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IN THE 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 
BEFORE THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
1501 W. WASHINGTON, SUITE 102, PHOENIX, AZ 85007-3231 

__________ 
  

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

JAMES N. TILSON, 

  Bar No. 020041 

 

Respondent. 

  

 PDJ 2014-9047 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

State Bar No. 13-1268, 13-1972,  
13-2127, 13-2848, 14-0454, 14-0983, 

14-1148, 14-1702, 14-1748, 14-2302, 
and 14-2352 

 
FILED OCTOBER 17, 2014 
 

 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge of the Supreme Court of Arizona, having 

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on October 2, 2014, pursuant to 

Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and the parties’ Acceptance of Proposed Modifications filed 

on October 15, 2014, hereby accepts the parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Respondent, James N. Tilson, is hereby 

suspended for three (3) years for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective November 17, 

2014. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall pay Restitution within 90 

days of the date of this order to the following people in the following amounts: 

a. Count One, 13-1268, Gabriel Amaya and Maria Amaya, $10,500.00; 
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b. Count Six, 14-0983, Mr. & Mrs. Paul Moreno, $5,926.00, plus accrued and 
accruing interest, minus credits for any payments Respondent already has 

made; 
 

c. Count Seven, 14-1148, Nina Russell, $4,150.00; 
 
d. Count Eight, 14-1702, Maria Vasquez, $12,000.00; 

 
e. Count Nine, 14-1748, (Judicial Referral), $8,760.00 plus accrued and 

accruing interest, less credits for payments already made, to the opposing 
parties and real parties in interest in Yuma County Superior Court, cause 
no. S1400CV201201066, and in the Arizona Court of Appeals, Div. One, No. 

1 CA-SA 14-0065; and 
 

f. Count Ten, 14-2302, Leticia Godoy, $6,000.00. 
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as a term of probation and prior to the filing 

of an application for reinstatement, Respondent shall participate in State Bar-

sponsored Fee Arbitration with the following people: 

a. Count Two, 13-1972, Mario Hernandez; 
 

b. Count Three, 13-2848, Steven Joseph LaLonde and Doreen LaLonde; 
 

c. Count Four, 13-2127, Jaime Urbina; and 
 
d. Count Five, 14-0454, Mario & Angelica Gonzalez. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent shall be subject to any additional 

terms imposed by the Presiding Disciplinary Judge as a result of reinstatement 

hearings held. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to Rule 72 Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

Respondent shall immediately comply with the requirements relating to notification of 

clients and others. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent pay the costs and expenses of 

the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $2,644.64 within thirty (30) days from the 

date of this order.  There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk 
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and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in connection with these disciplinary 

proceedings. 

DATED this 17TH day of October, 2014. 

 

_______William J. O’Neil____________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 17th day of October, 2014. 
 
James N. Tilson 

The Law Office of James Neal Tilson, LLC 
106 S. Madison Ave., Ste. 1  

Yuma, AZ  85364-1474 
Email: james@jamesnealtilson-attorneyatlaw.com   

Respondent   
 
 

David L. Sandweiss 
Senior Bar Counsel  

State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 

 
by: JAlbright 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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IN THE 
SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

BEFORE THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
1501 W. WASHINGTON, SUITE 102, PHOENIX, AZ 85007-3231 

__________ 
 

 

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

 
JAMES N. TILSON, 
  Bar No.  020041 

 
Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2014-9047 
 

ORDER REQUESTING 
MODIFICATION OF AGREEMENT 
FOR DISCIPLINE BY CONSENT 

 
[State Bar Nos.  13-1268, 13-1972, 

and 13-2848, 13-2127, 14-0454, 
and 14-0983, 14-1148, 14-1702, 
14-1748, 14-2302 and 14-2352] 

 
FILED OCTOBER 8, 2014 

 
 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on October 2, 

2014, and submitted pursuant to Rule 57(a)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  A complaint was 

filed on June 5, 2014, regarding three of the charges in the Agreement.  In addition 

to the matters in the formal Complaint, the Agreement contains three charges that 

Probable Cause Orders were issued, but for which a complaint was not yet filed.  Five 

other charges in the Agreement have not yet received a probable cause order.  Mr. 

Tilson has voluntarily waived the right to an adjudicatory hearing on all the charges 

if the conditional admission and proposed form of discipline is approved. 

