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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE  

__________ 
  

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

WILLIAM L. KETCHAM, 

  Bar No. 010322 

 

Respondent. 

  

 PDJ 2014-9104 

 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No. 14-0219] 

 

FILED MARCH 27, 2015 

 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on March 23, 2015 pursuant to 

Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., hereby accepts the parties’ proposed agreement. 

Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, William L. Ketcham, is hereby 

suspended for a period of thirty (30) days for his conduct in violation of the Arizona 

Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective July 

1, 2015.   

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon reinstatement, Respondent shall be placed 

on probation for a period of one (1) year. The probation period will commence upon 

reinstatement and will conclude one (1) year from that date.  

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED during the probation period of one (1) year, 

Respondent shall complete the following:   
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MAP  

Respondent shall contact the State Bar Compliance Monitor, at (602) 340-7258, 

within twenty (20) days of the effective date of the suspension ordered under this 

final judgment and order to schedule an assessment.  The Compliance Monitor shall 

develop "Terms and Conditions of Probation” if the results of the assessment so indicate 

and the terms shall be incorporated herein by reference.  Respondent shall be 

responsible for any costs associated with participation with compliance.   

CLE 

Respondent shall contact State Bar of Arizona publications at 602-340-7318 to 

either obtain and listen to the CD or obtain and view the DVD entitled "The Ten Deadly 

Sins of Conflict.”  Respondent may alternatively go to the State Bar website 

(www.myazbar.org) and complete the self-study online version.  Respondent shall 

provide Bar Counsel with evidence of completion of the program by providing copies of 

handwritten notes.  Respondent shall be responsible for the cost of the CD, DVD or 

online self-study. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Respondent shall comply with all provisions of 

Rule 72 regarding notification to clients and others.  Additionally, for the purposes of 

Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., only, the entry date of this Order is deemed to be June 1, 

2015.  

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

the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,401.81, within 30 days from the date of 

service of this Order.  There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary 

clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in connection with these disciplinary  

/  

http://www.myazbar.org/
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proceedings.  

DATED this 27th day of March, 2015. 

 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary 
Judge 

 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 27th day of  March, 2015. 

 
Peter Akmajian 
Udall Law Firm LLP 

4801 East Broadway Boulevard, Suite 400  
Tucson, AZ  85711-3638 

Email: pakmajian@udalllaw.com   
Respondent's Counsel   

 
Nicole S. Kaseta 
Staff Bar Counsel 

State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
 

by: JAlbright 
 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
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  Bar No. 010322 
 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2014-9104 

 
DECISION ACCEPTING 
CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 
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FILED MARCH 27, 2015 
 

 
On November 24, 2014, the Attorney Discipline Probable Cause Committee 

(“ADPCC”) issued a Probable Cause Order and on December 19, 2012, the State Bar 

filed its formal complaint.  An answer was filed on January 27, 2015.  An Agreement 

for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on March 23, 2015, under Supreme 

Court Rule 57(a).  

Supreme Court Rule 57(a) authorizes filing consent agreements with the 

presiding disciplinary judge (“PDJ”) after the authorization to file a complaint. Rule 

57(a)(3)(B), specifically provides: 

If the agreement is reached before the authorization to file 
a formal complaint and the agreed upon sanction includes 
a reprimand or suspension, or if the agreement is reached 

after the authorization to file a formal complaint, the 
agreement shall be filed with the disciplinary clerk to be 

presented to the presiding disciplinary judge for review. 
The presiding disciplinary judge, in his or her discretion 
or upon request, may hold a hearing to establish a factual 

basis for the agreement and may accept, reject, or 
recommend the agreement be modified. 

 
Supreme Court Rule 57 also requires that conditional admissions be tendered 

solely “...in exchange for the stated form of discipline….” The right to an adjudicatory 
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hearing is waived only if the “…conditional admissions and proposed form of discipline 

is approved….” If the agreement is not accepted, the conditional admissions are 

automatically withdrawn and shall not be used against the parties in any subsequent 

proceeding.  Rule 57(a)(4)(C), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 

Notice of this agreement was provided to the complainant by letter March 2, 

2015, under Supreme Court Rule 53(b)(3). Complainant was also notified of the 

opportunity to file any written objection to the Agreement with Bar Counsel within 

five days of bar counsel’s notice. No objection has been filed.  

 Mr. Ketcham was retained by the complainant on November 20, 2009, with a 

memorandum of engagement defining the scope of representation.  His billing 

statements demonstrated that his legal services spanned from November 20, 2009 

through January 2012. 

