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R
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R
D
ER
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U
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c
o
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e
ra
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c
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e
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P
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o
f
o
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S
e
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c
e
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R
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C
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C
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R
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c
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ra
c
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C
I

P
etitioner,

by
and

through
Jam

es
C
.
C
oyle,

D
eputy

R
egulation

C
ounsel,

respectfully
requests

th
at

the
C
olorado

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

issue
an

order
p
u
rsu

an
t
to

C
.R
.C
.P.

234
directing

the
respondent

to
show

cause
w
hy

he
should

not
be

enjoined
from

the
unauthorized

practice
of

law
.

A
s
grounds

therefor,
counsel

states
as

follow
s:

1.
T
he

respondent,
T
hom

as
R
oca,

is
not

licensed
to

practice
law

in
the

state
of

C
olorado.

T
he

respondent’s
last

know
n
address

is
1945

V
ance

S
treet,

A
partm

ent
6,

L
akew

ood,
C
olorado

80214.
T
he

respondent
is

now
located

in
the

C
olorado

D
epartm

ent
of

C
orrections,

inm
ate

num
ber

52914,
P
ueblo

transfer
unit,

and
w
ill
be

assigned
to
a
facility

in
O
ctober

2003.

2.
O
n
O
ctober

14,
2002,

M
ary

C
astorena

hired
the

respondent
to

help
her

in
a
legal

dispute
w
ith

M
ark

W
illiford.

O
n
th
at

sam
e
date,

M
s.
C
astorena

provided
her

personal
check

num
ber

2076
in

the
am

ount
of

$500.00
to

T
hom

as
R
oca

“for
attorney’s

fees.”
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C
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R
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E
D
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H
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M
A
S
R
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C
O
U
R
T
U
SE

O
N
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A

C
ase

N
um

ber:
O
3U

PL
O
14

Jam
es

C
.
C
oyle

#
14970

D
eputy

R
egulation

C
ounsel

A
ttorney

for
P
etitioner

600
17th

S
treet,

S
uite

200-S
outh

D
enver,

C
O

80202

P
hone

N
um

ber:
(303)

693-8121,
ext.

328
F
ax

N
um

ber:
(303)

893-5302
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3.
T
he

respondent
had

previously
identified

him
self

as
an

attorney
to

M
s.
C
astorena.

4.
S
ubsequently,

the
respondent

told
M
s.
C
astorena

th
at

there
w
as

a
court

date
on

three
or

four
occasions

(im
plying

that
he

had
already

filed
a

com
plaint)

in
the

m
atter

involving
W
illiford.

T
hese

statem
ents

w
ere

not
true.

T
he

case
had

notyet
been

filed,
and,

therefore,
no

hearings
had

been
set.

5.
O
n
or

about
January

23,
2003,

the
respondent

filed
a
“com

plaint
under

sim
plified

civil
procedure”

in
C
astorena

v.
W
iltford,

03C
0
1354.

T
he

respondent
identified

him
self

as
an

attorney,
w
ith

an
attorney

registration
num

ber
of

19101.

6.
T
he

com
plaint

alleged
that

the
defendant

built
a
structure

in
violation

of
the

C
lear

C
reek

C
ounty

C
ode,

and
that

M
s.
C
astorena

incurred
$13,000.00

in
costs

to
rem

ove
such

structure.
T
he

respondent
signed

his
nam

e
as

attorney
for

M
s.
C
astorena.

7.
S
ubsequently,

M
s.

C
astorena

called
the

court
and

found
out

th
at

nothing
further

had
been

done
except

for
the

filing
of
a
sum

m
ons.

She
spoke

w
ith

the
respondent.

T
he

respondent
stated

that
he

w
ould

refer
her

to
som

eone
else.

H
e

also
stated

that
he

w
ould

refund
her

m
oney.

T
he

respondent
failed

to
refer

her
or
refund

her
m
oney.

8.
E
ventually,

M
s.
C
astorena

becam
e
suspicious

and
called

the
C
olorado

S
uprem

e
C
ourt

O
ffices.

A
t
that

tim
e,

she
learned

that
the

respondent
w
as

not
an

attorney.

9.
B
y
holding

him
self

out
to

be
an

attorney,
by

accepting
a
retainer

for
legal

services,
and

by
attem

pting
to
represent

M
s.
C
astorena’s

legal
interests

in
a
court

m
atter,

the
respondent

engaged
in
the

unauthorized
practice

of law
(the

unauthorized
practice

of
law

includes
acting

as
a
representative

in
protecting,

enforcing
or

defending
the

legal
rights

and
duties

ofanother
an
d
/o
r
counseling

advising
and

assisting
that

person
in

connection
w
ith

legal
rights

and
duties.

See
D
enver

B
ar
A
ssociation

v.
P.U.C

.,
154

C
ob.

273,
391

P.2d
467

(1964)).
T
he

respondent
does

not
fallw

ithin
any

ofthe
statutory

or
case

law
exceptions.

W
H
E
R
E
FO

R
E
,
the

petitioner
prays

that
this

court
issue

an
order

directing
the

respondent
to

show
cause

w
hy

the
respondent

should
not

be
enjoined

from
engaging

in
any

unauthorized
practice

of
law

;
thereafter

that
the

court
enjoin

this
respondent

from
the

practice
of
law

,
or

in
the

alternative
th
at

the
court

refer
this

m
atter

to
a
hearing

m
aster

for
determ

ination
of
facts

and

2



C
recom

m
endations

to
the

court
on

w
hether

this
respondent

should
be

enjoined
from

the
unauthorized

practice
of

law
.
F
urtherm

ore,
petitioner

requests
th
at

the
court

assess
the

costs
and

expenses
of

these
proceedings,

including
reasonable

attorney
fees

against
this

respondent;
order

the
refund

of
any

and
all

fees
paid

by
clients

to
the

respondent;
and

assess
restitution

against
the

respondent
for

losses
incurred

by
clients

or
third

parties
as

a
result

of
the

respondent’s
conduct;

and
any

other
relief

deem
ed

appropriate
by

thi
court.

R
espectfully

subm
itted

this
3
O
o
f
S
e
p
te
m
b
.j,#170

D
eputy

R
egu

ation
nsel

A
tto

y
for

etiti
er
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