Factual Summary of Bar Charges 

State Bar No. 13-1268 
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Mr. Tilson was hired by Gabriel and Maria Amaya.  Mr. Tilson was paid an 

“Initial Case Star-up Fee” of $1,500 and a “Monthly Litigation Fee” of $750 “to provide 

[him] an income stream.” Over a course of time he was paid $10,500.  He never filed 

a lawsuit.   In 2013, his clients went to his office to get copies of the lawsuit.  He 

gave them what purported to be a complaint.  He later gave them what purported to 

be an affidavit of default.  The affidavit of default was a lie.  

State Bar No. 13-1972 

Mr. Tilson was hired by Mario Hernandez to represent him in a criminal case.  

He was paid a flat fee of $10,000.  His client became dissatisfied and demanded an 

accounting of his time.  Mr. Tilson refused to respond to his client’s phone calls or 

letters.  Mr. Tilson responded to the State Bar stating the flat fee was for $20,000 

and he had investigated the case and retained consulting experts on various matters.  

When, on multiple occasions the State Bar asked Mr. Tilson to furnish a copy of his 

file regarding this specific charge, he failed to.  Mr. Tilson ultimately responded to 

State Bar screening letters, but could not establish the $10,000 fee was reasonable. 

He also failed to respond to the charge that he had refused to respond to his client’s 

request for an accounting. 

State Bar No. 13-2848 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Steven Joseph LaLonde (“Mr. LaLonde”) and his 

mother, Doreen LaLonde (“Ms. LaLonde”), to file a paternity case and sue for 

temporary custody of Joseph’s four-year-old son.  He was paid a flat fee of $2,000 

for the paternity case.  In his fee agreement Mr. Tilson described it as a “criminal 

matter.”  He was paid an additional $2,500 for the custody matter.  At the court 

hearing for temporary custody, Mr. Tilson failed to produce tapes and diaries which 
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related to the case, evidence which he had in his possession.  The judge was about 

to dismiss the case when Ms. LaLonde stood up and asked the judge to consider this 

evidence.  The judge, upon considering this evidence, awarded temporary custody to 

Mr. LaLonde and chastised Mr. Tilson. Mr. Tilson then failed to return any of his 

clients’ phone calls and failed to timely obtain a signed custody order.  Due to this, 

when the child was taken to the hospital for surgery, his clients were turned away as 

they could not demonstrate custody.  When they retained new counsel, Mr. Tilson 

failed to respond to that attorney or the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 13-2127 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Jaime Urbina to terminate orders of child support 

regarding his two daughters; one who had turned 18 and the other who would have 

completed school the following year.  The retainer agreement required an initial 

retainer of $1,000, not as an advance of earned fees, but rather for costs in beginning 

a case, the difficulty of the case, the “lost opportunity” for Mr. Tilson, “the novelty of 

the issues involved and other circumstances.”  The fee was also described as payment 

for the professional obligations of an attorney, “such as the duty of confidentiality.” 

Mr. Tilson filed a simple motion to stop the order of child support.  He served 

the mother by certified mail but did not file an affidavit of service for nearly three 

months. The hearing to consider the order was not set for over three more months.  

The court directed a new motion be filed for the not yet emancipated child.  Mr. Tilson 

filed the motion in June 2013, but did not serve it.  When his client discovered this, 

he terminated Mr. Tilson and demanded he file a withdrawal as counsel.  The court 

required that withdrawal before permitting Mr. Urbina to file pro per.  Mr. Tilson failed 

to withdraw until September. He failed to return calls. The second support order was 
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not stopped until November.  Mr. Tilson charged one hour for each email reviewed. 

He failed to produce his file to the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-0454 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Mario and Angelica Gonzalez to represent them for 

a Chapter 7 bankruptcy.  Mr. Tilson was paid $2,000 and the $299 filing fee.  Mr. 

