
 

 

 
 

 
BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  

JUDGE 
__________ 

  

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 

ROBERT C. STANDAGE, 

  Bar No. 021340 

 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2015-9007 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar File No. 14-0367] 

 

FILED JUNE 29, 2015 

 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on June 18, 2015, pursuant to 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, Robert C. Standage, is suspended for 

two (2) years effective thirty (30) days from the date of this Order.  A period of 

suspension of more than six months will require proof of rehabilitation and compliance 

with other requirements prior to being reinstated to the practice of law in Arizona for 

his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, as outlined in the 

consent documents. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Respondent shall be subject to any additional 

terms imposed by the Presiding Disciplinary Judge as a result of reinstatement 

hearings held. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED pursuant to Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., Respondent 

shall comply with the requirements relating to notification of clients and others. 



 

 

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

the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,985.40, within 30 days from the date of 

service of this Order. 

 DATED this 29th day of June, 2015. 

 

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

 
 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 29th day of June, 2015. 
 

J. Scott Rhodes 
Jennings Strouss & Salmon PLC 

One E. Washington Street, Suite 1900  
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2554 
Email: srhodes@jsslaw.com   

Respondent's Counsel   
 

Stacy L. Shuman 
Staff 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 

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

ROBERT C. STANDAGE, 
  Bar No.  021340 

 
 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2015-9007 
 
DECISION ACCEPTING 

CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 

 
[State Bar File No. 14-0367] 
 

FILED JUNE 29, 2015 
 

 

An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) was filed June 18, 

2015, and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.1   Rule 57(a) authorizes 

filing consent agreements with the presiding disciplinary judge (“PDJ”) after 

authorization by the Attorney Discipline Probable Cause Committee 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. 
 

Upon filing such Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, reject or 

recommend modification of the agreement as appropriate.”   

                                                           
1  Unless otherwise stated, rules references are to the Arizona Supreme Court Rules. 
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Rule 57(a)(2) requires admissions be tendered solely “…in exchange for the 

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

waived only if the “…conditional admission and proposed form of discipline is 

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

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

proceeding. 

Mr. Standage self-reported his misconduct to the State Bar.  The State Bar is 

the complainant. As a result the complainant notification requirements under Rules 

53(b)(3) and 57(a)(2)(D)(vi), do not apply.  A probable Cause Order was filed 

January 20, 2015, and the formal complaint was filed January 21, 2015.    

Mr. Standage has been a licensed Arizona lawyer since October 29, 2001.  He 

conditionally admits his conduct violated Rule 42, ERs 1.7(a)(2), 1.8(j), 8.4(a), (b) 

and (d), and Rule 41(g).  The parties agree to the imposition of a two (2) year 

suspension.   

While representing an indigent female criminal defendant (“T.P.”) under a 

contract with Gila County Superior Court, Mr. Standage and T.P. exchanged sexually 

explicit text messages, photographs and videos.  While texting about an upcoming 

hearing he suggested “a nude erotic massage might help calm your nerves,” then 

described the way he would give the massage, and told T.P. he was sexually aroused 

by their texting.  Similar texts followed.  When T.P. requested Mr. Standage seek a 

continuance of her disposition hearing, she offered to “rock” his world, leading to the 

exchange of more explicit texts.  The agreement states T.P. and Mr. Standage did 

not engage in any physical sexual contact. When Mr. Standage was unable to obtain 
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the continuance T.P. reported his misconduct and delivered copies of their texts to 

the trial court. 

While representing a female client (“A.G.”), in a dependency action, Mr. 

Standage conditionally admits that in 2013, at the client’s suggestion, he posted 

A.G.’s bond arising from a misdemeanor criminal warrant, in exchange for oral sex 

at a later time at a hotel.   

Also in 2013, Mr. Standage conditionally admits he paid a child support 

contempt order for a former client’s girlfriend (K.C.) who promised to make it worth 

his while.  After he paid off the contempt order, she performed a strip tease for him 

and had sex with him.  

