
Witness and Exhibit List  Page 1 of 4 
 

United States Department of Justice 
Office of the United States Trustee 
1100 Commerce St.  Room 976 
Dallas, Texas  75242 
(214) 767-1079  
 
Meredyth A. Kippes 
for the United States Trustee 
 meredyth.kippes@usdoj.gov 

 
IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
DALLAS DIVISION 

 
In re: §  
 §    Case No. 25-33487-MVL-7 
Tricolor Holdings, LLC, et al. §  
 §    CHAPTER 7 
 §     
Debtors. §    Jointly Administered. 
 §  

       
Witness and Exhibit List in Connection with United States Trustee’s Response to Order for 
Beyond Attorneys, LLC, Francisco Aguirre and Lluvia Medina Beltran to Appear before 

the Court on April 1, 2026 at 9:30 a.m. and Show Cause Why They Should not be 
Sanctioned for the Unauthorized Practice of Law 

[Dkt. No. 937] 
 
To the Honorable Michelle V. Larson, 
United States Bankruptcy Judge: 
 
 The United States Trustee files this Witness and Exhibit List in connection with the United 

States Trustee’s Response to Order for Beyond Attorneys, LLC, Francisco Aguirre and Lluvia 

Medina Beltran to Appear before the Court on April 1, 2026 at 9:30 a.m. and Show Cause Wy 

They Should not be Sanctioned for the Unauthorized Practice of Law (Docket No. 902). 

Witnesses 
 

1. Francisco Aguirre; 
 

2. Lluvia Medina Beltran; and 
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3. Any witness identified by or called by any other party. 
 

 
 

Exhibit 
 

Description 
 

  
State Bar of Arizona 

 
 
 
 
 
UST-A 

 
Complaint, State Bar of Arizona v. Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond 
Attorneys, LLC, Case No. CV2025-008737, Superior Court of Arizona, 
Maricopa County (the “2025 Arizona State Bar Action”), filing date 
3/10/2025 

 
 
UST-B 

 
First Amended Complaint, 2025 Arizona State Bar Action, filing date 
6/3/2025 

 
 
UST-C 

 
Verified Anwer of Francisco X. Aguirre and Cross-Complaint, 2025 Arizona 
State Bar Action, filing date 7/2/2025 

 
 
UST-D 

 
State Bar of Arizona’s Motion to Dismiss Francisco X. Aguirre’s 
Counterclaims, 2025 Arizona State Bar Action, dated 7/22/2025 

 
 
UST-E 

 
Opposition to State Bar’s Motion to Dismiss Counterclaims for Ultra-Vires, 
Retaliatory Misuse of Rule 31, 2025 Arizona State Bar Action, filing date 
8/4/2025  

 
UST-F 

 
Minute Entry, 2025 Arizona State Bar Action, filing date 9/2/2025 

 
 
 
UST-G 

 
Consent Agreement, Tender of Conditional Admissions, and Joint 
Memorandum in Support of Consent Agreement, 2025 Arizona State Bar 
Action, filing date 12/11/2025 

 
UST-H 

 
Judgment and Order, Arizona State Bar Action, filing date 12/16/2025 

 
 
 
 
UST-I 

 
Judgment of Default and Cease and Desist Order, State Bar of Arizona v. 
Francisco Xavier Aguirre, Case No. CV2017-013626, Superior Court of 
Arizona, Maricopa County (the “2017 Arizona State Bar Action”), filing date 
6/6/2018 

  
Beyond Attorneys, LLC Documents 

 
 
 
UST-J 

 
Arizona Secretary of State, Entity Search for Beyond Attorneys, 
https://azsos.gov, last visited 3/25/2026 
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UST-K 

Statutory Agent Resignation, Arizona Corporation Commission, Filed 
12/8/2025  

 
 
UST-L 

 
Articles of Termination, Limited Liability Company, Arizona Corporation 
Commission, Filed 1/5/2026 

  
Criminal Matters 

 
 
 
 
UST-M 

 
State of Arizona, v. Francisco Aguirre, Case No. S-0700-CR-2017001272, 
Maricopa Superior Court, Public Access Court Information Docket, 
https://apps.azcourts.gov/publicaccess/print.aspx, last visited 3/23/2026 

 
 
 
UST-N 

 
Results of Inmate Data Search, Arizona Department of Corrections, 
Rehabilitation & Reentry, https://corrections.az.gov/inmate-data-search, last 
visited 3/25/2026 

 
 The United States Trustee reserves the right to use testimony and documents offered into 

evidence by other parties. The United States Trustee reserves the right to amend and/or supplement 

this witness and exhibit list.  The United States Trustee reserves the right to offer documents 

designated by other parties and to call witnesses identified by other parties.  The United States 

Trustee also reserves the right to offer into evidence such additional testimony and documents as 

may be appropriate for rebuttal or impeachment purposes. 

Dated:  March 27, 2026   Respectfully submitted, 
 

LISA L. LAMBERT 
UNITED STATES TRUSTEE 
 
/s/ Meredyth A. Kippes 
Meredyth A. Kippes 
Texas State Bar No. 24007882 
Office of the United States Trustee 
1100 Commerce Street, Room 976 
Dallas, Texas 75242 
(214) 767-8967 
meredyth.kippes@usdoj.gov 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I certify that on March 27, 2026, copies of the foregoing, including the exhibits attached 
thereto, were served via ECF to parties receiving ECF notice and via First Class United States 
Mail to the parties listed below. 
 

    /s/  Meredyth A. Kippes                              
      Meredyth A. Kippes 
 
Beyond Attorneys, LLC 
5635 N. Scottsdale Rd., Ste. 170J 
Scottsdale, AZ 85250 
 
Mr. Franciso X. Aguirre 
7014 E. Camelback Rd., Ste. B100A 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 
 
 Ms. Lluvia Medina Beltran 
9825 N. 41st Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85051 

 
ASPC Stafford, Graham Unit 
896 South Cook Road 
FRANCISCO AGUIRRE 228647 
Safford, AZ 85546 
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James D. Lee, Bar No. 011586 
Senior Bar Counsel/Unauthorized 

Practice of Law Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Telephone: (602) 340-7250 
LRO@staff.azbar.org 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 
MARICOPA COUNTY 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

FRANCISCO XAVIER 
AGUIRRE and BEYOND 
ATTORNEYS, LLC, 

Respondents. 

Case No. __________ 

COMPLAINT 

(Unauthorized Practice of Law, 
Rules 75-80, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.) 

[State Bar Nos. 24-1676, 24-1994, 
24-2231 and 24-2360]

Complaint is made against Respondents as follows: 

JURISDICTION AND STANDING 

1. Plaintiff State Bar of Arizona (“State Bar”), an Arizona non-profit

corporation, has standing to bring this proceeding for the unauthorized practice of 

law pursuant to Rule 77(b)(5), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.1 

1 “Acting under the authority of the board [of governors of the State Bar of 
Arizona], and under the direction and by appointment of the executive director [of 

Clerk of the Superior Court
*** Electronically Filed ***

A. Mariscal, Deputy
3/10/2025 3:43:17 PM

Filing ID 19471726

CV2025-008737CV2025-008737CV2025-008737CV2025-008737
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Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-1    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-A    Page 1 of 17



 

Page 2 of 17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2. Superior courts in Arizona have jurisdiction over unauthorized practice 

of law proceedings2 that are initiated pursuant to Rules 78(a)3 and 79(a),4 Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct. 

3. Upon information and belief, Respondent Francisco Xavier Aguirre 

(“Respondent Aguirre”) is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona. 

4. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC, was registered 

as a business entity/limited liability company with the Arizona Corporation 

Commission. 

5. Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC’s articles of organization identified 

Respondent Aguirre as applicant, organizer, principal and statutory agent, and its 

      
the State Bar of Arizona], unauthorized practice of law counsel shall have the 
following powers and duties: . . .; 5. represent the state bar in and prosecute 
unauthorized practice of law proceedings before the superior court, the court of 
appeals, and [the supreme] court, and prosecute contempt proceedings in the 
appropriate forum; . . .” 
 
2 “‘Unauthorized practice of law proceeding’ means any action involving a 
respondent pursuant to the rules related to the unauthorized practice of law.” Rule 
75(b)(16), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 
 
3 “An unauthorized practice of law proceeding shall be disposed of by dismissal or 
by the filing of a consent agreement or complaint in the superior court seeking 
imposition of one or more sanctions as provided in these rules.” 
 
4 “Formal unauthorized practice of law proceedings shall be instituted by 
unauthorized practice of law counsel filing a consent agreement or a complaint with 
the clerk of the superior court.” 
 

Exhibit UST-A
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physical and mailing addresses as located in Scottsdale, Maricopa County, 

Arizona. 

6. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was a business 

entity owned and operated by Respondent Aguirre. 

7. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC conducted 

business in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

8. Upon information and belief, all of the acts and conduct alleged herein, 

including the unauthorized practice of law, occurred in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

9. Based on the foregoing, the Maricopa County Superior Court has subject 

matter jurisdiction over this unauthorized practice of law proceeding and specific 

personal jurisdiction over Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC. 

10. Based upon the foregoing, venue is proper in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

11. All factual assertions set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” section 

of this complaint are incorporated herein, as if set forth in full. 

12. On June 6, 2018, Maricopa County Superior Court Commissioner David 

W. Garbarino signed and entered a Judgment of Default and Cease and Desist 

Order, which included an order that Respondent Aguirre immediately and 

permanently cease and desist from engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in 

Exhibit UST-A
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Arizona and a permanent injunction prohibiting Respondent Aguirre from using 

the designations “lawyer,” “attorney at law,” “counselor at law,” “law,” “law 

office,” “J.D.,” “Esq.” or other equivalent words, the use of which would 

reasonably likely induce others to believe that Respondent Aguirre is authorized to 

engage in the practice of law in Arizona. 

13. At all times relevant, neither Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC were authorized to engage in the practice of law in the 

State of Arizona. 

14. On or about December 27, 2023, Respondent Aguirre registered “Beyond 

Attorneys” as a tradename with the Office of the Arizona Secretary of State; 

Respondent Aguirre identified the nature of the business as “Legal Consulting.” 

15. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that he was not a 

member of the State Bar of Arizona and had never been authorized to engage in 

the practice of law in Arizona. 

16. Respondent Aguirre, as a non-member of the State Bar of Arizona, and 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC are subject to the jurisdiction of the Arizona 

Supreme Court for any unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. See Rules 31(a)  

and 75(a),  Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. See also In re Creasy, 198 Ariz. 539, 12 P.3d 214 

(2000). 

Exhibit UST-A
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17. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was not a legal document 

preparer certified by the Supreme Court of Arizona pursuant to Rule 31.3(e)(4), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-208 of the Arizona Code of Judicial Administration 

(ACJA).5 

18. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was not a legal 

paraprofessional certified by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to Rule 

31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-210 of the ACJA.6 

19. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was not an 

Alternative Business Structure certified by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to 

Rule 31.1(c) and § 7-209 of the ACJA.7 

20. At all times relevant, Respondents Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

were required to comply with the rules, orders and relevant case law of the Arizona 

Supreme Court regarding the practice of law and the unauthorized practice of law, 

but failed to do so. 

 
 
 
 

      
5 ACJA § 7-208 addresses the administration and certification of legal document 
preparers. 
 

6 ACJA § 7-210 addresses the administration and certification of legal 
paraprofessionals. 
 
7 ACJA § 7-209 addresses the administration and certification of Alternative 
Business Structures. 

Exhibit UST-A
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COUNT ONE 
(State Bar File No. 24-1676) 

21. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

22. On or about May 31, 2024, Respondent Aguirre sent a “demand letter” to 

Neco Antonio Ameen and Sunlight Financial on Angel Rosales’ behalf. 

a. That “demand letter” was placed on Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

letterhead, which identified the entity in the heading as “Legal Consultants & 

Advocates/Certified Paralegals.” 

b. That “demand letter” noted that Angel Rosales had requested that 

Respondent Aguirre write a letter to Neco Antonio Ameen and Sunlight 

Financial regarding the alleged nonperformance of contractual obligations 

owed by “POWER4WARD LLC” and Sunlight Financial. 

c. That “demand letter” asserted that POWER4WARD LLC and 

Sunlight Financial’s failure to  honor contractual commitments entitled Angel 

Rosales “to seek immediate and compensatory relief.” 

d. That “demand letter” set forth the alleged material breaches of 

contract. 

e. That “demand letter” included legal arguments regarding the alleged 

material breaches and referenced Arizona case law and a statute. 

Exhibit UST-A
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f. That “demand letter” set forth Angel Rosales’ three specific 

demands. 

g. That “demand letter” noted that if there were a continuance of 

existing contractual delinquencies, Angel Rosales’ may resort to legal 

recourse, which may include three specifically mentioned legal options. 

h. That “demand letter” stated in part: “We expect a formal written 

response to the conditions herein laid out within ten (10) business days of your 

receipt of this communication, failure of which will lead to immediate legal 

repercussions, as specified [herein].” 

i. That “demand letter” closed by stating, “Awaiting your immediate 

corrective action and response.” 

j. That “demand letter” included a disclaimer in the footer of the first 

page, which stated: 

Disclaimer: Beyond Attorneys, LLC[,] its officers and/or 
employees are not licensed attorneys and do not dispense legal 
advice. Our services are offered for informational and advisory 
purposes, and we do not provide legal representation or engage in 
the practice of law. Any information provided by us should not [be] 
considered legal advice, and we recommend consulting a licensed 
attorney for any legal matters. 

23. On June 20, 2024, Brett Shockley, Director and Head of Litigation at 

Sunlight Financial, sent a letter to Respondent Aguirre, stating he received and 

reviewed his May 31, 2024 letter, but was unable to communicate with him 

regarding Angel Rosales’ account because he (Respondent Aguirre) was “neither 

Exhibit UST-A
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a licensed attorney nor the attorney-in-fact for Mr. Rosales pursuant to a valid 

power of attorney.” 