Tilson was given all the required documents by his clients.  He failed to give the 

documents to the trustee in response to a document request, failed to file a list of 

creditors and failed to submit a Statement of Social Security Number.  The case was 

dismissed.  After the case was reinstated, the trustee filed objections to various 

exemptions.  Mr. Tilson failed to give evidence to the trustee or try to negotiate a 

settlement.  Mr. Tilson refused to respond to his clients’ phone calls and did not 

respond to a trustee demand for payment of funds.  His clients reached an agreement 

with the trustee on their own.  On multiple occasions, Mr. Tilson did not respond to 

the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-0983 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Mr. and Mrs. Moreno to represent them in an effort 

to avoid a trustee sale on their home.  He was paid an “Initial Case Start-up Fee” of 

$1,500 and a “Monthly Litigation Fee” of $500 instead of an hourly rate fee.  This 

monthly fee “represent[ed] an amalgam of the efforts and time necessary to take a 

matter of this nature from beginning to resolution.”  Over a course of time he was 

paid $5,800.  During that time, Mr. Tilson took no action, effectively prolonging the 

length of time over which the Morenos would have to pay the monthly fee.  His clients 

gave Mr. Tilson the notice of trustee’s sale.  He did nothing.  After the sale of their 

home, he told his clients he had the situation under control in order to keep receiving 
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payments.  Mr. Tilson did not respond to his clients’ calls.  They retained new counsel.  

Mr. Tilson did not respond to the requests of that new attorney.  His clients sued him 

and default judgment was entered against him.  On multiple occasions, Mr. Tilson did 

not respond to the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-1148 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Nina Russell to represent her for a possible 

bankruptcy action.  He advised she file a Chapter 7 bankruptcy and told her to stop 

paying her mortgage payment as he would renegotiate with her mortgage company 

regarding her home. He was paid an “Initial Case Star-up Fee” of $2,300 and a 

monthly fee which equaled her mortgage payment.  He failed to respond to the 

bankruptcy trustee’s request for documents.  When his client discovered this, she 

delivered the requested documents to Mr. Tilson.  He still failed to deliver them.   

Ms. Russell’s home was financed through the Veterans Administration (“VA”) 

and she was eligible to renegotiate the terms of her loan.  The VA was willing to 

renegotiate.  Mr. Tilson told her efforts by her would fail and that only he could 

negotiate the matter. He failed to do so.  Mr. Tilson assured his client he was litigating 

a foreclosure defense for her.  He filed an action but never served it.  When her home 

was lost he was untruthful and told his client the court ruled against her.  He told her 

there was a discrepancy and he could still save her home.  He did so to preserve a 

regular monthly income stream based on her monthly payments to him. On multiple 

occasions Mr. Tilson did not respond to the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-1702 & 14-1748 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Ms. Maria Vasquez to prevent the foreclosure of her 

home.  Mr. Tilson was paid $1,000 and a Monthly Litigation fee of $500 per month 
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for as long as the litigation lasts.  He advised Ms. Vasquez to file a fraud suit against 

Bank of America.  He assured her so long as the suit was pending the bank could not 

sell the home.  She learned from Bank of America the home was sold and Bank of 

America offered to rent it to her.  Mr. Tilson did not return her calls.  She went to the 

courthouse and discovered the suit had been filed but never prosecuted.  Mr. Tilson 

continued to fail to respond to her calls or emails nor did he respond to the State Bar 

on multiple occasions regarding this specific charge. 

Mr. Tilson was also retained by Ms. Vasquez to represent her in a mortgage 

fraud case as described above. Mr. Tilson filed the suit on her behalf but never served 

it.  It was dismissed.  Mr. Tilson filed a special action in the Court of Appeals.  The 

court declined jurisdiction and granted a motion for sanctions against Mr. Tilson; not 

his client.  Mr. Tilson failed to respond to the State Bar on multiple occasions 

regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-2302 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Leticia Godoy to file a lawsuit to prevent Bank of 

America from foreclosing on her home.  Mr. Tilson was paid $6,000 by his client.  He 

filed the lawsuit but did not serve it.  Mr. Tilson did not respond to the inquiries of his 

client regarding the case.  The home of his client was foreclosed.  She was unaware 

of the foreclosure until notified by the bank. 

State Bar No. 14-2352 

On June 10, 2014, Mr. Tilson was notified by the State Bar, he was suspended 

from the practice of law in Arizona for nonpayment of his required annual bar dues.  

During that suspension, Mr. Tilson continued to file multiple documents in three 

different cases in which he held himself out publicly as an attorney authorized to 
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practice law in Arizona.  Mr. Tilson paid his bar dues and was reinstated on July 7, 

2014.  Mr. Tilson did not respond to the State Bar on multiple occasions regarding 

this specific charge. 

Discussion 

Upon filing such Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, 

reject or recommend modification of the agreement as appropriate”.  Under Rule 

53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., bar counsel is required to serve notice of this agreement 

to complainant(s).  Included within that letter must be a notification of the 

opportunity for the complainants to file a written objection to the agreement with the 

State Bar within five (5) business days of bar counsel’s notice.  In an e-mail to the 

disciplinary clerk by the State Bar counsel verified this required notice was given to 

all complainants by October 2, 2014. 

