BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY

JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED PDJ-2016-9087

MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR OF

ARIZONA, FINAL JUDGMENT AND
ORDER

WILLIAM TATTNALL RUSH,

Bar No. 025228 [State Bar File Nos. 15-2534, 15-2540,
15-2863, 15-2928, 16-0333, 16-0340,
Respondent. 16-0505, 16-0538]

FILED JANUARY 26, 2017

This matter came for hearing before the Hearing Panel, which rendered its
decision on January 4, 2017. No appeal having been filed and the time to appeal having
expired, accordingly:

IT IS ORDERED Respondent, WILLIAM TATTNALL RUSH, Bar No.
025228, is disbarred from the State Bar of Arizona and his name is stricken from the roll
of lawyers effective January 4, 2017, as set forth in the Hearing Panel’s Decision and
Order Imposing Sanctions. Mr. Rush is no longer entitled to the rights and privileges of a
lawyer but remains subject to the jurisdiction of the Court.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Rush shall immediately comply with Rule 72,

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., including notice to clients and others.
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Rush shall pay restitution in the following
amounts to the following individuals:

1) $1,900.00 to Catherine Pittman;

2) $3,900.50 to Bruce Stuart Garry;

3) $500.00 to Karen Grayson;

4) $500.00 to Janelle Swiader;

5) $7,100.00 to Celia Landry; and

6) $2,000.00 to Erica Jean Cherry.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Rush shall pay all costs and expenses incurred
by the State Bar totaling $3,244.81 with interest at the legal rate until paid. There are no
costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s
Office in connection with these disciplinary proceedings.

DATED this 26th day of January, 2017.

William J. ONed/

William J. O’Neil
Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Copies of the foregoing e-mailed
This 26th day of January, 2017, and
Mailed January 27, 2017, to:

James D. Lee

Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

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

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org
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William Tattnall Rush

Scottsdale Financial center 111

7272 E. Indian School Road, Suite 540
Scottsdale, AZ 85251-3921

Email: wtrush@rushfamilylaw.com
Respondent

and alternative address:
William Tattnall Rush

6639 East Preston Street
Mesa, AZ 85215

by: AMcQueen
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY

JUDGE

IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED PDJ-2016-9087

MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR OF

ARIZONA, DECISION AND ORDER IMPOSING
SANCTIONS

WILLIAM TATTNALL RUSH,

Bar No. 025228 [State Bar Nos. 15-2534, 15-2540, 15-
2863, 15-2928, 16-0333, 16-0340, 16-
Respondent. 0505 and 16-0538]

FILED JANUARY 4, 2017

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State Bar of Arizona filed its complaint on September 9, 2016. On
September 14, 2016, the complaint was served on William Tattnall Rush by certified
mail/delivery restricted to Mr. Rush, and by regular first class mail, pursuant to Rules
47(c) and 58(a)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. Service was made on Mr. Rush’s current address
of record with the State Bar: 7272 East Indian School Road, Suite 540, Scottsdale,
Arizona 85251-3921; and at an alternate address at which bar counsel believed Mr.
Rush may have been residing: 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215. On
September 15, 2016, the Presiding Disciplinary Judge (“PDJ]”) was assigned to the
matter. On October 5, 2016, the complaint was re-served on Mr. Rush by certified
mail/delivery restricted to Mr. Rush, and by regular first class mail, to the alternate
address set forth above and in the initial Notice of Service of Complaint.

A notice of default was properly issued on November 2, 2016, based upon Mr.
Rush’s failure to file an answer or otherwise defend. Mr. Rush did not thereafter file
an answer or otherwise defend against the allegations in the complaint, so default
was properly entered on November 22, 2016. A notice of aggravation/mitigation

hearing was sent to the State Bar and Mr. Rush, notifying them that an



aggravation/mitigation hearing was scheduled for December 13, 2016, at 9:00 a.m.,
at the State Courts Building, 1501 West Washington Street, Room 109, Phoenix,
Arizona 85007-3231. On December 13, 2016, the Hearing Panel, comprised of Ralph
J. Wexler, attorney member, Brett F. Eisele, public member, and William J. O’Neil,
Presiding Disciplinary Judge (PDJ), heard argument. Senior Bar Counsel James Lee
appeared for the State Bar; Mr. Rush did not appear personally or by counsel. State
Bar Exhibits 1-64 were admitted and Exhibits 8, 15, 16, 35, 54, 58 and 64 were
sealed.

The purpose of an aggravation/mitigation hearing is not only to weigh
mitigating and aggravating factors, but also to assure there is a nexus between a
respondent’s conduct deemed admitted and the merits of the State Bar’s case. A
respondent against whom a default has been entered no may longer litigate the
merits of the factual allegations of the complaint. However, the respondent retains
the right to appear and participate in the hearing concerning that nexus and the
sanctions sought. Included with that right to appear is the right to dispute the
allegations relating to aggravation and to offer evidence in mitigation. Mr. Rush was
afforded these rights.

The hearing panel independently determine whether, under the facts deemed
admitted, ethical violations have been proven by clear and convincing evidence. The
hearing panel must also exercise discretion in deciding whether sanctions should
issue for a respondent’s misconduct. If the hearing panel finds that sanctions are
warranted, then it independently determines which sanctions should be imposed. It
is not the function of the hearing panel to endorse or “rubber stamp” any request for

sanctions.



FINDINGS OF FACT

The facts listed below are those set forth in the State Bar’s complaint were
deemed admitted by Mr. Rush’s default. De minimis errors have been corrected.

1. William Tattnall Rush is licensed to practice law in Arizona, having been
first admitted to practice in Arizona on July 6, 2007.

2. On February 26, 2016, Mr. Rush was suspended from the practice of law
in Arizona, for failure to comply with the requirements of Mandatory Continuing Legal
Education.

COUNT ONE (File No. 15-2534/Pittman)

3. On April 20, 2015, Catherine Pittman (“Catherine”) filed pro se a petition
for dissolution of marriage (Catherine Pittman v. Dennis Pittman, Maricopa County
Superior Court No. FC2015-000816). On that same date, Catherine filed pro se a
motion for pre-decree temporary orders.

4, Catherine hired Mr. Rush on May 1, 2015, to represent her in her divorce
proceeding. Catherine paid Mr. Rush $1,900.00 of a $3,000.00 flat fee for the
representation. [Exhibit 7.]

5. On May 5, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a notice of appearance on Catherine’s
behalf.

6. On May 7, 2015, Catherine and Mr. Rush appeared at a “return hearing”
that had been scheduled to consider Catherine’s pro se petition and motion for pre-
decree temporary orders; Catherine’s husband, Dennis Pittman (“"Dennis”), appeared
without counsel. The court scheduled a settlement conference for October 6, 2015,

and scheduled trial for November 10, 2015. The court ordered the parties to comply

with the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure regarding disclosure and discovery.



The court also ordered the parties to complete various tasks prior to trial. [Exhibit
7.]

7. On May 14, 2015, attorney Joseph Maisto filed a notice of appearance on
Dennis’ behalf.

8. On May 21, 2015, attorney Maisto submitted various discovery requests
to Mr. Rush. Mr. Rush failed to timely respond to those requests and failed to inform
Catherine about them.

9. On May 27, 2015, attorney Maisto filed a response to the petition for
dissolution of marriage on Dennis’ behalf.

10. Mr. Rush failed to adequately communicate with Catherine, despite
multiple attempts she made to contact him by telephone, email and text messages.

11. Catherine took documents to Mr. Rush’s office on July 3, 2015, including
a parenting class form that needed to be filed with the court. Mr. Rush never filed
the parenting class form with the court, and last communicated with Catherine on
July 3, 2015. Thereafter, Mr. Rush abandoned his representation of Catherine.
[Exhibit 2.]

12. On July 23, 2015, attorney Maisto sent a letter to Mr. Rush requesting
responses to his discovery requests by July 31, 2015. Mr. Rush failed to provide
responses to the discovery requests.

13. On September 23, 2015, the court continued the settlement conference
from October 6 to October 22, 2015, and directed counsel for the parties to complete

various tasks prior to that date.



14. By September 24, 2015, Judge Pro Tem Lisa Andrus and the court’s
alternative dispute resolution department had unsuccessfully attempted to
communicate with Mr. Rush.

15. On September 24, 2015, attorney Maisto emailed Mr. Rush and
referenced the discovery requests and mentioned he was “on the verge of filing a
Motion to Compel.”

16. Mr. Rush failed to respond to the discovery requests propounded by
attorney Maisto. Therefore, on September 29, 2015, attorney Maisto filed a Motion
to Compel and for Sanctions because Mr. Rush failed to respond to the discovery
requests. [Exhibit 6.]

17. Mr. Rush failed to submit discovery requests to attorney Maisto, which
prevented him from adequately representing Catherine.

18. Catherine frequently requested from Mr. Rush a copy of her file and the
documents she initially gave him but he failed to provide them to her. He also failed
to provide Catherine with an accounting of the fee she had paid.

19. During or about September or October 2015, Catherine hired counsel to
replace Mr. Rush as her attorney of record.

20. On October 6, 2015, attorney Emi Koyama filed a notice of substitution
of counsel on Catherine’s behalf.

21. On October 7, 2015, bar counsel emailed Mr. Rush informing him that
Catherine had hired a new attorney and that Catherine or her new attorney needed
the file he maintained on Catherine’s behalf. Bar counsel instructed Mr. Rush to
immediately contact Catherine to arrange to provide her with the file he maintained

on her behalf and a refund of any unearned fees.



22. On October 9, 2015, attorney Koyama moved to continue the settlement
conference and trial, in part because Mr. Rush had failed to provide her or Catherine
with the file he maintained on Catherine’s behalf, which would have allowed them to
prepare for the settlement conference and trial.

23. On October 23, 2015, the court continued the trial to December 15,
2015.

24. On October 28, 2015, the court continued the settlement conference to
November 16, 2015.

25. On or about November 17, 2015, counsel for the parties informed the
court they had settled the matter.

26. On November 23, 2015, bar counsel emailed Mr. Rush suggesting that
he send Catherine the file he maintained on her behalf, and an accounting of the fees
she had paid.

27. As of December 3, 2015, Mr. Rush had not provided Catherine or
attorney Koyama with the file he maintained on Catherine’s behalf.

28. OnJanuary 21, 2016, the court entered a Consent Decree for Dissolution
of Marriage with Children. Although the court had ordered Catherine to pay attorney’s
fees and costs related to the motion to compel, Dennis waived that right in the decree
by agreeing to pay all of his attorney’s fees through the date of the decree.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

29. On December 23, 2015, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush
at his address of record with the State Bar, which directed him to submit a written
response to the charges of misconduct by January 12, 2016. That letter was returned

to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service as undeliverable. On February 11, 2016,



another screening letter was sent to Mr. Rush at another address,! which directed
him to submit a written response to the charges of misconduct by March 2, 2016.
Neither that letter nor other letters sent to him at the same address were returned
to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service. Mr. Rush failed to submit a written
response, as directed by bar counsel.
Violations

By engaging in the misconduct described in Count One, Mr. Rush violated ER
1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(d), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c),
ER 8.1(b), Rules 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

COUNT TWO (File No. 15-2540/Scott)

30. On February 12, 2015, attorney Nicole Stearns filed a petition for
dissolution of marriage on Christopher Scott’'s (“"Christopher”) behalf (Christopher
Scott v. Promise Scott, Maricopa County Superior Court No. FN2015-0022912).

31. On or about February 27, 2015, Christopher’s wife, Promise Scott
(“Promise”), hired attorney Rebecca Browning to represent her in the divorce
proceeding. On February 27, 2015, attorney Browning filed a notice of appearance
and a response to the petition for dissolution of marriage on Promise’s behalf.

32. On May 5, 2015, the court disqualified attorney Browning from
representing Promise due to “an appearance of conflict that is likely an actual

conflict.”

1 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215. The Maricopa County Assessor’s Office lists
that address as a “Residential Rental Parcel.” Whitepages.com identifies that address as
Respondent’s address. The Preston Street address is the address to which screening letters
were sent regarding all counts in this complaint, but not returned by the U.S. Postal Service.
2 The file number was initially FC2015-002477, but was changed to FN2015-002291 on
February 17, 2015.



33. On May 11, 2015, the court reset a previously scheduled Resolution
Management Conference to July 16, 2015, and ordered the parties to take certain
action prior to that date.

34. On May 19, 2015, Promise hired Mr. Rush to represent her in the divorce
proceeding. Promise paid Mr. Rush a flat fee of $2,000.00 to represent her through
conclusion of the case. As new counsel in a pending case, Mr. Rush had a duty to
familiarize himself with Promise’s case to determine what he needed to do and what
he needed to file.

35. On May 20, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a notice of appearance on Promise’s
behalf.

36.  On June 4, 2015, Mr. Rush moved to continue the Resolution
Management Conference.

37. OnJune 18, 2015, attorney Tifanie McMillan filed a Notice of Change of
Counsel within Firm, replacing attorney Stearns as Christopher’s counsel of record.

38. On June 26, 2015, attorney McMillan submitted various discovery
requests to Mr. Rush. The responses were due August 5, 2015. Mr. Rush failed to
communicate with Promise regarding the discovery requests requested. Mr. Rush was
required by the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure to timely provide disclosure
and respond to discovery requests.

39. Mr. Rush failed to submit discovery requests to attorney McMillan, which
prevented him from adequately representing Promise.

40. On July 9, 2015, the court continued the Resolution Management

Conference to July 30, 2015.



41. Both Promise and Mr. Rush appeared at the Resolution Management
Conference on July 30. On that date, the court affirmed that a settlement conference
was scheduled for October 28, 2015, and scheduled a telephonic status conference
for November 9, 2015.

42. Mr. Rush last communicated with Promise on July 30, 2015, with an
exception of a telephone call on October 14, 2015 (see below). Promise attempted
to communicate with Mr. Rush by telephone and email on various occasions after July
30, 2015, but was unsuccessful. Promise’s email messages to Mr. Rush were
undeliverable, and Mr. Rush failed to respond to her telephone and text messages.
Mr. Rush abandoned his representation of Promise on or about July 31, 2015.

43. On August 19, 2015, the court entered a minute entry order regarding
the October 28 settlement conference. Counsel were ordered to undertake certain
tasks prior to that date, including the submission of a settlement conference
memorandum that all discovery has been completed and there were no outstanding
discovery disputes.

44. On September 17, 2015, the court issued another minute entry order
changing the location of the settlement conference, but reaffirming the date of the
settlement conference and counsel’s duties.

45. On September 18, 2015, attorney McMillan sent a letter to Mr. Rush
reminding him of the outstanding discovery requests and asked for a response by no
later than September 30, 2015.

46. On October 1, 2015, Promise sent a text message to Mr. Rush regarding
his lack of communication with her. She also asked Mr. Rush to contact her so she

could retrieve all the documents he possessed.