Count One Violation 

24. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count One, Respondents Aguirre 

and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

COUNT TWO 
(State Bar File No. 24-1994) 

25. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

26. On February 22, 2024, Edward Eugene Riley, Jr. (“Edward Riley”) was 

indicted in Maricopa County Superior Court on two counts of possession of 

narcotic drugs for sale and one court of sale or transportation of narcotic drugs, all 

class two felonies (State of Arizona v. Riley, No. CR2024-107321). 

27. At a hearing on May 21, 2024, Maricopa County Superior Court Judge 

Kristian M. Morales found that Edward Riley “is unable to understand the nature 

of the proceedings and/or is unable to assist counsel in Defendant’s defense, and is 

therefore criminally incompetent pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-4510,” and noted that 

Edward Riley “is incompetent to refuse treatment and should be subject to 

involuntary treatment pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-4511 and 13-4512(B).” 

Exhibit UST-A
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28. On July 12, 2024, Edward Riley and Respondent Aguirre electronically 

signed a “Legal Services & Consulting Agreement” ostensibly prepared by 

Respondent Aguirre. 

a. That “Legal Services & Consulting Agreement” included a section 

titled “Agreement,” which stated in part: 

1. Scope of Services. Beyond Attorneys, LLC agrees to provide 
legal support services to Client [Edward Eugene Riley, Jr.] in 
connection with a criminal matter (the “Case”). The scope of 
services to be provided by Beyond Attorneys, LLC shall be as 
follows: [. . .] (e) Negotiate a settlement or resolution of the Case 
with other parties involved, subject to Client’s approval; [and] (f) 
Provide guidance to Client throughout the course of the Case. 

29. Also on July 12, 2024, Sheena Mike signed a “Letter of Representation” 

on Edward Riley’s behalf, which stated in part: 

As my representatives, Beyond Attorneys[,] LLC will be handling all 
communications, negotiations, and legal proceedings related to any 
claim I may have against the above. They are authorized to act on my 
behalf and make decisions regarding any legal matters that may arise 
around the above claim. However, please note that Beyond Attorneys[,] 
LLC is not a law firm and its employees are not licensed attorneys. 

30. On or about July 12, 2024, or sometime thereafter, Sheena Mike paid 

$1,500 to Respondent Aguirre to assist Edward Riley. 

31. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared a Motion to 

Request Transfer to a Mental Facility, which Edward Riley electronically signed 

on or about July 15, 2024, and which was filed with the Maricopa County Superior 

Court Clerk’s Office on July 15, 2024. 

Exhibit UST-A

Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-1    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-A    Page 9 of 17



 

Page 10 of 17 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

a. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared that 

Motion to Request Transfer to a Mental Facility for Edward Riley. 

b. That Motion to Request Transfer to a Mental Facility included 

references to case law and state statutes. 

Count Two Violation 

32. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Two, Respondents Aguirre 

and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

COUNT THREE 
(State Bar File No. 24-2231) 

33. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

34.  Acencion Aguilar Mendoza communicated with Respondent Aguirre 

regarding a motor vehicle accident. 

35. On March 4, 2024, Acencion Mendoza signed a “Letter of 

Representation,” which stated in part: 

As my representatives, Beyond Attorneys[,] LLC will be handling all 
communications, negotiations, and legal proceedings related to any 
claim I may have against the above. They are authorized to act on my 
behalf and make decisions regarding any legal matters that may arise out 
of this case. However, please note that Beyond Attorneys[,] LLC is not 
a law firm and its employees are not licensed attorneys. 

Exhibit UST-A
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36. On March 18, 2024, Acencion Mendoza filed (while pro se) a lawsuit in 

Maricopa County Superior Court against Guillermo Tremillo Soto and Pedro 

Alvares Lopes (Mendoza v. Soto, et al., No. CV2024-005513). 

37. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared the 

complaint, which Acencion Mendoza signed and filed with the court. 

38. Acencion Mendoza understood that Respondent Aguirre was advising 

him about the lawsuit. 

39. On April 26, 2024, Arizona Attorney Brian B. Soleymani called 

Acencion Mendoza to make a settlement offer. 

40. Acencion Mendoza did not wish to settle the case, and directed Attorney 

Soleymani to speak with his attorney, apparently referring to Respondent Aguirre. 

41. On May 1, 2024, Respondent Aguirre called Attorney Soleymani at this 

cell phone number. 

a. Respondent Aguirre told Attorney Soleymani that he helped 

Acencion Mendoza file his legal documents, and inquired about the offer to 

settle. 

b. Attorney Soleymani refused to discuss the case with Respondent 

Aguirre because he was not an attorney. 

42. On May 6, 2024, Respondent Aguirre set an email message to Attorney 

Soleymani, which stated: “Please contact me if you have any questions. Mr. 

Exhibit UST-A
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Aguilar [Mendoza] has already filed an Application for Default.” 

43. On May 29, 2024, Acencion Mendoza filed a Reply to American Access 

Casualty Company’s Motion to Intervene on Its Own Behalf and Motion to Dismiss 

Plaintiff’s Complaint (Reply). 

a. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared the 

Reply that Acencion Mendoza filed with the court. 

b. That Reply included case law and citations to the Arizona Rules of 

Civil Procedure. 

44. During a hearing on August 21, 2024, Acencion Mendoza repeatedly 

stated he had an attorney, apparently referring to Respondent Aguirre. 

Count Three Violation 

45. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Three, Respondents 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. 

R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

COUNT FOUR 
(State Bar File No. 24-2360) 

46. All factual allegations set forth above in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” 

and “General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated 

herein, as if set forth in full. 

47. On July 2, 2024, Respondent Aguirre filed a Pleading for Request of 

Court Records in State of Arizona v. Bryan W. Sicard, Pima County Superior Court 

Exhibit UST-A
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No. CR2001-4031. 

a. In the upper, left corner of the first page of the Pleading for Request 

of Court Records (where the filing attorney’s or self-represented litigant’s 

information is included), Respondent Aguirre listed his name and identified 

himself as “Legal Consultant.” 

b. The body of the Pleading for Request of Court Records stated in 

part: 

The undersigned is a legal consultant employed by the 
Defendant [Bryan W. Sicard] in this matter to explore potential 
post-conviction remedies. 

 
A comprehensive understanding of the case, which entails 

reviewing the full spectrum of the police reports and pleadings, is 
necessary for effective legal consultation, as underscored in L.H. v. 
Vandenberg, 256 Ariz. 44 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2023) and in alignment 
with A.R.S. § 39-121.01(B), which mandates the maintenance of 
accurate official activities. 

 
The requested records are essential for preparing a potential 

appeal, or in exercising remedies under Rule 32 (for Post-
Conviction Relief) or Rule 33 (for New Trial) of the Arizona Rules 
of Criminal Procedure. 

c. Respondent Aguirre signed that Pleading for Request of Court 

Records. 

d. Respondent Aguirre filed that Pleading for Request of Court 

Records with the Pima County Superior Court Clerk’s Office, and provided 

copies of it to Bryan Sicard and the Pima County Attorney’s Office. 
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Count Four Violation 

48. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Four, Respondent Aguirre 

violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent Francisco Xavier Aguirre engaged in the unauthorized practice 

of law in Arizona, as set forth in Counts One, Two, Three and Four. 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona 

(through the acts of Respondent Aguirre), as set forth in Counts One, Two and 

Three. 

The grounds for imposing sanctions against Respondents Francisco Xavier 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC, as set forth in Rule 76(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

include the following: Respondents engaged in conduct that constituted the 

unauthorized practice of law pursuant to Rule 31, 31.1, 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct. 

Based upon the foregoing, the State Bar respectfully moves this Court to enter 

a judgment and order pursuant to Rule 76(a) and 76(b)(2), (3), (5), (6), and (7), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., that includes the following provisions: 
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A. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

must immediately cease and desist engaging in the unauthorized practice of 

law in Arizona, as set forth in Rule 31, 31.1, 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

and relevant case law. 

B. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

are permanently enjoined from engaging in the unauthorized practice of law 

in Arizona, as set forth in Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

and relevant case law. 

C. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC, jointly and severally, pay restitution to Sheena Mike in the amount of 

$1,500 within 30 days of entry of a judgment and order entered by this Court. 

D. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC, jointly and severally, pay costs and expenses to the State Bar of Arizona 

in the amount of no less than Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) for its 

investigation and prosecution of them for engaging in the unauthorized 

practice of law. 

E. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

jointly and severally pay a civil penalty in the amount of $1,000 to the State 

Bar of Arizona within 30 days of entry of a judgment and order entered by 

this Court. 
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F. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

immediately notify existing customers for whom they have agreed to prepare 

legal documents, give legal advice, negotiate, or otherwise perform legal 

services of the sanctions imposed. 

G. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

immediately return to all current customers in pending matters that could 

potentially result in the unauthorized practice of law, any documents and other 

property to which they are entitled, including their files. 

H. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

and any business entity owned (in whole or in part), controlled or operated by 

Respondents, immediately delete all references on all correspondence, 

letterheads, business cards, and other advertising materials that indicate that 

either of them is authorized to engage in the practice of law or provide legal 

services (generally or specifically) in Arizona (including any reference to the 

ability to negotiate on another person’s behalf). 

DATED this 10th day of March, 2025. 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA 

_______________________________ 
James D. Lee 
Senior Bar Counsel/Unauthorized Practice 

of Law Counsel 
 
 
 

/s/ James D. Lee
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Original filed with the Clerk of 
the Maricopa County Superior Court 
this 10th day of March, 2025. 
 
by: ________________ 
 JDL/asr 
 

/s/ Amy S. Ralston
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James D. Lee, Bar No. 011586 

Senior Bar Counsel/Unauthorized 

Practice of Law Counsel 

State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Telephone: (602) 340-7250 

LRO@staff.azbar.org 

Attorney for Plaintiff 

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FRANCISCO XAVIER 
AGUIRRE and BEYOND 
ATTORNEYS, LLC, 

Respondents. 

Case No. CV2025-008737 

FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT 

(Unauthorized Practice of Law, 
Rules 75-80, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.) 

[State Bar Nos. 24-1676, 24-1994, 
24-2231, 24-2360, 25-0062,
25-0325 and 25-0758]

Complaint is made against Respondents as follows: 

JURISDICTION AND STANDING 

1. Plaintiff State Bar of Arizona (“State Bar”), an Arizona non-profit

corporation, has standing to bring this proceeding for the unauthorized practice of 

Clerk of the Superior Court
*** Electronically Filed ***

M. De La Cruz, Deputy
6/3/2025 8:33:59 AM
Filing ID 19953358
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law pursuant to Rules 77(b)(5)1 and 79(a),2 Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

2. Superior courts in Arizona have jurisdiction over unauthorized practice 

of law proceedings3 that are initiated pursuant to Rules 78(a)4 and 79(a), Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct. 

3. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre (“Respondent Aguirre”) and 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC are subject to the jurisdiction of the Arizona Supreme 

Court for any unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. See Rules 31(a)  and 75(a),  

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. See also In re Creasy, 198 Ariz. 539, 12 P.3d 214 (2000). 

4. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre is a resident of 

Maricopa County, Arizona. 

      
1 “Acting under the authority of the board [of governors of the State Bar of 

Arizona], and under the direction and by appointment of the executive director [of 

the State Bar of Arizona], unauthorized practice of law counsel shall have the 

following powers and duties: . . .; 5. represent the state bar in and prosecute 

unauthorized practice of law proceedings before the superior court, the court of 

appeals, and [the supreme] court, and prosecute contempt proceedings in the 

appropriate forum; . . .” 

 
2 “Formal unauthorized practice of law proceedings shall be instituted by 

unauthorized practice of law counsel filing a consent agreement or a complaint wit 

the clerk of the superior court.” 

 
3 “‘Unauthorized practice of law proceeding’ means any action involving a 

respondent pursuant to the rules related to the unauthorized practice of law.” Rule 

75(b)(16), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 
 
4 “An unauthorized practice of law proceeding shall be disposed of by dismissal or 

by the filing of a consent agreement or complaint in the superior court seeking 

imposition of one or more sanctions as provided in these rules.” 
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5. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC, was registered 

as a business entity/limited liability company with the Arizona Corporation 

Commission. 

6. Upon information and belief, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC’s 

physical and mailing addresses are in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

7. Respondent Aguirre is the organizer, principal and statutory agent of 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC. 

8. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre owned and operated 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC. 

9. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC conducted 

business in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

10. Upon information and belief, all of the acts and conduct alleged herein, 

including the unauthorized practice of law, occurred in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

11. Based on the foregoing, the Maricopa County Superior Court has subject 

matter jurisdiction over this unauthorized practice of law proceeding and specific 

personal jurisdiction over Respondents Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC. 

12. Based upon the foregoing, venue is proper in Maricopa County, Arizona. 

GENERAL FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

13. All factual assertions set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” section 

of this complaint are incorporated herein, as if set forth in full. 
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14. On June 6, 2018, Maricopa County Superior Court Commissioner David 

W. Garbarino signed and entered a Judgment of Default and Cease and Desist 

Order against Respondent Aguirre, which included (a) an order that he and any 

corporate or business entity owned, controlled or operated by him immediately and 

permanently cease and desist from engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in 

Arizona and (b) a permanent injunction prohibiting him and any corporate or 

business entity owned, controlled or operated by him from using the designations 

“lawyer,” “attorney at law,” “counselor at law,” “law,” “law office,” “J.D.,” “Esq.” 

or other equivalent words, the use of which would reasonably likely induce others 

to believe that he is authorized to engage in the practice of law in Arizona. 