An objection was filed by complainant Mario Hernandez (Count Two) on 

October 3, 2014.  Mr. Hernandez objects as Mr. Tilson never submitted proof of his 

work on the case.  Mr. Hernandez stated he does not care about the suspension.  His 

main objective in filing the complaint was to have 50% of his fee returned to his 

mother, who paid the fee on his behalf.  It is conditionally admitted by Mr. Tilson, for 

the purposes of this agreement, that his log of his time does not establish his fee of 

$10,000 was reasonable.  Mr. Hernandez is imprisoned.  It is highly improbable he 

will be in a position to participate in any meaningful manner in typical fee arbitration.  

The arbiter shall be given a copy of the agreement and this ruling.  The admissions 

by Mr. Tilson shall be construed against Mr. Tilson. The arbitration shall be conducted 

in such a manner as to permit meaningful participation by Mr. Hernandez, although 

that will not require the actual physical presence of him considering his incarceration. 
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Absent from the Agreement is the mandatory language of Supreme Court Rule 

57(a)(D)(iv).  The rule requires “a statement that outlines the possible consequences 

of any violation of the terms and conditions of . . . any other provision of the 

agreement.” [Emphasis added.]  As written, the Agreement does not contain the 

standard noncompliance language should Mr. Tilson fail to adhere or fulfill provisions 

in the Agreement.  The consequences of a violation of the terms of the agreement 

may include any of the disciplinary sanctions set forth in Supreme Court Rule 60.  

The Agreement must include a date certain for the payment of restitution which 

at a minimum shall be paid in full prior to the filing of any petition for reinstatement 

or upon terms of payment approved by each individual client for whom restitution is 

owed. The Agreement must require costs to be paid to the State Bar within 30 days 

as it is set forth in the proposed stipulated final judgment and order.  These provisions 

serve to offset the presumptive sanction of disbarment and also protects the public. 

Mr. Tilson did virtually nothing for these clients and much to harm them.  If 

proven at hearing, it is highly probable he would receive a higher term of suspension, 

if not disbarment.  However, the Agreement concludes the matter without his clients 

having to relive his misconduct.  The Agreement sets forth stipulated restitution.  The 

burden of proof is upon the State Bar by clear and convincing evidence.  Hearings 

are never certain.  This Agreement brings certainty and closure without any 

opportunity of appeal.  If the modifications are agreed to, the Agreement will be 

accepted by the PDJ.  If the parties agree to the modifications, the parties may file 

an original pleading entitled, “Acceptance of Proposed Modifications.”  That pleading, 

at a minimum, will verify the parties have read the proposed modifications of the 

PDJ, agree with those modifications and stipulate the agreement is modified 
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accordingly. The parties shall also specifically set forth what the payment terms for 

restitution are. 

Accordingly, 

IT IS ORDERED recommending modification of the Agreement pursuant to 

Rule 57(a)(4)(B).  The parties may file an acceptance of these proposed modifications 

not later than by October 17, 2014, addressing the above mentioned concerns. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED rejecting the agreement absent such acceptance 

being timely filed as discussed above.  The conditional admissions will be deemed 

withdrawn and the matter will be reset for an expeditious hearing. 

DATED this 8th of October, 2014. 

 

      William J. O’Neil 
              

     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed/mailed  

this 8th of October, 2014, to: 
 

David L. Sandweiss 
Senior Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 
James N. Tilson 

106 South Madison Ave., Suite 1 
Yuma, AZ  85364 

Email: james@jamesnealtilson-attorneyatlaw.com 
Respondent 
 

 
by: JAlbright 
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IN THE 

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 
BEFORE THE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
1501 W. WASHINGTON, SUITE 102, PHOENIX, AZ 85007-3231 

__________ 
 

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

 
JAMES N. TILSON, 

  Bar No.  020041 
 
Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2014-9047 
 

ORDER ACCEPTING AGREEMENT 
FOR DISCIPLINE BY CONSENT 

AS MODIFIED 
 
[State Bar Nos.  13-1268, 13-1972, 

and 13-2848, 13-2127, 14-0454, 
and 14-0983, 14-1148, 14-1702, 

14-1748, 14-2302 and 14-2352] 
 
FILED OCTOBER 17, 2014 

 
 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on October 2, 

2014, and submitted pursuant to Rule 57(a)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  A complaint was 

filed on June 5, 2014, regarding three of the charges in the Agreement.  In addition 

to the matters in the formal Complaint, the Agreement contains three charges that 

Probable Cause Orders were issued, but for which a complaint was not yet filed.  Five 

other charges in the Agreement have not yet received a probable cause order.  Mr. 