Mr. Standage further conditionally admits he has frequented massage parlors 

and engaged in sexual activity with the massage therapists for several years, until 

2013.  He also conditionally admitted he had paid prostitutes to engage in sexual 

activity for several years until 2013. 

ABA Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standard) 

 

In assessing sanctions, the PDJ is guided by the American Bar Association's 

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions ("Standards") (2005). In re Phillips, 226 

Ariz. 112, 117, ¶ 29, 244 P.3d 549, 554 (2010) (citing In re Van Dox, 214 Ariz. 300, 

303, 152 P.3d 1183, 1186 (2007)). In submitting a consent agreement the parties, 

under Rule 57(a)(2)(E), must include in their agreement a discussion of the American 

Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, and an analysis of the 

proposed sanction, which includes a discussion of why a greater or lesser sanction 

would not be appropriate under the circumstances.  



4 
 

Standard 4.31, Failure to Avoid Conflicts of Interest, provides Disbarment is 

appropriate when a lawyer, without the informed consent of client(s): 

(a) engages in representation of a client knowing that the 
lawyer’s interests are adverse to the client’s with the intent 
to benefit the lawyer or another, and causes serious or 

potentially serious injury to the client; or 
(b) simultaneously represents clients that the lawyer knows 

have adverse interests with the intent to benefit the lawyer 
or another, and causes serious or potentially serious injury 
to a client; or 

(c) represents a client in a matter substantially related to a 
matter in which the interests of a present or former client 

are materially adverse, and knowingly uses information 
relating to the representation of a client with the intent to 
benefit the lawyer or another, and causes serious or 

potentially serious injury to a client. 
 

Standard 4.32 provides: 

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer knows 
of a conflict of interest and does not fully disclose to a client 
the possible effect of that conflict, and causes injury or 

potential injury to a client.  
 

The parties agree that Standard 4.32, Failure to Avoid Conflicts of Interest, is most 

applicable under the circumstances.   

Mr. Standage conditionally admits he knowingly violated his duty to his clients, 

the profession, the legal system and the public by engaging illegal conduct and 

inappropriate conduct with his client(s).  For purposes of the agreement, the parties 

agree his misconduct caused potential harm to a client2 and actual harm to the 

profession, the legal system, and the public.   

He conditionally admits his conduct was selfish and that he should have 

recognized his sex addiction sooner and taken action.  The State Bar argues Mr. 

                                                           
2 The SBA contends, but Mr. Standage disputes, that K.C. was a potential client.   
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Standage was selfish because he put his libidinous interests before the best interests 

of these women. The parties agree Standard 4.32 is the appropriate Standard given 

the facts and circumstances of this matter.  That Standard proves suspension is 

generally appropriate when a lawyer knows of a conflict of interest and does not fully 

disclose to the client the possible effect of that conflict, and causes injury or potential 

injury to a client. 

Aggravating and Mitigating Factors 

The parties assert the following aggravating factors are present: 9.22(b) 

selfish or dishonest motive, 9.22(c) pattern of misconduct, 9.22(d) multiple offenses, 

9.22(h) vulnerability of victim, 9.22(i) substantial experience in the practice of law, 

and 9.22(k) illegal conduct.  The agreed upon mitigating circumstances are: 9.32(c) 

personal or emotional problems and/or 9.32(i) mental disability, 9.22(d) timely good 

faith effort to rectify consequences of misconduct, 9.32(g) character or reputation, 

9.32(k) imposition of other penalties or sanctions, and 9.32(l) remorse. 

The Agreement provides that mitigating factor 9.32(k), imposition of other 

penalties or sanctions, is present because Mr. Standage lost all of his indigent defense 

contracts with numerous counties causing a financial strain on his family.  The PDJ 

cannot find this as a mitigating factor.  The loss of such contracts is a consequence 

of his actions, not a “penalty” or “sanction” as contemplated by that Standard. The 

parties are reminded the effect on the lawyer’s livelihood cannot be considered when 

determining the appropriate disciplinary sanction.  Matter of Scholl, 200 Ariz. 222, 

25 P.3d 710 (2001).  The PDJ acknowledges the public humiliation Mr. Standage 

endured because of his misconduct.  Apparently his conduct was reported in the 
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press.  He was also excommunicated from the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 

Saints.  See In re Walker, 200 Ariz. 155, 24 P.3d 602 (2001). 