15. That June 6, 2018 judgment included the definition of the “practice of 

law,” as then set forth in Rule 31(a)(2)(A), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. (now located at Rule 

31(b), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., with slight variations in the language). 

16. On or about December 27, 2023, Respondent Aguirre registered “Beyond 

Attorneys” as a tradename with the Office of the Arizona Secretary of State; 

Respondent Aguirre identified the nature of the business as “Legal Consulting.” 

17. At all times relevant, neither Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC were authorized to engage in the practice of law in the 

State of Arizona. 

18. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that he was not a 

member of the State Bar of Arizona and had never been authorized to engage in the 
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practice of law in Arizona. 

19. At all times relevant, neither Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC was a legal document preparer certified by the Supreme 

Court of Arizona pursuant to Rule 31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-208 of the 

Arizona Code of Judicial Administration (ACJA).5 

20. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that neither he nor 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was a legal document preparer certified by 

the Supreme Court of Arizona pursuant to Rule 31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and  

§ 7-208 of the Arizona Code of Judicial Administration (ACJA). 

21. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was not an 

Alternative Business Structure certified by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to 

Rule 31.1(c) and § 7-209 of the ACJA.6 

22. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC was not an Alternative Business Structure certified by the 

Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to Rule 31.1(c) and § 7-209 of the ACJA. 

23. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was not a legal 

paraprofessional certified by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to Rule 

      
5 ACJA § 7-208 addresses the administration and certification of legal document 

preparers. 

 
6 ACJA § 7-209 addresses the administration and certification of Alternative 

Business Structures. 
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31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-210 of the ACJA.7 

24. At all times relevant, Respondents Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

were required to comply with the rules, orders and relevant case law of the Arizona 

Supreme Court regarding the practice of law and the unauthorized practice of law, 

but failed to do so. 

COUNT ONE 

(State Bar File No. 24-1676) 

25. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

26. On or about May 31, 2024, Respondent Aguirre sent a demand letter to 

Neco Antonio Ameen and Sunlight Financial on Angel Rosales’ behalf. 

a. That May 31, 2024 letter was placed on Beyond Attorneys, LLC’s 

letterhead, which identified the entity as “Legal Consultants & 

Advocates/Certified Paralegals.” 

b. That May 31, 2024 letter noted that Angel Rosales had requested 

that Respondent Aguirre write a letter to Neco Antonio Ameen and Sunlight 

Financial regarding the alleged nonperformance of contractual obligations 

owed by “POWER4WARD LLC” and Sunlight Financial. 

      
7 ACJA § 7-210 addresses the administration and certification of legal 

paraprofessionals. 
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c. That May 31, 2024 letter asserted that POWER4WARD LLC and 

Sunlight Financial’s failure to  honor contractual commitments entitled Angel 

Rosales “to seek immediate and compensatory relief.” 

d. That May 31, 2024 letter set forth the alleged material breaches of 

contract. 

e. That May 31, 2024 letter included legal arguments regarding the 

alleged material breaches and referenced Arizona case law and a statute. 

f. That May 31, 2024 letter set forth Angel Rosales’ three specific 

demands. 

g. That May 31, 2024 letter noted that if there were a continuance of 

existing contractual delinquencies, Angel Rosales’ may resort to legal 

recourse, which may include three specifically mentioned legal options. 

h. That May 31, 2024 letter stated in part: “We expect a formal written 

response to the conditions herein laid out within ten (10) business days of your 

receipt of this communication, failure of which will lead to immediate legal 

repercussions, as specified [herein].” 

i. That May 31, 2024 letter closed by stating, “Awaiting your 

immediate corrective action and response.” 

j. That May 31, 2024 letter included a disclaimer in the footer of the 

first page, which stated: 
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Disclaimer: Beyond Attorneys, LLC[,] its officers and/or 

employees are not licensed attorneys and do not dispense legal 

advice. Our services are offered for informational and advisory 

purposes, and we do not provide legal representation or engage in 

the practice of law. Any information provided by us should not [be] 

considered legal advice, and we recommend consulting a licensed 

attorney for any legal matters. 

27. On June 20, 2024, Brett Shockley, Director and Head of Litigation at 

Sunlight Financial, sent a letter to Respondent Aguirre, stating he received and 

reviewed his May 31, 2024 letter, but was unable to communicate with him 

regarding Angel Rosales’ account because he (Respondent Aguirre) was “neither 

a licensed attorney nor the attorney-in-fact for Mr. Rosales pursuant to a valid 

power of attorney.” 

Count One Violation 

28. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count One, Respondents Aguirre 

and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

COUNT TWO 

(State Bar File No. 24-1994) 

29. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

30. On February 22, 2024, Edward Eugene Riley, Jr. (“Edward Riley”) was 

indicted in Maricopa County Superior Court on two counts of possession of 
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narcotic drugs for sale and one count of sale or transportation of narcotic drugs, all 

class two felonies (State of Arizona v. Riley, No. CR2024-107321). 

31. Following a hearing on May 21, 2024, Maricopa County Superior Court 

Judge Kristian M. Morales entered a minute entry order in which she found that 

Edward Riley “[wa]s unable to understand the nature of the proceedings and/or 

[wa]s unable to assist counsel in [his] defense, and is therefore criminally 

incompetent pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-4510.” 

32. Judge Morales also noted in that May 21, 2024 minute entry that Edward 

Riley “[wa]s incompetent to refuse treatment and should be subject to involuntary 

treatment pursuant to A.R.S. § 13-4511 and 13-4512(B).” 

33. On July 12, 2024, Edward Riley hired Respondent Aguirre and/or 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC to address certain aspects of his criminal 

proceeding. 

34. Also on July 12, 2024, Edward Riley (or someone on his behalf) and 

Respondent Aguirre electronically signed a “Legal Services & Consulting 

Agreement” that was, upon information and belief, prepared by Respondent 

Aguirre. 

a. That Legal Services & Consulting Agreement included a section 

titled “Agreement,” which stated in part: 

1. Scope of Services. Beyond Attorneys, LLC agrees to provide 

legal support services to Client [Edward Eugene Riley, Jr.] in 

connection with a criminal matter (the “Case”). The scope of 
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services to be provided by Beyond Attorneys, LLC shall be as 

follows: [. . .] (e) Negotiate a settlement or resolution of the Case 

with other parties involved, subject to Client’s approval; [and] (f) 

Provide guidance to Client throughout the course of the Case. 

(Parenthetical in original). 

b. That Legal Services & Consulting Agreement stated that neither 

Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC is an attorney, 

but does “provide[] legal support services to clients and specializes in 

assisting clients with civil and criminal disputes.” 

35. Also on July 12, 2024, Sheena Mike signed a “Letter of Representation” 

on Edward Riley’s behalf, which stated in part: 

As my representatives, Beyond Attorneys[,] LLC will be handling all 

communications, negotiations, and legal proceedings related to any 

claim I may have against the above. They are authorized to act on my 

behalf and make decisions regarding any legal matters that may arise 

around the above claim. However, please note that Beyond Attorneys[,] 

LLC is not a law firm and its employees are not licensed attorneys. 

36. On or about July 12, 2024, or sometime thereafter, Sheena Mike paid 

$1,500 to Respondent Aguirre to assist Edward Riley. 

37. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared a Motion to 

Request Transfer to a Mental Facility, which Edward Riley (or someone on his 

behalf) electronically signed on or about July 15, 2024, and which was filed with 

the Maricopa County Superior Court Clerk’s Office on July 15, 2024. 

38. That Motion to Request Transfer to a Mental Facility included references 

to case law and state statutes. 
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Count Two Violation 

39. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Two, Respondents Aguirre 

and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

COUNT THREE 

(State Bar File No. 24-2231) 

40. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

41.  Acencion Aguilar Mendoza (“Acencion Mendoza”) communicated with 

Respondent Aguirre regarding a motor vehicle accident. 

42. On March 4, 2024, Acencion Mendoza signed a “Letter of 

Representation” with Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC, which stated in part: 

As my representatives, Beyond Attorneys[,] LLC will be handling all 

communications, negotiations, and legal proceedings related to any 

claim I may have against the above. They are authorized to act on my 

behalf and make decisions regarding any legal matters that may arise out 

of this case. However, please note that Beyond Attorneys[,] LLC is not 

a law firm and its employees are not licensed attorneys. 

43. On March 18, 2024, Acencion Mendoza filed (while pro se) a lawsuit in 

Maricopa County Superior Court against Guillermo Tremillo Soto and Pedro 

Alvares Lopes (Mendoza v. Soto, et al., No. CV2024-005513). 

44. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared the 

complaint, which Acencion Mendoza signed and filed with the court. 
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45. Acencion Mendoza understood that Respondent Aguirre was advising 

him about the lawsuit. 

46. On April 26, 2024, Arizona Attorney Brian B. Soleymani called 

Acencion Mendoza to make a settlement offer. 

47. Acencion Mendoza did not wish to settle the case, and directed Attorney 

Soleymani to speak with his attorney, apparently referring to Respondent Aguirre. 

48. On May 1, 2024, Respondent Aguirre called Attorney Soleymani at his 

cell phone number. 

a. Respondent Aguirre told Attorney Soleymani that he helped 

Acencion Mendoza file his legal documents, and inquired about the offer to 

settle. 

b. Attorney Soleymani refused to discuss the case with Respondent 

Aguirre because he was not an attorney. 

49. On May 6, 2024, Respondent Aguirre sent an email message to Attorney 

Soleymani, which stated: “Please contact me if you have any questions. Mr. 

Aguilar [Mendoza] has already filed an Application for Default.” 

50. On May 29, 2024, Acencion Mendoza filed a Reply to American Access 

Casualty Company’s Motion to Intervene on Its Own Behalf and Motion to Dismiss 

Plaintiff’s Complaint (“Reply”). 

a. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre prepared the 

Reply that Acencion Mendoza filed with the court. 
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b. That Reply included case law and citations to the Arizona Rules of 

Civil Procedure. 

51. During a hearing on August 21, 2024, Acencion Mendoza repeatedly 

stated he had an attorney, apparently referring to Respondent Aguirre. 

Count Three Violation 

52. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Three, Respondents 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. 

R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

COUNT FOUR 

(State Bar File No. 24-2360) 

53. All factual allegations set forth above in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” 

and “General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated 

herein, as if set forth in full. 

54. Upon information and belief, on or about July 2, 2024, Respondent 

Aguirre, prepared on Bryan Sicard’s behalf a Pleading for Request of Court 

Records in State of Arizona v. Bryan W. Sicard, Pima County Superior Court No. 

CR2001-4031, which Respondent Aguirre filed on July 2, 2024, with the Pima 

County Superior Court Clerk’s Office. 

a. In the upper, left corner of the first page of the Pleading for Request 

of Court Records (where the filing attorney or self-represented litigant’s 
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information is to be included), Respondent Aguirre listed his name and 

identified himself as “Legal Consultant.” 

b. The body of the Pleading for Request of Court Records stated in 

part: 

The undersigned is a legal consultant employed by the 

Defendant [Bryan W. Sicard] in this matter to explore potential 

post-conviction remedies. 

 

A comprehensive understanding of the case, which entails 

reviewing the full spectrum of the police reports and pleadings, is 

necessary for effective legal consultation, as underscored in L.H. v. 

Vandenberg, 256 Ariz. 44 (Ariz. Ct. App. 2023) and in alignment 

with A.R.S. § 39-121.01(B), which mandates the maintenance of 

accurate official activities. 

 

The requested records are essential for preparing a potential 

appeal, or in exercising remedies under Rule 32 (for Post-

Conviction Relief) or Rule 33 (for New Trial) of the Arizona Rules 

of Criminal Procedure. 

c. Respondent Aguirre signed that Pleading for Request of Court 

Records. 

Count Four Violation 

55. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Four, Respondent Aguirre 

violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

Count Five 

(State Bar File No. 25-0062) 

56. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 
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“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

57. On or about October 2, 2024, Nora Gallardo hired Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC to assist her with a legal matter. 

58. Also on or about October 2, 2024, Nora Gallardo and Respondent 

Aguirre electronically signed a “Consulting Services Agreement,” which they 

physically signed on October 5, 2024. 

a. Those Consulting Services Agreements included a section titled 

“AGREEMENT,” which stated in part: 

1. Scope of Services. Beyond Attorneys, LLC agrees to provide 

support services to Client [Nora Gallardo] in connection with a 

civil matter (the “Case”). The scope of services to be provided by 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC shall be as follows: 

[. . .] 

e. Negotiate a settlement or resolution of the Case with other parties 

involved, if necessary, subject to Client’s approval; 

f. Provide guidance to Client throughout the course of the Case. 

(Bold typeface and parenthetical with quotation marks in original). 

b. Those Consulting Services Agreements stated that neither 

Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC is an attorney 

and “do[es] not provide legal services or advice,” but does provide “legal 

support services.” 

c. Those Consulting Services Agreements also stated that Respondent 

Aguirre is not authorized to negotiate legal rights or responsibilities, and that 
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Nora Gallardo should consult a licensed attorney for “legal representation or 

advice.” 

57. Also on October 5, 2024, Nora Gallardo and Respondent Aguirre both 

signed a “Letter of Representation and Limited Power of Attorney” (“Letter of 

Representation”). 

a. That October 5, 2024 Letter of Representation stated that Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC “shall handle all communications, negotiations, and 

proceedings related to the claims or disputes in the Case on behalf of the 

Client.” 

b. That October 5, 2024 Letter of Representation also stated that 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC is “authorized” to “take actions that are reasonably 

necessary to advocate on behalf of the Client in connection with the Case.” 

c. That October 5, 2024 Letter of Representation further stated, “The 

services provided by Beyond Attorneys are limited to advocacy, resolution 

management consultation, and assistance with dispute resolution.” 

