forth in this Seventeenth Cause of Accusation

15 constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

le
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
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1
or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of

all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real

Estate Law.

EIGTHTEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

200.

There is hereby incorporated in this eighteenth,

.8eparate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

zcontained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14. of the First

¥Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein

fully set forth.
/17
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I ' 201,

i‘act:int_','-by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
icommonly known as 2931 39th Street, Sacramento, California
?(hereinafter "2931 property"), from Scott and Ingrid Hemenway.
“The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant
‘but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is
believed to be $20,500 or less.

202.

On or about March 16, 1983, resbondents Maryam & David
and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in |
Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Saeb
‘and Diane Taheri (hereinafter "Taheris") agreed to buy the 2931
'property from respondent Maryam & David for a purported purchase
price of $48,000. |

203.
On or about March 23, 1983, in furtherance of the plan

and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13, and 14., the Taheris applied

to Great Western, for a loan in the amount of $45,600 secured by a

lien on the 2931 property.
204.

In connection with said loan application and in

i\
{
‘14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to

4
;Great Western that:

Y27
97,

b
]
b ' -51-
; S

On or about October 28, 1982, respondent Maryam & David,

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

!



b
- . "
i

E 1. The sale by respondent Maryam and David and purchase

I
by the Taheris of the 2931 property was a bona fide sale and

3 purchase;
}

4i 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Taheris would be used
5Tto purchase the 2931 property and that the Taheris would occupy
Srthe 2931 property:;
7 3. The fair market value of the 2931 property was
8 $48,000; and
9I 4. The Taheris would make payments on the locan described
10 in Paragraph 203.
11‘ 205,
12 - In reliance on said representations Great Western loaned
13 the Taheris $45,600 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 2931
14:property.
15 206.
16 On or about April 26, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
17 transferring the 2931 property from respondent Maryam & David to
18lthe Taheris. On or about April 26, 1983, the deed of trust
19 described in Paragraph 205. was recorded.
20 207.
21 On or about April 26, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
22hreceived a check from escrow in the amount of $23,519.11.
2355 A 208.

24?; On or about December 1, 1986, the Taheris or their
f :
25 'successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

26'by a deed of trust on the 2931 property.
27 '///
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; 209.

j Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

! :

.Eighteenth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 2931 property

%occurred on or about May 28, 1986.

| 210.
i The acts and omissions of respondents Maryaﬁ & David and
Hafizi set forth in this Eighteenth Cause of Accusation constitute
;the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or
'dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176{a), 10176(1)
and 10177(]j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all
‘licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real

Estate Law.

NINETEENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

211.

There is hereby incorporaéed in this nineteenth,
separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations
‘contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 12., 13., and 14, of the First
Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein
fully set forth.

212,

On or about August 10, 1982, Edwardo J. Perez (herein-
after "Perez"), acting by and through respondents Maryam & David
and Hafizi, purchased real property commonly known as 6247 Ring
?Drive, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "6247 property") from
iBeneficial Finance. The exact amount of said purchase price is
: .
;unknown to complainant but well known to respondents Maryam &

‘David and Hafizi is believed to be $20,000 or less.

t . -53-
il



1 213,

2 : On or about February 15; 1983, respondents Maryam &
3iDavid and Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
4;Paragraphs 13. and 14. negotiated an agreement in which Robert and

5 Nancy Matthews (hereinafter "Matthews") agreed to buy the 6247
G?property from Perez for a purported purchase price of $50,500.

214,

@ =3

On or about March 10, 1983, in furtherance of the plan

9 and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14. The Matthews applied
10 to First Nationwide Savings & Loan Association, 3560 El Camino,

11 Sacramentc, California (hereinafter "First™), for a loan in the
12 amount of $45,450 secured by a lien on the 6247 property.

13 215.
14 In connection with said loan application and in

15 furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
1el14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi by and through Perez

17 and Matthes falsely represented to First that:

18 7 1. The sale by Perez and purchase by the Matthews of the
19 6247 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

20 2. The loan proceeds obtained by the Matthews would be
21 used to purchase the 6247 property and that Matthews would occupy
22 the 6247 property;
23 . 3. The fair market value of the 6247 property was
24 $50,500; and

25 ! 4. The Matthews would make payments on the loan
|

2¢ described in Paragqraph 214.
27 ///
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216,

; In reliance on said representations, First loaned the

iMatthews $45,450 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 6247
§Iproperty.
i 217.
h On or about April 29, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
?transferring the 6247 property from Perez to the Matthews. On or
"about April 29, 1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph
.216. was recorded. |

218.

