BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY

JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF No. PDJ-2015-9106

THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,
JUDGMENT OF DISBARMENT

JAMES N. TILSON,

Bar No. 020041 [State Bar Nos. 14-2838, 14-2949,
14-3155, 14-3521, 14-3536, 14-3558,
Respondent. 15-0084, 15-0899, and 15-0914]

FILED NOVEMBER 10, 2015

Pursuant to Rule 57, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., the Presiding Disciplinary Judge has

considered Respondent’s Consent to Disbarment filed November 5, 2015. Accordingly:

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED accepting the consent to disbarment. Respondent,

JAMES N. TILSON, Bar No. 020041, is hereby disbarred from the State Bar of

Arizona and his name is hereby stricken from the roll of lawyers effective immediately.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Tilson shall pay restitution to the following

people in the following respective amounts, within thirty (30) days of the date of

this Judgment of Disbarment:

1.

2.

Maria Del Carmen Jimenez and Agustin Espinoza, $11,400.00;

Irene Duarte, $7,100.00;

. Jorge Villa, $2,500.00;

. Robert Meadows, $5,000.00;

. Gibert Becerra, $12,000.00;

. Gustavo and Mauricia Andrade, $8,000.00;
. Andres Perez, $8,000.00;

. Maria Lourdes Urzua, $2,500.00; and



9. Jose Alfredo Castro, $6,500.00.

Mr. Tilson is no longer entitled to the rights and privileges of a lawyer but remains
subject to the jurisdiction of the court. Mr. Tilson shall immediately comply with the
requirements relating to notification of clients and others, and provide and/or file all
notices and affidavits required by Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, no further disciplinary action shall be taken in
reference to the matters that are the subject of the charges upon which the consent
to disbarment and this judgment of disbarment are based.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, Mr. Tilson shall pay the costs and expenses of
the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $2,160.00 within thirty (30) days of the date
of this Judgment of Disbarment, and if costs are not paid within the 30 days, interest
will begin to accrue at the legal rate.

DATED this 10th day of November, 2015.

William J. O’Neil

William J. O’'Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed
this 10th day of November, 2015, to:

James N. Tilson

132 East Union Street

Manti, Utah 84642

Email: jamestilson66@gmail.com
Respondent

David L. Sandweiss, Bar No. 005501
Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24t Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org



Lawyer Regulation Records Manager
State Bar of Arizona

4201 North 24t™ Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266

by: JAlbright



David L. Sandweiss, Bar No. 005501
Senjor Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24" Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
Telephone (602)340-7250

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED PDJ 2015-9106
MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR OF
ARIZONA, CONSENT TO

' DISBARMENT

JAMES N. TILSON,
Bar No. 020041,
State Bar Nos. 14-2838, 14-2949,
Respondent. 14-3155, 14-3521, 14-3536, 14-3558,
- 15-0084, 15-0899, and 15-0914

I, James N. Tilson, residing atﬂ 132 East.l}nion Street, i.VE.anti., Utah .846.42,
voluntarily consent to disbarment as a member of the State Bar of Arizona and
consent to the remévai of my Iname from the roster of those permitted to practice
before this court, and from the roster of the State Bar of Arizona.

I acknowledge that a formal complaint .has been filed against me. 1 have read
the complaint, and the charges there made against me, I further acknowledge that
I do not desire to contest or defend the cﬁarges, but wish to consent to disbarment,
1 have been advised of and have had an opportunity to exercise my right to be
represented In this matter by a lawyer. I consent to disbarment freeily and
voluntarily and not under coercion or intim%déti’on, I am aware of the rules of the
Supreme Court with respect to discipline, disability, resignation and reinstatement,

and I understand that any future application by me for admission or reinstatement



as a member of the State Bar of Arizona will be treated as an application by a
member who has been disbarred for professional misconduct, as set forth in the
complaint filed against me. The misconduct of which I am accused is described in
the complaint bearing the number referenced above, a copy of which is attached
hereto as Exhibit “A.”

I further agree to pay restitution to the following people in the following
respective amounts, within thirty (30) days following the date of service of the
Judgment of Disbarment:

1. Maria Del Carmen Jimenez and Agustin Espinoza, $11,400.00;

2. Irene Duarte, $7,100.00;

3. Jorge Villa, $2,500.00;

4. Robert Meadows, $5,000.00;

5. Gibert Becerra, $12,000.00;

6..Gustavo and Mauricia Andrade, $8,000.00;

7. Andres Perez, $8,000.00;

8. Maria Lourdes Urzua, $2,500.00; and

9, Jose Alfredo Castrb, $6,500.00.