 On December 7, 2009, complainant invited Mr. Ketcham to a business meeting 

over dinner.  On December 8, 2009, Mr. Ketcham informed complainant by e-mail 

that any romantic involvement would violate the rules of the State Bar.  Emails were 

exchanged and as no romantic relationship had yet occurred, he directed the 

complainant to forward the redraft letter, and stated “at this point, I can still be your 

attorney.”  Complainant responded that she wanted to move forward on a personal 

level, but offered to proceed on a friendly professional level as client/attorney in the 

alternative.  

 On December 16, 2009, Mr. Ketcham and the complainant entered into a 

sexual relationship.  On December 17, 2009, Mr. Ketcham reiterated his concern 

about violating the ethical rules, but failed to explain why such a relationship with a 

client would violate the rules.  One year into their sexual relationship, complainant 
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volunteered to loan Mr. Ketcham $10,000.00 (interest free, unsecured, and with no 

deadline) to assist him with his child custody proceedings.  Mr. Ketcham accepted 

the offer but failed to advise the client to seek independent legal advice and never 

obtained her informed consent.   

 The romantic relationship ended on January 18, 2012 for reasons unrelated to 

Mr. Ketcham’s legal representation.  On January 19, 2012, complainant terminated 

Mr. Ketcham.  On February 2, 2012, complainant directed Mr. Ketcham to repay the 

loan by February 9, 2012.  Mr. Ketcham sought to offset attorney fees owed him for 

$1590.  Complainant agreed to exchange checks instead.  Mr. Ketcham paid the 

complainant $8,140.00 (less $1590.00 complainant owed in legal fees) on February 

20, 2012.  Complainant objected to his withholding of $1590.00 and Mr. Ketcham 

thereafter provided complainant with a check for $1590.00 on February 27, 2012. 

Mr. Ketcham conditionally admits to violating Supreme Court Rule 42, 

specifically, ER 1.8(a) (business transaction w/client) and 1.8(j) (sexual relations 

w/client).  

Under Rule 57(a)(4), the PDJ “shall accept, reject or recommend modification 

of the proposed agreement. The decision shall incorporate all or portions of the 

agreement, as appropriate.” The rule requires the PDJ to independently weigh the 

conditional admissions and determine whether the sanction under those conditional 

admissions is appropriate.  

In considering a sanction, the PDJ is guided by the American Bar Association 

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standards). The parties stipulated the 

sanction is a 30 day suspension, effective July 1, 2015, one year of probation (CLE 

and MAP assessment), and imposing costs and expenses.  Standard 4.3, Failure to 
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Avoid Conflicts of Interest, applies to Mr. Ketcham’s violation of ER 1.7(a) and (j).  

Standard 4.42, provides that suspension is the appropriate sanction for knowing 

conflicts of interest violations and that suspension is the presumptive sanction. 

Aggravating and Mitigating Factors: 

Bar Counsel has asserted aggravating factor 9.22(b) (selfish or dishonest 

motive). Mitigating factors include 9.32(a) (absence of prior disciplinary record), 

9.32(c) (personal and emotional problems) and (e) (full and free disclosure to 

disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward proceedings). 

The parties agreed that “because of extraordinary circumstances that 

Respondent presented to the State Bar” this judge would be requested to extend the 

time for the effective date of suspension to July 1, 2015.  Under Rule 58(j), if this 

matter went to a contested proceeding before a hearing panel, the panel must 

complete the hearing within 150 days.  That hearing panel, under Rule 58(k), would 

be required to issue a decision within 30 days thereafter. The hearing panel decision 

would be final 10 days later under Rule 60(b).  By Rule 72(d), judgments imposing 

suspension are effective thirty days after entry.  The rules require matters to be 

concluded not later than 220 days from the filing of the complaint.   

Because of the extraordinary circumstances involved and the fact this 

agreement assures the matter is final and the judgment effective within 194 days of 

filing the complaint, the PDJ agrees to the proposed effective date of suspension. 

The PDJ finds the parties have appropriately applied the Standards in arriving 

at the agreed upon sanction, accordingly: 
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IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents. Respondent agrees to pay costs associated with the 

disciplinary proceedings in the amount of $1,401.81. 

IT IS ORDERED the Agreement is accepted. A proposed final judgment and 

order was submitted simultaneously with the Agreement. Costs as submitted are 

approved for $1,401.81. The proposed final judgment and order having been 

reviewed are approved and signed this date.   

  DATED this 27th day of March, 2015. 

    William J. O’Neil 
    _____________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 
Copies of the foregoing were mailed/emailed this  
27th day of March 2015 to: 

 
Peter Akmajian 

Udall Law Firm, LLP 
4801 E. Broadway Blvd., Suite 400 
Tucson, AZ  85711-3638 

Email:Pakmajian@udalllaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 

 
Nicole S. Kaseta 
Bar Counsel 

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
 

by: JAlbright   
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