On or about April 29, 1983, respondents Maryam & David,
Hafizi and/or Perez received a check from escrow in the amount of
I$25,831.17.

219.

On or about February 1, 1987, the Matthews or their
Lsuccessors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
:by a deed of trust on the 6247 property.
| 220.

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
Nineteenth Cause of. Accusation as it relates to the 6247 property

occurred on or about June 6, 1986,

f 221,

iHafizi set forth in this Nineteenth Cause of Accusation constitute

fthe making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud or

~dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i)
jand 10177(3) of the Code for suspension or revocation of all
i

i
| =55~

i
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I The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
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Llicenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real
|

‘Estate Law.

|
E TWENTIETH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
]
;
E

222,

There is hereby incorporated in this twentieth, separate
‘and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations contained
in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 12., 13., and 14. of the First Cause

of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein fully

set forth.
223.
On or about May 18, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
Iacting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property

commonly known as 2815 Santa Cruz Way, Sacramento, California
(hereinafter "2815 property") from Joann Eyvonne Jamison. The

exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but
!:

‘well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to
be $24,000 or less.

1
224,

On or about May 10, 1983, respondents Maryam & David and
Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
;Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Jerri
A. Villanueva aka Jerri A. Hafizi (hereinafter "Villanueva")
;agreed to buy the 2815 property from respondent Maryam & David for
‘a purported purchase price of $50,000.
? 225,
: On or about May 13, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and

lscheme alleged in Paragraphs 13, and 14., Villanueva applied to

-56--
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I
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‘Uni-Cal Mortgage Corp., Newport Beach, California (hereinafter
: :

[}

?“Uni—Ca}f)kﬂfor a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a lien

N

‘on the 2815 property.
226.

(% I

ii
i
i tot

f In connection with said loan application and in
i

Gifurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
i

7 14., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely

8 represented to Uni-Cal that:

9 1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by
107Villanueva of the 2815 property was a bona fide sale and

11 purchase;

12 2. The loan proceeds obtained by Villanueva would be

13 used to purchase the 2815 property and that Villanueva would

14 occupy the 2815 property;

15= | 3. The fair market value of the 2815 property was
16p$50,000; and

17 . 4. Villanueva would make payments on the loan described
18jin Paragraph 225,

19 227,

20A In reliance on said representations Uni-Cal loaned
21 Villanueva $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 2815
22hproperty.

!

23%; . 228,

24§£ On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
25£transferring the 2815 property from respondent Maryam & David to
26?Villanueva. On or about July 5, 1983, the deed of trust described
!

]
t

in Paragraph 227. was recorded,

27
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f

ii 229,

[ On or about July 5, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
i

‘received a check from escrow in the amount of $24,283.47.

230,

é ‘ On or about February 1, 1984, Villanueva or her
I

'successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

|
|

Eby a deed of trust on the 2815 property.

i1
%

1 231.
‘ Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
.Twentieth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 2815 property
occurred on or about May 23, 1986.

232,

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Twentieth Cause of Accusation
I

? .
.or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

,10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of

‘all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real

constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

Estate Law.

TWENTY~FIRST CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

233.

1

5 There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-first,

f
Bseparate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

'contained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 12., 13., and 14. of the
4

|

;First Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if

i; .

‘herein fuliy set forth.

-58-
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234,

On or about March 1, 1983, Gregory Morton Cole

i (hereinafter "Cole"), acting by and through respondents Maryam &

¥
"‘David and Hafizi, purchased real property commonly known as 3336

20th Avenue, Sacramento, California (hereinafter "3336 property")

!

%from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. The

‘exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but

well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is believed to

11

12

13

14
15

be $17,000 or less.

235.

On or about May 1, 1983, respondents Maryam & David and

Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

Paragraphs 13. and 14. entered into an agreement in which Edwardo

16 -

17

18
19
20

21

Perez (hereinafter "Perez"™) agreed to buy the 3336 property from

Cole for a purported purchase price of $48,000.

236.

On or about May 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan and

scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Perez applied to Lincoln

'Savings, Phoenix, Arizona (hereinafter "Lincoln"), for a loan in

‘the amount of $38,400 secured by a lien on the 3336 property.

22

25
24
25
26
27
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237.

