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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF 
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
BILLIE TARASCIO, 
  Bar No. 029278 
 

Respondent.  

 PDJ 2018-9062 
 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND 
ORDER 
 
[State Bar No. 17-2357] 
 
FILED NOVEMBER 15, 2018 

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge, having reviewed the Agreement For 

Discipline by Consent filed on November 2, 2018, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct., accepts the parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED imposing an admonition on Respondent, BILLIE 

TARASCIO, for her conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional 

Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents effective the date of this order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Ms. Tarascio shall pay the costs and expenses 

of the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,200.00, within thirty (30) days from 

the date of this order. There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary 

clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in these disciplinary proceedings. 

  DATED this 15th day of November, 2018. 

         William J. O’Neil             ____ 
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
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COPY of the foregoing e-mailed  
on this 15th day of November 2018,  
and mailed November 16, 2018, to: 
 
Bradley F. Perry 
Staff Bar Counsel   
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
Donald Wilson, Jr. 
Broening, Oberg, Woods & Wilson, P.C. 
P.O. Box 20527  
1122 E. Jefferson Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85036-0527 
Email: dwj@bowwlaw.com   
Respondent's Counsel   
 
by: AMcQueen  

 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF 
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 

BILLIE TARASCIO, 
  Bar No. 029278 
 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2018-9062 
 

DECISION ACCEPTING 
DISCIPLINE BY CONSENT 
 

[State Bar No. 17-2357] 
 

FILED NOVEMBER 15, 2018 
 

Under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,1 an Agreement for Discipline by Consent 

(“Agreement”), was filed on November 2, 2018. A Probable Cause Order issued on 

June 1, 2018 and the formal complaint was filed on July 12, 2018. Ms. Tarascio is 

represented by Donald Wilson Jr., Broening, Oberg, Woods & Wilson, PC and the 

State Bar of Arizona is represented by Bradley F. Perry. 

Rule 57 requires admissions be tendered solely “…in exchange for the stated 

form of discipline….” Under that rule, the right to an adjudicatory hearing is waived 

only if the “…conditional admission and proposed form of discipline is approved….”  

If the agreement is not accepted, those conditional admissions are automatically 

withdrawn and shall not be used against the parties in any subsequent proceeding. Ms. 

Tarascio has voluntarily waived the right to an adjudicatory hearing, and waived all 

                                           
1 Unless otherwise stated all Rule references are to the Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 
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motions, defenses, objections or requests that could be asserted upon approval of the 

proposed form of discipline.   

Notice of the Agreement and an opportunity to object within five (5) days 

pursuant to Rule 53(b)(3), was provided to the complainant by mail and telephone on 

October 12, 2018. On November 11, 2018, the State Bar filed an objection by the 

complainant which stated that the agreed upon sanction was insufficient for what the 

complaint describes as deceptive and illegal conduct of Ms. Tarascio.  

The Agreement details a factual basis to support the conditional admissions.  It 

is incorporated by this reference. The 3-page single count complaint alleges Ms. 

Tarascio violated Rule 42, ER 4.4(a) (respect for rights of others) and 8.4(d) (conduct 

prejudicial to the administration of justice).  Ms. Tarascio admits violating both rules. 

The parties stipulate to an admonition and the payment of costs of $1,200.00 within 

thirty (30) days from this order. 

The Preface 

 Ms. Tarascio represented Father in a family law matter and believed Mother had 

kidnapped their baby with the assistance of Mothers’ parents. According to the 

Agreement this ultimately proved to be true. It states that through the efforts of the 

FBI, and Mesa Police, the baby was eventually located, reunited with Father and both 

the Grandparents and Mother were found to have taken the child in violation of court 

orders. They each pled guilty to custodial interference in an associated criminal matter.  
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The Facts 

To obtain information regarding the whereabouts of the child and Mother, Ms. 

Tarascio contacted a professional acquaintance, Karl Weiss who is a loan officer at 

Independent Mortgage in Scottsdale.  Ms. Tarascio improperly obtained and provided 

Grandparents’ personal identifying information to her acquaintance. She also provided 

the Mother’s information to the same officer. She did not have their permission or court 

permission to do so. Their ploy was to use the personal credit information of each of 

their victims to run credit checks/credit under the guise that Mr. Weiss had loan 

applications from each. Ms. Tarascio says she was unaware there was anything wrong 

in this. Through that intentional subterfuge the loan officer verbally provided Ms. 

Tarascio with the credit histories verbally. This gives the strong appearance of the 

avoidance of an evidentiary trail of these fake applications.  

The claimed ignorance by Ms. Tarascio that she did not know that she needed 

permission to obtain the financial information of apparently any opponent she chooses 

is more than troubling. Rather than straight up acknowledge that her desperation to 

help find her client’s child clouded her judgment, she instead blames her friend Karl 

Weiss. She bluntly blame-shifts that he should have known better and informed her of 

such impropriety. It is apparent from the documentary evidence in Grandparents’ 

objection that neither Ms. Tarascio nor her accomplice Mr. Weiss told his employer 
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that they knew each other before she sought this financial information and that he was 

her “professional acquaintance.”  

Subterfuge and cover-up is best accomplished without documentary evidence. 