58. Upon information and belief, on an unknown date, Respondent Aguirre 

prepared and sent a demand letter on Gallardo’s behalf to Carlos and Maria 

Fernandez. 

a. That demand letter included: (i) a list of issues that Nora Gallardo 

had identified regarding her rental unit; (ii) a statement noting that the rental 

contract was “flawed” and that the flaws were “a material breach of the 
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contract, and any reliance on th[e] [move-in condition] checklist to absolve 

[the Fernandezes’] responsibilities is legally invalid”; (iii) an assertion that 

the Fernandezes exceeded a deadline established by A.R.S. § 33-1321, which 

“expose[d] [them] to legal consequences, including penalties for wrongful 

retention of funds”; (iv) a “demand that [the Fernandezes] immediately refund 

Ms. Gallardo the sum of $2,900”; (v) a statement that “Ms. Gallardo will not 

hesitate to pursue all legal avenues available to her under Arizona law to 

recover her funds,” including the filing of a complaint with the Arizona 

Department of Housing and the Arizona Attorney General’s Office, and 

pursuing a civil lawsuit to recover amounts owed; (vi) a statement that “[i]n 

addition to returning the funds, [the Fernandezes] may also be liable for 

additional damages for bad faith conduct, wrongful withholding of security 

deposits, and violations of health and safety standards”; (vii) a statement that 

a “[f]ailure to comply with this demand within five (5) days of receipt will 

result in immediate legal action”; and (viii) Respondent Aguirre’s signature, 

followed by “Francisco X. Aguirre, MBA CP” (bold typeface in original). 

Count Five Violation 

59. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Five, Respondents Aguirre 

and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 
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Count Six 

(State Bar File No. 25-0325) 

60. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

61. During or about November 2024, Daniel H. Sanchez and Alejandra 

Gonzalez Parejas (“Gonzalez Parejas”) hired Beyond Attorneys, LLC to assist 

them with a legal matter involving real property. 

62. On November 17, 2024, Sanchez and Gonzalez Parejas each signed a 

separate “Letter of Representation and Limited Power of Attorney” (“Letter of 

Representation”), both of which Respondent Aguirre also signed. 

a. Those Letters of Representation stated that Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

“shall handle all communications, negotiations, and proceedings related to the 

claims or disputes in the Case on behalf of the Client.” 

b. Those Letters of Representation also stated that Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC is “authorized” to “take actions that are reasonably necessary to advocate 

on behalf of the Client in connection with the Case.” 

c. Those Letters of Representation further stated, “The services 

provided by Beyond Attorneys are limited to advocacy, resolution 

management consultation, and assistance with dispute resolution.” 
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63. Upon information and belief, Respondent Aguirre drafted a settlement 

agreement for Sanchez and Gonzalez Parejas based on terms they provided. 

64. On January 28, 2025, Respondent Aguirre sent an email message to 

Attorney Tim Bennett, who represented Raquel Vasquez (an opposing party in the 

real property dispute), in response to an email message sent to him by Attorney 

Bennett. 

a. In that January 28, 2025 email message, Respondent Aguirre 

addressed concerns previously raised by Attorney Bennett; among other 

things, Respondent Aguirre included (i) citations to case law; (ii) arguments 

regarding the propriety of Sanchez and Gonzalez Parejas’s conduct related to 

a settlement agreement between the parties; (iii) asserted legal claims (e.g., 

“Your clients’ actions are part of a broader pattern of fraud and bad faith, as 

evidenced by [assertions of fact].”); (iv) comments regarding steps that could 

be taken to address Attorney Bennett’s concerns; (v) factual assertions 

regarding the parties’ compliance with the settlement agreement between 

them; and (vi) a statement that Sanchez and Gonzalez Parejas “intend to 

pursue all available legal remedies, including [list of options available to 

them].” 

b. That January 28, 2025 email message also included the following 

language: 
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5. Escrow Cancellation and Funds 

Your unilateral instruction to escrow to return funds is improper 

and may expose escrow to liability. Under Arizona law, escrow 

agents have a fiduciary duty to act in accordance with the escrow 

instructions agreed upon by all parties. Releasing funds without the 

plaintiffs’ authorization would violate this duty and may result in 

legal claims against escrow. 

See Elliott v. Superior Court, 37 P.2d 407, 409 (Ariz. 1934), 

holding that escrow agents must act strictly in accordance with the 

terms of the escrow agreement. 

Plaintiffs hereby instruct escrow not to release any funds to 

your clients, as doing so would violate the explicit terms of the 

escrow agreement, which ties the release of funds to the 

successful transfer of the property. Escrow agents have a 

fiduciary duty to act strictly in accordance with these agreed-upon 

terms. The funds are part of the settlement and must remain in 

escrow until the property transfer is completed[,] as required by the 

Settlement Agreement. 

Conclusion 

Your clients’ actions demonstrate a clear intent to repudiate the 

Settlement Agreement and act in bad faith. Plaintiffs remain 

prepared to fulfill their obligations under the agreement, but they 

will not hesitate to pursue all available legal remedies if your clients 

continue their attempts to circumvent the settlement. 

Please confirm in writing by end of business day January 28, 2025, 

that : 

1. Your clients will rescind their instruction to cancel escrow; 

2. Escrow will remain open until all obligations under the 

Settlement Agreement are fulfilled; and 

3. Your clients will proceed in good faith to finalize the 

settlement. 

 

Failure to do so will result in immediate legal action, including 

filing motions to enforce the Settlement Agreement, seeking 
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sanctions for bad faith conduct, and initiating complaints with 

regulatory authorities. 

 

Govern yourself accordingly. 

(Bold typeface, underlines and incorrect citation in original). 

c. The signature block on that January 28, 2025 email message to 

Attorney Bennett included the following: “Francisco X. Aguirre, MBA CP.” 

(Bold typeface in original). 

65. On February 3, 2025, Respondent Aguirre sent a demand “letter” by 

email to Sanchez, Gonzalez Parejas and Premier Title Agency on Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC’s behalf. 

a. That February 3, 2025 email message demanded the immediate 

payment of $7,650. 

b. That February 3, 2025 email message included factual background 

information, an alleged failure to disburse funds to Beyond Attorneys, LLC, 

and identified the “Legal Violations” he asserted that one or more of the 

recipients had allegedly committed. 

c. That February 3, 2025 email message included the following 

language: 

Demand for Immediate Payment and Remediation 

To resolve this matter without litigation, Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

remains open to discussing an amicable resolution[,] but demands: 
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1. Immediate payment of $7,650.00 from Daniel H. Sanchez 

and/or Alejandra Gonzalez Parejas no later than [10 days 

from the date of this letter]. 

2. Written confirmation from Premier Title Agency 

acknowledging its failure to follow the irrevocable escrow 

instructions and outlining corrective measures to prevent 

future breaches. 

Consequences of Non-Compliance 

If this matter is not resolved within 48 hours from the date of this 

letter, Beyond Attorneys, LLC will have no choice but to initiate 

legal action against all responsible parties. A lawsuit will include, 

but not be limited to: 

• Breach of contract and breach of fiduciary duty; 

• Negligence and conversion; 

• Demand for punitive damages; 

• Recovery of all legal costs, including attorney’s fees and 

court costs. 

This letter serves as a formal notice of intent to pursue legal action 

should the matter remain unresolved. However, we remain open to 

discussing a mutually agreeable resolution before litigation 

proceeds. If you wish to avoid litigation, please remit the full 

amount owed immediately and provide written confirmation of 

compliance. 

(Bold typeface and bold brackets in original). 

d. The signature block on that February 3, 2025 email message 

included Respondent Aguirre’s typed name and “Beyond Attorney, LLC.” 

(Italics in original). 
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Count Six Violation 

66. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Six, Respondents Aguirre 

and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona 

Count Seven 

(State Bar File No. 25-0758) 

67. All factual allegations set forth in the “Jurisdiction and Standing” and 

“General Factual Allegations” sections of this complaint are incorporated herein, 

as if set forth in full. 

68. On or about March 9, 2025, Respondent Aguirre drafted and sent a 

demand letter to Tom Barber and Mirella Santome on Federico Torres Villegas’ 

behalf (3D Contracting, LLC was “copied” on that letter). 

a. That March 9, 2025 demand letter was on Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

letterhead. 

b. That March 9, 2025 demand letter included a demand for payment 

for property damage that had occurred at 1111 West Roosevelt Street, 

Phoenix, Arizona. 

c. That March 9, 2025 demand letter included the following: (a) a 

“formal demand for payment in the amount of $150,000 due to the 

substantial property damage caused by [Barber and Santome’s] contractors”; 

(b) “[C]onstruction activities have resulted in serious and ongoing damage to 
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the adjacent property [. . .], including severe sewage backup, uninhabitable 

conditions, and significant emotional and financial distress”; (c) statements of 

fact that allegedly led to the property damage; (d) a “demand [for] full 

payment of $150,000 within 15 days of receipt of this letter” (bold typeface 

in original); (e) “Failure to comply [with the demand] will result in immediate 

legal action in Maricopa County Superior Court, where we will pursue 

claims for negligence, property damage, and nuisance., [sic] where we will 

seek compensatory damages, attorney’s fees, punitive damages, and any 

additional relief the court deems appropriate. [sic] due to your reckless 

disregard for public safety and property rights” (bold typeface in original); (f) 

“This is your final opportunity to resolve this matter without costly 

litigation” (bold typeface in original); (g) “If payment is not received within 

the stated deadline, we will file suit without further notice” (bold typeface 

in original); (h) “Should this proceed to court, we will pursue the full extent 

of damages, including treble damages where applicable, and expose the City 

of Phoenix’s documented warnings against your contractor’s actions”; (i) a 

reference to “discuss[ing] payment arrangements” (bold typeface in 

original); (j) a statement that “any delay or failure to respond will be 

considered bad faith, potentially increasing your liability for additional 

damages, attorneys’ fees, and court sanctions. [sic] and will only strengthen 

our case for punitive damages and injunctive relief, if necessary to prevent 
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further harm” (bold typeface in original); and (k) Respondent Aguirre’s 

signature, followed by “Francisco X. Aguirre[,] CEO, Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC”. 

Count Seven Violation 

69. By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Seven, Respondents 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. 

R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. 

CONCLUSION 

Respondent Francisco Xavier Aguirre violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona, as 

set forth in Counts One, Two, Three, Four, Five, Six and Seven. 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona 

(through the acts of Respondent Aguirre), as set forth in Counts One, Two, Three, 

Five, Six and Seven. 

The grounds for imposing sanctions against Respondents Francisco Xavier 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC, as set forth in Rule 76(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

include the following: Respondents engaged in conduct that constituted the 

unauthorized practice of law pursuant to Rule 31, 31.1, 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct. 
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Based upon the foregoing, the State Bar respectfully moves this Court to enter 

a judgment and order pursuant to Rule 76(a) and 76(b)(2), (3), (5), (6), and (7), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., that includes the following provisions: 

A. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

must immediately cease and desist engaging in the unauthorized practice of 

law in Arizona, as set forth in Rule 31, 31.1, 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

and relevant case law. 

B. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

are permanently enjoined from engaging in the unauthorized practice of law 

in Arizona, as set forth in Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., 

and relevant case law. 

C. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC, jointly and severally, pay restitution to Sheena Mike in the amount of 

$1,500 within 30 days of entry of a judgment and order entered by this Court. 

D. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC, jointly and severally, pay costs and expenses to the State Bar of Arizona 

in the amount of no less than Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) for its 

investigation and prosecution of them for engaging in the unauthorized 

practice of law. 

E. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC, jointly and severally, pay a civil penalty in the amount of $2,000 to the 
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State Bar of Arizona within 30 days of entry of a judgment and order entered 

by this Court. 

F. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC

immediately notify existing customers for whom they have agreed to prepare 

legal documents, give legal advice, negotiate, or otherwise perform legal 

services of the sanctions imposed. 

G. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC

immediately return to all current customers in pending matters that could 

potentially result in a finding of the unauthorized practice of law, any 

documents and other property to which they are entitled, including their files. 

H. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC

and any business entity owned (in whole or in part), controlled or operated by 

either of them, immediately delete all language on all correspondence, 

letterheads, business cards, websites and other advertising materials that are 

reasonably likely to induce others to believe that either of them is authorized 

to engage in the practice of law or provide legal services in Arizona, including 

any reference to the ability to negotiate on another person’s behalf. DATED 

this 3rd day of June, 2025. 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA 

/s/ James D. Lee 

James D. Lee 

Senior Bar Counsel/Unauthorized Practice 

of Law Counsel 
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Original filed with the Clerk of 

the Maricopa County Superior 

Court this 3rd day of June, 2025. 

by: /s/Jackie Brokaw
JDL/jlb 
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James D. Lee, Bar #011586 
Senior Counsel, State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Jackie.Brokaw@staff.azbar.org 

Daniel O. King, Bar #026550 
Jonathan P. Barnes, Jr., Bar #028014 
JONES, SKELTON & HOCHULI P.L.C. 
40 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2700 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Telephone:  (602) 263-4437 
Fax:  (602) 200-7813 
dking@jshfirm.com 
jbarnes@jshfirm.com 
minuteentries@jshfirm.com 

Attorneys for State Bar of Arizona 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

COUNTY OF MARICOPA 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FRANCISCO X. AGUIRRE, AN 
INDIVIDUAL; AND BEYOND 
ATTORNEYS, LLC, 

Defendants. 
_____________________________________ 

FRANCISCO X. AGUIRRE 

Counterclaimant, 

v. 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Counterclaim Defendant 

NO. CV2025-008737 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA’S MOTION TO 
DISMISS FRANCISCO X. AGUIRRE’S 
COUNTERCLAIMS 

(Assigned to the Honorable Randall Warner) 
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The State Bar moves to dismiss Aguirre’s counterclaims under Rule 12(b)(6).  The 

State Bar brought this action against Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys LLC pursuant to Supreme 

Court Rule 79(a) based on allegations of the unauthorized practice of law.  Aguirre, who is not a 

licensed attorney, and thus cannot lawfully represent Beyond Attorneys LLC, asserted 

counterclaims against the State Bar on his own behalf.  Those counterclaims require dismissal 

because the State Bar is entitled to immunity and Aguirre failed to plead sufficient facts that could 

state a claim upon which relief can be granted.  The attached Rule 7.1(h) certificate of good faith 

consultation satisfies the State Bar’s obligation under Rule 12(j). 