In connection with said lcan application and in

ifurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

;represented to Lincoln that:

71/

il

S/

i14., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely

-5~
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L
ﬁ 1. The sale by Cole and purchase by Perez of the 3336

.property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
!

I
purchase the 3336 property and that Perez would occupy the 3336

property;
: 3. The fair market value of the 3336 property was
$48,000; and

4. Perez would make payments on the loan described in

Paragraph 236.

238,

In reliance on said representations Lincoln loaned Perez

-$38,400 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 3336 property.
239.

On or about July 5, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3336 property from Cole to Perez. On or about
July 5, 1983, the deed of trust described in Paragraph 238. was
recorded.

240.

On or about July 5, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
and/or Cole received a check from escrow in the amount of
$19,692,.55,

241,

On or about June 11, 1984, Perez or his successors in

iinterest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed of

jtrust on the 3336 property.

/17

11/

! . -60-

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Perez would be used to
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242,

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

lTwenty—First Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3336

;property occurred on or about May 22, 1986.

243,

The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,

Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Twenty-First Cause of
'‘Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations
and fraud or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections
.10176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or
revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents
under the Real Estate Law.

TWENTY-SECOND CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

244,
[ There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-second,
separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations
Icontained in Paragraphs 1., 2., 3., 4., 12., 13., and 14. of the

First Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if

herein fully set forth.
245,

On or about April 22, 1983, respondent Maryam & David,
acting by and through respondent Hafizi, purchased real property
;commonly known as 3743 4th Avenue, Sacramento, California
E(hereinafter "3743 property") from Jack A. and Sharon L. Mowbray.

‘The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant
P

but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is

|J
fbelieved to be $19,000 or less.

3

i
{
1
'
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On or about May 12,

|
|
|

i

3

L0
.

246.

1983, respondents Maryam & David and

Hafizi, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in

Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which James

I
-and Linda Schwartz (hereinafter "Schwartzes") agreed to buy the

purchase price of $50,000.

On or about May 12,

23743 property from respondent Maryam and David for a purported

247,

1983, in furtherance of the plan and

scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., the Schwartzes applied

to Pacific Federal for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by

a lien on the 3743 property.

248.

In connection with said loan application and in

furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

14., respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi and Baghai falsely

-represented to Pacific Federal that:

purchase;

1. The sale by respondent Maryam & David and purchase by

the Schwartzes of the 3743 property was a bona fide sale and

2. The lecan proceeds obtained by the Schwartzes would be

used to purchase the 3743 property and that the Schwartzes would

occupy the 3743 property;
f

!I

7$50,000: and
/17

11/

!

1'

|

’ 3. The fair market value of the 3743 property was
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| 4. The Schwartzes would make payments on the loan
?described in Paragraph 247.

1 o 249,

E In reliance on said representations, Pacific Federal
jloaned the Schwartzes $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on
]the 3743 property.

5* 250.

On or about August 12, 1983, a grant deed was recorded
transferring the 3743 property from respondent Maryam & David to
‘the Schwartzes. On or about August 12; 1983, the deed of trust
.described in Paragraph 249. was recorded.

251,

On or about August 12, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

received a check from escrow in the amount of $27,320.03.

252,
L hOn or about April 1, 1984, the Schwartzes or their
successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured
.by a deed of trust on the 3743 property.

253,

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
hTwenty—Second Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3743
:property occurred on or about May 22, 1986.

) . 254,
;:

h The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,

f
{Hafizi and Baghai set forth in this Twenty-Second Cause of

¥

tand fraud or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections
"
I

-63-

Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations
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|
110176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or
?revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents
f ‘
‘under the Real Estate Law.

TWENTY-THIRD CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

255.

)
{
! There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-third,
I

7 separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

8;c0ntained in Paragraphs t'., 2., 3., 4., 8., 12., 13., and 14. of

9 the First Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if
loiherein fully set forth.

11 - 256.

I

12 On or about June 30, 1983, respondent Baghai, acting by
13 and through respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi, purchased real

14'property commonly known as 5131 15th Avenue, Sacramento,

15 California (hereinafter "5131 property") from Robert F. Brown.

16 The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainént

17 ‘but well known to respondents Baghai, Maryam & David and Hafizi is

18 believed to be $12,000 or less.

19 : 257.

20 On or about July 10, 1983, respondents Maryam & David,
21 Hafizi and Baghai, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged

22 in Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which
i

23 Marcia Merrill (hereinafter "Merrill") agreed to buy the 5131
24 Hproperty from respondent Baghai for a purported purchase price of

I
25?546,000.