The parties requested the PDJ give significant weight to mitigating factors 

9.32(c) (personal or emotional problems) and/or (i) (mental disability).  For 

application of either factor, substantive evidence is required. The parties filed a 

stipulated supplement to agreement, dated June 26, 2015.  Two letters from C. 

Everett Bailey, Ph.D., sufficiently supplemented the record.  These were sealed under 

Rule 70(g).  

To consider mitigating factor, 9.32(i) mental disability, the following four 

pronged criteria must also be met under that Standard:  1) medical evidence that 

the respondent is effected by a mental disability; 2) the mental disability caused the 

misconduct; 3) the respondent’s recovery from a mental disability has been 

demonstrated by a meaningful and sustained period of successful rehabilitation; and 

4) the recovery arrested the misconduct and recurrence of that misconduct is 

unlikely.   

 The Agreement states Mr. Standage has been diagnosed with an Impulse 

Control Disorder NOS (Not Otherwise Specified) related to sex addiction and his 

addiction caused his misconduct.  On March 2-7, 2014, he participated in an Intensive 

Outpatient Program for sex addiction at Psychological Counseling Services, LTD and 

has continued treatment with a psychologist since completing that program.  Mr. 

Standage is engaged in a 12 step program with a sponsor and also sponsors others.  

He asserts he has been rehabilitated since January 21, 2014 without relapse.  The 

parties agree that a two year suspension would allow Mr. Standage additional time 
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to demonstrate a sustained period of recovery.  The PDJ finds Standard 9.32(c) is 

applicable.   

 The parties also cite Standard 9.32(d) in mitigation, stating Mr. Standage 

made a timely good faith effort to rectify the consequences of his misconduct.  These 

included his self-reporting to the State Bar, his expression of regret and apology to 

the Court, and his cooperation with replacement counsel.  The parties also cite 

character or reputation under Standard 9.32(g). The parties point to the letter of 

then Presiding Judge Cahill to the Chief Bar Counsel identifying Mr. Standage as a 

respected officer of the court, the professionalism of Mr. Standage, the esteem of 

two other judges, including Judge Duber, who had over 25 years of experience as a 

judge, and recommending diversion. 

 A proportionality analysis is not required under an agreement for discipline by 

consent.  Notwithstanding, the PDJ has considered In the Matter of Abrams, 227 Ariz. 

248, 257 P.3d 167 (2011). There a municipal judge began an intimate consensual 

relationship with an attorney who appeared often in cases before him.  He also 

attempted to pursue a relationship with another attorney leaving obscene messages, 

and like Mr. Standage, placed his own sexual desires above his ethical obligations.  

Mr. Abrams was permanently enjoined from holding judicial office in Arizona and his 

license to practice law was suspended for two years. 

Overall, the PDJ finds the presumptive sanction of suspension for two years 

meets the objectives of discipline and will protect the public.  A period of suspension 

of over six months will require proof of rehabilitation and compliance with other 

requirements prior to being reinstated to the practice of law in Arizona for his conduct 

in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, accordingly: 
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IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference. Respondent agrees to pay costs associated 

with the disciplinary proceedings in the amount of $1,985.40. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted. Costs as submitted 

are approved.  The two year suspension is effective 30 days from the date of this 

Decision and Order.  Now therefore, the final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED 29th day of June, 2015. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 29th day of June, 2015. 
 
Stacy L. Shuman 

Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 

 
J. Scott Rhodes 

Jennings Strouss & Salmon PLC 
One E Washington Street, Suite 1900 
Phoenix, AZ  85004-2554 

Email: srhodes@jsslaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 
 

by:  JAlbright 

mailto:srhodes@jsslaw.com

















































	Standage Final Judgment and Order
	Standage Decision Accepting Agreement
	Standage Complaint

