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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF 
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
JOHN W. DORRIS III 
  Bar No. 020436 
 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2018-9063 
 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND 
ORDER 
 
[State Bar No.  18-0369] 
 
FILED JULY 19, 2018 

 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on July 17, 2018, pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepts 

the parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, John W. Dorris III, is reprimanded for his 

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

consent documents, effective the date of this order. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Dorris 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. 
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 There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or 

Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office in these disciplinary proceedings. 

DATED this 19th day of July, 2018. 

         William J. O’Neil                  
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copies of the foregoing emailed  
this 19th day of  July, 2018, and 
mailed July 20, 2018, to: 
 
Nancy A. Greenlee 
821 E. Fern Dr. North  
Phoenix, AZ  85014-3248 
Email: nancy@nancygreenlee.com    
Respondent's Counsel   
 
Kelly J. Flood 
Staff Bar Counsel  
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 
by:  AMcQueen 
 

mailto:nancy@nancygreenlee.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, 
 

JOHN W. DORRIS III 
  Bar No. 020436 
 

 Respondent.  

 PDJ 2018-9063 
 

DECISION ACCEPTING 
DISCIPLINE BY CONSENT 
 

[State Bar No. 18-0369] 
 

FILED JULY 19, 2018 
 

Under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.,1 an Agreement for Discipline by Consent 

(“Agreement”), was filed July 17, 2018. This matter was not submitted to the Attorney 

Regulation Probable Cause Committee. Mr. Dorris is represented by Nancy A. 

Greenlee, the State Bar of Arizona is represented by Staff Bar Counsel, Kelly Flood. 

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. 

Dorris 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 

                                           
1 Unless otherwise stated all Rule references are to the Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. 
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proposed form of discipline.  Pursuant to Rule 53(b)(3) Notice of the Agreement and 

an opportunity to object will be sent to the complainant.2 

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

is incorporated by reference. Mr. Dorris conditionally admits he violated Rule 42, ER 

1.8(j)~Conflict of Interest: Current Clients: Specific Rules. The misconduct is briefly 

summarized. 

Mr. Dorris was retained by Client for a family law matter to handle her 

dissolution. On July 18, 2017, the temporary orders hearing was held to determine 

primary physical custody of the parties’ children and the children’s relocation. After 

the temporary orders hearing, Client invited Mr. Dorris to meet her and her sister for a 

drink at a nearby restaurant. Mr. Dorris stayed for less than an hour and returned to 

work.  

After that day, the relationship between Mr. Dorris and his Client became more 

personal. In September 2017, Mr. Dorris and Client met for dinner. Following dinner, 

Client invited Mr. Dorris to her townhouse and their relationship became intimate. 

They were intimate three times thereafter, with the last encounter on or about October 

18, 2017.  

                                           
2 Complainant has informed bar counsel that she does not want to participate in this 
matter or be notified. To comply with Rule 53(b)(3), bar counsel must send her a 
letter telling her about the agreement but assuring her that she need not participate 
further unless she chooses to do so. 
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Shortly before October 5, 2018, Client’s husband indicated that he wanted to 

put the divorce case on hold so that the parties could attend conciliation. Client 

instructed Mr. Dorris to inform opposing counsel that she was not interested in 

conciliation and not to allow the husband to delay the case. However, after Client’s 

children had a short school break in October, she told Mr. Dorris that she was having 

second thoughts about getting divorced because of the children. Mr. Dorris told her 

that if there was any possibility of reconciliation, she owed it to herself and her children 

to pursue it. 

On October 27, 2017, Client told Mr. Dorris that she would reconcile with her 

husband. Mr. Dorris told her that seemed like the right thing for her. After that, Mr. 

Dorris had no other contact with Client other than about the logistics of signing a 

stipulation to dismiss the case.  

The agreed upon sanction is reprimand.  

Rule 58(k) provides sanction shall be determined under the American Bar 

Association Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, (“Standards”). The parties 

stipulate that either Standard 4.32 or 4.33 could apply.  

Standard 4.32, Failure to Avoid Conflicts of Interest 

Provides that 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.  
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Standard 4.33, Failure to Avoid Conflicts of Interest  

Provides that reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer is negligent in 

determining whether the representation of a client may be materially affected by the 

lawyer’s own interests, or whether the representation will adversely affect another 

client, and causes injury or potential injury.  

Mr. Dorris knew about the prohibition of ER 1.8(j), however, the sexual 

relationship did not materially affect the representation. Mr. Dorris did nothing to 

interfere with the Client’s decision to reconcile with her husband and in fact 

encouraged her to do what she believed was in her and her children’s best interest. The 

parties agree that, whether Standard 4.32 or 4.33 applies, the ultimate sanction of 

reprimand is appropriate.  

The presumptive sanction is between a suspension and a reprimand. Mr. Dorris’ 

misconduct caused potential injury to the client. The parties stipulate in aggravation 

are factors 9.22(a) prior disciplinary offenses and 9.22(i) substantial experience in the 

practice of law. In mitigation are factors 9.32(c) personal or emotional problems, 

9.32(e) full and free disclosure to disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward 

proceedings, 9.32(g) character or reputation, and 9.32(l) remorse. In addition, while a 

complainant’s withdrawal of a complaint against a lawyer is neither aggravating nor 

mitigating, it supports the conclusion that the relationship did not materially affect the 

representation and there was little injury to the client. (See Standard 9.4(c)).  
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The Agreement provides three letters attesting to Mr. Dorris’ moral character. 

[Exhibit B.] These letters confirm that this was out of character for Mr. Dorris and 

likely a result of his personal emotional problems. In May 2017, Mr. Dorris’ fiancé 

committed suicide. Apparently, this devastating loss contributed to making the unwise 

decision to accept an invitation to socialize with Client. Mr. Dorris is now receiving 

counseling to help him deal appropriately with this trauma.  

The parties stipulate and the presiding disciplinary judge agrees that upon 

application of the aggravating and mitigating factors, the mitigating outweighs the 

aggravating factors and justifies a reprimand rather than suspension.  

Accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED accepting and incorporating the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference. The agreed upon sanction is reprimand. A 

final judgment and order is signed this date. 

DATED this 19th day of July, 2018. 
       
      William J. O’Neil     
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
Copies of the foregoing emailed this 19th day of  July, 2018, and 
mailed July 20, 2018, to: 
    
Nancy A. Greenlee 
821 E. Fern Dr. North 
Phoenix, AZ 85014-3248 
Email: nancy@nancygreenlee.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 
 

Kelly J. Flood 
Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org     

   
by:  AMcQueen 

mailto:nancy@nancygreenlee.com
mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
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