The State Bar's Statement of Costs and Exﬁens;es is attached hereto as
Exhibit “B.” I agree to pay the State Bar's costs and expenses within thirty (30)
days 'fdltowing the date of service of the Judgment of Disbarment and If costs are
not paid within the 30 days, interest will begin to accrue at the iegél rate. A

‘proposed form of Judgment of Disbarment is attached hereto as Exhibit “C.”



N
DONE AT /um&( , Arizona, on NOV- o , 2015,

| A
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me this <  day of Mowews, |,

2015, by James N, Tilson, who satisfactorily proved his jagntity to me.

o o GHIN  WHITNEY CHAVEZ-ORTEGA |
My Commission expires: q (e Notary Public - Arizona  §
@ O\ ¥ & Yuma County

Cons. D\ 2013




Original filed with the Disciplinary Clerk of
the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge

of the Vﬁ(eme Court of Arizona
this :5 day of November, 2015,

Copy of the foregoing emailed

this day of November, 2015, to:
Hon. William J. O'Neil

Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Supreme Court of Arizona

Email: officepdj@courts.az.gov

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emalled
this ﬁ*_ day of November, 2015, to:

James N, Tilson

132 East Union Street

Manti, Utah 84642

Email: jamestilson66@gmail.com
“Respondent -

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered
this % \__day of November, 2015, to:

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager
State Bar of Arizona

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266

by:_(}w



EXHIBIT “"A”



David L. Sandweiss, Bar No, 005501
Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24" Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arfzona 85016-6266
Telephong (602)340-7250

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

OFFICE OF THE
P PTG, DIBCIPLINARY WIDGE
SUPREME CRURT OF ARTZONA

0CT 85 201

M FILED

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A
SUSPENDED MEMBER OF
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,

JAMES N, TILSON,
Bar No. 02004%,

Respondent.

PDI 2015-F /& (r

COMPLAINT

State Bar Nos. 14-2838, 14-2949, 14-
3155, 14-3521, 14-3536, 14-3558,
15-0084, 15-0899, and 15-0914

For its complaint against Respondent the State Bar of Arizona alleges: '

GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

1. At all times relevant, Respondent Waé a lawyer licensed to practice law

in the state of Arlzoha having been first admitted to practice In Arizona bn October

25, 1999,

2. By a Final Judgment and Order dated October 17, 2014, in an 11-count

case (PDJ 2014-9047) bearing the lead case number 13-1268, Respondent was

suspended from practicing law In Arizona for three years.

COUNT ONE of NINE (File No. 14-2838/ Jimenez)

3. Complainant Maria Del Carmen Jimenez and her huéband, Agustin

Espinoza, retained Respondent in approximatély Fébruary 2013 tatprevént‘their

home foreclosure and to negotiate a loan modification,



4, Complainant’s agreement with Respondent called for an “Initial Case
Start-up Fee” of $1,200 and a “Mon%:hiyl {itigation Fee” of $600. Respondent has
explained the fee structure thus: “[T]he compensation was meant to provide my
client with a knowable, predictable fee which would be affordable to thermn, and
provide ah Income stream o me.”

5. Complainant paid $1,200 plus monthly péyments of $60{} through July
2014, for a total of $11,400. 5

6. Complainant stopped paying v;rhen she realized that Responcient‘had
done nothing for her,

7. Respondent’s modus operandi was to postpone filing suit for as long as
| possible while collecting the mdnth#y fees in order to prolong his income strearn.

8, For long stretches “of time Reéspondent failed to respond to
Compléfnant’s requests for status updates.

9. When Respondent did respond [t ususlly was to get his monthly
payment.

10. In May or June 2014 Respondent told Mr. Espinoza that everything was
fine and that he would contact him and Complainant later.

11 Resbondent showed Mr, Espinoza fake sult documents to create .the
appearance that he filed suit and was actively litigating their legal matter.

12. Respondent failed to respond to the State Bar's letters dated April 22
and Méy 11, 2015, seeking information from him as part of its screenlng
{nvestigatioh.