I. FACTS 

Aguirre failed to plead any facts in support of his counterclaims against the State 

Bar.  Instead, he lists the following claims and conclusory allegations: 

Malicious prosecution / Retaliation: “[State Bar] filed this action despite 

possessing disclaimers disproving [unauthorized practice of law]; email shows retaliatory 

motive.”  Countercl., 5:13–14. 

Defamation: “Bar counsel’s statements to third parties that Defendant ‘preys on 

litigants’ are false and reckless.”  Id. at 5:19–21. 

Abuse of Process: “Injunction proceeding used not for consumer protection but to 

punish a perceived competitor.”  Id. at 6:1–3. 

Violation of Due Process: “Biased prosecution without notice or neutral 

investigator violates Fourteenth Amendment due process.”  Id. at 6:6–8. 

Violation of Free Speech: “Content-based restriction on lawful document-preparer 

speech fails strict or intermediate scrutiny.”  Id. at 6:10–12. 

II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss is a familiar one.  

“When adjudicating a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, Arizona courts look only to the pleading 
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itself and consider the well-pled factual allegations contained therein.”  Cullen v. Auto-Owners 

Ins. Co., 218 Ariz. 417, 419, ¶ 7 (2008).  Conclusory statements are insufficient to satisfy Rule 

8’s requirements, and a court may not “speculate about hypothetical facts that might entitle the 

plaintiff to relief.”  Id. at 419–20 ¶¶ 7, 14 (citation omitted).  Arizona courts also will not assume 

the truth of “conclusions of law, inferences or deductions that are not necessarily implied by well-

pleaded facts, unreasonable inferences or unsupported conclusions from such facts, or legal 

conclusions alleged as facts.’”  Swift Transp. Co. of Ariz. L.L.C. v. Ariz. Dep’t of Revenue, 249 

Ariz. 382, 385 ¶ 14 (App. 2020) (citation omitted). 

III. ARGUMENT 

Dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) is appropriate because the State Bar is entitled to 

immunity and Aguirre failed to allege sufficient facts that could state a claim upon which relief 

can be granted. 

A. The State Bar is entitled to Rule-based immunity. 

Supreme Court Rules provide the State Bar with immunity for conduct in 

connection with prosecuting the unauthorized practice of law.  According to Rule 80(a)(6), 

“[b]oard members, bar counsel, unauthorized practice of law counsel, volunteer bar counsel, 

investigators, and state bar and court staff shall be immune from suit for any conduct in the course 

of their official duties.”  Because the State Bar is entitled to immunity under Rule 80(a)(6), 

dismissal of the counterclaims is warranted. 

B. The State Bar is also entitled to Eleventh Amendment immunity. 

The State Bar is also immune from suit under the Eleventh Amendment.  “Arizona 

state courts and courts in this District have definitively held that the State Bar is an arm of the 

Arizona Supreme Court, and therefore, the State Bar is immune from suit under the Eleventh 

Amendment.” Strojnik v. State Bar of Arizona, 446 F. Supp. 3d 566, 573 (D. Ariz. 2020) (cleaned 
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up), aff’d, 829 Fed. App’x 776 (9th Cir. 2020).  This is but another reason that dismissal of the 

counterclaims is warranted. 

C. The State Bar is also entitled to prosecutorial immunity. 

The State Bar is also entitled to quasi-judicial prosecutorial immunity.  “State bar 

associations and their employees policing the legal profession are entitled to absolute quasi-

judicial immunity for their actions.”  Strojnik, 446 F. Supp. 3d at 576–77.  “The Ninth Circuit has 

repeatedly held that, as an arm of the state’s supreme court in connection with disciplinary 

proceedings, a state’s bar association is an ‘integral part of the judicial process’ and is therefore 

entitled to the same immunity which is afforded to prosecuting attorneys in that state.”  Id. (citing 

cases).  Prosecutorial immunity applies to claims under §§ 1983 and 1985(3).  Imbler v. Pachtman, 

424 U.S. 409, 424 (1976) (determining that “the same considerations of public policy that underlie 

the common-law rule likewise countenance absolute immunity under § 1983”).  This is a third 

reason that dismissal of the counterclaims is warranted. 

D. Aguirre failed to state a claim. 

Aguirre also failed to plead sufficient facts to state a claim upon which relief can be 

granted.  “Even under liberal notice pleading rules, a plaintiff’s obligation to provide the grounds 

of his entitlement to relief requires more than labels and conclusions, and a formulaic recitation 

of the elements of a cause of action will not do.”  Dube v. Likins, 216 Ariz. 406, 424, ¶ 14 (App. 

2007) (supp. op.) (punctuation and citation omitted).  Because Aguirre failed to plead anything 

other than conclusory statements and conclusions of law, dismissal is warranted under Rule 

12(b)(6) even leaving aside the various forms of immunity discussed above. 

IV. ATTORNEY’S FEES NOTICE 

Finally, the State Bar gives notice that it plans to request an award for its attorney’s 

fees pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988 and A.R.S. § 12-349.  Under § 1988, this Court may award 

reasonable attorney’s fees to a prevailing defendant in a §§ 1983 or 1985 case if the claims are 
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“frivolous, unreasonable, or without foundation.”  Harris v. Maricopa County Sup. Ct., 631 F.3d 

963, 968 (9th Cir. 2010).  Similarly, under § 12-349, the Court may award attorney’s fees based 

on claims that are without substantial justification.  Both statutes are satisfied here.  Aguirre’s 

counterclaims are not only barred by the various forms of immunity discussed above, but he also 

failed to allege sufficient facts to support a viable claim in any event.  The State Bar therefore 

plans to request an award for its reasonable attorney’s fees based on Aguirre’s frivolous 

counterclaims. 

V. CONCLUSION  

For the foregoing reasons, the State Bar moves to dismiss Aguirre’s counterclaims. 
 

DATED this 22nd day of July, 2025. 

 
 

JONES, SKELTON & HOCHULI P.L.C. 

 

By /s/ Jonathan P. Barnes, Jr. 
Daniel O. King 
Jonathan P. Barnes, Jr. 
40 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2700 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Attorneys for State Bar of Arizona 

 
 

ORIGINAL of the foregoing electronically filed 
this 22nd day of July, 2025. 
 
COPY of the foregoing mailed/e-mailed 
this 22nd day of July, 2025, to: 

Francisco Aguirre 
6929 E. 2nd Street, Unit 11 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 
fxagui@aol.com 
Pro Per Defendant/Counterclaimant 
 

/s/ Kami Ellison  
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James D. Lee, Bar #011586 
Senior Counsel, State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Jackie.Brokaw@staff.azbar.org 
 
Daniel O. King, Bar #026550 
Jonathan P. Barnes, Jr., Bar #028014 
JONES, SKELTON & HOCHULI P.L.C. 
40 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2700 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Telephone:  (602) 263-4437 
Fax:  (602) 200-7813 
dking@jshfirm.com 
jbarnes@jshfirm.com 
minuteentries@jshfirm.com 

Attorneys for State Bar of Arizona 

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

COUNTY OF MARICOPA 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

FRANCISCO X. AGUIRRE, AN 
INDIVIDUAL; AND BEYOND 
ATTORNEYS, LLC, 

Defendants. 
_____________________________________ 

 

FRANCISCO X. AGUIRRE 

Counterclaimant, 

v. 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Counterclaim Defendant 

NO. CV2025-008737 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA’S RULE 7.1(h) 
CERTIFICATE OF GOOD FAITH 
CONSULTATION 

(Assigned to the Honorable Randall Warner) 
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The State Bar, pursuant to Civil Rule 7.1(h), certifies that on July 22, 2025, defense 

counsel conferred with Plaintiff Aguirre over the phone regarding Aguirre’s counterclaims and 

the State Bar’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss.  The parties were not able to resolve their 

differences. 
 

DATED this 22nd day of July, 2025. 

 
 

JONES, SKELTON & HOCHULI P.L.C. 

 

By /s/ Jonathan P. Barnes, Jr. 
Daniel O. King 
Jonathan P. Barnes, Jr. 
40 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2700 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Attorneys for State Bar of Arizona 

 
 

ORIGINAL of the foregoing electronically filed 
this 22nd day of July, 2025. 
 
COPY of the foregoing mailed/e-mailed 
this 22nd day of July, 2025, to: 

Francisco Aguirre 
6929 E. 2nd Street, Unit 11 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 
fxagui@aol.com 
Pro Per Defendant/Counterclaimant 
 

/s/ Kami Ellison  
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Clerk of the Superior Court 

*** Electronically Filed *** 

09/02/2025 8:00 AM 

SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

CV 2025-008737 08/28/2025 

Docket Code 019 Form V000A Page 1 

CLERK OF THE COURT 

HONORABLE RANDALL H. WARNER J. Zinkowich

Deputy

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA JAMES D LEE 

v. 

FRANCISCO XAVIER AGUIRRE, et al. FRANCISCO XAVIER AGUIRRE 

7014 E CAMEL BACK RD 

STE B 100 A 

SCOTTSDALE AZ  85251 

BEYOND ATTORNEYS L L C 

7014 E CAMEL BACK RD 

STE B 100 A 

SCOTTSDALE AZ  85251 

JUDGE WARNER 

MINUTE ENTRY 

Before the Court is Plaintiff’s July 22, 2025 State Bar of Arizona’s Motion to Dismiss 

Francisco X. Aguirre’s Counterclaims. No response was filed. The relief sought in the Motion is 

well grounded in fact and law. 

IT IS ORDERED granting the Motion. 

Exhibit UST-F

Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-6    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-F    Page 1 of 1



1

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

25

26

27

28

James D. Lee, Bar No. 011586
Senior Bar Counsel/

Unauthorized Practice of Law Counsel
State Bar of Arizona
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266
Telephone: (602) 340-7386
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org

Francisco X. Aguirre
Beyond Attorneys, LLC
6929 East 2nd Street, Unit 11
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251
Email: fxagui@aol.com and

fxa@beyondlawoffice.com
Respondents

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA
MARICOPA COUNTY

 
STATE BAR OF ARIZONA,

Plaintiff, 

              vs.

FRANCISCO XAVIER AGUIRRE 
and BEYOND ATTORNEYS, LLC,

Respondents.

Case No. CV 2025-008737 

CONSENT AGREEMENT, TENDER 
OF CONDITIONAL ADMISSIONS, 
AND JOINT MEMORANDUM IN 
SUPPORT OF CONSENT 
AGREEMENT

Assigned to the
Honorable Randall Warner

 
CONSENT AGREEMENT

The State Bar of Arizona, through undersigned counsel, and Respondents 

Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC, who have chosen not to seek the 

Clerk of the Superior Court
*** Electronically Filed ***
K. Higuchi-Mason, Deputy

12/11/2025 2:42:23 PM
Filing ID 21099133
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assistance of legal counsel, enter into this agreement pursuant to Rules 76(b)(1) and 

78(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

JURISDICTION AND STANDING

1. Plaintiff State Bar of Arizona (“State Bar”), an Arizona non-profit

corporation, has standing to bring this proceeding for the unauthorized practice of 

law pursuant to Rules 77(b)(5) and 79(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

2. Superior courts in Arizona have jurisdiction over unauthorized practice

of law proceedings that are initiated pursuant to Rules 78(a) and 79(a), Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct.

3. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre (“Respondent Aguirre”) and

Beyond Attorneys, LLC are subject to the jurisdiction of the Arizona Supreme 

Court for any unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. See Rules 31(a)  and 75(a),  

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.

4. Respondent Aguirre is a resident of Maricopa County, Arizona.

5. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was

registered as a business entity/limited liability company with the Arizona 

Corporation Commission.

6. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC’s physical

and mailing addresses were in Maricopa County, Arizona.

7. Respondent Aguirre is the organizer, principal and statutory agent of

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC.
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8. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre owned and operated 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC.

9. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC conducted 

business in Maricopa County, Arizona.

10. Upon information and belief, all of the acts and conduct alleged herein, 

including the unauthorized practice of law, occurred in Maricopa County, 

Arizona.

11. Based on the foregoing, the Maricopa County Superior Court has 

subject matter jurisdiction over this unauthorized practice of law proceeding and 

specific personal jurisdiction over Respondents Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC.

12. Based upon the foregoing, venue is proper in Maricopa County, 

Arizona.

WAIVER

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC, being fully 

advised of their rights to seek the assistance of counsel and their rights to an 

adjudicatory hearing, knowingly and voluntarily waive their rights to counsel and an 

adjudicatory hearing on the allegations that they engaged in the unauthorized 

practice of law, unless ordered by the Court. Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC further waive all motions, defenses, objections and requests 

that they have made or raised, or could make or raise hereafter in this proceeding, if 
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the Court approves the conditional admissions and proposed form of sanctions set 

forth in this Consent Agreement.

CONDITIONAL ADMISSIONS

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC conditionally 

admit the facts set forth below and that the admitted facts amount to the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona. Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree the Court may enter a judgment and order against 

them pursuant to Rule 78(c)(5), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., that, among other things, includes 

an order enjoining them from engaging in the unauthorized practice of law.1

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC’s admissions 

are tendered in exchange for the forms of sanctions set forth below.

FACTS

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC conditionally 

admit the following facts.