47. On October 6, 2015, attorney McMillan moved to compel Promise to
answer the discovery requests because Mr. Rush had not provided them. Attorney
McMillan also requested sanctions in the form of attorney’s fees. Despite that motion,
Mr. Rush failed thereafter to provide responses to the discovery requests. [Exhibit
12.]

48. On October 14, 2015, Mr. Rush called Promise and informed her he was
suffering from medical problems. Promise informed Mr. Rush she had hired substitute
counsel prior to his call and had attempted to get her credit card company to “charge-
back” the fees she had paid Mr. Rush with her credit card. Mr. Rush stated he would
provide Promise with the file he maintained on her behalf. As of October 22, 2015,
however, Mr. Rush had failed to provide Promise with the file he maintained on her
behalf.

49. On or about October 22, 2015, Promise hired attorney Emi Koyama to
represent her in the divorce proceeding. On October 22, 2015, attorney Koyama filed
a Notice of Substitution of Counsel and a Response to Motion to Compel and Motion
to Continue Family Settlement Conference on Promise’s behalf. The motion to
continue was filed in part because Mr. Rush had failed to provide Promise or attorney
Koyama with the file he maintained on Promise’s behalf, despite Promise’s requests
for it. [Exhibit 9.]

50. Promise needed the file that Mr. Rush maintained on her behalf and also
needed her affidavit of financial information to be filed.

51. On October 28, 2015, the court denied the motion to compel, but

ordered counsel to consult by November 13, 2015, to discuss outstanding discovery.
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52. On October 28, 2015, the court continued the settlement conference to
November 30, 2015.

53. On November 23, 2015, bar counsel emailed Mr. Rush suggesting that
he send Promise the file he maintained on her behalf, and an accounting of the fees
she had paid.

54. The parties settled all matters at the settlement conference on
November 30, 2015.

55. On February 5, 2016, the court entered a Consent Decree for Dissolution
of Non-Covenant Marriage without Children, which was filed on February 8, 2016.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

56. On December 23, 2015, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush
at his address of record with the State Bar, which directed him to submit a written
response to the charges of misconduct by January 12, 2016. [Exhibit 11.] That letter
was returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service as undeliverable. On
February 11, 2016, another screening letter was sent to Mr. Rush at another
address,® which directed him to submit a written response to the charges of
misconduct by March 2, 2016. [Exhibit 10.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent
to him at the same address were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service.
Mr. Rush failed to submit a written response, as directed by bar counsel.

Violations
By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Two, Mr. Rush violated ER

1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(d), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c),

3 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215.
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ER 8.1(b), ER 8.4(d), Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup.
Ct.

COUNT THREE (File No. 15-2863/Garry)

57. On August 30, 2014, Bruce Stuart Garry (“Bruce”) hired Mr. Rush to
represent him in his divorce proceeding. Bruce paid Mr. Rush a flat fee of $1,000.00.
Mr. Rush’s fee agreement stated he would: a) draft and file a petition for dissolution
of marriage with accompanying documents and advise Bruce regarding his options,
applicable statutes and case holdings, strategies and matters to consider; negotiate
a settlement agreement/consent decree with opposing counsel; appear and represent
Bruce at all hearings for entering a settlement, consent decree or default; draft and
file a settlement agreement/consent decree; move for default or temporary orders
should they become necessary; and file “any other motions or actions prior to the
discovery phase of the dissolution action.” The fee agreement also stated, “This
agreement does not include representation for any appeals, special actions, mistrial
or other actions contemplated at or after the discovery phase of the dissolution
proceedings.” [Exhibits 14-17.]

58. On September 16, 2014, Mr. Rush filed a petition for dissolution of
marriage on Bruce’s behalf (Bruce Garry v. Vickie Garry, Maricopa County Superior
Court No. FN2014-094155). On that same date, Mr. Rush filed a Notice of Limited
Scope Representation. The notice stated representation comprised drafting and filing
documents to initiate proceedings and enter a settlement agreement/consent decree,
negotiating settlement terms, filing any appropriate motions regarding the foregoing,

and appearing on Bruce’s behalf for all those matters.

12



59. On September 26, 2014, attorney Cheryl Faas filed a Notice of
Appearance on behalf of Bruce’s wife, Vickie Garry (“Vickie”).

60. On October 2, 2014, attorney Faas filed a response to petition for
dissolution of marriage.

61. On November 4, 2014, Mr. Rush wrote a letter to Bruce that stated in
part, "We are also obligated to provide your spouse or his/her attorney with required
information during the litigation process.”

62. On November 14, 2014, Mr. Rush wrote an email message to Bruce in
which he stated in part, "[W]e need to get together our formal disclosure, so we need
to discuss that.”

63. On December 8, 2014, the court scheduled a Resolution Management
Conference for February 9, 2015 (the minute entry order was filed on December 9,
2014). The minute entry order directed counsel to complete various tasks prior to
that date, including complying with the initial discovery requirements of the Arizona
Rules of Family Law Procedure.

64. On December 12, 2014, attorney Faas propounded various discovery
requests upon Mr. Rush. The responses were due January 21, 2015.

65. OnJanuary 13, 2015, attorney Faas sent a letter to Mr. Rush reminding
him of the upcoming “disclosure deadline” and requesting cooperation regarding
possible agreements prior to the Resolution Management Conference.

66. On February 5, 2015, attorney Faas sent another letter to Mr. Rush
informing him that his discovery responses were past due. Mr. Rush failed to respond

to the discovery requests.
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67. On February 6, 2015, Mr. Rush provided attorney Faas with a few
documents and a Notice of Service of Disclosure Documents. Mr. Rush’s disclosure
failed to respond to or address all outstanding discovery requests.

68. Both Bruce and Mr. Rush attended the Resolution Management
Conference on February 9, 2015. Mr. Rush failed to provide attorney Faas with a
Resolution Statement, as ordered by the court, until the Resolution Management
Conference. Mr. Rush’s Resolution Statement was incomplete, which prevented
attorney Faas from understanding Bruce’s position on several key issues. At the
Resolution Management Conference, the court affirmed the settlement conference
scheduled for March 13, 2015, and scheduled a trial for May 18, 2015. The minute
entry order directed counsel to undertake various tasks prior to May 18, 2015,
including compliance with the discovery and disclosure requirements of the Arizona
Rules of Family Law Procedure by no later than April 10, 2015.

69. Following the Resolution Management Conference, attorney Faas
reminded Mr. Rush that, even though he assured her he would respond to her
discovery requests, his responses were past due. Mr. Rush assured attorney Faas his
discovery responses would be forthcoming. Bruce tried to communicate with Mr. Rush
by telephone, email and mail following the Resolution Management Conference, but
Mr. Rush had limited communication with him. Mr. Rush failed to notify Bruce about
hearing dates and failed to keep him informed about the status of his case.

70. On February 10, 2015, the court scheduled a settlement conference for
March 13, 2015, and directed counsel to undertake various tasks prior to that date.

71. On February 13, 2015, the court, on its own motion, continued the trial

to June 23, 2015.
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72. On February 25, 2015, attorney Faas sent another letter to Mr. Rush
reminding him of his obligation to respond to the discovery requests. As of March 2,
2015, Mr. Rush had failed to respond to attorney Faas’ discovery requests.

73. On March 2, 2015, attorney Faas moved to compel discovery responses,
which included a request for attorney’s fees. Mr. Rush failed to inform Bruce about
that motion or a motion to continue the hearing that attorney Faas had filed. [Exhibit
20.]

74. On March 5, 2015, attorney Faas moved to continue the settlement
conference scheduled for March 13, 2015, due to a lack of discovery responses from
Mr. Rush.

75. On March 9, 2015, attorney Faas moved to continue the trial because
she had plans to be on vacation on the date scheduled for trial.

76. On March 24, 2015, the court granted attorney Faas’ motion to continue
the trial and continued the trial to August 25, 2015. The court ordered counsel to
complete various tasks prior to August 25, 2015, including compliance with the
disclosure and discovery requirements of the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure
by no later than July 24, 2015.

77. On March 25, 2015, the court continued the settlement conference to
July 23, 2015, and ordered counsel to complete various tasks prior to that date.

78. On May 6, 2015, attorney Aaron Blase filed a Notice of Change of
Counsel within Firm, replacing attorney Faas as counsel of record for Vickie.

79. On May 6 or 7, 2015, attorney Blase propounded additional discovery
requests upon Mr. Rush. The responses to those requests were due June 22, 2015.

Mr. Rush failed to provide responses to those discovery requests.
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80. On July 20, 2015, Bruce sent Mr. Rush a proposed settlement
agreement. On that same date, attorney Blase spoke with Mr. Rush regarding the
outstanding discovery requests. During that conversation, Mr. Rush admitted he still
had not submitted responses to all the discovery requests and that the July 23
settlement conference should be continued. [Exhibit 25.]

81. During a telephone conversation with the assigned settlement judge on
July 21, 2015, counsel agreed to continue the settlement conference to August 11,
2015, to give Mr. Rush time to respond to the discovery requests.

82. On August 3, 2015, attorney Blase emailed Mr. Rush to remind him that
the settlement conference was scheduled for the following week. He also inquired
when Mr. Rush would provide responses to the discovery requests. Mr. Rush failed to
respond to that email message.

83. On August 6, 2015, attorney Blase sent another email message to Mr.
Rush informing him that if he did not provide discovery responses the following day
that the settlement conference would have to be continued again.

84. On August 10, 2015, attorney Blase emailed Mr. Rush and the
settlement judge requesting that the settlement conference be continued because
Mr. Rush had failed to provide responses to the outstanding discovery requests. On
that same date, the court vacated the August 11 settlement conference, in part
because Mr. Rush had failed to provide responses to the discovery requests.

85. On August 13, 2015, attorney Blase filed an expedited motion to
continue the trial then scheduled for August 25, 2015, because Mr. Rush had failed
to provide responses to the discovery requests. He also requested that the court

enter an order requiring Mr. Rush to respond to all discovery requests and that Bruce

16



be ordered to pay sanctions. As of August 13, 2015, Mr. Rush had not provided
responses to any (or most) of the discovery requests. Mr. Rush had disclosed a few
documents with a Notice of Service of Disclosure Documents dated February 6, 2015,
but they failed to address any (or most) of the outstanding discovery requests.
[Exhibit 27.]

86. On August 18, 2015, the court entered an order vacating the trial
scheduled for August 25, 2015, placed the case on the inactive calendar until October
31, 2015, and granted the motion to compel. The court ordered Bruce to provide
complete responses to the outstanding discovery requests by August 31, 2015. The
court authorized the submission of an application and affidavit to support attorney’s
fees, as requested.

87. On September 2, 2015, attorney Blase applied for Attorney’s Fees and
Costs. [Exhibit 29.]

88. On September 28, 2015, the court entered a judgment against Bruce
and in favor of his wife for $2,562.50 for attorney’s fees and costs “incurred in the
pursuit of a claim in the nature of support.”

89. On September 29, 2015, Bruce emailed Mr. Rush discharging him as his
attorney. [Exhibit 31.]

90. On October 30, 2015, Mr. Rush moved to place the case on the active
calendar or in the alternative to continue the case on the inactive calendar for 30
days. He filed that motion even though he had not communicated with Bruce
regarding his intent to file the motion. Mr. Rush falsely claimed in the motion he had
communicated with Bruce regarding the status and was completing responses to the

discovery requests.

17



91. On November 4, 2015, the court continued the case on the inactive
calendar for dismissal on December 3, 2015, unless a decree was entered, a
stipulation for dismissal was filed, or a motion to set and certificate of readiness was
filed.

92. On December 10, 2015, the court dismissed the case without prejudice
for lack of prosecution. Mr. Rush failed to inform Bruce that the court had dismissed
his petition for dissolution of marriage. Bruce learned about the dismissal when he
checked the court’s online docket.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

93. On January 8, 2016, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush at
his address of record with the State Bar, which directed him to submit a written
response to the charges of misconduct by January 27, 2016. [Exhibit 32.] That letter
was returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service as undeliverable. On
February 11, 2016, another screening letter was sent to Mr. Rush at another
address,* which directed him to submit a written response to the charges of
misconduct by March 2, 2016. [Exhibit 33.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent
to him at the same address were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service.
Mr. Rush failed to submit a written response, as directed by bar counsel.

Violations

By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Three, Mr. Rush violated ER
1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c), ER 8.1(b), ER

8.4(d), Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

4 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215.
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COUNT FOUR (File No. 15-2928/Pavelic)

94. On September 3, 2015, Irma Pavelic (*Ms. Pavelic”) hired Mr. Rush to
represent her regarding post-divorce decree enforcement issues. She provided him
with certain documents, and authorized him to charge his $1,700.00 fee to her credit
card. Approximately seven days later, after Mr. Rush (apparently) performed no work
on Ms. Pavelic’s case, she cancelled his authorization to use her credit card (as of
that time, Mr. Rush had not yet charged any of his fee to her credit card). [Exhibit
36.]

95. Ms. Pavelic left messages for Mr. Rush to return her documents, but he
failed to return them to her. Ms. Pavelic was unable to speak with Mr. Rush by
telephone because he was not answering his phone or returning her calls.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

96. On December 23, 2015, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush
at his address of record with the State Bar, which directed him to submit a written
response to the charges of misconduct by January 12, 2016. [Exhibit 37.] That letter
was returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service as undeliverable. On
February 11, 2016, another screening letter was sent to Mr. Rush at another
address,®> which directed him to submit a written response to the charges of
misconduct by March 2, 2016. [Exhibit 38.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent
to him at the same address were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service.
Mr. Rush failed to submit a written response, as directed by bar counsel.

97. On November 12, 2015, intake bar counsel left a voice-mail message for

Mr. Rush. On that same date, bar counsel emailed Mr. Rush, informing him that Ms.

> 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215.
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Pavelic had been attempting to contact him and wanted her file. Bar counsel asked
Mr. Rush to call him at his earliest convenience. Mr. Rush failed to contact bar counsel
as directed.
Violations

By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Four, Mr. Rush violated
ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.16(d), ER 8.1(b), and Rule 54(d)(2),
Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

COUNT FIVE (File No. 16-0333/Grayson)

98. On September 11, 2015, Karen Grayson (“Karen”) hired Mr. Rush to
represent her in her divorce proceeding. She paid Mr. Rush a flat fee of $500.00.
Karen provided Mr. Rush with notes regarding the terms she and her husband, Keith
Grayson (“Keith”) had agreed to include in the decree. Karen’s goal was to have a
decree entered by December 31, 2015. [Exhibit 40-41.]

99. On September 21, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a petition for dissolution of
marriage on Karen’s behalf (Karen Grayson v. Keith Grayson, Maricopa County
Superior Court No. FN2015-091515).

100. On September 30, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a notice of appearance on Karen'’s
behalf.

101. Keith filed no answer to the petition for dissolution of marriage.

102. Mr. Rush drafted a Property Settlement Agreement that Karen signed on
October 6, 2015.

103. On and/or after November 20, 2015, following the 60-day period before
a default could be entered, Karen attempted to contact Mr. Rush to learn what still

needed to be done. Karen made several attempts to communicate with Mr. Rush by
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telephone, email and text messages. Eventually, Mr. Rush called her after she sent
him a message through his Facebook account. He told her he would email a draft
divorce decree to her to review, sign and get notarized.