13. Respondent also failed to propetly terminate the represfeniatton and

notify Complainant of his October 2014 suspension.

2



14.. Res:pondeht’s conduct in this count violated Rule 42, Ariz. R, Sup. Ct,,
ERs 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.15, 1,16, and 8.1; Rule 54, Ariz. R, Sup, Ct.; and Rule 72,
Ariz, R, Sup. CL.

COUNT TWO of NINE (File No. 14-29849 /Duarte)

15. Complainant Irene Duarte hired Respondent in April 2013 to prevent
hef heme foreclosure. |

16. Complainant's agreement with Respondent called for an “Initial Case
Start»uﬁ Fee” of $800 and a “Monthly Litigation Fae’ of $450, Respondent has
exptainéd the fee structure thus: “[T}he compensation was meant to provide my
client with a knowable, predictable fee which would be affordable to them, and
provide an income stream to me.” |
| 17, Respondént charged and Complainant pald $800 plus monthly
payments of -$450 through July 2014, for a total of $7,100,

;8. Complainant stopped paying when her house was sold in foreclosure.

’ 19. Respondent’s modﬁs operandi was to postpone filing suit for as tong as

possible while collecting the monthly fees in order to prolong his income stream,

20, Respondent walted seven months (November 2013} to file sult for
Complainant against Countrywide Home Loans, Mortgage Electronic Registration
System ("MERS"™), Fidelity National Title Ins. Co., Recontrust Co., Bank of America,

and Federal National Mortgage Assoc. (“Fannie Mae”).

21. A mortgage compliance investigator executed the verification in

September 2013.
22. Respondent walted until February 2014 to file a motion for an osC

seeking a preliminary injunction, -



23.  Respondent notified only Fannie Mae of the suit, and did not serve any
defendant.
24, The complaint included causes of action based on the “show me the

note” theory that had loeng been rejected by federal and state trial and appellate

courts in Arizona and elsewhere.
25.  The court heard the OSC on March 10, 2014, and ordered Respondent
(and Complainant) to serve the defendants by March 28.
26, The court continued the OSC to April 15,
27, Respondent still did not serve the remaining defendants so on April 15
Fannie Mag's lawyer moved to dismiss the suit,

28, The c:éurt again ordered Respondent and Complainant 'to serve the
defendants “should the Plaintiff wish to proceed in this matter.”

29, | Respondent successfully obtained TROs blocking the trustee’s sale of
Complainant’s home and her eviction from it without actually serving any defendant
with the suit.

30. In June 2014, MERS and Fannie Mae moved to dismiss for lack of
jurisdlictisn oWIng'-to insufficiency of service (which courts treat as a motion to
dismisgs for lack of jurisdiction over fha parson). |

31.  InJuly, Respondent filed another request for a TRO to block a trustee’s
sale,

32,  The court denied that request and the sale proceeded on July 3, 2014,

33. P;espondent did not file a response to the motion to dismiss so the

court dismissed the case with prejudice in August.



34, For long stretches .of’ time,  Respondent failed to respond  to
- Complaihant’s requests for sfatus updates.

35. When Respondent did respond it usually was to postpone a
c:om»;ers;ation or meeting with her.

36. Respondent falled to respond to the State Bar's letters dated October
28, 2014 énd December 2, 2014, seeking information from him as part of its
screéning investigation.

37. Respondent d[d not inform Complalnant, opposing counsel, the
opposing parties, or the court, of his October 2014 suspension.

38. Respondent’s condut:t in this count violated Rule 42, Ariz, R, Sup Ct.,
ERsiz 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 3:1, 3.2, 8.1, and B.4; and Rules 54 and 72, Ariz. R,
Sup Ct

COUNT THREE of ﬁINE '(File No. M«m:ssfwna) '

39, 1In June 2014, Complainant Jorge Vifla hired Respondent to represent
him in & di§orca case.

40, The written fee agreement called for a $4,000 flat fee, with
Complainant to pay $2,000 in advance and $500/mo. thereafter.

41, Complainant paid the $2,000 advance.

42, Respondent’s job was to file a petition for dissolution.

43. Cwmplainanf met with. Resi:ondent and filled out forms but Respondent
had not filed the petition by July 25, 2014, That day he asked Complainant for a
$5'bé monthly payment aﬁd Complainant paid it.

