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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF 
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
CHARLES M. DYER, 
  Bar No. 017994 
 

Respondent.  
 

 PDJ-2017-9093 
 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND 
ORDER 
 
[State Bar File No.  16-2675] 
 
FILED AUGUST 24, 2017 

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on July 25, 2017, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepts 

the parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Charles M. Dyer, Bar No. 017994, is 

reprimanded for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional 

Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Dyer shall be placed on probation for a 

period of eighteen (18) months on the following terms: 

a. Mr. Dyer shall undergo an evaluation and audit of his trust account 
management by the State Bar’s Law Office Management Assistance 
Program (LOMAP). Mr. Dyer shall contact the State Bar Compliance 
Monitor at (602) 340-7258 within ten (10) days from the date of this Order 
to arrange the evaluation and audit. Mr. Dyer shall comply with any 
reasonable recommendations following the evaluation and audit. Mr. Dyer 
shall be responsible for any costs associated with LOMAP; 
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b. Mr. Dyer shall complete a half-day Trust Account Ethics Enhancement 
Program (TAEEP). Mr. Dyer shall contact the State Bar Compliance 
Monitor at (602) 340-7258 within ten (10) days from the date of this Order 
to schedule attendance at the next available class. Alternatively, Mr. Dyer 
may attend TAEEP electronically. If he attends electronically, he shall 
provide a copy of his class notes to the State Bar’s probation compliance 
officer. Mr. Dyer shall be responsible for the cost of attending the program.  

 
NON-COMPLIANCE LANGUAGE 

 In the event Mr. Dyer fails to comply with any of the foregoing probation 

terms, and information thereof, is received by the State Bar of Arizona, Bar Counsel 

shall file a notice of noncompliance with the Presiding Disciplinary Judge, pursuant 

to Rule 60(a)(5), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  The Presiding Disciplinary Judge may conduct a 

hearing within thirty (30) days to determine whether a term of probation has been 

breached and, if so, to recommend an appropriate sanction. If there is an allegation 

that Respondent failed to comply with any of the foregoing terms, the burden of 

proof shall be on the State Bar of Arizona to prove noncompliance by a 

preponderance of the evidence. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Dyer shall pay the costs and expenses of 

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

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

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

proceedings. 
 DATED this August 24, 2017. 

William J. O’Neil__________________ 
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 24th day of August, 2017, to: 
 
J. Scott Rhodes 
Jennings Strouss & Salmon, PLC 
One East Washington Street, Suite 1900  
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2554 
Email: srhodes@jsslaw.com     
Respondent's Counsel   
 
David L. Sandweiss 
Senior Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org  
 
by: AMcQueen 

mailto:srhodes@jsslaw.com
mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER  
OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
CHARLES M. DYER, 
  Bar No. 017994 
 
 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9093 
 
DECISION AND ORDER 
ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE 
BY CONSENT 
 
[State Bar File No. 16-2675] 
 
FILED AUGUST 24, 2017 

This is a direct agreement, so no probable cause order has issued and no 

formal complaint has been filed. The parties filed their Agreement for Discipline by 

Consent filed on July 25, 2017 pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.   

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

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

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

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

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

proceeding. Mr. Dyer has voluntarily waived the right to an adjudicatory hearing, 

and waived all motions, defenses, objections or requests that could be asserted upon 

approval of the proposed form of discipline.  The State Bar is the complainant in this 

matter, so no notice of agreement is required pursuant to Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. 

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

Mr. Dyer conditionally admits he violated Rule 42, ERs 1.15(a) (safekeeping 

property), 1.15(d) and Rule 43(a)(trust accounts), (a)(4), (b)(1)(A), (b)(1)(B), 

(b)(1)(C), (b)(2)(A), and (b)(2)(C).  The agreed upon sanctions include a reprimand 

with an eighteen (18) month probation, with terms to include a Law Office 

Management Assistance Program (“LOMAP”) evaluation and audit of Mr. Dyer’s 

trust account, completion of the State Bar’s Trust Account Ethics Enhancement 

Program (“TAEEP”), and the payment of $1,200.00 in costs and expenses within 

thirty (30) days of this Order.  The conditional admissions are briefly summarized. 

The State Bar of Arizona (“SBA”) received notice of an insufficient funds 

transfer in August 2016 on Mr. Dyers client trust account. Mr. Dyer explained that 

the overdraft was a result of errors and stated following the overdraft, he reviewed 

the IOLTA and found it to be out of balance as a result of several transactions that 

were non-complaint with ER 1.15 and Rule 43.” 

After Mr. Dyer received notice of the deficiencies, he personally balanced the 

trust account and restored all client funds. He also offered to the SBA that, “No theft 

or embezzlement had occurred, but our trust account management protocols had not 

been followed.”  He also took responsibility for not having discovered and corrected 

the problems before the overdrafts occurred.  
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Internal Controls 

 Mr. Dyer has the knowledge and capability of maintaining compliance with 

trust account rules, as evidenced by his personal reconciliation of the account and 

remedial actions take. His lack of supervision and his staff’s failure to maintained 

accurate and complete records resulted in conversion of client funds for a period of 

time, and such deficiencies subsequently caused an overdraft.  

Mr. Dyer had in place appropriate procedures to follow the Trust Account 

Rules, but violated his duty to his clients by not following those procedures during 

the firm’s growth. This resulted in potential harm to his clients.  

The parties agree that the presumptive sanction in this matter is reprimand. 

The parties agree there is an aggravating factor present in the record: Standard 

9.22(i) substantial experience in the practice of law. The parties further agree the 

following mitigating factors are present in the record: Standards 9.32(a) absence of 

a prior disciplinary record, 9.32(d) timely good faith effort to make restitution, 

9.32(g) character or reputation and 9.32(l) remorse.  

Mr. Dyer promptly took control of the accounting measures to ensure proper 

IOLTA procedures and quickly made administrative deposit to cover the deficiency 

upon discovery.  Mr. Dyer is also a well-respected probate and estate attorney that 

has served on a School Board for over 15 years, and serves on the Maricopa County 

Bar Association Mental Health and Elder Law Section Board.  He also has been 
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serving as Judge Pro Tem in the Probate and Mental Health Court for the last several 

years.  

Upon consideration, the Presiding Disciplinary Judge finds that the proposed 

sanctions of a reprimand and probation meet the objectives of attorney discipline.  

Now therefore,  

IT IS ORDERED accepting and incorporating the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: a reprimand 

with an eighteen (18) month probation, to include a LOMAP evaluation and audit, 

and compliance with any reasonable recommendations, completion of TAEEP, and 

the payment of $1,200.00 in costs and expenses within thirty (30) days of this Order.  

There are no costs incurred by the office of the presiding disciplinary judge.  A final  

judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED this August 24, 2017. 
       
      William J. O’Neil     
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed/mailed  
on August 24, 2017, to: 
 
J. Scott Rhodes 
Jennings Strauss & Salmon, PLC 
One East Washington Street, Ste 1900 
Phoenix, AZ  85004-2554 
Email: srhodes@jsslaw.com   
Respondent’s Counsel 

David L. Sandweiss 
Senior Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org    

 
by:  AMcQueen 

mailto:srhodes@jsslaw.com
mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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