GENERAL FACTS

1. On June 6, 2018, Maricopa County Superior Court Commissioner David 

W. Garbarino signed and entered a Judgment of Default and Cease and Desist Order 

against Respondent Aguirre, which included (a) an order that he and any corporate 

or business entity owned, controlled or operated by him immediately and 

permanently cease and desist from engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in 

1 A complete list of the sanctions to be imposed is set forth below.
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Arizona and (b) a permanent injunction prohibiting him and any corporate or 

business entity owned, controlled or operated by him from using the designations 

“lawyer,” “attorney at law,” “counselor at law,” “law,” “law office,” “J.D.,” “Esq.” 

or other equivalent words, the use of which would reasonably likely induce others to 

believe that he is authorized to engage in the practice of law in Arizona.

2. That June 6, 2018 judgment included the definition of the “practice of 

law,” as then set forth in Rule 31(a)(2)(A), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. (now located at Rule 

31(b), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., with slight variations in the language).

3. On or about December 27, 2023, Respondent Aguirre registered 

“Beyond Attorneys” as a tradename with the Office of the Arizona Secretary of 

State; Respondent Aguirre identified the nature of the business as “Legal 

Consulting.”

4. At all times relevant, neither Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC was authorized to engage in the practice of law in the State 

of Arizona.

5. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that he was not a 

member of the State Bar of Arizona and had never been authorized to engage in the 

practice of law in Arizona.

6. At all times relevant, neither Respondent Aguirre nor Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC was a legal document preparer certified by the Supreme 
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Court of Arizona pursuant to Rule 31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-208 of the 

Arizona Code of Judicial Administration (ACJA). 

7. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that neither he nor 

Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was a legal document preparer certified by the 

Supreme Court of Arizona pursuant to Rule 31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and           

§ 7-208 of the Arizona Code of Judicial Administration (ACJA).

8. At all times relevant, Respondent Beyond Attorneys, LLC was not an 

Alternative Business Structure licensed by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to 

Rule 31.1(c) and § 7-209 of the ACJA. 

9. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that Respondent 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC was not an Alternative Business Structure licensed by the 

Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to Rule 31.1(c) and § 7-209 of the ACJA.

10. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was not a legal 

paraprofessional licensed by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to Rule 

31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-210 of the ACJA.

11. At all times relevant, Respondent Aguirre was aware that he was not a 

legal paraprofessional licensed by the Arizona Supreme Court pursuant to Rule 

31.3(e)(4), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and § 7-210 of the ACJA.

12. At all times relevant, Respondents Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

were required to comply with the rules, orders and relevant case law of the Arizona 
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Supreme Court regarding the practice of law and the unauthorized practice of law, 

but failed to do so.

COUNT SEVEN

13. On or about March 9, 2025, Respondent Aguirre drafted and sent a 

demand letter to Tom Barber and Mirella Santome on Federico Torres Villegas’ 

behalf (3D Contracting, LLC was “copied” on that letter).

a. That March 9, 2025 demand letter was on Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

letterhead.

b. That March 9, 2025 demand letter included a demand for payment 

for property damage that had occurred at 1111 West Roosevelt Street, 

Phoenix, Arizona.

c. That March 9, 2025 demand letter included the following: (a) a 

“formal demand for payment in the amount of $150,000 due to the 

substantial property damage caused by [Barber and Santome’s] contractors”; 

(b) “[C]onstruction activities have resulted in serious and ongoing damage 

to the adjacent property [. . .], including severe sewage backup, 

uninhabitable conditions, and significant emotional and financial distress”; 

(c) statements of fact that allegedly led to the property damage; (d) a 

“demand [for] full payment of $150,000 within 15 days of receipt of this 

letter” (bold typeface in original); (e) “Failure to comply [with the demand] 

will result in immediate legal action in Maricopa County Superior Court, 

Exhibit UST-G

Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-7    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-G    Page 7 of 17



8

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

25

26

27

28

where we will pursue claims for negligence, property damage, and 

nuisance., [sic] where we will seek compensatory damages, attorney’s fees, 

punitive damages, and any additional relief the court deems appropriate. 

[sic] due to your reckless disregard for public safety and property rights” 

(bold typeface in original); (f) “This is your final opportunity to resolve 

this matter without costly litigation” (bold typeface in original); (g) “If 

payment is not received within the stated deadline, we will file suit without 

further notice” (bold typeface in original); (h) “Should this proceed to 

court, we will pursue the full extent of damages, including treble damages 

where applicable, and expose the City of Phoenix’s documented warnings 

against your contractor’s actions”; (i) a reference to “discuss[ing] payment 

arrangements” (bold typeface in original); (j) a statement that “any delay or 

failure to respond will be considered bad faith, potentially increasing your 

liability for additional damages, attorneys’ fees, and court sanctions. [sic] 

and will only strengthen our case for punitive damages and injunctive relief, 

if necessary to prevent further harm” (bold typeface in original); and (k) 

Respondent Aguirre’s signature, followed by “Francisco X. Aguirre[,] CEO, 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC”.

Count Seven Violation

By engaging in the conduct set forth in Count Seven, Respondents Francisco 

X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC violated Rules 31.1(a), 31.2 and 33(c), Ariz. 
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R. Sup. Ct., by engaging in the unauthorized practice of law in Arizona.

Conditional Dismissals

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC and the State 

Bar agree that Counts One through Six of the State Bar’s First Amended Complaint 

and the allegations in Count Seven of the First Amended Complaint that are not 

addressed above will be dismissed with prejudice. Any additional findings of the 

unauthorized practice of law by Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC based on the dismissed counts would not alter the sanctions to be 

imposed.

JOINT MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
OF CONSENT AGREEMENT

SANCTIONS

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree not to 

engage in any conduct that violates Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2, 31.3 or 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., and relevant case law (i.e., Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC agree not to engage in the unauthorized practice of law or conduct 

that a court could determine comprises the unauthorized practice of law, or to use 

designations or language that are reasonably likely to induce others to believe that 

either of them is authorized to engage in the practice of law or provide legal services 

in Arizona).

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC and the State 

Bar agree that, based on the conditional admissions contained herein, the 
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appropriate sanctions for engaging in the unauthorized practice of law, as set forth 

above, is the entry of a judgment and order that includes the following terms:

A. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

must immediately cease and desist engaging in activity that amounts to the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona, as set forth in Rule 31, 31.1, 31.2, 

31.3 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and relevant case law.

B. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

are permanently enjoined from engaging in activity that amounts to the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona, as set forth in Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2, 

31.3 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and relevant case law.

C. Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

agree to pay restitution to Sheena Mike in the amount of $1,500 within 30 

days of entry of a judgment and order entered by this Court (although Count 

Two of the State Bar’s First Amended Complaint, which addressed Sheena 

Mike’s payment of $1,500 to Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC, is being dismissed as part of this consent agreement, 

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree to pay 

restitution based on the allegations in that Count). Respondents Francisco 

Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree to pay restitution without 

admission of liability and solely for purposes of resolving the pending First 

Amended Complaint.
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D. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

immediately notify current customers for whom either has agreed to prepare 

legal documents, give legal advice, negotiate, or otherwise perform legal 

services of the sanctions imposed.

E. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

immediately return to all current customers in pending matters any documents 

and other property to which they are entitled, including their files. This 

provision does not require Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC to return internal templates, forms or documents that do not 

belong to the customer.

F. Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

must immediately cease using any language that is reasonably likely to induce 

others to believe that either is authorized to engage in the practice of law or 

provide legal services in Arizona (including any reference to the ability to 

negotiate on another person’s behalf).

The State Bar of Arizona waives any claim or right to an assessment of 

attorney’s fees or the costs and expenses of its investigation in this proceeding, 

based in part on Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC’s consent to the entry of a judgment and order against them that includes a 

permanent injunction prohibiting them from engaging in the unauthorized practice 

of law in Arizona.
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Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree to, 

and understand that, the sanctions listed above will be included in a judgment and 

order to be entered against them if this Consent Agreement is accepted by the Court.

Sanctions greater than those set forth above are not appropriate because (a) the 

sanctions to be imposed against Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC will prohibit them from continuing to engage in the unauthorized 

practice of law in Arizona; (b) Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond 

Attorneys, LLC have cooperated in resolving this matter through this Consent 

Agreement; and (c) Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, 

LLC have agreed to pay restitution to those entitled to restitution based on the State 

Bar’s First Amended Complaint.

Lesser sanctions are not appropriate because Respondents Francisco Xavier 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC’s unauthorized practice of law occurred in the 

course of operating a business that provided legal advice or services to Arizona 

residents.

Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

understand the following:

(a) The practice of law is defined in Arizona Supreme Court Rule 31(b) as:

(1) preparing or expressing legal opinions to or for another person or 

entity;
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(2) representing a person or entity in a judicial, quasi-judicial, or 

administrative proceeding, or other formal dispute resolution 

process such as arbitration or mediation;

(3) preparing a document, in any medium, on behalf of a specific 

person or entity for filing in any court, administrative agency, or 

tribunal;

(4) negotiating legal rights or responsibilities on behalf of a specific 

person or entity (including the preparation of demand letters on 

behalf of others); or

(5) preparing a document, in any medium, intended to affect or secure 

a specific person’s or entity’s legal rights (including the 

preparation of demand letters on behalf of others).

(b) Except as provided in the Rules of the Arizona Supreme Court, a 

person or entity must not:

(1) engage in the practice of law or provide legal services in Arizona 

(see Rules 31.1(a), 31.2(a) and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.) ; or

(2) use the designations “lawyer,” “attorney at law,” “counselor at 

law,” “law,” “law office,” “J.D.,” “Esq.,” “alternative business 

structure (ABS),” or other equivalent words that are reasonably 

likely to induce others to believe that the person or entity is 
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authorized to engage in the practice of law or provide legal 

services in Arizona (see Arizona Supreme Court Rule 31.2).

COMPLIANCE

Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

acknowledge their individual duties to comply with all rules pertaining to the 

unauthorized practice of law, including Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2, 31.3 and 33(c), Ariz. R. 

Sup. Ct., and all case law interpreting those rules. If Respondents Francisco Xavier 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC have questions or concerns that their conduct or 

proposed conduct may violate any provision of this agreement, the order to be 

entered by the Court based on this Agreement, or the Rules of the Arizona Supreme 

Court and relevant case law, they will contact the Attorney Ethics Advisory 

Committee of the Supreme Court of Arizona. Information about the Committee may 

be found at http://www.azcourts.gov/cld/Attorney-Ethics-Advisory-Committee.

Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC and the 

State Bar understand this agreement is subject to review and acceptance by the Court, 

and that the Court may accept, reject or order the modification of this agreement.

The State Bar of Arizona and Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree this agreement and the disposition set forth herein are 

appropriate under the facts and circumstances of this case. Furthermore, Respondents 

Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC are aware that any future 

activity by either of them that amounts to a violation of a judgment and order entered 

Exhibit UST-G

Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-7    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-G    Page 14 of 17



15

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

25

26

27

28

pursuant to this consent agreement or that amounts to the unauthorized practice of 

law will be prima facie evidence that one or both of them knew they had violated or 

were violating that judgment and order and/or the rules regarding the unauthorized 

practice of law, in which case one or both of them will be subject to contempt 

proceedings.

Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC understand 

that if either violates any part of this agreement, the Court may find one or both of 

them in contempt of court, which may be punishable by fines, incarceration or other 

sanctions, and may include an order assessing reasonable attorney’s fees and the 

costs and expenses of any proceeding enforcing this agreement.

Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC understand 

they will remain subject to the jurisdiction of the Court with respect to the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona.

This agreement, with conditional admissions, is submitted freely and 

voluntarily and not under coercion or intimidation. Respondents Francisco Xavier 

Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC are aware of the Rules of the Arizona Supreme 

Court with respect to the unauthorized practice of law.

The State Bar of Arizona and Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC agree that any judgment and order entered as a result of this 

agreement will become effective the date the Maricopa County Superior Court Clerk’s 

Office enters a signed judgment in its docket.
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Copy of the foregoing emailed
this 11th day of December, 2025, to:

Francisco X. Aguirre
6929 East 2nd Street, Unit 11
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251
Email: fxagui@aol.com and fxa@beyondlawoffice.com
Respondents

by:/s/Melissa Duarte
JDL:md 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

Plaintiff, 

 vs. 

FRANCISCO XAVIER AGUIRRE 

and BEYOND ATTORNEYS, LLC, 

Respondents. 

 Case No. CV2025-008737 

JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

Assigned to the  

Honorable Randall Warner Warner 

This matter having come on for consideration of a consent agreement by the 

superior court, and said court having duly rendered its decision, 

IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, pursuant to Rule 76(b)(2), 

Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., that Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC 

must immediately cease and desist engaging in activity that amounts to the 

unauthorized practice of law in Arizona, as set forth in Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2, 31.3 and 

33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and relevant case law. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Rule 76(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,  

that Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC are permanently 

enjoined from engaging in activity that amounts to the unauthorized practice of law 

in Arizona, as set forth in Rules 31, 31.1, 31.2, 31.3 and 33(c), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., and 

relevant case law. 

Granted as SubmittedGranted as SubmittedGranted as SubmittedGranted as Submitted
***See eSignature page***

Clerk of the Superior Court
*** Electronically Filed ***

J. Zinkowich, Deputy
12/16/2025 8:00:00 AM

Filing ID 21114560
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“Practice of law” is defined in Rule 31(b), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., as: 

 

(1) preparing or expressing legal opinions to or for another person or 

entity;  

 

(2) representing a person or entity in a judicial, quasi-judicial, or 

administrative proceeding, or other formal dispute resolution process 

such as arbitration or mediation;  

 

(3) preparing a document, in any medium, on behalf of a specific person 

or entity for filing in any court, administrative agency, or tribunal;  

 

(4) negotiating legal rights or responsibilities on behalf of a specific 

person or entity; or  

 

(5) preparing a document, in any medium, intended to affect or secure 

a specific person’s or entity’s legal rights. 