44, Thereafter, Raspbndent failed to %esmnd to Compfaina‘nt’s efforts to-

" communicate by email and telephone.



45.  On October 17, 2014, Complarnant. heard from his wife’s attorney.
46, Wife’s attorney filed a petition for dissolution on behalf of
Corhpia‘inant’s wife and told Complainant to contact him because Respondent was

no fonger able to practice law.

47. Complainant contacted the State Bar and learned that Respondent was
guspended effective that day. |

48. Respondent’s.suspension was the r"esult of an eleven-count consent
that had been in the making for several months.

49, Respondent had not told Complainant of his discipline problems or that

. he llkely woulci be suspended at some point during the representation and unable to |
ass;s‘i C{}mpiamant

\5'8. ~ On October 21, 2014 Complainant sent an email to Respondent asking

'fplr $‘$2,S€}0 refund.

51. A State Bar intake counsel intervened and received a messaée from
Respondenf on October 23,2014, that he would contact Complainant and furnish an
'a.ccoun.ting and, if appropriébe, a refund,

52,  Complainant has not heard.from Respondent.

53. | ﬁespondenfz did not respond to fhe bar's screening investigation letters
and emails dated April 15 and May 11, 2015,

54, Respondent did not inform Complainant, opposing counsel, the
oppsﬁmg p.;.arties, or the court, of his October 2014 suspension.

55, Respondent’s conduct in this count violated Rule 42, Ariz, R. Sup. Ct

ERs 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.15, 116, 8.1, and 8.4; and Rules 54 and 72, Ariz. R. Sup.

ceo



COUNT FOUR of NINE (File No, 14-3521/Meadows)

56. In August 2014 Compléinaﬁt Robert Meadows (who lives in Ohio) hired
Respondent to représent him in a probate matter.

S’f . The written fee agtfeemeﬂt calied for a $5,000 flat fee, which
Complainant paid.
| - B8. Respondent filed & notice of appearance, sent a notice of
repreéentation letter to opposing counsel, received an update letter from opposing
counsel regarding a proposed estate distribution, and forwarded that information tb
Cdnﬁplainant.

50,  Respondent took all of those steps within a two-week period.

60, Themaftér, Rés.pondent'did‘ not respond to Complainant’s many voice
rmail and email ret;uééiis"fo'r'up'dafas, did hofpﬁfamﬁnic&e with Comp!aihéﬂ't{ and
'dicﬁ not give Complainant notice of his October 2014 suspension. |
. .61, In ‘December 2014 Complainant . tried for the. last time tt‘)' reach -
Respondent and discovered that Respondent’s phoné waé changed or discenn‘ected
with no further contact information available.

62. Respondent’s suspension was the result’ of an eie\;en-t:bunt'consent'
that had been in the making for several rﬁonths. | |

63. . Respondent had not told Complainant of his discipline problems or that
ha‘likeiy would be suspended at some point during the representation and unable to

 assist Complainant,

64. Respondent did not respond to the bar's screening investigatlon Eétters ’

and emails dated April 15 and May 11, 2015.



65, Respondent did noﬁ‘ inform Complainant, apposii{g‘ é:oﬁnsel, the
opposing par‘i:le:s,l or the court, of his October 2014 suspension.

66, Responcient’s-conduct in this count violated Rule 42, Ariz, R. Sup. Ct.,
ER 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, .3..5, 1.15, 1.16, and 8.1; and Rules 54 and 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

COUNT FIVE of NINE (File No. 14-3536/Becerra)

67. In November 2012, Cofnplainant Gibert Becerra hire& Respondent o
represent him in a foreclosure action,

68. The written fee agreement called for an inltigl case start-up fee of
$1,200, a monthly iitigation fee of $600, and a& contingency fee (that became
_irrelevant).

69. Respondent has explained the fee structure thus: “{T}he compensétion‘
was meant to provide my client with' a knowable, predictable fee which would be |
afférdabie to thé#‘, and provide an iricomé‘ stream te me,” |

‘ ?’0.. Respendent’s; modus operand! was to postpone filing suit for as !ong as -
posssb!e whz%e cofiectmg the monthiy fees in order to prolong his inc&ma straam

71, Csmpiamant paid $12,000 through July 2014 before reaﬁzmg that
Respondent had done nothing for him, -

72. Respondent fafled to respond to the State Bar's screening investigation
requests for information that bar counsel malled and emailed to him on January 22

and April 15, 2015.
73. Respondent did not inform Complainant of his October 2014

 suspension.