104. On December 8, 2015, Mr. Rush emailed a draft decree to Karen to
review. Upon receipt, Karen discovered it contained incorrect information and
terminology (e.g., the listed debts and personal property were another person’s and
the decree referred to her as “"Mother” and her husband as “Father,” even though
they did not have children).

105. On December 9, 2015, Karen emailed Mr. Rush in which she informed
him that the decree was incorrect. [Exhibit 42.]

106. Karen called and sent text messages to Mr. Rush but initially received no
response. She then sent a message to him through his Facebook account. Mr. Rush
called her on December 11, 2015. On that same date, Mr. Rush emailed another draft
divorce decree to Karen, but it was still incorrect. Karen immediately notified Mr.
Rush by email that the decree was still incorrect, but Mr. Rush failed to respond. She
attempted to contact him again, but received no response.

107. On December 23, 2015, Mr. Rush filed an Application and Affidavit for
Default. On that same date, Mr. Rush filed a separate Motion and Affidavit for Default
Decree without Hearing.

108. On December 28, 2015, the court denied the Motion and Affidavit for
Default Decree because no proposed decree had been attached to the motion when
it was filed. The court ordered that the motion be resubmitted to Family Court

Administration with the proposed decree attached. [Exhibit 44.]
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109. Mr. Rush failed to refile the Motion and Affidavit for Default with a
proposed decree attached.

110. Karen unsuccessfully attempted to contact Mr. Rush frequently during
the first week of January 2016.

111. On January 12, 2016, Karen emailed Mr. Rush in which she expressed
her frustration at the delay, his failure to attach the proposed decree to the Motion
and Affidavit for Default Decree, and his lack of communication. She asked him to
provide her with a corrected proposed decree she could sign and return. She sent a
similar email message to Mr. Rush on January 15, 2016. [Exhibit 43.]

112. Mr. Rush contacted Karen on January 20, 2016, at which time he
informed her he had been ill.

113. On January 21, 2016, Mr. Rush sent another draft decree to Karen. She
signed it, had it notarized, and emailed it back to him that same day. Mr. Rush
abandoned Karen and failed to communicate with her thereafter.

114. Also on January 21, 2016, the court filed a Notice of Intent to Dismiss
Case, which stated that Karen’s case would be dismissed on March 21, 2016, unless
a decree was entered, the matter resulted in the entry of default, or the court granted
a motion to extend the dismissal date. A copy of that order was sent to Mr. Rush at
an incorrect address.

115. Mr. Rush failed to file the proposed decree that Karen had signed, had
notarized, and returned to him.

116. On February 16, 2016, Karen filed a Motion to Withdraw Attorney

because Mr. Rush had been unresponsive. [Exhibit 46.]
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117. On March 17, 2016, the court granted Karen’s Motion to Withdraw
Attorney. [Exhibit 48.]

118. On May 5, 2016, the court dismissed the case without prejudice for lack
of prosecution.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

119. On February 17, 2016, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush at
an address other than his address of record with the State Bar,® which directed him
to submit a written response to the charges of misconduct by March 8, 2016. [Exhibit
47.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent to him at the same address were
returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service. Mr. Rush failed to submit a
written response, as directed by bar counsel.

Violations
By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Five, Mr. Rush violated
ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(d), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c),
ER 8.1(b), ER 8.4(d), Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup.
Ct.
COUNT SIX (File No. 16-0340/Swiader)

120. During December 2015, Janelle Swiader consulted with Mr. Rush
regarding the possibility he could represent her at a hearing (she wanted to be
represented because her former husband had informed her he would be
represented). Mr. Rush agreed to represent her, and met her at the courthouse. Ms.

Swiader paid Mr. Rush a fee of $250.00. [Exhibit 54.]
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121. Ms. Swiader and Mr. Rush spoke following the hearing, and about a week
later she hired Mr. Rush to continue the representation. Ms. Swiader signed Mr.
Rush’s fee agreement and authorized him to receive $500.00 through her debit card;
Mr. Rush received that payment on December 18, 2015. Mr. Rush was supposed to
move for paternity on Ms. Swiader’s behalf by no later than December 31, 2015.

122. Ms. Swiader attempted to communicate with Mr. Rush throughout
December to ensure the motion for paternity was filed. Mr. Rush, however, failed to
respond. Mr. Rush’s voice-mailbox was full and not accepting any new messages, and
his office telephone had been disconnected. Mr. Rush failed to respond to Ms.
Swiader’s text messages and email messages. Mr. Rush abandoned Ms. Swiader.

123. Mr. Rush failed to file a response to a Petition to Establish Paternity, and
failed to move for paternity by December 31, 2015.

124. OnJanuary 20, 2016, Ms. Swiader filed, pro se, a response to the Petition
to Establish Paternity.

125. On February 22, 2015, Ms. Swiader and Shane Evans filed, pro se, a
Stipulation to File Consent Paternity Judgment/Order, in which they agreed to the
entry of a judgment of paternity naming Evans as the child’s biological father.

126. On March 3, 2016, the court denied the stipulation and dismissed the
Petition to Establish Paternity because another superior court judge had previously
determined the child’s father was Ms. Swiader’s former husband (the decree in Ms.
Swiader’s December 2012 divorce listed a man other than Mr. Evans as the child’s

father).
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127. On May 10, 2016, another court denied Mr. Evans’ motion to intervene
in Ms. Swiader’s underlying dissolution case, which he filed in an attempt to obtain
an order establishing him as the child’s father.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

128. On February 17, 2016, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush
at an address other than his address of record with the State Bar,” which directed
him to submit a written response to the charges of misconduct by March 8, 2016.
[Exhibit 52.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent to him at the same address
were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service. Mr. Rush failed to submit
a written response, as directed by bar counsel.

Violations
By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Six, Mr. Rush violated
ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.16(d), ER 8.1(b), ER 8.4(d),
and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.
COUNT SEVEN (File No. 16-0505/Landry)

129. On March 16, 2015, Erin Landry (“Erin”), an adult, filed a petition for
order of protection against her mother Celia Landry (“Celia”) (Erin Landry v. Celia
Landry, McDowell Mountain Justice Court No. CC2015-045344). On that same date,
the McDowell Mountain Justice Court issued an order of protection in Erin’s favor and
against Celia.

130. During March 2015, an attorney representing Celia regarding a criminal
matter recommended that she hire Mr. Rush to represent her regarding the petition

for order of protection.
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131. On March 31, 2015, during a hearing on the petition for order of
protection, Erin moved to dismiss the order of protection. On that same date, the
court dismissed the order of protection.

132. On April 2, 2015, Celia entered into a fee agreement with Mr. Rush to
pursue grandparent rights so she could have visitation with Erin’s daughter (Celia’s
granddaughter). Mr. Rush also agreed to represent Celia regarding damage that Erin
had caused to her home, slander, and other legal problems that Erin was allegedly
causing. Celia paid Mr. Rush a fee of $3,000.00. [Exhibit 58.]

133. Mr. Rush wrote several letters to Erin, asking her to remove her personal
belongings from Celia’s house. Celia asked Mr. Rush to delay filing a petition for
grandparent rights until August or September 2015.

134. On May 14, 2015, a criminal assault charge was filed against Celia in
the Phoenix Municipal Court (State v. Celia Landry, No. M-0741-4958845). That
charge was based upon the same factual allegations as those that Erin included in
her earlier petition for order of protection.

135. On September 15, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a notice of appearance and a
petition to establish grandparent rights on Celia’s behalf in Erin’s dissolution
proceeding (Ariel Skalina v. Erin Landry, Maricopa County Superior Court No.
FC2012-053408).

136. On September 17, 2015, Erin filed a petition for order of protection
against Celia (Erin Landry v. Celia Landry, Maricopa County Superior Court No.
FN2015-004825), which addressed the same conduct alleged in the first petition. On
that same date, the court signed an order of protection that prohibited Celia from

having any contact with Erin or committing any crime against her.
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137. On September 17 or 18, 2015, Celia was found guilty of assault in the
Phoenix Municipal Court.

138. Erin served the order of protection on Celia on November 20, 2015.

139. Mr. Rush agreed to represent Celia regarding the order of protection.
On or about November 25, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a notice of appearance and a Request
for Evidentiary Hearing on Order of Protection on Celia’s behalf.

140. On December 8, 2015, Mr. Rush moved to quash the order of protection.
Celia paid Mr. Rush an additional $500.00 to file that motion.

141. On December 9, 2015, Celia signed another contract with Mr. Rush and
paid an additional $3,000.00 for representation regarding other issues that may be
raised by Erin and possibly to seek custody of her granddaughter.

142. On December 31, 2015, Mr. Rush moved for Temporary Orders for
Grandparent Visitation in Erin’s dissolution proceeding (No. FC2012-053408).

143. OnJanuary 13, 2016, the court scheduled a hearing regarding the order
of protection for January 22, 2016. That hearing was subsequently continued to
January 29, 2015.

144. On January 29, 2016, Celia and Mr. Rush appeared at the scheduled
hearing. Mr. Rush informed the court that Celia no longer wanted to contest the order
of protection. The court entered an order affirming the order of protection.

145. Celia requested that Mr. Rush obtain transcripts of the March and
September hearings, but as of February 18, 2016, Mr. Rush had not provided her
with the transcripts, which she deemed vital to her defense. Mr. Rush told Celia there

had been some miscommunication regarding that issue.

27



146. Celia met with Mr. Rush on only one occasion other than in proceedings
in court; all other communication was by telephone or text message.

147. Celia received no communication from Mr. Rush after January 29, 2016.
At or about that time, Mr. Rush abandoned Celia.

148. On February 5, 2016, Erin’s attorney applied for attorney’s fees and a
China Doll affidavit. Mr. Rush should have filed a response on Celia’s behalf, but failed
to do so.

149. On February 11, 2016, Celia filed, pro se, a motion seeking additional
time to hire another attorney to respond to Erin’s application for attorney’s fees. She
stated in that motion that Mr. Rush had abandoned her.

150. On or about February 29, 2016, Celia hired another attorney to
represent her in Erin’s dissolution proceeding.

151. On March 9, 2016, the court denied Celia’s motion for additional time to
hire new counsel to respond to Erin’s application for attorney’s fees, and ordered
Celia to pay $500.00 to Erin for attorney’s fees and costs associated with defending
Celia’s objection to the order of protection.

152. Mr. Rush failed to perform all of the work that was necessary to diligently
and competently represent Celia (e.g., he failed to file a response to Erin’s application
for attorney’s fees). Celia sought new counsel to assume the representation,
expending an additional $6,500.00.

153. Mr. Rush failed to return or respond to many of Celia’s numerous voice-
mail messages and text messages. In addition, he failed to return telephone calls and
email messages from Erin’s attorney and the attorney representing Erin’s husband.

154. Celia gave Mr. Rush various documents and compact disks to use on her
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behalf in the court proceedings, but he failed to return them to her when he
discontinued his representation of her.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

155. On February 23, 2016, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush
at an address other than his address of record with the State Bar,® which directed
him to submit a written response to the charges of misconduct by March 14, 2016.
[Exhibit 56.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent to him at the same address
were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service. Mr. Rush failed to submit
a written response, as directed by bar counsel.

Violations
By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Seven, Mr. Rush
violated ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(d), ER 1.16(d),
ER 8.1(b), ER 8.4(d), and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.
COUNT EIGHT (File No. 16-0538/Bradley)

156. On January 27, 2015, Erica Jean Cherry (*Ms. Cherry”) filed, pro se, a
petition for dissolution of marriage (Erica Cherry v. Matthew Cattey, Maricopa County
Superior Court No. FN2015-090352).

157. On February 17, 2015, Matthew Cattey (“Mr. Cattey”), Ms. Cherry’s
husband, filed a pro se response to the petition for dissolution of marriage.

158. On February 28, 2015, the court scheduled an Early Resolution
Conference for April 21, 2015, and ordered counsel to appear and the parties to
undertake various tasks prior to April 21, 2015.

159. Ms. Cherry hired Mr. Rush to represent her. On March 18, 2015, Mr.
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Rush filed a notice of appearance on Ms. Cherry’s behalf.

160. Mr. Rush failed to attend the Early Resolution Conference on April 21,
2015. The conference was vacated due to Mr. Rush suffering from an unexpected
illness.

161. On April 28, 2015, the court scheduled a trial for June 24, 2015, and
ordered the parties to undertake certain tasks prior to that date.

162. On June 8, 2015, Mr. Rush filed a Motion to Vacate Trial Date and Set
Family Settlement Conference.

163. On June 18, 2015, Mr. Cattey moved to continue the trial because Mr.
Rush failed to appear at the Early Resolution Conference and he believed the parties
could resolve all issues without a trial.

164. OnJune 23, 2015, the court denied Mr. Rush’s motion to vacate the trial
date, affirmed the trial date of June 24, 2015, but noted that a referral to alternative
dispute resolution would be made if appropriate.

165. Both Ms. Cherry and Mr. Rush attended court on June 24, 2015, the
date scheduled for trial. On that date, the court scheduled a settlement conference
for July 31, 2015, and placed the case on the inactive calendar for dismissal on August
28, 2015, unless a final decree had been entered or the court, upon motion of either
party, reset the case for trial.

166. On July 31, 2015, the court rescheduled the settlement conference for
August 5, 2015.

167. On August 5, 2015, the parties attended the settlement conference but
could not reach any agreements.

168. On August 6, 2015, Mr. Rush moved to set trial date.
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169. On September 10, 2015, the court scheduled the trial for December 14,
2015, and ordered the parties to undertake various tasks prior to that date, including
compliance with the disclosure and discovery requirements of the Arizona Rules of
Family Law Procedure by no later than November 13, 2015.

170. Mr. Cattey hired counsel to represent him, and on November 2, 2015,
attorney Brad Reinhart filed a notice of appearance on Mr. Cattey’s behalf.

171. On December 7, 2015, attorney Reinhart moved to continue the
December 14, 2015, trial, which the court granted on December 14, 2015. The court
attempted to contact Mr. Rush on that date regarding his and Ms. Cherry’s
availability, but the court’s attempt to contact Mr. Rush was unsuccessful and Mr.
Rush failed to contact the court. The court rescheduled the trial for June 1, 2016, and
ordered the parties to complete various tasks prior to that date, including compliance
with the disclosure and discovery rules of the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure
by no later than May 2, 2016.

172. Mr. Rush failed to communicate with Ms. Cherry for a period of months,
and apparently abandoned her. Ms. Cherry hired attorney Shannon Bradley to
represent her.

173. On March 30, 2016, attorney Bradley filed a notice of substitution of
counsel on Ms. Cherry’s behalf, which the court granted on April 8, 2016. Attorney
Bradley attempted to contact Mr. Rush by telephone and email so she could retrieve
the file he maintained on Ms. Cherry’s behalf, but Mr. Rush’s telephone was no longer
in service and Mr. Rush failed to respond to her email messages.