Tilson has voluntarily waived the right to an adjudicatory hearing on all the charges 

if the conditional admission and proposed form of discipline is approved. 

 The parties agree Mr. Tilson shall be suspended from the practice of law for 

three years, pay restitution in an amount specified in the Agreement as to six of the 

charges, as a term of probation, participate in fee arbitration regarding four of the 
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charges, pay costs of this matter and other terms set forth in the Agreement.  See 

Acceptance of Proposed Modifications filed on October 15, 2014.  

Factual Summary of Bar Charges 

State Bar No. 13-1268 

Mr. Tilson was hired by Gabriel and Maria Amaya.  Mr. Tilson was paid an 

“Initial Case Star-up Fee” of $1,500 and a “Monthly Litigation Fee” of $750 “to provide 

[him] an income stream.” Over a course of time he was paid $10,500.  He never filed 

a lawsuit.   In 2013, his clients went to his office to get copies of the lawsuit.  He 

gave them what purported to be a complaint.  He later gave them what purported to 

be an affidavit of default.  The affidavit of default was a lie.  

State Bar No. 13-1972 

Mr. Tilson was hired by Mario Hernandez to represent him in a criminal case.  

He was paid a flat fee of $10,000.  His client became dissatisfied and demanded an 

accounting of his time.  Mr. Tilson refused to respond to his client’s phone calls or 

letters.  Mr. Tilson responded to the State Bar stating the flat fee was for $20,000 

and he had investigated the case and retained consulting experts on various matters.  

When, on multiple occasions the State Bar asked Mr. Tilson to furnish a copy of his 

file regarding this specific charge, he failed to.  Mr. Tilson ultimately responded to 

State Bar screening letters, but could not establish the $10,000 fee was reasonable. 

He also failed to respond to the charge that he had refused to respond to his client’s 

request for an accounting. 

State Bar No. 13-2848 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Steven Joseph LaLonde (“Mr. LaLonde”) and his 

mother, Doreen LaLonde (“Ms. LaLonde”), to file a paternity case and sue for 
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temporary custody of Joseph’s four-year-old son.  He was paid a flat fee of $2,000 

for the paternity case.  In his fee Agreement Mr. Tilson described it as a “criminal 

matter.”  He was paid an additional $2,500 for the custody matter.  At the court 

hearing for temporary custody, Mr. Tilson failed to produce tapes and diaries which 

related to the case, evidence which he had in his possession.  The judge was about 

to dismiss the case when Ms. LaLonde stood up and asked the judge to consider this 

evidence.  The judge, upon considering this evidence, awarded temporary custody to 

Mr. LaLonde and chastised Mr. Tilson. Mr. Tilson then failed to return any of his 

clients’ phone calls and failed to timely obtain a signed custody order.  Due to this, 

when the child was taken to the hospital for surgery, his clients were turned away as 

they could not demonstrate custody.  When they retained new counsel, Mr. Tilson 

failed to respond to that attorney or the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 13-2127 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Jaime Urbina to terminate orders of child support 

regarding his two daughters; one who had turned 18 and the other who would have 

completed school the following year.  The retainer Agreement required an initial 

retainer of $1,000, not as an advance of earned fees, but rather for costs in beginning 

a case, the difficulty of the case, the “lost opportunity” for Mr. Tilson, “the novelty of 

the issues involved and other circumstances.”  The fee was also described as payment 

for the professional obligations of an attorney, “such as the duty of confidentiality.” 

Mr. Tilson filed a simple motion to stop the order of child support.  He served 

the mother by certified mail but did not file an affidavit of service for nearly three 

months. The hearing to consider the order was not set for over three more months.  

The court directed a new motion be filed for the not yet emancipated child.  Mr. Tilson 
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filed the motion in June 2013, but did not serve it.  When his client discovered this, 

he terminated Mr. Tilson and demanded he file a withdrawal as counsel.  The court 

required that withdrawal before permitting Mr. Urbina to file pro per.  Mr. Tilson failed 

to withdraw until September. He failed to return calls. The second support order was 

not stopped until November.  Mr. Tilson charged one hour for each email reviewed. 