74. Respondents conduct in this c:ount violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup C’c

ERS12 13 14 1.5, 1.7,8.1, and 8.4; andRuiesS4and72 Ariz R. Sup Ct.



COUNT SIX of MINE (File No. 13- 3558/ Andrade)
75, In May 2013, Campiainants Gustavo and Mauricia Andrade hired
- Respondent to represent them in a foreclosure action,

76. The written fee agreement called for an initial case start-up fee of
$1,000, a monthly litigation fee of $500, and a contingency fee that became
irrelevant,

77. Respondent has expléined the fee structure thus: *[Tlhe compensation
was maant to provide my client with a knowable, predictable fee which would be
affordable to tham, and pravide an income st:ream‘to me."”

78. Respondent’s modu& operandi was to postpone filing suit for as long as
possm!e while coile{:tmg the monthly fees in order tcs pro!ong his income stream.

79. Complainants paid $8 000 through July 2014 before reahzing that
Respondent had done nothing for them. ‘ '
4 80, Complainants contacted the bank fthat held the note on their home and
learned that Respondent had not contacted the bank. |

81, ‘Compiainaﬁts gave Respondent the bank's contact Information but’

- Respondent still took ne action.

82. To avoid a foreclosure, Complainants filed for bankruptcy protection

with help from a non-lawyer.

83, Respondent failed to respond to the State Bar's screenmg tnvest:gatmn

requests for information that bar counsel malled and ematied to him on Aprti i5 and

May 11, 2015.
- 84, Respondent did not inform Complainants of his GCtE_)bEEF 2014 |

. suspension.



85, Respondent's conduct in this count violated Rule 42; Ariz. R.LSup. Ct.,
ERs 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 8.1, and 8.4; and Rules 54 and 72, Ariz. R, Sup. Ct.
COUNT SEVEN of NINE (File No. 15-0084/Perex)
86. Complainant Andres Perez hired Respondent in August 2013 to prevent
his home féreéiasure. |
87, The written fee agreement céilad for an initial case 9tari:~§p fea, a
monthly litigation fee, and a contingency fee that became ifrelevant;
. 88. Respondent has explained the fee structure thus: “[Tihe ‘compensation
was meant to provide 'my client with a knowable, predictable fee which would b.e‘
affordable to them, and provide an Income stream to me.”

- 89, Respondent charged and Compiamant paid $8, 000 mciudlng munthly

o “httgation fee” payments through October 2014,

90, Compiamant: stopped'paymg when he lost his suit and Reébondent

failed to 'responﬂd to him about app‘eaiihg or éthervﬁse concluding the case,
E - 91, | Respondent’s m‘odt;s Operaﬁdi was to postpone filing suit i‘c:_" as long éS’ "

| facssibié while collecting the monthly fees in order Eca p‘roloné his income stream. |

92.  Respondent waited five months (January 2014) to file a Igdc:?fion for
TRO against Firéi: Magnus Financial Corp,, Wells Fargd Bank,‘Mortgagé 'Eiectronf&
. Registration System (“MERS"), Quality Loan Service Corp., and Federal Home Loan
Mortgage Corp., and another three months (April 2014) to file suit.

g3, The court denied Respondent’s request for an O3C to impose ah
zn}ﬁnctmn agamst trustee sale, plac:ed the case on the inactive calendar in -

. November 2014, and cﬂsmissed the case without prejudice as to aft defendants‘ in
‘ Jaﬁuary 2015, :

10



- 94, At one point Respondeht obtained a default ag'a'irm{: Wells Fai"g.o but Ehe

court vacated .it on the bank's maﬁén. |

QS. Complainant thought hé’d won the case but Respondent failed to
respond to Complainant’s questions about how he lost when eariie.r he had abfained
a default, |

96. Respcﬁdent faﬁéd to respond fo C_bmp!ainant’s tateé;hcne and email
requests for status updates.

97. Respbndent did not inform Complainant, opposing counsel, the
oppasing parues, or the court, of his October 2014 suspension,