174. On April 25, 2016, attorney Bradley filed an initial disclosure statement

because Mr. Rush had provided no disclosure to Mr. Cattey or attorney Reinhart, as
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required by court rules.

175. On May 25, 2016, attorney Bradley notified the court that the parties
had resolved all issues and moved the court to vacate the trial scheduled for June 1,
2016.

176. On July 5, 2016, the court entered a consent decree of dissolution of
marriage.

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

177. On February 29, 2016, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Mr. Rush
at an address other than his address of record with the State Bar,9 which directed
him to submit a written response to the charges of misconduct by March 21, 2016.
[Exhibit 60.] Neither that letter nor other letters sent to him at the same address
were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service. Mr. Rush failed to submit
a written response, as directed by bar counsel.

Violations
By engaging in the misconduct described in Count Eight, Mr. Rush
violated ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c),
ER 8.1(b), ER 8.4(d), Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup.
Ct.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Mr. Rush failed to file an answer or otherwise defend against the allegations in
the State Bar’'s complaint. Default was properly entered and the allegations are
therefore deemed admitted pursuant to Rule 58(d), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. Based upon the

facts deemed admitted, the Hearing Panel finds by clear and convincing evidence that
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Mr. Rush violated: Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., specifically ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a),
ER 1.4(b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(d), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c), ER 8.1(b) and ER 8.4(d);
Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.; and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

ABA STANDARDS ANALYSIS

The American Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions
("Standards”) are a “useful tool in determining the proper sanction.” In re Cardenas,
164 Ariz. 149, 152, 791 P.2d 1032, 1035 (1990). In imposing a sanction, the
following factors should be considered: (1) the duty violated; (2) the lawyer’s mental
state; (3) the actual or potential injury caused by the lawyer’s misconduct; and (4)
the existence of aggravating or mitigating factors. Standard 3.0.

Duties violated:

Mr. Rush violated his duty to his clients by violating ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER
1.4(a), ER 1.4(b), and ER 1.15(d). Mr. Rush violated his duty to the legal system by
violating ER 3.4(c), ER 8.4(d), and Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. Mr. Rush violated his
duty to the legal profession by violating ER 1.5(a), ER 1.16(d), ER 8.1(b), and Rule
54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

Mental State and Injury:

The allegations support a finding that Mr. Rush intentionally or knowingly
engaged in conduct that violated the Rules of Professional Conduct (multiple clients
and courts informed Ms. Rush that certain tasks needed to be undertaken, but he
failed to comply with his clients’ or the courts’ directives). Although some of Mr.
Rush’s conduct may have been due to negligence, that mental state is difficult to
accept given the sheer number of clients’ cases adversely affected and his failure to

respond to the State Bar’s screening investigation and failure to file an answer.
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Mr. Rush violated his duty to clients, implicating Standard 4.4. Standard 4.41
states, “Disbarment is generally appropriate when: (a) a lawyer abandons the
practice and causes serious or potentially serious injury to a client; or (b) a lawyer
knowingly fails to perform services for a client and causes serious or potentially
serious injury to a client; or (c) a lawyer engages in a pattern of neglect with respect
to client matters and causes serious or potentially serious injury to a client.” Mr. Rush
abandoned his clients, knowingly failed to perform services for clients, and, at a
minimum, engaged in a pattern of neglect of client matters, all which caused serious
or potentially serious injury to clients. Therefore, Standard 4.41 applies.

Mr. Rush violated his duty to the legal system, implicating Standard 6.2.
Standard 6.22 states, “Suspension is appropriate when a lawyer knowingly violates
a court order or rule, and there is injury or potentially injury to a client or a party, or
interference or potential interference with a legal proceeding.” Mr. Rush failed to
comply with court rules and orders regarding discovery and disclosure, and failed to
comply with a court order directing him to refile a motion and affidavit for default,
along with a proposed decree on client Karen Grayson’s behalf. In addition, Mr. Rush
failed to comply with court rules requiring that he cooperate with the State Bar during
its investigation into the allegations of misconduct.

Mr. Rush also violated his duty to the profession, which implicates Standard
7.0. Standard 7.1 states, “Disbarment is generally appropriate when a lawyer
knowingly engages in conduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional with
the intent to obtain a benefit for the lawyer or another, and causes serious or
potentially serious injury to a client, the public, or the legal system.” Standard 7.2

states, “Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer knowingly engages in
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conduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional, and causes injury or
potential injury to client, the public, or the legal system.” Mr. Rush failed to promptly
refund unearned fees and failed to respond to the State Bar’s investigation into
charges of misconduct. Mr. Rush’s failure to refund unearned fees benefited himself
and caused serious or potentially serious injury to his clients. Therefore, Standard
7.1 is most applicable.

AGGRAVATING AND MITIGATING FACTORS

The Hearing Panel finds the following aggravating factors are present in this
matter:

Standard 9.22(b) - dishonest of selfish move (Mr. Rush abandoned his
clients and caused actual and potential harm to his clients; in addition,
his failure to refund unearned attorney’s fees or complete the work for
which he had been paid benefitted himself);

Standard 9.22(c) - a pattern of misconduct (Mr. Rush abandoned more
than one client and caused actual and potential harm to his clients);

Standard 9.22(d) - multiple offenses (Mr. Rush engaged in several types
of misconduct, abandoned multiple clients, and caused actual and
potential harm to his clients);

Standard 9.22(e) - bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary proceeding by
intentionally failing to comply with rules or orders of the disciplinary
agency (Mr. Rush failed and refused to cooperate with the State Bar
in its investigation and failed to file an answer to the complaint);

Standard 9.22(g) - refusal to acknowledge the wrongful nature of his

conduct (Mr. Rush failed and refused to cooperate with the State Bar
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in its investigation and failed to file an answer to the complaint; in
addition, Mr. Rush has not tried to mitigate the actual harm he did to
his clients when he abandoned them);

Standard 9.22(h) - vulnerability of the victims (Mr. Rush’s clients relied
upon him to address legal issues they apparently believed they were
unequipped to handle);

Standard 9.22(i) - substantial experience in the practice of law (Mr. Rush
was admitted to practice law in Arizona on July 6, 2007); and

Standard 9.22(j) - indifference to making restitution (Mr. Rush has not
tried to refund unearned attorney’s fees or otherwise mitigate the
actual harm he did to his clients when he abandoned them).

The Hearing Panel finds the following mitigating factor applies:

Standard 9.32(a) - absence of a prior disciplinary record.

The Hearing Panel finds the sole mitigating factor does not outweigh the
aggravating factors. Therefore, disbarment is appropriate.

PROPORTIONALITY

In the past, the Supreme Court has consulted similar cases to assess the
proportionality of the sanction recommended. See In re Struthers, 179 Ariz. 216,
226, 887 P.2d 789, 799 (1994). The Supreme Court has recognized that the concept
or proportionality review is “an imperfect process.” In re Owens, 182 Ariz. 121, 127,
893 P.3d 1284, 1290 (1995). This is because no two cases “are ever alike.” Id.

To have an effective system of professional sanctions, there must be internal
consistency, and it is appropriate to examine sanctions imposed in cases factually

similar. See In re Peasley, 208 Ariz. 27, 35, 90 P.3d 764, 772 (2004). However, the
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discipline in each case must be tailored to the individual case, as neither perfection
nor absolute uniformity can be achieved. Id. at 208 Ariz. at § 61, 90 P.3d at 778
(citing In re Alcorn, 202 Ariz. 62, 76, 41 P.3d 600, 614 (2002); In re Wines, 135 Ariz.
203, 207, 660 P.2d 454, 458 (1983)).

In In re Gustavo Toledo, PDJ]-2014-9053 (2014), attorney Toledo was
disbarred and ordered to pay restitution totaling $13,043.89. In two cases, attorney
Toledo provided few legal services to clients who had paid him a fee. The legal
services that attorney Toledo provided to his clients were of no real value to them
and caused actual harm to them. Attorney Toledo was not diligent in his
representation of his clients. He failed to conduct discovery, failed to prepare a client
for trial, and was himself unprepared for trial. In another case, he failed to effectuate
service of a complaint, which resulted in its dismissal by the trial court. Attorney
Toledo also failed to reasonably communicate with his clients, failed to advise a client
that opposing counsel had propounded discovery requests, and failed to inform a
client that a judgment had been entered against him for opposing counsel’s attorney
fees. In addition, attorney Toledo failed to inform another client that her case had
been dismissed because he failed to serve the complaint. Upon termination of the
representation, attorney Toledo returned only one of the client files, albeit in an
untimely manner. He wholly failed to return another client’s file, which contained
documents necessary for the client to prosecute her claims. Attorney Toledo returned
no unearned fees to the clients, despite that the services provided to them were of
no real value. Finally, attorney Toledo did not cooperate with the State Bar's
investigation. The following aggravating factors were found: dishonest or selfish

motive, a pattern of misconduct, multiple offenses, bad-faith obstruction of the
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disciplinary proceeding by intentionally failing to comply with rules or orders of the
disciplinary agency, refusal to acknowledge the wrongful nature of his conduct,
substantial experience in the practice of law, and indifference to making restitution.
No mitigating factors were found. Attorney Toledo violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,
specifically ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a)(2) and (3), ER 1.5(b), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.2, ER 8.1(b),
and ER 8.4(d), and Rule 54(d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

In In re Devin Andrich, PD]-2014-9029 (2015), attorney Andrich was disbarred
and ordered to pay restitution to three former clients totaling $138,500. Attorney
Andrich was retained by clients on a variety of matters. The clients paid fees to
attorney Andrich, but he provided little or no legal services to them. In those cases
in which attorney Andrich provided legal services, they were of no real value to the
clients and sometimes caused them actual harm. Attorney Andrich filed complaints
without a good faith basis in law or fact and with the intent to delay, harass, and
burden the defendants. He refused to dismiss the complaints when it was clear they
were meritless. Attorney Andrich was not diligent in his representation and billed a
client for services he did not provide. He also failed to provide a client with a copy of
the file upon termination of the representation. During the State Bar’s screening
investigation, Attorney Andrich gave the State Bar a demand letter he falsely claimed
had been sent to opposing counsel in the underlying matter. Attorney Andrich
repeatedly misrepresented to another client the status of the underlying case and
failed to promptly respond to client requests for information. He defrauded two clients
of $135,000, which he was supposed to hold in trust for them, and then lied to them
and the State Bar about the status of those funds. The following aggravating factors

were found: selfish or dishonest motive; pattern of misconduct; multiple offenses;
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bad faith obstruction of disciplinary proceeding by intentionally failing to comply with
rules or orders of the disciplinary agency; submission of false evidence, false
statements, or other deceptive practices during the disciplinary process; refusal to
acknowledge the wrongful nature of his conduct; indifference to restitution; and
illegal conduct. The only mitigating factor found was absence of prior disciplinary
record. Attorney Andrich violated Rule 42, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., specifically ER 1.3, ER
1.4(a)(3) and (4), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(a), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.1, ER 3.2, ER 4.4(a), ER
8.1(a), ER 8.4(c) and ER 8.4(d); Rule 41(g), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., Rule 54(d), Ariz. R.
Sup. Ct.; and Rule 54(i), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

The instant case is similar to the above cases: in each, there were multiple
clients and multiple offenses, the abandonment of clients, a failure to diligently
represent clients, a failure to adequately communicate with clients, a failure to return
a file at the conclusion of representation, and, in Toledo, a failure to cooperate with
the State Bar.

CONCLUSION

The Supreme Court “has long held that ‘the objective of disciplinary
proceedings is to protect the public, the profession and the administration of justice
and not to punish the offender.”” Alcorn, 202 Ariz. 62, 74, 41 P.3d 600, 612 (2002)
(quoting In re Kastensmith, 101 Ariz. 291, 294, 419 P.2d 75, 78 (1966). It is also
the purpose of lawyer discipline to deter future misconduct. In re Fioramonti, 176
Ariz. 182, 859 P.2d 1315 (1993). It is also a goal of lawyer regulation to protect and
instill public confidence in the integrity of individual members of the State Bar. Matter

of Horwitz, 180 Ariz. 20, 881 P.2d 352 (1994).
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The Hearing Panel has made the above findings of fact and conclusions of law.
The Hearing Panel has determined the sanction using the facts deemed admitted, the
Standards, the aggravating factors, the mitigating factor, and the goals of the
attorney discipline system. The Hearing Panel orders:
1. Mr. Rush shall be disbarred from the practice of law effective
immediately.
2. Mr. Rush shall pay all costs and expenses incurred by the State Bar and
the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge in this proceeding.
3. Mr. Rush shall pay restitution to the following individuals:
a. $1,900.00 to Catherine Pittman [Count One, Exhibit 8];
b. $3,900.50 to Bruce Stuart Garry [Count Three, Exhibits 18, 29, 35,
35];
c. $500.00 to Karen Grayson [Count Five, Exhibits 49, 50];
d. $500.00 to Janelle Swiader [Count Six, Exhibits 53, 54];
e. $7,100.00 to Celia Landry [Count Seven, Exhibits 57, 58]; and
f. $2,000.00 to Erica Jean Cherry [Exhibits 63, 64].
A final judgment and order will follow.

DATED this 4th day of January 2017.

William J. ONeil
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge

Brett F. Fisele

Brett F. Eisele, Volunteer Public Member

Ralph . Wexler
Ralph J. Wexler, Volunteer Attorney Member
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Copy of the foregoing emailed/mailed
this 4t day of January, 2017, to:

William Tattnall Rush

Scottsdale Financial center III

7272 E. Indian School Road, Suite 540
Scottsdale, AZ 85251-3921

Email: wtrush@rushfamilylaw.com
Respondent

and alternative address:

William Tattnall Rush
6639 East Preston Street
Mesa, AZ 85215

James D. Lee

Senior Bar Counsel

State Bar of Arizona

4201 N. 24 Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

by: AMcQueen
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. State Bar of Arizona

B . Phoenix, Aﬂzona 85016-6266

, JamesD Lee, Bar No. 811586 o e OFFICEOR THE

. . Z{SPH\! {J‘_}ﬁ { iNpY 7
Senior Bar Counsel NESEING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE

@ = 3

2

4201 North 24% Street, Suite 100~ B SEP 9 205

Telephoner (602) 340-7278 ‘ : - _
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org : B

BEFORE THE PRESIDING E}ISCIPLINARY

JUDGE
IN THE MATTER OF A SUSPENDED | PDJ 2016 - % g 7
MEMBER OF THE STATE BAR OF S ‘
ARIZONA -
'COMPLAINT
| WILLIAM TATTNALL RUSH, R '
. Bar No. 025228, . ] [State Bar Nos..15- 2534, 15- 2540 ,
o - 15-2863, 15-2928, 16-0333, 16~ 0340" :
Respondent R | © 1 16-0505, and 16~ 0538] ' LT

Complasnt is made agams’c Respondent as: foiiows

G EN ERAL ALLEGATIONS

L f\ \£"~("‘ E\T‘(ﬁ_ As 7':&0!\!;5\ R '

1, At a%[ tlmes reievant except as set forth beiow Responden‘c was @ |

| 'anyer Ilcenseci to practlce iaw in the state of Artzona havmg been Frst adm:i:ted ta e

-' "'practnce in Anzona on Juiy 6, 2007 Respondent was suspended frorn the practfce ef‘ o
!aw in Ar;zona on February 26 2016 for faiiure to c:omply with the requlrements of

Mandatory Contmumg Legai Educat:on. |
- COUNT ONE (File No. 15-2534/Pittman)

Regresentatlon of Catherine P;ttman _
‘1‘. On Aprit 20, 2015 Catherme Plttman (“Catherme") Fled pro se a.

petmon for dzssoiutlon of marnage (Catherme Pfttman v. Dennfs Pltfman Marzcopa.