He failed to produce his file to the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-0454 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Mario and Angelica Gonzalez to represent them for 

a Chapter 7 bankruptcy.  Mr. Tilson was paid $2,000 and the $299 filing fee.  Mr. 

Tilson was given all the required documents by his clients.  He failed to give the 

documents to the trustee in response to a document request, failed to file a list of 

creditors and failed to submit a Statement of Social Security Number.  The case was 

dismissed.  After the case was reinstated, the trustee filed objections to various 

exemptions.  Mr. Tilson failed to give evidence to the trustee or try to negotiate a 

settlement.  Mr. Tilson refused to respond to his clients’ phone calls and did not 

respond to a trustee demand for payment of funds.  His clients reached an agreement 

with the trustee on their own.  On multiple occasions, Mr. Tilson did not respond to 

the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-0983 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Mr. and Mrs. Moreno to represent them in an effort 

to avoid a trustee sale on their home.  He was paid an “Initial Case Start-up Fee” of 

$1,500 and a “Monthly Litigation Fee” of $500 instead of an hourly rate fee.  This 

monthly fee “represent[ed] an amalgam of the efforts and time necessary to take a 

matter of this nature from beginning to resolution.”  Over a course of time he was 
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paid $5,800.  During that time, Mr. Tilson took no action, effectively prolonging the 

length of time over which the Morenos would have to pay the monthly fee.  His clients 

gave Mr. Tilson the notice of trustee’s sale.  He did nothing.  After the sale of their 

home, he told his clients he had the situation under control in order to keep receiving 

payments.  Mr. Tilson did not respond to his clients’ calls.  They retained new counsel.  

Mr. Tilson did not respond to the requests of that new attorney.  His clients sued him 

and default judgment was entered against him.  On multiple occasions, Mr. Tilson did 

not respond to the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-1148 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Nina Russell to represent her for a possible 

bankruptcy action.  He advised she file a Chapter 7 bankruptcy and told her to stop 

paying her mortgage payment as he would renegotiate with her mortgage company 

regarding her home. He was paid an “Initial Case Star-up Fee” of $2,300 and a 

monthly fee which equaled her mortgage payment.  He failed to respond to the 

bankruptcy trustee’s request for documents.  When his client discovered this, she 

delivered the requested documents to Mr. Tilson.  He still failed to deliver them.   

Ms. Russell’s home was financed through the Veterans Administration (“VA”) 

and she was eligible to renegotiate the terms of her loan.  The VA was willing to 

renegotiate.  Mr. Tilson told her efforts by her would fail and that only he could 

negotiate the matter. He failed to do so.  Mr. Tilson assured his client he was litigating 

a foreclosure defense for her.  He filed an action but never served it.  When her home 

was lost he was untruthful and told his client the court ruled against her.  He told her 

there was a discrepancy and he could still save her home.  He did so to preserve a 
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regular monthly income stream based on her monthly payments to him. On multiple 

occasions Mr. Tilson did not respond to the State Bar regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-1702 & 14-1748 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Ms. Maria Vasquez to prevent the foreclosure of her 

home.  Mr. Tilson was paid $1,000 and a Monthly Litigation fee of $500 per month 

for as long as the litigation lasts.  He advised Ms. Vasquez to file a fraud suit against 

Bank of America.  He assured her so long as the suit was pending the bank could not 

sell the home.  She learned from Bank of America the home was sold and Bank of 

America offered to rent it to her.  Mr. Tilson did not return her calls.  She went to the 

courthouse and discovered the suit had been filed but never prosecuted.  Mr. Tilson 

continued to fail to respond to her calls or emails nor did he respond to the State Bar 

on multiple occasions regarding this specific charge. 

Mr. Tilson was also retained by Ms. Vasquez to represent her in a mortgage 

fraud case as described above. Mr. Tilson filed the suit on her behalf but never served 

it.  It was dismissed.  Mr. Tilson filed a special action in the Court of Appeals.  The 

court declined jurisdiction and granted a motion for sanctions against Mr. Tilson; not 

his client.  Mr. Tilson failed to respond to the State Bar on multiple occasions 

regarding this specific charge. 