98, Respondent‘s conduct i this count viclated Rule 42, Arlz R. Sup, Ct.,
CERs 1,2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 3.1,'3.2, 8.1, and 8.4; and Rules 54 and 72, Ariz. R,
 Sup. Ct. | \ - '

COUNT EIGHT of NINE (File No. 15w0899/ljrzua)

§9, In January 2013 Comp!arnant Maﬁa Lourdes Urzua hired Respondant
to represent her in a foreclosure action. |

100. The written fee-agreement called for an initlal case start-up fee .c:;f
$1,,000, 3 monthly litigation fee of $500, and a contingency fee (that became
irrelevant). |

101, Respondent has explained the fee structure thus: “[TThe compensation
was meant to provide my client with a knowable, predictable fee which would be
affordabie to thern, and provide an incarﬁe stream to me.”

1(32 Respandent s modus cperandt was to postpone ﬁhng sult for as Eong as

- possible while collecting the monthly fees in order to profong his income stream

11



1037. Compiéiﬁaﬁtpa_'i.d $2_.,.5GO _thrm‘.zg’h-’ April 2013 before 'reaiizing- f_hat
Respondent had dbﬁé not-hing“ for her and that r;er home had been é{}id in
foreclosure.

104. Wheﬁ Corﬁpiainaﬁt' tried o reachiR&spondent, she Ieamed'that he
moved out of his office and Ic:hanged his phone number.

] 105, Com.piaihanfwas unable to contact Respondent to 'obta.in a refund of
her faés.

106, Respondent did not terminate the representation so he ﬁvas stilt
Complainant’s counsel when he was suspended in October 2014.

107. Resporident failed to inform her of his suspension.

108. R-_espéndent failed to respond'to the State Bar's screening in#&stigaﬁdn
. requests for ‘inforniatlo‘n that bar counsel rriaiié;d and emailed to him on Aplril 15 and
May 11,2015, . S |

, ,109..‘ Resfmnden‘c’_s conduct in"this count violated Rﬁie 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,
ERs 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.7, 1:15, 1.16, 8.1, and 8.4: and égies 54 and 72, Ariz. R,
 Sup. Ct. | B
CQUN‘T NINE of NINE (f‘ﬂe No, 15-0914/Castro)

110. In Apri 2014,‘ Complainant Jose _Aifredb Castro hired Respondent to
represent him in a foreclosure action,

© 111, The written fee agreement called for an initial case start-up fee of
$1,&60, a monthiy'\ Iitigétion fae of $500, and . a c'ontingency (fee that became

iri"e!evant}.

12



112, Respondent has explained the fee st_é"uctqré thué: Tihe coﬁ%bens‘aﬁon"
was meant to provide my client with a knowable, predktaibta fee which would be’
affordable to them, and provide an income stream o me.”

- 113, Respondents modus operandi was to postpone filing suit for as long as
possibie while collecting the monthly fees in order to prolong his income stream.

114, Complainant paid $6,500 through March 2015 before realizing that
Respondent had.done nothing for him,

115, During the representation, Complainant went to Respondent’s office to
- pay the month'!y litigation fee in parson, in cash,

116. -Respondent typically hurried Compiatnant out of his o'ffice, sometimas
té!ling 'hfnj he was going to court on Cémpiainant’s case, othe;“ tin‘!és telling him he
was ﬁegctiating with Bank of America, 'ah‘d always assuring Cer‘nﬁlainant that the
: bank could not selfl his house because Respondent was in chargé “

117. Respmdent told Complamant fe could just send his monthly
payments* personal visits to his office were not necessary

118, There came a point at which Respondant falled to respcnc! to
- Complainant and disa_ppeared from his office. |

| 119, Complalnant learned that Respondent never contacted Bank of

America,

120, Respondent did not inform Complainant of his October 2014

-suspension.
121. Respondent failed to respond to the State Bar's screening invastigaﬁon

requests for information that bar counsel mailed and emailed to him on April 22 'an'd

©© May 11, 2015,

i3



122. Respondent’s conduct in thus count violated Rule 42, Ariz, R Sup Ct.,
ERslz 1.3, 1.4,1,5 1.7, 8.1, and 8.4; andRu!esSéand?Z,Ariz R Sup Ct.
DATED this é) —=day of October, 2015,