 

Rule 31.2, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. (“Unauthorized Practice of Law”) states: 

 

Except as provided in Rule 31.3, a person, entity, or ABS [Alternative 

Business Structure] who is not authorized to practice law in Arizona 

under Rule 31.1(a), (c), or Rule 31.3 must not: 

 

(a) engage in the practice of law or provide legal services in Arizona; 

or  

(b) use the designations “lawyer,” “attorney at law,” “counselor at law,” 

“law,” “law office,” “J.D.,” “Esq.,” “alternate business structure 

(ABS),” or other equivalent words that are reasonably likely to induce 

others to believe that the person or entity is authorized to engage in the 

practice of law or provide legal services in Arizona. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to 76(b)(5), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., that 

Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC pay restitution to 

Sheena Mike in the amount of $1,500 within 30 days of entry of a judgment and order 

entered by this Court. Payment of restitution does not amount to an admission of 

liability. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Rule 76(b)(2)(A), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., that Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC immediately 

notify current customers for whom either has agreed to prepare legal documents, give 

legal advice, negotiate, or otherwise perform legal services of the sanctions imposed. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Rule 76(b)(2)(B), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., that Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC immediately 

return to all current customers in pending matters any documents and other property 

to which they are entitled, including their files. This provision does not require 

Respondents Francisco Xavier Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC to return internal 

templates, forms or documents that do not belong to the customer. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to Rule 76(b)(2)(C), Ariz. R. Sup. 

Ct., that Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and Beyond Attorneys, LLC must 

immediately cease using any language that is reasonably likely to induce others to 

believe that either is authorized to engage in the practice of law or provide legal 

services in Arizona (including any reference to the ability to negotiate on another 

person’s behalf). 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED dismissing with prejudice Counts One through 

Six of the State Bar’s First Amended Complaint and the allegations in Count Seven 

of the First Amended Complaint that were not addressed in the parties’ Consent 

Agreement. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Order becomes effective the date it is 

entered by the Maricopa County Superior Court Clerk’s Office. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondents Francisco X. Aguirre and 

Beyond Attorneys, LLC will remain subject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court 

of Arizona with respect to unauthorized practice of law matters. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED entering this judgment as a final judgment 

pursuant to Rule 54(c), Ariz. R. Civ. P., because no further matters remain pending. 

DATED this ______ day of December, 2025. 

______________________________ 

Judge Randall Warner 

Maricopa County Superior Court 

 

 

 

Original filed with the Clerk of the 

Maricopa County Superior Court 

this ______ day of December, 2025. 

 

by: _____________________ 
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1 Ct., and relevant case law.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this judgment is, and shall be, entered as a final2

3 judgment pursuant to Rule 54(c), Ariz. R Civ. P.

DATED this l n day of ^4 ^ ( J! A I - 2018.

5

6

Commissioner of the Superior Court of Maricopa7
County Commissioner David W Garbarino8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
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19

20

21
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ARIZONA SECRETARY OF STATE
(https://azsos.gov)
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Services (https://azsos.gov/services)  Rules (https://azsos.gov/rules)  About (https://azsos.gov/about)

Entity Search
Back

File ID: 9363826

Name: Beyond Attorneys

Business
Address:

5635 N. Scottsdale Rd.
Suite 170-J
Scottsdale, Arizona
85250

Mailing
Address:

5635 N. Scottsdale Rd.
Suite 170-J
Scottsdale, Arizona
85250

Phone: 602-228-8507
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v0.2025.1028.10558 b13

Nature of
Business:

Legal Consulting

Date of First
Use:

May 1, 2023

Date
Registered:

December 27, 2023

Expiration
Date:

December 27, 2028

Applicants: Francisco X Aguirre  Person

Beyond Law Office LLC  Arizona Limited Liability Company

Registration
Information:

Registration
Received:

December
27, 2023

Expires: December
27, 2028

Correspondence
History:

Trade Name
Application:

Filed: December 27,
2023

Back
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© Arizona Secretary of State, All Rights Reserved
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Business ID: 23563597

Filing Number: 01142612026016

Filing Date: 01/05/2026

Effective Date: 01/05/2026
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Public Access to Court Information - Case Search

Case Information
Case Number: S-0700-CR-2017001272 view case minutes
Title: St of AZ Vs. Francisco Aguirre Category: CRIMINAL
Court: Maricopa County Superior Filing Date: 2/22/2017
Judge: Disposition Date:

Francisco Aguirre  DEFENDANT  -  D2 Date of Birth: 12/1960
Citation Count Description Disp. Date Disposition

1 *** 1/11/2018 Guilty
2 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
3 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
4 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
5 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
6 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
7 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
8 *** 1/11/2018 Guilty
9 *** 1/11/2018 Guilty
10 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
11 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
12 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
13 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
14 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
15 *** 1/11/2018 Guilty
16 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
17 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
18 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
19 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT
20 *** 1/11/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT

Giselle Beltran  DEFENDANT  -  D4 Date of Birth: 01/1992
Citation Count Description Disp. Date Disposition

1 *** 1/30/2018 Pled to Other Charges
2 *** 1/30/2018 Pled to Other Charges
3 *** 1/30/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION OF COURT OR DEFENDANT

Clerk Of The Court    Unknown  -  ?10
Grand Jury    Unknown  -  ?3
Janethe Rodriguez    DEFENDANT  -  D5 Date of Birth: 08/1988
Citation Count Description Disp. Date Disposition

1 *** 5/3/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION/REQUEST OF PROSECUTOR
2 *** 5/3/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION/REQUEST OF PROSECUTOR
3 *** 5/3/2018 DISMISSED ON MOTION/REQUEST OF PROSECUTOR

State Of Arizona  PLAINTIFF  -  P1
Victim  VICTIM  -  V6
Victim  VICTIM  -  V7
Victim  VICTIM  -  V8
Victim  VICTIM  -  V9

Case Activity
Date Description Party
3/13/2026 DIP - Dispo: Revoke-imprisonment/reinstate-probation D2

3/12/2026 NRD - Notice Of Release Of Deposit D2

3/11/2026 Disposition Hearing D2

3/11/2026 OCP-Order of Confinement/Sentence of Imprisonment to ADOC D2

3/11/2026 NRR - Notice Of Rights D2

3/11/2026 TOP - Terms and Conditions Of Probation D2
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3/11/2026 PVR - Probation Violation Report D2

3/11/2026 TCP - Terms & Conditions Of Probation/Money Ordered D2

3/11/2026 ORE - Order To Release/Exonerate Bond D2

3/8/2026 MEM - Memorandum D2

2/20/2026 169 - ME: Sent/Dispo Reset D2

2/18/2026 Disposition Hearing D2

1/14/2026 169 - ME: Sent/Dispo Reset D2

1/5/2026 Disposition Hearing D2

1/2/2026 NOT - Notice D2

1/2/2026 NOT - Notice P1

12/26/2025 PV APD Hearing D2

11/25/2025 113 - ME: Violation Hearing D2

11/24/2025 Non-Witness Violation Hearing V8

11/24/2025 Non-Witness Violation Hearing P1

11/24/2025 Non-Witness Violation Hearing V9

11/24/2025 Non-Witness Violation Hearing D2

11/24/2025 Non-Witness Violation Hearing V6

11/24/2025 Disposition Hearing D2

11/24/2025 Non-Witness Violation Hearing V7

11/19/2025 PV APD Hearing D2

11/6/2025 MEC = Memo to the Court D2

10/9/2025 112 - ME: Revocation Arraignment D2

10/8/2025 Probation Revocation Arraignment Hearing D2

10/8/2025 Disposition Hearing D2

10/8/2025 NDC - Notice Of Deposit With Court D2

10/3/2025 WRS-Warrant Served D2

10/2/2025 PV APD Hearing D2

10/1/2025 Initial Appearance D2

10/1/2025 ROC� Release Order/Order Regarding Counsel D2

10/1/2025 IAD - Initial Appearance Document D2

10/1/2025 RQU - Release Questionnaire D2

9/30/2025 PVI - Probation Violation Warrant Issued D2

9/30/2025 Adult Probation D2

9/30/2025 PRP - Petition To Revoke Probation/Order w/warrant D2

12/26/2024 MER - Memorandum of Restitution Delinquency D4

11/6/2023 CRR - Criminal Restitution Order D2

6/14/2023 RSD - Request to Establish Start Date of Restitution, Probat D2

6/7/2023 LET - Letter D2

2/14/2023 023 - ME: Order Entered By Court D2

1/31/2023 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading D2

1/31/2023 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading P1

1/13/2023 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading P1

1/13/2023 PPM � Pro Per Motion/Notice/Mail D2

1/13/2023 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading D2

11/21/2022 022 - ME: Order Signed D4

11/17/2022 ORD - Order D4

3/23/26, 12:34 PM Arizona Judicial Branch - Public Access
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11/3/2022 Request D4

11/3/2022 Request P1

11/2/2022 REQ - Request P1

11/2/2022 REQ - Request D4

10/5/2022 005 - ME: Hearing D4

9/30/2022 Oral Argument D4

9/30/2022 Oral Argument P1

9/30/2022 Oral Argument V6

9/30/2022 Oral Argument V7

9/30/2022 Oral Argument V8

9/30/2022 Oral Argument V9

9/19/2022 094 - ME: Oral Argument Set D4

8/8/2022 REQ - Request D4

8/8/2022 Request D4

8/8/2022 REQ - Request P1

8/8/2022 Request P1

6/7/2022 022 - ME: Order Signed D4

5/24/2022 ORD - Order D4

5/4/2022 REQ - Request D4

5/4/2022 Request D4

5/4/2022 REQ - Request P1

5/4/2022 Request P1

4/4/2022 022 - ME: Order Signed D4

3/30/2022 Criminal Restitution Order D4

3/30/2022 ORD - Order D4

3/30/2022 Criminal Restitution Order P1

3/29/2022 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading P1

3/29/2022 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading D2

3/1/2022 PPM � Pro Per Motion/Notice/Mail D2

3/1/2022 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading D2

3/1/2022 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading P1

1/24/2022 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading P1

1/24/2022 Pro Per Letter/Motion/Pleading D2

1/18/2022 PPM � Pro Per Motion/Notice/Mail D2

9/1/2021 REQ - Request D4

9/1/2021 REQ - Request P1

8/23/2021 022 - ME: Order Signed D2

8/19/2021 EMF - Email Filed D2

8/19/2021 ORD - Order D2

8/6/2021 Motion D2

8/6/2021 Motion P1

5/10/2021 118 - ME: Modifica/Terms Probation D4

5/4/2021 Status Conference D4

5/4/2021 Status Conference P1

5/4/2021 Status Conference V8

5/4/2021 Status Conference V9
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5/4/2021 Status Conference V7

5/4/2021 Status Conference V6

4/30/2021 NAR - Notice Of Appearance D4

4/30/2021 NDR - Notice of Defenses and Request for Notice of Rebuttal D4

4/30/2021 RAD - Request For Automatic Additional Disclosure D4

4/21/2021 003 - ME: Hearing Reset D4

4/15/2021 Status Conference D4

4/15/2021 Status Conference V6

4/15/2021 Status Conference V7

4/15/2021 Status Conference V9

4/15/2021 Status Conference V8

4/15/2021 Status Conference P1

4/12/2021 DRS - Disposition Report Supplemental D4

4/9/2021 ODM - Order of Discharge from Probation - Misdemeanor Design D4

4/8/2021 028 - ME: Status Conference Set D4

4/1/2021 MEM - Memorandum D4

3/29/2021 PMP - Petition to Modify Condition of Probation/Order D4

3/19/2021 023 - ME: Order Entered By Court D4

3/16/2021 MEC = Memo to the Court D4

3/2/2021 REQ - Request D2

3/2/2021 REQ - Request P1

6/9/2020 ODP - Order of Discharge of Probation D4

5/4/2020 PFC - Petition for Earned Time Credit D4

7/17/2018 Status Conference D5

7/17/2018 Status Conference P1

7/17/2018 Status Conference V8

7/17/2018 Status Conference V9

7/17/2018 Status Conference V7

7/17/2018 Status Conference V6

6/5/2018 Trial V6

6/5/2018 Trial V7

6/5/2018 Trial V9

6/5/2018 Trial V8

6/5/2018 Trial P1

6/5/2018 Trial D5

5/29/2018 Pre-Trial Conference D5

5/29/2018 Pre-Trial Conference P1

5/29/2018 Pre-Trial Conference V8

5/29/2018 Pre-Trial Conference V9

5/29/2018 Pre-Trial Conference V7

5/29/2018 Pre-Trial Conference V6

5/16/2018 DRE - Disposition Report D5

5/10/2018 042 - ME: Case Dismissed - Full D5

5/10/2018 PMP - Petition to Modify Condition of Probation/Order D2

5/9/2018 ORD - Order D5

5/9/2018 ORD - Order P1
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5/8/2018 Adult Probation P1