R ':County Supenor Court No FCZOIS 000816) On that sarne dai:e, Catherlne I’Eed pro L

’ ‘_:se a mouen for pre ciecree tern porary orc:}ers

2. Catherme hlred Respondent on May 1 203..5 to represent her m her‘

-~ -d;vorce proceedmg Cathenne pa:d Respondent $1 9{)(} DG of a $3 000. DO ﬂat fe:e L

o for the representat;on

3 On May 5, 2015 Reseendent ﬁlee a ‘ notice of apeearance on
Catherme s behalf _ .

4, . On May “7 2015 Cathenne am:i Respondent appeared at a retem ’

_hear ng” that had been scheduled to cons;der Catherme 5 pro se petitton and motion ‘

‘ :”'for pre decree temporary orders, Cathermes hUSbaﬂd Denms P;ttman C De“msﬂ)f |

:Aappeared wrthout counsei The court st:heduted a settlement cenference for October

.‘-6 2015 and scheduied tﬁa! for November 10 2015 The court ordered the pames

| . to compiy wzth the Ar‘szona Ruies of Famriy Law Procedure regarc:!mg dasciosure and: B

o dtscovery The court also ordered the partses to compiete Vancus tasks p;‘;or to tnai '

_— 5 On May 14 2015 attomey Joseph Matsto f“ied & not;ce of appearance BRI

'. on Dennls behatf | ‘ |
- 6 On May 21 2{315 attomey Ma;sto submltted various dlscovery'reques;ts. k
to Respc:radent Respandent failed to timew respond to those request:s and Fa led to 2
inform Catherine about them. |

.7. On May 27, 2015, a‘ctomey Malsto Fled a respcrzee to the petstion for

"ld:ssoiutnon of marrlage on Denms behalf |

"}-'8, : Respondent failed to adequately commumcate wath Catherme desp;‘ce..‘ .

L multiple attempts she made‘to_ -c_ontact him by f:e_l_ephpne, _emaﬂ‘ and,tex_t messages.



S 9 Cetherme %:ook documents to Respondents oche on - July 3 2015

- - incluomg a parentmg ciass form thet needed to be ﬂeo w;th the court Resoondent :

; _never filed the parentlng dass form With the court and last commumcated wnh
'._}--"AfCethenne on Juiy 3 2015 Thereafter, Respondent abandoned his represeotatlon of - “
-"'Cathe.rme_.' o | | | |
N 10, On July 23 2015, attorney Maisto sent a’ letter to Respondent.:ﬁ
' : Vrequestmg responses to h!s dlscovery requests by Ju?y 31 2015. Respondent failed
“to provide responses to the d:scovery requests
‘ 1t On September 23, 2015, the court contmued the. settiemen's: confereoce ‘

'. from October 6 to October 22 26‘15 and dlrected counse1 for the parttes to :'.
comp!ete vanous tasks pnor to that date | | .l |
| 12 On September 24 2015 attorney Maisto seﬂt an emast message ’co‘
“".‘Respondent in wh ch he referenced the discovery requests and mentroned he was .

*H‘

‘ ‘;"__“on the Verge of f"hng a Motion to Compe

! .':"‘13 Respondent fe;led to respond to the dsscovery requests propoueded by b

.ettorney Matsto Therefore, on September 29 2015 attomey Malsto fi Ied a Mof;on_' |

to Compei and for Sancoons because Respondent fa:led to respond to i:he dascovery .

o _req uests.

14, On or before September 24, 2015, Judge Pro Tem Lisa Andrus and the
court’s _attemetive dispu'te resolution department unsuccessfully attempted to
| ;commumcate with Respondent
‘ 15 Respondent fatied to. submlt dascovery requests to attoreey Massto )

' _Wh’ioh’ prevented him fromedeq‘uete!y representmg Cathersne‘



: 16. Ca;.herme reeuested a copy of her f' ie ﬁ‘om Respondent on several

s oc:casuons, -as We%l as the documente she rmtaalfy gave h m, but he faﬂed to.. prov;de o

' them to her He aiso falled to provnde Ce%:herme thh an accountmg of the fee she :" '
N had paid.. . | | - ‘
L 17 During or about Seotember'or..bctooer: 2015, 'Cath-efﬂinehi_-red‘ﬁcoons‘et to
_:reolace Respondent as her attorney of record. . | o o ‘_

18. . On October 6, 2015 attorney Emni Koyama fi f“lecﬁ a notice of substltutron S
_of c:ounsel on Cathertne ‘s behalf. |

' -19.'_ C}n October 7, 2015, bar counsel sent an ema;} message to Respondent

L ‘.fmformmg hzm that Catherme had htr"ed a new. attorney and that Catherrrze or her

"A new et’comey needed the ﬂe he mamtamed -on. Catherlnes beha!f Bar counsei

‘.“;mstructed Respondent to. immedsately contact Cathenne to make arrangements to

B 'pro\nde her with the fie he maintained on her behalf and a refund of any uneamed o
".f?esz R

. 20. On October 9 2(}15 attomey Koyama F%ed a momon to contmue thef: -

'_.>sett|ement conference and tnal, in part because Respondent had f"alled to ;orovade |

' '»f'her or Catheme w;th the file he mamtamed on Catherines behaif whach Woutd -

o have aifowed them to prepare for the settiement conference and tna!

21. On October 23, 2015, the court contmued the trtai to December 15

- .ZD-:LS.

>'22 On October 28 2015 the court contmued the settiement conference to
B gf November }_6 2015 |
23 On or about Novembler 17, 2015 counsei for. the partses aoformed the

R coUr‘c_that they‘had settled .the matter, e



24, | On November 23 | 2015 | bar coumsel sent an emarl message i:o:
'Respondent suggest ng that he send Cather ine the 1"“Ie he mamtamed on her beha%f
‘.as weli as an accourﬁ:mg of the fees she. hac% pald | | | N
- 25, As of Dec:ember 3, 2015 Respondent had not prov;ded Catherme or
| attorney. Koyama w;th the file he rnamtasned on Catherine’s behalf.

26. 7 Dn January 21, 2016 the court entered a Conseni" Decree for'
Dfssoiutfon of Mamage with Children. Athough the court had ordered Promzse to
pay attorney_fe'fees and costs reieted to the rmotion to compel, Dennis waived that
N rigﬁt in the decree‘ by agreeing to pay all of his at‘ﬁomeyfs’.fees th’reug'h the_date of -
the dec;ee. o | o o .

Faliure i:o Resoond to Bar Counsei

27. On . December 23 2015 bar counsel sent a screenmg letter to ‘_'

) f_Respondent at “his address of record wzth the State Bar, which. directed h:m to -

: subm;t a wnti:en response to the charges of m:sconduct by Jaeuary 12 2016 That ‘A _
' ietter was returned to the State Bar by the VR S Postai Serv;ce as unde?averabie on

R February 11, 2016 ariother screenmg letter was sent to Respondent at another

’ address 2 which dtrected hlm to submit & wntten response to the charges of - -~ o

| mlscondudt by March 2 2{}16 Netther that letter nor other letters sent to him at
the same address were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postai Serv;ce

Respondent failed to submit a written 'response, as directed by bar counsel.

.t 6339 East Preston Street,. Mesa, Arlzona 85215 The Marlcopa County Assessors Ofﬂce itsts that address as &

.. "Residentlal Rental Parcel. “ Wh|tepages com identifies that address as Respondent’s address. The Preston Street.
" address is the address to which screening letters were sent regarding all counts in this comp amt but not returnéd
by the U.S. Postal Servu:e . Lo ' s



oiatzons in Count One '

. | 28 By engagmg in fhe CDDdUCL set fm Lh m Count One, Resporzdem vl otated'-

ER 1. Z(a), ER 1. 3, ER 1. 4(a) and (b), EK 1.5(a), ER 1. 15({5), FR 1. 16(d), ER 3. 4(c),3 :'
" _- ER 8. i(b}, and Ru}es 54{c) and (d)(Z), Ariz R. Sup Ct

. COUNT TWO (Fite Ne. 15~2540[Scott)

Renresentatlon of Promzse Scott

29, On February 12, 2015 attorney Nicole Stearns filed & petrton for
dlSSOlLitiOﬂ of mamage on Chrastopher Scott’s (“Chrtstopher") behalf (Chr;stopher
‘ Scott V. Promfse Scott, Marscopa County Supenor Court No FN2015- 00229172).

', 30 On or - about February 27, 2015 Chnstopher’s wxfe, Promise Scott'-‘

‘_(“Promise”), _h;red attomey ‘Rebecca Bmwmng to represent her in the. davorce S B

: fproceedmg On February 27 2015 ettorney Brownmg ﬂed a notace of appearance ;

:.'and a respense ’co the petit:on fer dlsseiutaon of mamage o Promtse S behaif

31 On May 5 2015, the court dlsquai!ﬁed attorney Browmng fmm

B "'representmg Promsse due to ‘an appearance of conﬂlct that is hke}y an actuai e

_conﬂsct "

32, On May 11, 2015, the court reset a previously scheduled Resoiutaon."

_ Managememt Conference 0. Juty 16, 2015 and ordered the partfes to take certam
action prior to that date. |
| 33. on May 19, 20'1.5 Promise hired Respondent to represent Her in the
'dtvorce proceedmg Promise paid Respondent & flat fee of $2, OOD 00 to represeﬂt
. ,‘__-:{her through cenclus&on oi" the case. As new couﬂsel in a pendmg case, Respondem

had a duty to. famiiiarsze hzmseif With Premlse s case - to determme what he needed'

2 The file nusmber was fnitially FC2015-002477, but was changed to FNZO15-002291 on February 17, 2015,



: _to do end what he needed 1o ﬂe At tne very Jeest Respondent should heve Fied an |
:Aﬁ*’devst of Fmanctai i{nformatxon (“AFI”) on Promise’s behaif | |
34 on May zD 2015 Respondent Fled a not&ce of appearance on Promtse s
3'5." O.nljune 4, 2015, Respondent. filed a motion to eonttnue'tne :Reeoiution
' Management Conference. |
| 36, On June 18, 2015, attorney Tifanie MthEEan filed a Notice of Change of
‘ Counsel wrthm Firm, replacmg attorney Stearns as Christopher’s counsel of record.
.37, On June 26, 2015 attorney McMillan submltted var:ous dlscovery |
"'.-:.1requests to Respondent The responses were ciue August 5 2015, Respondent
fa:ied to commun;cate w;th Promlse regardlng the dlscovery requests or the
| 'documents that had been rec;uested Respondent was. requxred by the Anzone Rules o
e oF Femziy Law Procedure to ttmely provnde dzsc}osure and respond to drsc:overy.
' :._i.requests | |
| | Respondent falied to submtt drscovery requests to attorney McMsitan, i
whlch prevented him from adequateiy representlng PFO[‘]’HSB )
e 39, | On July 9, 2015 the court contmued the Resolution Management
| Conference to July 30 2015. |
40. Both Promise and Respondent appeared at the Resolution Management

Conference on July 30. On that date, the court affirmed that a settlement

e conference was sehedu!ed for October 28 2015 and scheduled a telephoezc status-

SRR ”conference for November 9. 2015

| 41 Respondent last commumcated wzth Promzse on July 30 2(}15 w1th an - o

exceptron of a teiephone caH on October 14, 2015 (see be ow) Prom:se attempted 5



: 'to eommumcate with Respondent by telephone and eme it on vart ous occ:as ions after . o

}y 30, /_615 but was unsuccessful Promises ernei messages to Respondent were
-undeiwerabie and Respondent failed  to respond to her teiephone and text -

. _.messages Respondent abandoned his. representataon of Promxse ‘on or about Juty

31,2015,

42, Oo Aogust 19, 2.615, the cout-t entered a minute entry order regarding
.‘t‘he October 28 eett§emen*c .conference. Counsei e«e-re ordered to undertake eertain '
tasks pnor to that date, mcludsng the submtseson of a settlement conference
lmemorendum that aH olsoovery has been completed and that there are no

' ;-’.outstandmg discovery dlsputes

' "4_3. On September 17’ 2015 the court tssued another mtnute entry order |

h chengnng the locatnon of the settiement conference but reaﬁ’rmmg the date of the
o eettiernent coeference and counset [ duties
44 On September 18 2015, ettomey Mchllan sent a ietter to Respondent .

| remsnemg hlm of the outstandtng dtscovery requests that had been propounded and o

N _aeked for a respeose by no tater than September 30 2015

45.__ On October 1, 2015, Promtse seﬂt a text message - to Respondent-x
..regardmg hlS fack - of commumcatlon with her She also asked Respondent to" |
contact her so she coulo‘ retrieve alf the documents he possessed.

46, 'On October 6, 2015, attorney McMillan filed a motion to compel Pz‘omise

| "to enswer the discovery requests because. Respondent had not’ provsded them. .

Lo : Attomey Mc:MrHan e!so requested sanct:ons in the forrn of attomeys fees Desp:te -

'. thet motloo, Respondent failed thereaf‘ter to prov;de respooses to the d;scoveryl'

_requ este.