David L. Sandwefs
Senior Bar Coungel

Originat filed with the Disc{pi:nary Clerk of
the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge
- of theé;ﬁ%reme Court of Arizona :

this day of October, 2015,
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EXHIBIT “B”



Statement of Costs and Expenses

In the Matter of a Suspended Member of the State Bar of Arizona,
James N. Tilson, Bar No, 020041, Respondent

File Nos. 14-2838, 14-2949, 14-3155, 14-3521, 14-3536,
14-3558, 15-0084, 15-0899, and 15-0914

Administrative Expenses

The Supreme Court of Arizona has adopted a schedule of administrative
expenses to be assessed in fawyer discipline. If the number of
charges/complainants exceeds five, the assessment for the general administrative
expenses shall increase by 20% for each additional charge/complainant where a

violation is admitted or proven.

Factors considered in the administrative expense are time expended by staff
bar counsel, paralegal, secretaries, typists, file clerks and messenger; and normal
postage charges, telephone costs, office supplies and all similar factors generally
attributed to office overhead. As a matter of course, administrative costs will increase
based on the length of time It takes a matter to proceed through the adjudication

process.

General Administrative Expenses
for above-numbered proceedings $1,200.00

Additional costs incurred by the State Bar of Arizona in the processing of this
disciplinary matter, and not included in administrative expenses, are itemized below.

Staff Investigator/Miscellaneous Charges
Total for staff investigator charges $ 0.00

Total Costs and Expenses for each matter over 5 cases where a violation is
admitted or proven.

(4 over 5 x (240.00)): $ 960.00
TOTAL COSTS AND EXPENSES INCURRED | $ 2,160.00
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EXHIBIT “C”



BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF PDJ 2015-9106
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,

JAMES N. TILSON, JUDGMENT OF DISBARMENT
Bar No. 020041,

Respondent. State Bar Nos. 14-2838, 14-2949,
14-3155, 14-3521, 14-3536, 14-3558,
15-0084, 15-0899, and 15-0914

Pursua'nfc to Rule 57, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., the undersighed Presiding Disciplinary
Judge of ﬁhe Supreme Court of Arizona has considered Respondent's Consent to
Diébérﬁ’_t@ht .datec'i i - 201.5, éné ﬁféd herein. Accordingly:

iT IS.HEREBY'ORDERED accepting tHe consent to disbarment. Respondent,
James.N. Tilson, is hereby disbarred from the State Bar of Arizona and his name is

hereby stricken.from the roll of iéwyers effective

iT s ‘FURHTER' ORDERED that Respondent must pay restitution tp the
- following people in the 'folléwing respective amounts, within thirty (30) days
following the date of service of this Judgment of Disbarment:
1. Marié Del Carmen Jimenez and Agustin Espinoza, $11,400.00;
2. Irene Duarte, $7,100.00;
3. Jorge Villa, $2,500.00;
4. Robert Meadows, $5,000.00;

5. Gibert Becerra, $12,000.00;



6. Gustavo and Mauricla Andrade, $8,000.00; . '

7. Andres Perez, $8,000.00;

8. Maria Lourdes Urzua, $2,500.00; and

9. Jose Alfredo Castro, $6,500.00,

Respondent is no longer entitled to the rights and privileges of a lawyer but
remains subject to the jurisdiction of the court. Respondent shall immediately comply
with the requirements relating to notification of clients and others, and provide and/or‘
file all notices and affidavits required by Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

" IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that no further disciplinary action shall be taken
in refere;nce to the matters that are the subject of the charges upon which the
consént to disbarment and this judgment of disbérment are based.

- IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Resborzdent_ pay the cbsts and expe.nsés of

‘the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of § within thirty (30)

days fQHOWEng‘ the date of service of this Judgment of Disbarment and if costs are not
paid within the 30 days, interest will begin to accrue at the legal rate.

DATED this day of 2015,

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Original filed with the Disciplinary Clerk of
the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge
of the Supreme Court of Arizona

this day of November, 2015.



Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed
this day of November, 2015, fo:

James N, Tilson

132 East Union Street

Manti, Utah 84642

Emall: jamestilson66@gmail.com
Respondent

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered/emailed
this day of . 2015, to:

David L. Sandweiss, Bar No, 005501
Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N, 24" Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager
State Bar of Arizona
4201 North 24" Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
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