State Bar No. 14-2302 

Mr. Tilson was retained by Leticia Godoy to file a lawsuit to prevent Bank of 

America from foreclosing on her home.  Mr. Tilson was paid $6,000 by his client.  He 

filed the lawsuit but did not serve it.  Mr. Tilson did not respond to the inquiries of his 

client regarding the case.  The home of his client was foreclosed.  She was unaware 

of the foreclosure until notified by the bank. 
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State Bar No. 14-2352 

On June 10, 2014, Mr. Tilson was notified by the State Bar, he was suspended 

from the practice of law in Arizona for nonpayment of his required annual bar dues.  

During that suspension, Mr. Tilson continued to file multiple documents in three 

different cases in which he held himself out publicly as an attorney authorized to 

practice law in Arizona.  Mr. Tilson paid his bar dues and was reinstated on July 7, 

2014.  Mr. Tilson did not respond to the State Bar on multiple occasions regarding 

this specific charge. 

Discussion 

Upon filing such Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, 

reject or recommend modification of the agreement as appropriate”.  Under Rule 

53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., bar counsel is required to serve notice of this Agreement 

to complainant(s).  In an e-mail to the disciplinary clerk by the State Bar counsel 

verified this required notice was given to all complainants by October 2, 2014. 

An objection was filed by complainant Mario Hernandez (Count Two) on 

October 3, 2014.  He is presently in prison and likely unable to be able to have 

meaningful participation in fee arbitration due to his imprisonment.  Mr. Hernandez 

objects as Mr. Tilson never submitted proof of his work on the case.  Mr. Hernandez 

stated he does not care about the suspension.  His main objective in filing the 

complaint was to have 50% of his fee returned to his mother, who paid the fee on 

his behalf.  

PDJ Modifications Accepted by the Parties 

By Order filed October 8, 2014, the PDJ requested a modification of the 

Agreement to assure Mr. Hernandez, who is imprisoned, would have a meaningful 
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arbitration.  The parties accepted that modification.  The arbiter shall be given a copy 

of the Agreement and the rulings of the PDJ regarding this Agreement.  The 

admissions by Mr. Tilson shall be construed against Mr. Tilson. The arbitration shall 

be conducted in such a manner as to permit meaningful participation by Mr. 

Hernandez, although that will not require the actual physical presence of him 

considering his incarceration. 

A further modification was requested by the PDJ.  Absent from the Agreement 

was the mandatory language of Supreme Court Rule 57(a)(D)(iv).  That rule requires 

“a statement that outlines the possible consequences of any violation of the terms 

and conditions of . . . any other provision of the agreement.” [Emphasis added.]  The 

parties accepted the modification to include the mandatory language.  The parties 

agree, the consequences of a violation of any of the provisions of the Agreement as 

modified by the PDJ may include any of the disciplinary sanctions set forth in Supreme 

Court Rule 60.  

Further, the PDJ requested the Agreement include a date certain for the 

payment of restitution, which at a minimum must be paid in full prior to the filing of 

any application for reinstatement.  It was also requested the Agreement require costs 

to be paid to the State Bar within 30 days as it is set forth in the proposed stipulated 

final judgment and order.  These modification were accepted by the parties.  See 

Acceptance of Proposed Modification filed on October 15, 2014.  Mr. Tilson shall fully 

pay the various parties listed their specified restitution within 90 days of the approval 

of this Agreement, and as a term of probation, Mr. Tilson shall participated in fee 

arbitration.  He may not be reinstated unless those sums are paid in full prior to 
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reinstatement in any event.  Further, the Agreement has been modified to be 

consistent with the form of judgment.  Mr. Tilson shall pay his costs within 30 days. 

PDJ Acceptance of the Agreement as Modified 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement, its supporting 

documents and the pleadings requiring and accepting the modifications 

recommended by the PDJ.  The Agreement is modified accordingly. 

IT IS ORDERED the Agreement as modified is accepted.  A final judgment 

and order was submitted simultaneously with the Agreement and has been modified 

accordingly.  Costs as submitted are approved in the amount of $2,644.64.  The 

suspension of Mr. Tilson shall be effective on November 17, 2014. 

Now therefore, the final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED this 17th of October, 2014. 

 

      William J. O’Neil 
              
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed/mailed  
this 17th of October, 2014, to: 

 
David L. Sandweiss 

Senior Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 

 
James N. Tilson 
106 South Madison Ave., Suite 1 

Yuma, AZ  85364 
Email: james@jamesnealtilson-attorneyatlaw.com 

Respondent 
 

 
by: JAlbright 
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