26 ///
27 b ///

|
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258,

Oon or about July 11, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Merrill applied to
Seafirst, for a loan in the amount of $41,850 secured by a lien on
the 5131 proberty.

259,

In connection with said loan application and in
furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
14,, respondents Maryam & David, Hafizi, Baghai and Gilbert
falsely represented to Seafirst that:

1. The sale by respondent Baghai and purchase by Merrill

of the 5131 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

13

14
15

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Merrill would be used

to purchase the 5131 property and that Merrill would occupy the

5131 property;

16

17
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3. The fair‘market value of the 5131 property was
$46,000; and
4. Merrill would make payments on the loan described in
Paragraph 258.
260.
In reliance on said representations, Seafirst loaned
Merrill $41,850 to be secured by a deed of trust on the 5131
property.
261,
On or about August 22, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

transferring the 5131 property from respondent Baghai to Merrill.

11/
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'

'On or about August 22, 1983, the deed of trust described in

1

2 Paragraph 260, was recorded.

Si 262,

4' On or about August 22, 1983, respondent Maryam & David
5 received a check from escrow in the amount of $5,000 and Gilbert
Bffeceived a check from escrow in the amount of $24,344.10.

7 263.

8 On or about October 1, 1984, Merrill or her successors

in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed

[fe]

10 of trust on the 5131 property.
11 264,
12 Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this
13 Twenty-Third Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 5131
14 property occurred on or about October 14, 1986.
15 265,
" 16 The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David,
17 Hafizi, Baghai and Gilbert set forth in this Twenty-Third Cause of
18 Accusation constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations
19 and fraud or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections
20 10176(a), 10176{(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or
21 revocation of all licenses and/or license rights of respondents

22 under the Real Estate Law.

23 . TWENTY-FOURTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION
24 266.
N
25 There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-fourth,

26 separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

27 ,contained in Paragraphs 1., 6., 12., 13., and 14. of the First

COURT PAPER
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1l ;Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein

ngully set forth.

3 | 267.
4;: On or about July 2, 1982, respondent Crawford and
5 Edwardo J. Perez (hereinafter "Perez") purchased real property

I
commonly known as 3781 6th Avenue, Sacramento, California

[=2]

7 (hereinafter "3781 property”) from J. R. Ferguson and Co., Inc.
8 The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant

9 but well known to respondent Crawford is believed to be $26,500 or

_10:less.
11 268.
12 On or about September 9%, 1983, respondent Crawford, in

13‘furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and
14 14,, purported to refinance the loan used to pﬁrchase the 3781
15rproperty.

162' : 269,

17C On or about September 9, 1983, in furtherance of the

18 plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., respondent
19“Crawford applied to Charter Mortgage of Florida (hereinafter
20.“Charter"), for a loan in the amount of $40,000 secured by a lien
21 on the 3781 property.

Zéi- 270.

It

23 In connection with said loan application and in
’l

24!furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
i

25{14., respondent Crawford falsely represented to Charter that:
26 1. The loan proceeds obtained by Crawford would be used

27 ito refinance the loan on the 3781 property.
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|
IE- 2. The fair market value of the 3781 property was

2 I$50,000; and

SEé 3. Respondent Crawford would make payments on the loan
4;described in Paragraph 269%.

5; 271.

E

6 . In reliance on said representations, Charter 1oaﬁed
7.respondent Crawford $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on

8 the 3781 property.
9 272,

10 On or about September 22, 1983, the deed of trust

11 described in Paragraph 271. was recorded.

12 273.

13 On or about September 22, 1983, respondent Crawford

14 received a check from escrow in the amount of $8,834.19.

15: 274,

16 On or about December 1, 1983, respondent Crawford or

17 her successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan

18 secured by a deed of trust on the 3781 property.

19 275.

20 rDiscovery of the plan and scheme described in this

21 Twenty-Fourth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3781

22 property occurred on or about May 12, 1986.

23 . 276.

24 The acts and omissions of respondent Crawford set forth

25iHn this Twenty-Fourth Cause of Accusation constitute the making of

26 substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest dealing and
I

27 are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the
:l

BTAYE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REV. 8.72) |
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Code for suspension or revocation of all licenses and/or license

rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

TWENTY-FIFTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

277.