5/8/2018 Adult Probation D2

5/1/2018 Motion D5

5/1/2018 MTD - Motion To Dismiss D5

5/1/2018 Motion P1

5/1/2018 MTD - Motion To Dismiss P1

4/30/2018 023 - ME: Order Entered By Court D4

4/10/2018 DRE - Disposition Report D4

4/4/2018 SOP - Sentencing Order - Probation D4

4/2/2018 OCJ-Order of Confinement/Sentence to Maricopa County Jail D4

4/2/2018 TCP - Terms & Conditions Of Probation/Money Ordered D4

4/2/2018 TOP - Terms and Conditions Of Probation D4

4/2/2018 DRE - Disposition Report D2

3/30/2018 NRR - Notice Of Rights D4

3/30/2018 OCJ-Order of Confinement/Sentence to Maricopa County Jail D4

3/30/2018 PSD - PSR Supporting Documents D4

3/30/2018 PSR - Presentence Report D4

3/30/2018 Sentencing D4

3/30/2018 TCP - Terms & Conditions Of Probation/Money Ordered D4

3/30/2018 TOP - Terms and Conditions Of Probation D4

3/30/2018 Sentencing P1

3/26/2018 SPI - Sentencing Imprisonment Probation D2

3/23/2018 Acceptance Of Plea/Snt D2

3/23/2018 NRR - Notice Of Rights D2

3/23/2018 OCP-Order of Confinement/Sentence of Imprisonment to ADOC D2

3/23/2018 OIM � Order - Imprisonment (monetary orders) D2

3/23/2018 PSR - Presentence Report D2

3/23/2018 TCP - Terms & Conditions Of Probation/Money Ordered D2

3/23/2018 TOP - Terms and Conditions Of Probation D2

3/23/2018 081 - ME: Trial Vacated D5

3/23/2018 Acceptance Of Plea/Snt P1

3/22/2018 Adult Probation D2

3/20/2018 Complex / Capital Case D5

3/20/2018 MSP � Motion for Suspension of Prosecution Pursuant to Rule D5

3/20/2018 NOT - Notice D5

3/20/2018 SDD - Notice: Sealed Document D5

3/20/2018 Complex / Capital Case P1

3/20/2018 Complex / Capital Case V6

3/20/2018 Complex / Capital Case V7

3/20/2018 Complex / Capital Case V9

3/20/2018 Complex / Capital Case V8

3/12/2018 169 - ME: Sent/Dispo Reset D4

3/7/2018 NOT - Notice D2

3/7/2018 NOT - Notice P1

3/2/2018 Sentencing P1

3/2/2018 Sentencing D4
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2/27/2018 NOF - Notice Of Filing D4

2/12/2018 Acceptance Of Plea/Snt D2

2/12/2018 Acceptance Of Plea/Snt P1

2/9/2018 169 - ME: Sent/Dispo Reset D2

2/7/2018 105 - ME: Plea Agreement/Change Of Plea D4

2/7/2018 089 - ME: Trial Setting D5

2/6/2018 105 - ME: Plea Agreement/Change Of Plea D2

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case D2

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case D5

1/30/2018 Adult Probation D4

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case D4

1/30/2018 PAG - Plea Agreement D4

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case P1

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case V8

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case V9

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case V7

1/30/2018 Complex / Capital Case V6

1/18/2018 331 - ME: Settlement Conference D2

1/11/2018 Adult Probation D2

1/11/2018 PAG - Plea Agreement D2

1/11/2018 Settlement Conference D2

1/11/2018 Settlement Conference V7

1/11/2018 Settlement Conference V9

1/11/2018 Settlement Conference V8

1/11/2018 Settlement Conference P1

1/11/2018 Settlement Conference V6

12/20/2017 ACO - Allegation of Historical Priors P1

12/20/2017 ACO - Allegation of Historical Priors D2

12/11/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D2

12/11/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D4

12/11/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D5

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case D5

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case D4

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case D2

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case P1

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case V6

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case V8

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case V9

12/5/2017 Complex / Capital Case V7

12/4/2017 REP - Report P1

12/4/2017 REP - Report D2

12/4/2017 REP - Report D4

12/4/2017 REP - Report D5

10/10/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D5

10/10/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D4

10/10/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D2
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10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case D2

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case D4

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case D5

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case P1

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case V6

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case V7

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case V9

10/3/2017 Complex / Capital Case V8

10/2/2017 REP - Report P1

10/2/2017 REP - Report D5

10/2/2017 REP - Report D4

10/2/2017 REP - Report D2

8/24/2017 ORC - Order Regarding Counsel D2

8/14/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D2

8/14/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D4

8/14/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D5

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case D5

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case D4

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case D2

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case P1

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case V6

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case V8

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case V9

8/8/2017 Complex / Capital Case V7

6/26/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference V7

6/26/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference V9

6/26/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference V8

6/26/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference V6

6/26/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference P1

6/26/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference D4

6/16/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D4

6/16/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D2

6/16/2017 027 - ME: Pretrial Conference D5

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case D5

6/13/2017 REP - Report D5

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case D2

6/13/2017 REP - Report D2

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case D4

6/13/2017 REP - Report D4

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case P1

6/13/2017 REP - Report P1

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case V6

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case V8

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case V9

6/13/2017 Complex / Capital Case V7

5/30/2017 599 - ME: Complex Case Order/Initial Pretrial Conference D4
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5/24/2017 Complex Case D4

5/24/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference D4

5/24/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference V7

5/24/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference V8

5/24/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference V9

5/24/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference V6

5/24/2017 Complex Case P1

5/24/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference P1

5/23/2017 Complex / Capital Case P1

5/23/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference P1

5/23/2017 DAR - Notice of Disclosure and Request for Disclosure D4

5/23/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference D2

5/23/2017 Complex / Capital Case D5

5/23/2017 Comprehensive PreTrial Conference D5

5/22/2017 023 - ME: Order Entered By Court D2

5/22/2017 016 - ME: Ext/Time/Filing Granted D4

5/17/2017 MOT - Motion D2

5/17/2017 Motion D2

5/17/2017 Motion P1

5/17/2017 Motion V6

5/17/2017 Motion V9

5/17/2017 Motion V8

5/17/2017 Motion V7

5/11/2017 005 - ME: Hearing D2

5/5/2017 019 - ME: Ruling D2

5/4/2017 Oral Argument D2

5/4/2017 Oral Argument V7

5/4/2017 Oral Argument V8

5/4/2017 Oral Argument V9

5/4/2017 Oral Argument V6

5/4/2017 Oral Argument P1

5/1/2017 RES - Response D2

5/1/2017 NOT - Notice D4

4/28/2017 152 - ME: Not Guilty Plea Arraign D4

4/28/2017 STP - Stipulation D2

4/27/2017 599 - ME: Complex Case Order/Initial Pretrial Conference D2

4/27/2017 RTR - Return Receipt For Official Court Files/Transcripts/Ex D4

4/27/2017 194 : Me: Initial Pretrial Conference D5

4/26/2017 NSC - Notice of Substitution of Counsel D4

4/26/2017 022 - ME: Order Signed D2

4/26/2017 094 - ME: Oral Argument Set D2

4/25/2017 MOT - Motion D2

4/25/2017 ORD - Order D2

4/25/2017 SDD - Notice: Sealed Document D2

4/21/2017 Complex Case D2

4/21/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference D2
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4/21/2017 MOT - Motion D2

4/21/2017 Motion D2

4/21/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference D5

4/21/2017 NOT - Notice D5

4/21/2017 Complex Case P1

4/21/2017 Initial Pretrial Conference P1

4/21/2017 MOT - Motion P1

4/21/2017 Motion P1

4/21/2017 Motion V6

4/21/2017 Motion V9

4/21/2017 Motion V8

4/21/2017 Motion V7

4/20/2017 SND - Supplemental Notice Of Disclosure D5

4/20/2017 Motion P1

4/20/2017 SND - Supplemental Notice Of Disclosure P1

4/20/2017 005 - ME: Hearing D2

4/20/2017 NOT - Notice D2

4/20/2017 SND - Supplemental Notice Of Disclosure D2

4/20/2017 Motion D4

4/20/2017 MTR - Motion for Temporary Removal Of Court File/Transcripts D4

4/20/2017 OFT - Order for Temporary Removal of Court File/Transcripts/ D4

4/20/2017 RRF - Release Receipt For Official Court Files/Transcripts/E D4

4/19/2017 RAD - Request For Automatic Additional Disclosure D4

4/19/2017 RGJ � Request for Extension of Time to Challenge Grand Jury D4

4/19/2017 023 - ME: Order Entered By Court D2

4/19/2017 ALG - Allegation D2

4/19/2017 AOM - Allegation of Multiple Offenses Not Committed on the S D2

4/19/2017 DAR - Notice of Disclosure and Request for Disclosure D2

4/19/2017 ALG - Allegation P1

4/19/2017 AOM - Allegation of Multiple Offenses Not Committed on the S P1

4/19/2017 DAR - Notice of Disclosure and Request for Disclosure P1

4/19/2017 ALG - Allegation D5

4/19/2017 DAR - Notice of Disclosure and Request for Disclosure D5

4/14/2017 023 - ME: Order Entered By Court D2

4/13/2017 RES - Response D2

4/13/2017 019 - ME: Ruling D5

4/12/2017 Oral Argument D2

4/12/2017 ROC� Release Order/Order Regarding Counsel D2

4/12/2017 Oral Argument P1

4/11/2017 FIN - Financial Information D4

4/11/2017 Original Arraignment Hearing D4

4/7/2017 RMR - Response to Defendant's Motion D2

4/7/2017 Complex Case D5

4/7/2017 Complex Case P1

4/7/2017 RMR - Response to Defendant's Motion P1

4/7/2017 Interpreter Flag V6
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4/7/2017 Interpreter Flag V7

4/7/2017 Interpreter Flag V8

4/7/2017 Interpreter Flag V9

4/6/2017 Motion P1

4/6/2017 RMR - Response to Defendant's Motion P1

4/6/2017 Motion D2

4/6/2017 RMR - Response to Defendant's Motion D2

4/5/2017 MOT - Motion D2

4/5/2017 IAD - Initial Appearance Document D4

4/5/2017 ROC� Release Order/Order Regarding Counsel D4

4/5/2017 WRS-Warrant Served D4

4/5/2017 MOT - Motion P1

4/5/2017 WRS-Warrant Served P1

4/5/2017 152 - ME: Not Guilty Plea Arraign D5

4/4/2017 Motion D5

4/4/2017 Motion P1

4/4/2017 Initial Appearance D4

4/4/2017 Motion D2

4/3/2017 MOT - Motion D2

4/3/2017 MOT - Motion P1

4/3/2017 MOT - Motion D5

3/31/2017 RTR - Return Receipt For Official Court Files/Transcripts/Ex D2

3/30/2017 MTR - Motion for Temporary Removal Of Court File/Transcripts D2

3/30/2017 OFT - Order for Temporary Removal of Court File/Transcripts/ D2

3/30/2017 RRF - Release Receipt For Official Court Files/Transcripts/E D2

3/28/2017 MOT - Motion D2

3/28/2017 Motion D2

3/28/2017 612 - ME: Gj Quash Summons/Issue Warrant D4

3/28/2017 MOT - Motion P1

3/28/2017 Motion P1

3/27/2017 IND - Indictment P1

3/27/2017 GJT � Grand Jury Transcript D5

3/27/2017 GJT � Grand Jury Transcript D4

3/27/2017 IND - Indictment D4

3/27/2017 GJT � Grand Jury Transcript D2

3/24/2017 ORD - Order D4

3/24/2017 AIN - Amended Indictment D5

3/24/2017 ORD - Order D5

3/24/2017 AIN - Amended Indictment P1

3/24/2017 ORD - Order P1

3/23/2017 MOT - Motion P1

3/23/2017 Original Arraignment Hearing P1

3/23/2017 FIN - Financial Information D5

3/23/2017 Interpreter Flag D5

3/23/2017 MOT - Motion D5

3/23/2017 Original Arraignment Hearing D5
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3/23/2017 ROO � Release Order Own Recognizance D5

3/23/2017 MOT - Motion D4

3/16/2017 152 - ME: Not Guilty Plea Arraign D2

3/13/2017 NAR - Notice Of Appearance D2

3/10/2017 Original Arraignment Hearing D2

3/8/2017 SUM - Summons D5

3/8/2017 SUM - Summons P1

3/6/2017 WRS-Warrant Served P1

3/6/2017 WRS-Warrant Served D2

3/4/2017 IAD - Initial Appearance Document D2

3/4/2017 ROC� Release Order/Order Regarding Counsel D2

3/3/2017 Initial Appearance D2

2/22/2017 604 - ME: GJ True Bill/Warrant Issue D2

2/22/2017 CID - Court Information Sheet D2

2/22/2017 IND - Indictment D2

2/22/2017 600 - ME: GJ True Bill/Summons Issued D4

2/22/2017 CID - Court Information Sheet D4

2/22/2017 IND - Indictment D4

2/22/2017 CID - Court Information Sheet P1

2/22/2017 IND - Indictment P1

2/22/2017 600 - ME: GJ True Bill/Summons Issued D5

2/22/2017 CID - Court Information Sheet D5

2/22/2017 IND - Indictment D5
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ï¿½ The information is subject to change at any time.
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ï¿½ The information should not be used as a substitute for a thorough background search of official public records.

The user is responsible for verifying information provided on this website against official court information filed at the court of record. Use
of this website shall indicate agreement by the user that the Arizona judiciary, including its courts, divisions, officers, and employees, shall not be liable
for any loss, consequence, or damage resulting directly or indirectly from the use of any of the information available through this website and that the
Arizona judiciary does not provide any warranty, express or implied, that the information provided is accurate, current, correct, or complete.

Data available on this web site is updated frequently and can be provided via electronic media for an annual subscription fee. If interested, please
Contact Us.

Case info is updated on this website weekly. Information is updated each Friday to reflect case information through the Wednesday of the
same week.

3/23/26, 12:34 PM Arizona Judicial Branch - Public Access

https://apps.azcourts.gov/publicaccess/print.aspx 11/11Exhibit UST-M

Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-13    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-M    Page 11 of 11

https://eaccess.azcourts.gov/#/
https://www.azcourts.gov/eaccess
http://windows.microsoft.com/en-us/internet-explorer/use-compatibility-view#ie=ie-10
https://apps.azcourts.gov/publicaccess/contactsupp.aspx


Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-14    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-N    Page 1 of 3



Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-14    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-N    Page 2 of 3



Exhibit UST-N

Case 25-33487-mvl7    Doc 969-14    Filed 03/27/26    Entered 03/27/26 09:25:03    Desc
Exhibit UST-N    Page 3 of 3