47 | Gn October 14, 2{315 Respondent called Promtse and mformed her that -

R he was sur"ermg from mea;c:af problems Pmm se mrormea Respondemt that she

s had htred substltute counsei prior to his call and had attempted to get her credit

“ carci company to “charge- back” the fees she had patd Respondent wrth her c:red;t‘ ,
| _'card Respondant stated he wc»uld provrde Promise with the file he mamtamed on - |
'.her behalf As of October 22 2015, however, Respondent had failed to- pz’ovrde
Promise with the file he maintained on her beha!f. |
48, - On October 28, 2015, the- court denied the motion to compel, but

: _'ordered ceunsel to consult on or before November 13, 2015 1o discuss outstand;ng
-.'dlscovery | |
49 Orz of about Oc‘cober 22 2015 Promlse htred attomey Eml Koyama to
B represent her in the dworce proceedmg On Octobef‘ 22, 2015 a%:tomey Koyama

'.F ieci a Notrce of Subsf:ffutfon of Counse{ and a Response to Momon to Compe;’ and:

- Mot!on to Contmue Fam:!y Setf!ement Conference on Prom:se s behaif The motlon

| to contsnue was f’ted in part because Respondent had fai ed to prov;de Promzse or :

attorney Koyama thh the ﬂe he mamtamed on Pmm:se 5 behaif desp;te Promtse 5 _

L .reques_ts for ltf

50. . Promise needed. the file that .Resbondant maintafn_ed 0%}“ her behaif and
also'needed her affidavit of financia! information to be filed.
51.° On October 28, 2015, the court continued the settlement conference to -

s November 30 2015

‘-‘:.-_'_5_2;__. On November 23 2015, bar counsei sent an emaii message t05 _

Respondent suggestmg that he send Promlse the ﬁEe he mamtamed on her behaif |

7 as well as an accounting of the fees she had paid.



| k 53 .l..'The.g-parties settled -all ma&ers at -"__tbe setttemeﬁt .cohfere.n‘ee -on :
| "November 30, 2015, | | N |
o 54. on February S 2@16 the court entered a Consem Decree for

'.:DISSCD!U&OH of Non Covenan‘c Mamage wn‘:hout Children, which was filed on February
8, 2016, . |

Failure to Respond to Bar Counsel

55. On December 23, 2015, bar cotmsel seht @ screening letter ‘te o
Respondent at hts address of record W}th the State Bar, wh}ch direc‘ced him o

'submtt a written response to the charges of mtsconduct by .‘Ianuary 12, 2016 That

:._"!etter was retumed to the S’cate Bar by the u.s. Posta[ Serv;c:e as undehverabie On :

| "‘February 11 2016 another screenmg 1e§:ter was sent to ReSpondent at another R

. 'address 3 whlch directed htm to submlt a written response te the charges of

_mzsconduct by March 2, 2016 Neither that. Ietter nor other letters sent to htm at

'»_‘che same address were retumed to the State Bar by the U, S Postal Semce‘

:‘Respondent falled to submlt a wnt‘cen response as dlrected by bar c:ounsel

Vl0|ati0ﬂs in Count Two

56 | By engagmg ln the conduct set forth in Count Two, Respondent v:olated '
ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a) and (b), ER 1.5(a), ER 1.15(d), ER 1.16(d), ER 3.4(c),
ER 8.1(b)} en.c‘i ER 8.4(d), and Rules 54(c) and (d)(2), Ariz. R. .Sue. Ct.,

| COUNT THREE (File No. 15-2863/Garry)

Renresentatxoﬂ of Bruce Stuart Garry

| 57 On August 30, 2014 Bruee S’f:uart Garry (“Bruce”) htred Respondent to .'

"""-7'-'._‘represent hlm n hlS drvorce proceedmg Bruce pasd Respondent a flat fee of

56339 Edst Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215,

10



_$1 DDO 00y Responden 's Fee aoreement stateci ne would draﬂ: and ﬂe a petltlon for

':--._-d{gso%ution of marnage, aiong wth ac:comg:sanymg documants, advsse Bruce

o ‘.‘__regarding his opt*ons iegai statutes and hold ngs, and strategfes and consi derat&ons '

S in connect&on ws‘th hzs dlvorce, negot;ate a settlement agreement/c:onsent decree ‘

'wn:h oppos;ng counse! appear and represent Bruce at aEE heanngs neceﬁsary for'

" entenng a sett{emen’c consent decree or default draft and file. a settlement

agreement/consen‘t decree, file & motion for defautt or temperary or"ders should

they became necessary, and f‘le “any other motions or actions prior to the

' '"-drs;c:nvery phase of the dlssolui:ion ac’caon " The fee agre—ernent further stated “This

o _fagreement does not snc ude representatton for any appea!s spec:;ai actsons, mzstraal :

or other actions contemplated at or after the dlscovery phase of thea dzssoiutton'

- '_proceedmgs

58.. On Septembar 16 2014 Respondent fted a pet;tton for dissoiut{on of .

. :ﬁmarnage on Bruce's benaif (Bruce Garfy . V!Ckle Garry, Mancopa County Supenor

"'-Court No FN2014 094155) On that same date, Respondent filed. a Not;ce of‘ S

'._‘=Lfmfted Scope Representation ‘The notice’ stated the; scope of representauon -

. conszsted of draf‘cmg and f‘%&ng documents to 1nltrate proceedmgs and enter a

‘ .setttement agreement/consent decree negotaatlng setttemant terms, f"hng any

appropriate motions regarding the foregomg, and appearing on Bruce's behalf for all
', those matters.

.‘ _ 59'. On September 26 2014 at-torney Cheryl Faas filed é Notice of
| -iAppearance on behaif of Bruce s wrfe, _Vlckae Garry (“Vsckie") |

L - 60. On October 2, 2014 attnrnay Faas filed a response” to petttlon for L

- dissolution of marrsage-.___ |

it



‘.61, On November 4, 2014 Respondent wrote a &etter fo. %roce that stated
i pert, “We are a?so obhgated to prov;de your soouse or hs/‘“zer attemey with-
-requlred mformet jon dunng the htzgetlon process |
i 62 On November 14 2014 Reepondent wrote an ernasi messege to Bruce -
: .tn wh;ch he stated in part; [W]e need to get together our formal dtscloeure, 50 we
need to chscuss that,” | | |
63. On December 8 2014 the court scheduied a Resoiutson Manegement.

Conference for February g, 2015 (the minute entry order was filed on Deeember 9,
: :‘__'2014) The m:nute entry orcier directed counsel to compiete various tasks prior to

"'fthat date, mcludmg complymg Wfth the Inltia[ dsscovery requ;rements of the Ar zona‘

_iRu!es of F“arn Ey Lew Procedure

54 On December 12 2014 attorney Faas propounded various d;scovery' . o

f-requests upon Respondent The responses were due January 21, 2015
o 65 On January 13 2015 attorney F‘aae senta Setter to Respondent _

o remmdzng hlm of the upcomtng “dlsctosure deadime” larad requestmg cooperation.

- 'regardmg poSSIbIe agreements pner to the Resolutton Management Conference

66,: On February 5, 2015, attorney Faas sent another !etter to- Respondent._. s

| '_ 1nform1ng him. that his dtscovery responses were past ciue Respondent failed to
responc:i to ’che discovery requests.

67. On February 6, 2015, Respondent provided attorrzey Faes with a few
‘documeets and ¥ NOi’ICE‘ of Serwce of D:scfosure Documents. Respondents

. .dssciosure ’r’a&led to respond to or address aii outstandmg d1soovery requests.

B8 Both Bruce and Respondent attended the. Resolutton Manegement :

: Conference on February 9 2015 Respondent falied to prov:de attorney Feas Wsth a
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‘-Reseiutxon Statement es ordered by the court untsi the tsme of the Resolutron_ ‘
'.)Iv‘anegemeet Conferenc:e Furthermore, Respondents Resoiutton Staeement was

' mcornpiete, whacn prevented attorney Faas frorn understendmg Bruce s oos;tton on |

) severai key :ssues At the Resoiueon Manegemen‘c Conference, the court. aﬂ’ rrned '

the settlernent conference scheduied for March 13, 2015, and schec%uled a tz‘lal for |
o May 18 2015 The mmute entry order directed eounsel to undertake various tasks
-pr:or to May 18, 2015, including comphance with the dtscovery and drsclosure
requ;rernents of the Arzzona Rules of Fem;%y Law Procedure by Ro )ater than Aprit

: '-10 2015 | . |
-:15_.69 Followmg *‘the. Reso%utton Management Conference e‘cl:orn'ey. Faae
.' ;.‘_rem;nded Respondent that, even though he assured her that he woulci respond to '-
j;-: her discovery requests n:s responses were past due Respondeﬂt assured attorney"
- Faas that hlS d;scovery responses wouid be forthcommg Bruce rnade efforts tm.
| ‘-_"cornrnumcate wrch Respondent by telephone rnarl and ma;l foilow;ng the -
' '.‘Resotutton Management Conference,, but Respondent‘ hed ".--very hmrted :
) _communica‘cton wﬂ:h him.. Among other .thsngs, Respondent falled to notafy Bruce

about hearang da’ces and fatled to keep h!m tnformed abeut the status of h!s case

70, On February 10, 2015, the court schedu ed a settiement conference for

March 13, 2615, and directed counsel to undertake various tasks prior to that date.
71. On February 13, 2015, the court, on its own motion, continued the trial
o ‘to June 23 2015

: -?2. On February 25 2015 attorney Faas sent another !etter to Respondent _ :

. _-'remmding him of I’HS obizgatzon ’i:e respond to the dtscovery requests As of March 2, -'

| ‘-_2015 Respondent had faated to respond to attorney Faas dlscovery requests



.73, Op March 2, 2015 attomey Faeas F%ed a motlon to compei dscovery ST

- '_.;;esponses Whlch mcluded a requesz TOI‘ attomey 5 fees Respondent fazied to mform_”
Bruce about tha’t mo‘pon or a momon to continue the hear ng tha*c at:torney Faas had .'

" filed.. | . o o

74 On . Marc:h 5, 2015 attomey Faas ﬂed a motson to contmue the. :

) settlement oonference scheduled for March 13 2015, due to a %ack of dtscover‘y

- responses from Respondent

- 75, On March 9, 2015 attorney Faas. f“ied a motion to continue the trial

L because she had plans to. be on vaca‘c;on on the date scheduied for traal

.'76 On March 24 2615 the cour‘c granted attomey Faas mot;on o

iy contmue the tnal and contmued the tr;a! to August 25 2015 The court ordered )

,;_c:ounsei to complete vanous tasks pnor i:o August 25 2015 mciudmg comphance o

| '»'Wi‘{h the d:sctosure and dlecovery requsrements of the Arlzona Ruies of Famﬂy Law i

_E_Procedure by no !ater than July 24 2@15
'77 C)n March 25 2015 the court contmued i:he settiement conference to Y

- Juiy ?_3 2{}15 and ordered counsel to complete vanoug tasks prsor to that date

78 On May 6 2015 ai:‘tomey Aaron Biase ﬁied a. Not;ce of Change of\-

: ';' Counse! within F/rm repiacmg attomey F—'aas as counse( of record for V}ckle
79. On. May 6 or 7, 2015, attorney Blase propounded additional discovery

‘requesi:s upon Respondent The responses to those requests were due June 22,

- _ _2015 Respondent faaied to provrde responses to those dlscovery reques’cs

: -’80, On July 20 2015 Bruce sent Respondent a proposed sett[ementg-:“"

- agr‘eemen‘c Gn that same date at’comey Biase spoke w&th Respondent regardmg R _

| the outstandmg dsscovery requests Durmg that conversapon, Respondent admrtted 3. R

T



| ‘_'ne s‘oll had not subm;tted responses to al} the dlscovery reouests and that the Juiy -

23 se‘ctiemeot conference s‘nould be con’onueo

Bi Durmg a i:eiephone conversat&on wn:n the asssgned setdement }udge on ) . T

o .'_;Juiy 21, 2015, counsel agreed to contmue the sett&emeni: conference to August 11,

.'2015 ta g;ve Respondeot tlme to respond to the dzscovery requests

B2. On August 3, 2{)15 ati:omey Blase sent an emerl message “co
Respondent to remind him that the se‘cttement conference was schedu&ed for the
fo Howmg week He also inquired when Respondent wouid prowde responses to the.

E d;scovery requests Respondent failed to respond to that emaﬂ message

83.: Dn August 6, 2{}15 attorney Blase sen*c another emall message to»

S '-_’.Respondent mforrnsng h;m that n‘ he dld not. prowde dlscovery responses the :

T _foitownng day that the sei:tlement conference wouid have to be contmued agatn

84 Dn Augus’c 10, 2015 attor'ney Btase sent an erna;i message to'-'_ ;

_.Respondent and the settiement Judge requestmg that the settlement conference be S

.,fcontlnued because Responden‘c nad faﬂed to provzde responses to the outstandmg. el .

fdascovery reques’cs on that same date, the court Vacated the Augusi: 11 settiement

onferenee, in. part becaUSe Respondent had falled to provnde responses to the_ :
B dsscovery reouests |

85, On Augus‘c 13, 2015, attorney Blase filed an expedited mot:on to

continue the trial then scheduled for August 25, 2015, because Respondent had.

faned to prowde responses to the dtscovery reques’cs He also requested that the'

i court enter an order reqwnng Respondent to respond to all dtscovery requests and- E

.' ‘that Bruce be ordered to pay sancoons As of Augus‘c 13 2015 Respondent had not

"_p_rov;ded responses ito any (or most) of the dlscovery requests Respondent had
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' -nd|sclosed a few decuments w;'rh a Noi:f'ce of Service of Disclosure pocuments dated -

'-February 6, 201::, but they faiieci o address any (or most) of the-eu-té_tanding

. -d:scovery reouests

86 On August 18, 203.5 the court en‘cered an order vacatzng the trial
: i_schedu&ed for August 25, 2015 p!aced the case on the mactive ca&endar un’cill
g Octeber 31, 2015, and gran*cead the motion to compel. The court ordered Bruce to
'prowde compkete regponses to the eutstancﬁng discovery requests by August 31, “
.2015 The court authortzed the submission of an apphcatnon and affidavit m_support

- of attomey s fees, as requested in the motlon to compei

'.::87,. On September 2, 2{315 attorney Bsase ﬁied -an Apphcatmn for'.i‘,_-; ‘ ,‘

o :,:Affomey 5 Fees and Costs

, " 8-8._ On Sep%:embe'r 28, 2{)15 the’ court entered a Judgment agams; Bruce - 3

d 2} favor of his W|fe in the amount of $2 562 SO for attmrneys fees and costs' e ‘_ o

_ :“mcurred m the pursuzt of a ciasm in ‘f:he na‘cure of suppor’t y

.89, On September 29;. 2015 BrLtce sent an emaii message to’ Respondeﬂt R

d;schargmg hlm ‘as his attorney.

90, ~on October 30, 2015 Respondent f'"ied a motion to piace the case on: o

the active calendar or in the attemat:ve to continue: ’che case on the mactzve
calendar for 30 'days.‘ He filed that motion even though he had not communicated

with Bruce regardmg his intent to ﬁle'the mot%on. Respondent falsely claimed in the

B :motlon that he had commumcated thh Bruce regardmg the status of the case and

& ."'*_was in the process of comp}etmg responses to the discovery requests

' 91 On November 4 2015 the court contmued the case on: the ma(:ttve'

o _ca!endar for chsmzssai on December 3 2015 unless a. decree was. entered a’



: s.t‘ppula*cion for di_sniies:a'i‘jwee filed, or_-a-metion 0 sei“: and cértiﬁcate._ef .reeiéi_nesswas_l , |
ﬁied . . o _ : : .
- 92 .On De{:ember 10 2015 the court d'smtssed the c:ase wstheut pre;udice |
_".for 1aek cf’ presecutmn Respondent ‘falled to ;m‘orm Bruce that the court had
'_dxsmlssed his petltzen for dissoiutlon of rnamage Bruce Iearned abeut the dtsm!ssal
: ”_Wh-en he checked the court 5 onhne docket..