There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-fifth,

‘'separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations

‘contained in Paragraphs 1., 3., 4., 12., 13., and 14, of the First

Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein
fully set forth.
278,
On or about August 29, 1983, respondent Baghai, acting
by and through respondent Maryam & David, purchased real property
commonly known as 3727 40th Street, Sacramento, California

(hereinafter "3727 property") from Rosemary Garcia. The exact

amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant but well

known to respondents Maryam & David and Baghai is believed to be

$21,000 or less.
279.
On or about August 26, i983, respondents Maryam & David
and Baghai, in furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in
Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Homeyra

Hafizi agreed to buy the 3727 property from respondent Baghai for

ra purported purchase price of $50,000.

24

25

26

27

ETATE OF CALIFORNIA
STD. 113 (REV. 8.72)
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!

280,
On or about November 1, 1983, in furtherance of the plan
~and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Homeyra Hafizi

applled to Un1 Cal Mortgage Corporation, Fountain Valley,

-69~
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|

%California (hereinafter "Uni-Cal") for a 1oan.in the amount of
'$40,000 secured by a lien on the 3727 property.
g 281,
E In connection with said loan application and in
;furtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and
?14., respondents Maryam & David and Baghai falsely represented to
Uni-Cal that:
‘ 1. The sale by Baghai and purchase by Homeyra Hafizi of
‘the 3727 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;
2. The loan proceeds obtained by Homeyra Hafizi would be
‘used to purchase the 3727 property and that Homeyra Hafizi would
'occupy the 3727 property;
3. The fair market value of the 3727 property was
;$50,000: and
4, Homeyra Hafizi would make payments on the loan
idescribed in Paragraph 280.

282,
In reliance on said representations, Uni-Cal loaned
Homeyra Hafizi $40,000 to be secured by a deed of trust on the
3727 property.

283.

. On or about November 15, 1983, a grant deed was recorded

%transferring the 3727 property from respondent Baghai to Homeyra
&Hafizi. On or about November 15, 1983, the deed of trust

[

kdescribed in Paragraph 282. was recorded.

1l
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284,

|
i

,received a check from escrow in the amount of $10,893.10 and

|
:Baghai received a check from escrow in the amount of $16,938.85.

285.

!
|
|
i On or about January 1, 1985, Homeyra Hafizi or her
|

successors in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured

!by a deed of trust on the 3727 property.
[

i

286.
Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

ﬁTwenty-Fifth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 3727
: :
?property occurred on or about May 23, 1986,

!

; 287.

1
i

'Baghai set forth in this Twenty-Fifth Cause of Accusation
i

)

constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud

.

i
.or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),
i

|
]
'
i
i

j-l‘l0176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for susﬁension or revocation of

1]
.all licenses and/or license rights of respondents under the Real

.Estate Law.

t

! TWENTY-SIXTH €AUSE OF ACCUSATION

| 288,

| There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-sixth,
separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations
contained in Paragraphs 1., 6., 12., 13., and 14. of the First
!Cause of Accugation with the same force and effect as if herein

fully set forth.

-71-

Oh or about November 15, 1983, respondent Maryam & David

4 The acts and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
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289,

!
i
|
i
|
f On or about March 2, 1983, respondent Crawford,
|

‘purchased real property commonly known as 7565 21st Street,
|

b
{Investment Group. The exact amount of said purchase price is
Eunknown to complainant but well known to respondent Crawford is
i

"believed to be $36,000 or less.
| 290,
On or about August 14, 1984, respondent Crawford, in

. furtherance of the plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and
l

+

14., entered into an agreement in which S. F. Manning (hereinafter

l“Manning“) agreed to buy the 7565 property from respondent
t'Crawford for a purported purchase price of $52,000.

; 291,

; On or about September 1, 1984, in furtherance of the
l!plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Manning applied

ito Greater Suburban Mortgage Group, Inc. (hereinafter "Greater
Suburban®), for a loan in the amount of $45,879 secured by a lien
on the 7565 property.

_ 292,

i

i In connection with said loan application and in

tfurtherance of the plan and scheme described in Paragraphs 13. and

i
i14., respondent Crawford falsely represented to Greater Suburban

|

ithat:

i

Q 1. The sale by respondent Crawford and purchase by
i
:Manning of the 7565 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

171/
|
{

-72-
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E 2, The loan proceeds obtained by Manning would be used
:to purchase the 7565 property and that Manning would occupy the
;7565 property;

3. The fair market value of the 7565 property was
:$52,000; and

| 4, Manning would make payments on the loan described in
fParagraph 291,

| 293,

i In reliance on said representations, Greater Suburban

:loaned Manning $45,879 to be secured by a deed of trust on the

|
'7565 property.