The objection suggests that Ms. Tarascio obtained the credit history information but 

was careful not to receive written documentation of that information, but rather only 

verbal.  Regardless, her conduct casts a dark image that lawyers are above the law. In 

a world where people often pay monthly fees to be alerted of such hacking and where 

the news often broadcasts the latest breech of client’s financial information, she and 

her friend used much older tried and true method that is never available to an ethical 

lawyer; intentionally being untruthful.  

She then used the personal credit information to identify which financial 

institutions to issue subpoenas. Grandparents learned about the credit applications 

when they received a “Notice to the Home Loan Applicant” from Fairway Independent 

Mortgage which states, “In connection with your application for a home loan, the 

lender must disclose to you the score that a consumer reporting agency distributed to 

users and the lender used in connection with your home loan…” (Emphasis added.) 

Their 124-page objection to the Agreement suggests multiple areas of 

continuing concern, including cover up. When grandparents objected to the invasion 

of their privacy, Ms. Tarascio apparently told the court there were no loan applications 

submitted. The evidence is to the contrary. But the stipulated evidence is that 
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Grandparents received the loan rejection from Fairway Mortgage. The objection also 

points out that the defense by Ms. Tarascio to the court was her factual assertion that 

there was never a real loan application received. But that is only because there was no 

real person applying for credit, any more than any hacker turns in a real loan 

application. That she says she didn’t consider its illegality because of her apparent 

disinclination to research the issue and apparently didn’t even ask the question of her 

banking friend is defenseless.   

Analysis 

The objection states Ms. Tarascio told the court there was no application for any 

loans. If true and Ms. Tarascio didn’t know the process her friend used, then she 

violated Rule 11 by making such a certification to the court or she knew it was a fake 

application and rationalized her certification to the court. The complainants note the 

subterfuge was likely also a criminal act. Regardless, she acted as a lawyer in 

dishonestly obtaining the information. The quoted statements of Ms. Tarascio in the 

objection completely undermine that there was no intent in her conduct and that the 

fault was with Mr. Weiss’ failure to “inform” her.  

She is quoted as saying “Counsel for Father (Ms. Tarascio) did request and did 

obtain credit reports…it was not accomplished through ‘false pretenses’ and is identify 

theft as much as (falsely saying you are someone you are not and then) calling an 
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insurance company for coverage information (for someone you are not) is a ‘HIPPA 

violation.’”  

The complaint allegations are basic and addressed by this Agreement. Most of 

the objection argues a continuing course of misdirection, coverup and seeming pride 

in her actions that are stated to be calculated, disturbing and Grandparents argue, 

violated a court order. Those are not the subject of this complaint.  This does not ignore 

the multiple quotations attributed to Ms. Tarascio or her agents, which if true, are 

chameleon in her hiding her misconduct in this action.   

Standards Analysis 

The parties agree Standard 6.23, Abuse of the Legal Process applies and 

provides that reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer negligently fails to 

comply with a court order or rule and causes injury or potential injury to a client or a 

party, or interference or potential interference with a legal proceeding. 

The Agreement states Ms. Tarascio violated her duty to the legal system and 

caused potential injury to both Mother and Grandparents. Ms. Tarascio knew she did 

not have permission to access their personal credit information but negligently believed 

she did not need it.  

The parties agree there are no aggravating factors and stipulate to the following 

mitigating factors: 9.32(a) absence of prior disciplinary offenses, 9.32 (b) absence of 

selfish or dishonest motive, 9.32(c) personal or emotional problems (high conflict 
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divorce), 9.32(e) full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative attitude 

toward proceedings, 9.32(g) character or reputation (See letters attached to Agreement, 

Exhibit B) and 9.32(l) remorse.  

The objection calls into question the absence of selfish or dishonest motive. 

However, mitigation properly looks at the misconduct during its occurrence. Solely on 

that basis it is considered. The PDJ rejects the mitigating factor of remorse. Remorse 

does not consist of a feigned emotion that is more akin to sorrow that one has been 

caught. It is demonstrated by actions taken that acknowledge the wrong and seek to 

mitigate the consequences of that misconduct. There is no remorse. To the contrary 

there appears to be a pride that the ends justify the means. The character letters are 

noted but given no weight. Full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative 

attitude toward proceedings is always significant. The absence of prior disciplinary 

offenses has weight. 

All cases involving any prosecution revolve around evidence, perception and 

resources. The State Bar has discretion in its prosecution and determines how best to 

proceed. This matter appears to warrant a reprimand. The parties agree the mitigation 

submitted warrants a reduction in the presumptive sanction of reprimand to 

admonition.  

Now Therefore, 
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IT IS ORDERED accepting the Agreement and incorporating it with any 

supporting documents by this reference. The objection of complainants are 

incorporated by reference and shall be posted with this decision. A final judgment and 

order is signed this date.   

DATED this 15th day of November 2018. 

      William J. O’Neil     
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed  
on this 15th day of November 2018,  
and mailed November 16, 2018, to: 
      
Bradley F. Perry 
Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org    
 
Donald Wilson, Jr. 
Broening, Oberg, Woods & Wilson, P.C. 
P.O. Box 20527  
1122 E. Jefferson Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85036-0527 
Email: dwj@bowwlaw.com   
Respondent's Counsel   
 
by:  AMcQueen 
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