Fa;!ure to Respond to Bar Counsel

- 93, On January 8, 2016, bar counsel sent a screening letter to Respendent

at hzs address of record with the State Bar, whnch d;rected htm to submit & wrltten

-response to ithe charges of m1sconduct by January 27 2016 That Ietter was‘

'returned to ‘cne State Bar by the U S, Postai Semce as undehverabie On February:"li

i 111 2016 another scz'eenmg Ietter was sent to Respondent at: anothes‘ address, :

_fwhich d;recteci hsrn to submi‘c a wrttten response to the. charges of m:sconciuct by. - B

. _ March 2 2016 Ne;ther that ietter nor o‘cher [etters sent te nzm a’c the same address

o . 'were returned to the State Bar by the U S Pos‘cai Semce Respondent fa:led to -

L f'__._'subm;t a wntten response, as. directed by bar counsei

Vlolat:ons in Count Three

94. By engagang in. the conduct set forth in Count Threef Respondent |
v;oiated ER 1.2(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a) and (b}, ER 1. S(a), ER 1. 16(d), ER 3. 4(c), ER

8.1(b) and ER 8.4(d), and Rufes 54(c) and (d)(2), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

"4 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona B5215.
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CDUNT FOUR (F«aie No. 15 2928[?ave!ec)

Reoreserztauon of Ir"me Pavei

' 95 On September 3 2(}15 Zrma Paveltc (“Paveiac”) ereci Respondent to

-repregent her reaardmg pos*: d;vorce decree enforcement issues, She pz‘ov;ded him

-wzth certam documents and euthorzzed him to charge his $1 700.00 fee to her |

'-credit card Apprommately seven days later, aﬁ:er Respondent (apparentiy) fa;led to .

perform any work on Pavelic’s case, she cancelied his aumonzatson to use her credit

c:ard (as of that time, Respondent had not yet charged any of h[s fee to her oredst

I» 'ca_rd).

96, Pavehc teft. messages for. Regpondent to return her documents, but he' L .

- ""__falleci to r‘eturn them to her Pavelic. was unabie to speak w1th Respondent by.-

o 'teiephone because he was not answer:ng hts phone oF. returnmg her caﬂs

Fasiure to Resoond to Bar Counsei

;-97 On Decembes" 23, 2015 bar counse! sent a screenmg !etter to'

i Respoodent a’c h;s address of record wzth ’che State Bar w’mch d1rected hsm to S

'-’-'_'_submtt a wrztten response to the charges of mlsconduct by January 12 2016 That. ‘, __: _

i --ietter was roturned to the State Bar by the U S Postal Servic:o as undehverab!e Oon

"February 11, 2016 another st:reemng Eetter was sent to Respondent at another._ o

adciress 3 which directed him to submit a written response . to the charges of
miscondtict by March 2, 2016. Neith.er_ that letter nor other,ietters sent to him at
-‘cho same address were re‘curned to the State Bar by the U S. Posta! Servzce

" Respondent falled to submst a wrst:ten response as dzrected by bar counsei

5 6339 Fast Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215,
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i 98 On November 12 2615 mtaka baz* cour‘sei ieft a vo:ce mall meassage S
_'“or Resporzdem Orz Lhat same date, bar counsei sem an- emali mecsage to,

| -"'Responcemt, mrormmg hlm tha*c Pavei;c nao Deen attemptmg o contact htm and -

"".“wanted her F!e Bar c;ounsel asked Respc}ndent to cai[ him at hts ear!est_'

-.-convemence Respondent fatlead to contact bar counsel as d;rected

Viotatlons in Count Four o

99, By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Four, Respondent

- viotated ER 1.2@, ER 1.3, ,ER‘M(a) and (b), ER 1.16(d), ER 8.1(b) and ER 8.4(c),

o and Ru}e 54(d){2), Ariz. R Sup. Ct

COUNT FIVE (FtEe No. 16-—6333/Grayson)

ReDresentauon of Karen Grayson -

100 On September 11 2615 Karera Grayson (“Karen") h;red Respondent to

5‘;_,:'-"frel:thfsser]t her m her dlvorce proceedmg She paid Respondent a ﬂat fe:e of $S(}G 00. ..

- ; 'Karen provxded Respondent Wxth notes regardmg the terms that she ancE her.

B _';,":'_.‘:.husband Keith Graysen (“Kelth”) had agreed to mdude in the decree Karen s gaai ‘

- was to have a deacs"ee entered by December 31 2015

101 On September 21, 2015, Respondent f"ied a pet;tlon for dlssolution of . -

i marrtage on Ka;’ens behalf (Karen Grayson V. Ke;th Gr’ayson, Maricopa County
Superior Court No. FNZDlS—OQlSiS).

102, On September 30, 2015, Respondent filed a notice .of appearance on

- '_‘Karen s behalf.

L 103 Kejth d;d not ﬁle an answer or respond to the petstson for drssoiutxon Gf

.‘.marrzage_,
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104 Respondemt druﬁ:ed a Pmperiy Settiemem Agreement Lhat Karen-- .'
o s;g"sed on Oc:wberé 2015 o

L{}S On and/or aﬁ:er November 20 aOiS foiiowmg the 60 day per’tod benore

R ,:a defau%t couid be enteared Karen a?:tempted to contact Respondent £0 1eam what -

'-suﬂ needed to be’ done Karen made a number 01’ attempts to commumcate thh. S

' "'Responden‘c by teiephone, amaii and text messages Eveﬂtuai!y, Respondent caited

her af‘ter she sent him a message through hiS Facebook account He told her that
he would ema:i a draft dzvorce decree to her to review, sign and get notarized.
o 106 On December 8, 2015, Respondent emailed a draft decree to Karen to

revaew Upon rece{pt Karen dtscovered it c@ntamed mcorreci: mformatmn and‘ E

o Atermmo ogy (e g the !;sted debts and personai pmperty were another person s and R

Sl Ithe decree referred to her as “Mother” and her. husband asi “Father " even though?. o

R “"_they dlct not have chlidren)

' 107‘ On December 9 2015, Karen sent an ema;l message to Responden‘c in .

. !_-"*f-‘whmh she mformed him that the décree was mcorracﬂ:

108 Kareﬂ caHed and sent - text messages to Regpondent but matially

'*'-'_‘recewed no response She then sent a message to hlm through hIS Facebookfij'

BCCOUﬂt Respondent called her on December 11, 2015. On that same date,
Respondent emailed another draft divorce decree to Karen, but it was still mcorrect
Karen immediately notified Respondent by email that the decree was still incorrect,

o, but Respondent failed to respond. She attempted to contact him again, but received .

" noresponse.
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1(3*9 On Decem‘ber 23 2015, Respondent ﬂed an Apphcat:on ano’ Aﬁ‘?dawf ‘

. ror Dezau!t On that same date, Raspondent f‘ ieo = saparata Vot;on and Aﬁ‘” o’awt for - '

o Derauft Decree WfEf‘)OUC Hearmg

110 on December 28 2015, Lhe court den:ed the Mooon ana’ Aﬁ‘"dawt for PR

" 'Defauft Decraa because no propoaad dacree had been attachad to tha motfon whan L

"'1*: was  Fled. The court orderod that the motion. be resubmztted to Family Court - |

‘ Admm;stration with the proposad decree attached

111. Respondent falled to refile the. Motion and Affidavit for Default with a.
i_' proposad decrea attached | o
| 112 Karen unsuccesax‘u!iy attemptad to contact Respondent on: sa\reral _ o

"occasnons durmg the f’rst waak of January 2016

§ ].;_- 113 On Januar\/ 12 2016 Karen sent an amall massaga to Raspondent ne

‘_wh;ch she expressed her frustratxon at the detay, hES faﬂura to attach tne proposed‘ |

BT "decrea to the MOUOI’? and Aff"dawt for Defauit‘ Decrea, and hzs Iac:k of -

- communscatlon She askad him to pmvzde her WIth a oorracted prDPOSad decree I

o that sha couid s:gn and return She sent a smsiar ernaﬂ massaga to Respondent on, |

‘-'_':‘January 15 2015

114« Respondent contacted Karen on- January 20, 2016 at WhICh t;me he -
informed her that he had been i}, -

115. On January 21, 2016, Respondent sent anothar draf“t decree to Karen.
~'j.'She 51gnad t “had it notar;zad and ema:ied lt back to him that same day.
":-'-';"Resoondant abandoned Karen and i’at[ad to communacate w:th her thereaftar

116 Also on January 21 2016 the court ﬂed a Not/ce of Inteni? to Dfsmfss

."”_Case, h;ch stated that Karen 5 case WDuid be dssmlssed on March 21 2016 unleas - |
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.,‘a cﬁecree was enter'ed 'i:he matter.resulued in Lhe éntry 0;. defautt or thé court-
§ 'granted a mofr&n to exzend the msm;ssal dace A copy or that Grder WES sént "CD_. E
| Respondem: at an mc;orrect addrezss | | - | |

117 Respondent fa;led to Sle the proposed decree Lhat Karen had s:gned

| .had na‘canzed and re*curﬂed to hsm | o | |
| 118 On February 16 2016, Karean Fled a- Motfon to W;thdraw Atfomey

because Respondent had been unresponswe |
119 On March 17, 2016, the court granted Karen's Motion to Wrthdraw |

Atmmey

- 120 On May S 2016 the court dasm!ssed the case thhout prejudice for iack '

o of-prosecutlon | | | | | '

Faliure to Resoond to Bar Counsel

121 On February 17 2016 bar counsei sent a’ screemng %etter to

'-Respor}dent at an address other than hts address of recard thh the State Bar, |

whlch d:rec‘ced h;m to subrmt a written response to the chargas of misconduct by-_:ff '

i_' 'March 8 2016 Nezther that letter nor other letters sent to hsm at the same address‘ |

3 "'.'f-were ;‘etumed to the State Bar by ’che U.S. Postai Semce Respondent fa:ied to o -

: submst a wntten response as dsrected by bar counsel

Violations in Count Five

122 By endaging m the conduct set forth in Count Fve Respondent v1oiated _
ER 1 2(5), ER 1 3, ER 1.4(a) and (b), E’Rl S(a); ER 1. 16(d), ER 3 4((:), ER 8 l(b) B

g ff' and ER 8. 4(d), and Rules 54((:) and {d)(Z), Arlz R Sup Ct.

"¢ 6339 East Preston Street, Mesa, Arizona 85215,
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" COUNT SIX. (Fsie No. 16 6340]Sw=ader}

Reoresemenon of Eaneﬂe Svneder

123 On December 23 2915 Snane Evnns (“Ev(;ns) Jane%ie waaders

_';forrnez' husband f‘“ ted a Petft/on to Esfab[:sh Patern;ty, Lega:’ Decrsron»Makmg,

| jParentmg Time and Support that named Janeiie Sw:ader (“Swtader’) as the rnother e

of a chrld for which he claimed he was the father {Shane Evans V. Janeiie Swiader,

Marscopa County Supenor Court No. FCZG?LS 007725). On that same date, Swiader
‘signed and filed an acceptanoe of service. | |

124 Dunng December 2015, Swiader consulted with Respondent regarding

e the posssbmty tnat he couid represent her at.a neanng (she wanteci 1o be' :

represented because ﬁvans ned nf’ormed her that he was gozng to be’ reoresented'.'

_:-at the heerzng) Respondent agreed 'to represent her and met her at the';-

L -_"‘couﬁhouse Swreder paid Respondent a fee of $250 OO

125 5w1ader end Respondent spoke followmg the hearing, and about 8 week:

",':'Eater she dec;ded to hire Respondent to contmue the representateon Sw;eder srgned*

, Respondents fee agreement and authorlzed hsm to recefve $5C}O OO through use of . - .

._'_‘..ji.-:ner deb}t card Respondent recelved that: peymen‘c on. December 19 2015
. | Responden’c was supposed to f’le a ‘motion, for petermty on Swiader’s beha!f by no
fater then December 31, 2015,

126. Swiader atteropted to co-m-municate with Respondent throughout

December to ensure the motson for paternlty was filed. Responden‘c however faﬂed

" :_ _'to respond Respondents voice- ma!ibox was full and not accepttng any new S

":-:-messages, and hss office ‘ceieonone had been dzsconnected Respondent faiied to '_ "

23



-res;‘;onld ,'to S.wi‘ad‘er's.téxt mességéé'and;e'ﬂ%ailmess‘ages...ééspoﬁaen’c-aban.donéd_
127 Résponaent faued. to ﬂie- a response to -the‘ P@Eli‘IOD to Estab!;sh
Patem{ty, and fai!ed to file a mot on for patema“y by December 31, 2015. |

_ 128 On January 20, 2016 Swaader f‘ied pro se, a response to the Petftfon
to Establ;sh Patermty’

129, On February 22 201’5 Swnader and Evans i’led pro se, a St;pufatron to

‘F“fie Consent Paternity Judgment/Order, in Whl(:h they agreed to the entry of a
| __._Judgment of patemsty nammg Evans as the chlid’s b:oiogtc:a? father.
‘ 130 On March 3 2016 the court demed the st;putatlon and dtsmtssed the_

. 'Pemt;on to Esrablrsh Patermfy bec:ause another‘ super:or court judge had prevzously_ '

‘:"determmed the child’s father was Swnaders former ht,lsbanciI (the decree in. .

“'Sw;aders December 2012 d;vorce hsted a man other than Evans as ’che chsids '

| ".'; :' father)

131 on May 10 2016 another cour‘t demed Evans mct;on to mtervene in. |

: Sw;aders underymg dsssoiutson case whlch he filed in an attempt to obtam an

' i.order est:abhshmg him as the c}"‘uld 5 father

Fallure to Respond to Bar Counsel.

132. On February 17, 2016, bar counsel sent a screenihg fetter to

‘ -Respondent at an address other than his address of record with the State Bar,’

whzch dsrected hlm to submt a written response to the chargeg of mzsconduct by

' “"-March 8, 2016 Nelther that letter nor other Ietters sent to. him &t the same adds’ess

" 75339 East Preston Stfeéf., Mesa, Asizona 85215.
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s ';v\rere retumed to the State Bar by the U S. Postal. Semce Respondemt f'axled to_‘- L

subrmt a wnden response, aS d:recLed by bar counse%

V;oiaczone i Ceunt Six

' 133 By eﬂgagmg m the conduct set forth in Count Slx, Respondent woiated

ER 1. Z(a) ER 1.3, ER 1 4(a) and (b) ER 1. S(a), ER 1.16(d), ER 8, 1(b) ar;d ER o

8. 4{@), and Rules 54(d}(2) Afiz. R. Sup. Ct.
COUNT SEVEN (File No. 16~ OEOS/Landry)

' 7 Representation of Celia Land;x . L
134 On March 16 2015 Erin Landry ("Erin™), an adult, f‘ied a pe-i:mon for' |

f_"_j_'order of protectlon agamst her mother Celia Landry (“Geisa”} (Erm Landf}f v Ceffa .