: 294,

On or about October 5, 1984, a grant deed was recorded

l
i
i
|
i
{

‘transferring the 7565 property from respondent Crawford to
l :
Manning. On or about October 5, 1984, the deed of trust described

i: |
!

-in Paragraph 293. was recorded.
| 295.
g On or about October 5, 1984, respondent Crawford
:received a check from escrow in the amount of $11,437.17.
u 296.
! On or about February 1, 1987, Manning or his successors
»in interest ceased making payments on the loan secured by a deed
of trust on the 7565 property.
297,

Discovery of the plan and scheme described in this

‘Twenty-Sixth Cause of Accusation as it relates to the 7565

property occurred on or about May 21, 1986.

-73-
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| 298,
! The acts and omissions of respondent Crawford set forth
|

"in this Twenty-Sixth Cause of Accusation constitute the making of
|

'substantial misrepresentations and fraud or dishonest dealing and

are cause under Sections 10176(a), 10176(i) and 10177(j) of the
ﬁCode for suspension or revocation of all licenses and/or license

. rights of respondents under the Real Estate Law.

|
i TWENTY-SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACCUSATION

299.

I
3
5
I

There is hereby incorporated in this twenty-seventh,

I
:
1
r
I
:

~separate and distinct cause of accusation, all of the allegations
i,

I
!i

"Cause of Accusation with the same force and effect as if herein

ffully set forth.

300.

On or about December 17, 1984, James G. and Linda

!
i
|
|
i

§Schwartz (hereinafter "Schwartzes", acting by and through
i

?respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi, purchased real property
i

:commonly known as 3121 Santa Cruz Way, Sacramento, California

1

. (hereinafter "3121 property") from the United Investment Group.
[ .
'The exact amount of said purchase price is unknown to complainant

'but well known to respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi is
believed to be $5,500 or less.
301.

On or about February 15, 1985, respondents Maryam &
Paragraphs 13. and 14., entered into an agreement in which Wilma

-74-
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|Saunders (hereinafter "Saunders") agreed to buy the 31271 property

from the Schwartzes for a purported purchase price of $46,000.

14., respondents Maryam & David and Hafizi falsely represented to

302.

On or about February 25, 1985, in furtherance of the

:plan and scheme alleged in Paragraphs 13. and 14., Saunders
;applied to Great Western, for a loan in the amount of $36,800

- secured by a lien on the 3121 property.

303.

In connection with said loan application and in

! Great Western that:

fi
!z
|

-1.. The sale by the Schwartzes and purchase by Saunders

ﬁof the 3121 property was a bona fide sale and purchase;

i
i
[

li

2. The loan proceeds obtained by Saunders would be used

:to purchase the 3121 property and that Saunders would occupy the

.3121 property;

Il
ﬁ

:

3. The fair market value of the 3121 property was

'$46,000; and
4. Saunders would make payments on the loan described in

{Paragraph 302..

304.

In reliance on said representations Great Western loaned i

Saunders $36,800 to be secured by a deed of trusti on the 3121

property.

305.

" 'on or about March 8, 1985, a grant deed was recorded

-75-
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vtransferring the 3121 property from the Schwartzes to Saunders.
|
‘On or about March 8, 1985, the deed of trust described in

b
i
i

'Paragraph 304. was recorded.
306.
On or about March 8, 1985, respondents Maryam & David

"and Hafizi received a check from escrow in the amount of
5325,167.26.

307.
The acté and omissions of respondents Maryam & David and
; Hafizi set forth in this Twenty-Seventh Cause of Accusation
. constitute the making of substantial misrepresentations and fraud
or dishonest dealing and are cause under Sections 10176(a),

10176(i) and 10177(j) of the Code for suspension or revocation of

ﬁ WHEREFORE, Complainant prays that a hearing be conducted
!
|
'"a decision be rendered imposing disciplinary action against all

ilicense and license rights of respondents, under the Real Estate
|

' Law (Part 1 of Division 4 of the Business and Professions Code)
iand for such other and further relief as may be proper under the

I
‘provisions of law.

CHARLES W. KOENIG
Deputy Real Estate Commis

| Dated at Sacramento, California

l
this ]7?1%" day of May, 1987

-76-

.on the allegations of this Accusation and that upon proof thereof, .