-"‘_'_f_andry, McDoweii Mountam Justlce Court NO CC2015 045344) On that same date o |

. _:_'lfvi:he McDowelI Mountam Justace Cour‘c issued an order of protectson in Erin s faver_' L

e and agamst Ceha

e 135 Dunng March 2{)15 an attorney representmg Ceha regardmg a crsmlna!

55.':":"matter recommended that she “hire Respondent to ;'epresent her regard;ng the_.',' ENR

R petltt()ﬂ for order o'r’ protection

136 On March 31, 2015 durmg a hearing on the petlt;or; for order- of," o

: 'protectldn, Erin moved to dtsmiss the order of protectlon On that same date the
court dismissed the order of protection. .

137 On April 2, 2015 Celia entered into a fee agreement with Respondent

.'-‘to pursue grandparent rzghts SO she could have Vtsztation with Erms daughter

'“"-'--:".(Ce!ias granddaughter) Respondent a!so agreed to represent Cella regardmg

f"-idamage that Erm had caused to her home, siander, emd other legal problems that -

i .:'Erm was allegediy causmg Ceha pasd Respondent a fee of §3, DDD {}{3
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138 Respondent wrote several Ietters to Ern asktng her to remove her

"‘per.»,onai be}ongmgs frorn Ceias hoube Ceiia esked Respondent 'to deiay nhng a_‘
' '-_"petttren for granoparent rghts Lmtil August or September 2015

139, Dn May 14, 2{)15 2 cnmmai assault charge was Fied agetnst Ceha in

~the Phoenax Munlc:lpei Couft (State v, Celza Landry, No M 0741 4958845) That

--‘. charge was based upon the same factual aiiegatzons as those that Erin included in
her eart;er peutlon for order of protectzon |

140, On September 17 or 18, 2015 Celia was found guskty of assault in the
’ Phoemx Munic;pal Court S
141 On September 15 2015 Respondent t‘ied a not;c:e of appeerance and a

'--“f"_‘.petitxon to estabhsh grandparent rzghts -on Cehas behaif sn Enns dlssolutzon-.”“

'-"'_f_‘._j‘-‘proceedmg (Arfel Ska!ma v Erm Landry, Mancopa County Superaor Court No A

L FC2012 053408}

142 On September 17 2015 Erm ﬂed a: pet:tlon for order of protectlon- g

”"‘"-"".:;:'.egaenst Ceha (Erm Landry V. Cehe Lendry, Mancopa County Supenor Coun: No e

FNZDiS 004825), whach addressed the same conduct that had been ai%eged in the."

"‘-'-i'r._-f‘rst petst:on On that seme date, the court srgneo an order of protectlon that o

prohtb;ted Cehe from havmg any contact w;th Erzn or commltt;ng any cnme aga;nst '
R her.

143 Erin served the order of protection on Cehe on November 20 2015,
N 144 Respondent agreed to represent Ce!sa regardzng the order of protection |

: ‘On or, about November 25 2015 Respondent Fled a notrce o’r’ appearance and a

L _zRequest for Ewdent.'ary Hearmg on Order of Proz‘:ecmon on Celia’s beheif :
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145 On December 8 2015 Respondent Fied a. mot on to quash the oroer o{ L Yo

; protecnon Ceha pald Responden an adc% onal $SGO OO io ule that motnon

146, On Dec:ember 9 2015 Ceia ergneo anocher contract wn:h Respondent

B and paxd an addrt:onal $3 OOD DO for representatlon regardsng othe;’ zssues that may -

T e re:seci by Enn and poeszbiy to seek custody of her granddaughter

147. On December 31 2015 Respondent ﬁled a Motron for Temporary s

| Orders for Grandperent Visitation in Erin‘s dsseoiution proceedmg (No F’C2012~_ _
053408).
148 on January 13 2{}16 the court schedu!ed a heenng regardlng the

| ..-order of protection for January 22 2016 That heanng was subsequentfy contunued o

o '- _to Januar'y 29 2015

e 149 On ,}anuary 29, 2018 Ceha end Respondent appeared at the scheduled' |

) ;-'.'-._xz--",.heanng Respondent mformed the court that Ce ia no ionger wanted to contest the |

o rder of protectzon The c:ourt entered an order afﬁrmmg the or‘der of protection

150 Ceha requested that ’Respondent obtatn transcnpts of the Merc:h and

; -"September heanngs, but as of February 18 2016 Responcéent had not prov;ded ner-?

5 wath the transonpts, whtch she deemed vstal to - her defense Respondent toid Cehe

R there had been some miscommunscatson regardrng that 1ssue

151 Celia met with Respondent on oniy one occasion other than in the
context of proce-edzngs In court; all other communication was by telephone or text

= message

o protectson on January 29 2016 Af’ter consuitmg wath Ceiia Respondent mformed'__ '

. 27 A' I.

152 Respondent anci Ceha appeared at the hearng on the or’der of-. -



:‘the court that she no- ionger wtshed to contes he order of_j:»rotection_, The court.. -

t“;en affir med ehe order oz ,orotecuon

' 153 Cei a mo Aot rece;ve any commumcat&on rrom Res;zondent a"cer January Ny

RS _'_".29 2{)16 At or about that tme, Respondeot abandoned Ceha

154 On Febz“uary 5, 2016 Erin’s a‘ctomey filed an apphcatlon for at’comeys -.
‘fees and a Chma Dol! aﬁ’davrt Respondent should have ﬂed g response on Celia’s
behatf but faﬂed to do so.

155 On Fetaruary 11, 2016, Cei:a f‘“ied pro se, a motton seekmg addit;onai ‘

© o fime to h;re another attorneéy to- respond to Erm s app]ncatlon for: attorneys fees S

i ‘1 She sta‘ceci in that mo’oon that Resoondent had abandoned her

156 On or. about February 29 2016 Ceha hreo’ another attomey io o

o - represent her in Erm s dtssolu’ooo proceedmg

157 On March a, 2016 the court densed Ceisa 5 mo’oon for add[t;onai t;me to"-

| hxre new counsei to respond 1o Erm s apphca'c:on for . at‘comeys fees, and ordered

?fifCeha to pay $590 OU to Erm for at’corney 5 fees and c:osts assoaa‘ced wtth defendmg s

Ee ."-Ceha s ob}ection to the order of protectton

158 Respondent fa!ied to ;:}erform a!! of ‘the. work that was’ necessary to.
o dmgentiy and competently represent Ce!ia (e g he falled to ﬁle a response to Er:n s
‘ appiicatioo for attomey 5 fees). As & z‘esult, Celia sought new counsel to assume the

: representat;oo expending an add;’oonai $6 500 00.

| _ 159 Respondent fas!ed to retum or respond to many of Ceha s numerous I

B voice- mall messages and text messages In addxtzon, he fa;ied to reLum telephone WRE

| ,"-‘,_calls and emaﬂ messages from Erm s attorney and the at:torney r"epr'esentmg Erm 5.

o hlus.band‘: |
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' 160 Celia gave Respondent vanous documents and compact d:sks to use on.
,"her be%*aif in the various court proceedmgs; bw: he rarleci to. rei:um t:hem to her
_wnen he dlscentmued hlS representatton of her

Faiiure to Resoond to Bar Counset

161 On February 23 2016 “bar counsei sent ‘& screenmg letter to .

.Respondent at an. address other than hss address of record with the State Bar,®

which directed him o submit & written response to the charges of misconduct by

-March 14, 2016. Neither that letter nor other ei:ters sent to hlm at the same

o _"address were returned to the State Bar by the U.S. Postal Service. Respondent

o falled to submft a wntten response, as d!rected by bar counsel

Vtotat;ons m Count Seven

162 By engagmg in the conduct set forth in Count Seven,_Respondent

"‘_‘-_':Vto%ated ER 1. Z(a), ER 1 3, ER L. 4(a) and (b), ER. 1 5(a), ER 1. 15(d), ER 1. 16(d), |

| ER 8. 1(b) and ER 8. 4(d), and Ruses 54(d)(2), Ariz. R..Sup, CE.

COUNT EIGHT (F:le No 16—0538/Brad¥ey)

Rex)resentation of Errca Jean Cherr\/

163 0On January 27, 2015 Eﬂca Jean Cherry (“Cherry") Fied pro se, a. .

2 -‘-‘petltton for dlSSOlU‘iiDﬂ of marrrage (Erica Cherry 3 Matthew Cattey, Mar!copa'
County Superior Court No. FNZOlSwDQOBSZ).
164. On February 17, 2015, _Ma-tthew_ Cattey (“Cattey”), Cherry’s husband,

| 'ﬁ‘ied', pre se, a'respen'se to the petition for dissolution of marriage.

" ¢ 6339 East Preston Street, Mésa, Arizona 85215,
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) 165 On February 28 2015 the court scneduied -an Early Resoiu’oon
-'Conference for. Apnl 21. 2GL5 cmo’ ordereci counsef to ap,oear and Lhe oaroes to :
_ uodertake Vanous tasics pnor to Aon} 21 ZU.LS | | _ |
| 166 Cherry hzreci Respondent to represent her On :Me,rch “'1-8, "2515, .
n Respondent fi 1ed a notice of aopearance on Cherry S behalf | |
o 167, Respondent fa;ied ‘co attend the Early Reso!utlon Conference on A.oni: -
'21 2015, Tne conference was vaca‘ced due i:o Respondent suffermg from an” '
| uoexpected lliness |
168 On Aan 28, 2015 the court scheooied a trsa% for June 24, 2015, and‘ .-
. ordered the paroes to ondertake cer’caln tasks pnor to that date T | | L
169 On June 8 2015 Respondent Fled a Motion to Vacate Trfa! Date and
: Set Famh‘y Settlement Conference o - ; | o |

17{) On June 18 2015 Cattey ﬁled a8 motton {o- con‘onue the tnal because

' Respondent fasied to appear at the Eary Resoiut fon Conference and he bei;eved the _ -

: : paroes could resoiVe ali lssues WIthout a tnal

171 On Juoe 23 2015 the court densed Respondents motion to vacate the -

2 ;:‘:"trlai date eﬁ”rmed the trial date of June 24 2015 but noted tha‘c a referrel i:o"

- alternetxve d:spote resoiotloo wouid be made et t’nat time, if approonate.
172. Both Cher.ry and Respono‘eni attended court on June 24, ZOIS,Ithe date

' schedu ed for trial. On that date, 'the court séheduied a settlement conference for

July 31 2015 and p ac:ed the case on the inactive caleodar for dfsmtssal on August 2

""._;;'_28 2015 un!ess a fnai decree had been entered or the court upon mo‘oon of

"'-'f"_elther pari:y, reeet ‘cne case for tnel
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' 173 Dn }uly 31 2035 the court reechedu led ‘che sei:demer}t connerence forl o

o “.Auguet 5 2015

174 On Aegus‘c 5 4015 the par‘c es artenoed the settiemem conference butz_ |

{-; _were unab!e to resch any agreements

175 On August 6 2015, Respondent Fled a metson to set tr1a§ date
176 On 'September 10, '2{115' i:he court scheduied the ‘maf ror December‘-M-
‘2(315 and ordered the part}es m undertake various' tasks prior to that date,
'_lncludmg comphance wzth the disclosure and discovery rec;uurements of the Arizona
' Ru }es of Famriy Law Procedure by no Iater than November 13 2015

177, Cattey hsred counsei to represent hzm, and on Nevember 2 2{315 .

- _attomey Brad Remhar‘c ﬁ%ed a nettce of appearance on, Cattey s behaif

178 On December 7; 2015 attomey Remhart f"led a mo’uon to con‘cmue the-‘

',_December 14 2015 trial whuch the court granted on December 14 2(3.15 The' C

‘.__".court e’c‘cempted to contac’c Respondent on that dete regardmg his and Cherys L |

"""',"""-.avas ab: :ty, but ‘che court’s attempt to contac:t Respondent was unsuccessfut and,'f B o

'.“Respondent fa:led to contact the court The court rescheduied the tnai for’ June 1,

" 2016 and ordered the partles to comp?ete varrous tasks prior to ‘chat date mcludmg

. comphance with the dleciosure and dtscovery rutes of the Arizona Rufes ‘of - Famxly-
Law Procedure by no later than May 2, 2016. |

179, Respondent failed to communicate with Cherry for a per:od of months, '
- l'and apparently abandoned her, At some poi nt in time,‘Cherr\/ h:red attorney
;“‘E‘Shannon Bradley to represent her - . . |

180 Oﬂ March 30, 2016 at‘cerney Bradiey FEed a not;ce of subststuton o’r’_;’-‘{

counse! on Cherrys beheh‘ Wthh the court granted on Aprli 8 2016 Attomey'... TR
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L Bradtey att@:mpteci to contact Respcndent by teiephone anci emazi S0 she could oo

L -i"ﬁu eve the nie he maml,asneci on Cherrys behalf but Responﬁent’s talephone was

1onger m serv;ce and Responnent ra;%eo to respond to her ema it messages
181 ©On Apnl 25, 2016 atterney Bradley filed an tnftza! dtsciosure statement
' because Respondent had faz%ed to pz‘owde any dlsciosure to Cattey or attorney-
' ' _Remhart as requared by court rules
182, On May 25 2016, attorney Bradley notzﬁed the court’ that the pames
had resoived a!! zssues in - the case’ and moved the court to vacate the tna&

.-scheduied for. June 1, 2016.

183 On July 5, 2016 the court entered a consent decree of. d:ssoiutlon of. |

' ".-:_“_narr;_age,, _

Fa;iure 28] Resgond to Bar Counse% _,

184 On February 29 2{}16 bar counsei sent a screen:ng ¥etter to' |

' Respondent at an address Dther than h:s address of record w;th the State Bar, L

e wh;ch d;rected hlm to submit a wmtten response to the c:harges of rnzsf:onduc:t by' L

;March 21 2016 Nezther that letter nor mther Ietters sent to him at the same o

' '-"address were returned to. the State Bar by the U 5 Postai Servnce Respondent'_'
falled to submit & wntten response, as d:recteci by bar counsei

V:oiatrons in Coun_t Eight

i85, By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Eight, Res-;:ondeant

o woiated ER 1. Z(a), ER 1.3, ER 1.4(a) and (b), ER 1, S(a), ER 1, 16(d), ER 3. 4((:) ER

" 8 1(b) and ER 8. 4(@), and Ru!es 54(c) and (d)(Z), Ariz. R. . Sup. Ct. S

26339 East Preston Streét:, Mesa, _Arizona 85215, .
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DATED thrs 57 dayo Sepaember, 2016

STATE am G’F Rmiﬁﬁhiﬂ "

\M_M_Q«w /C %2—6’," ‘-" -

Ja@wes D. Lee
Senior’ Bar: Counsei

- Original filed with the Discipiinary Clerk of

- the Office of the Presiding Disciplinary Judge
~ of the Supreme Court of Arizona

this Y7 day of September,; 2016.
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