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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
  

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

JAMES ROGER WOOD, 

  Bar No. 018948 

 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2015-9094 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No.  13-2165, 13-2617, 13-

2837, 14-0331, 15-0099, 15-0280, 15-

0726] 

 

FILED OCTOBER 7, 2015 

 

 
The Presiding Disciplinary Judge, having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on September 9, 2015, under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepts the 

parties’ proposed agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, James Roger Wood, is suspended for 

sixty (60) days effective thirty (30) days from this order 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Wood shall participate in the State Bar’s Fee 

Arbitration Program regarding the client, Douglas Herbert (Count Seven) and shall 

timely pay any arbitration award. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Wood shall make restitution to the following 

clients in the following amounts: 

$2,500.00 to Lisa Norris (Count One) 

$1,000.00 to Donald Moldermaker (Count Four)  

$2,250 to Donald Stoker (Count Five) 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED all restitution shall be paid before the conclusion 

of the suspension period, which shall be effective thirty (30) days from this order. 
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 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon reinstatement, Mr. Wood shall be placed on 

probation for a period of one (1) year. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED upon reinstatement, Mr. Wood shall participate in 

the State Bar’s Law Office Management Program (LOMAP).  Mr. Wood shall contact 

the State Bar Compliance Monitor at (602) 340-7258, within ten (10) days from that 

date.  Mr. Wood shall submit to a LOMAP examination of their office procedures.  

Respondent shall sign terms and conditions of participation, including reporting 

requirements, which shall be incorporated.  The probation period shall be effective 

upon reinstatement and shall conclude one (1) year from that date.  Mr. Wood shall 

be responsible for any costs associated with LOMAP. 

NON-COMPLIANCE LANGUAGE 

 if Mr. Wood 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, under 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 a sanction.  If there is an allegation that Mr. Wood 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 under Rule 72, Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., Mr. Wood shall 

immediately comply with the requirements relating to notification of clients and 

others. 

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

State Bar of Arizona for $1,680.00, within thirty (30) days from this order.  There are 
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no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding Disciplinary 

Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings. 

  DATED this 7th day of October, 2015. 

William J. O’Neil 
______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 7th day of  October, 2015. 

 
James Roger Wood 
The Law Firm of J. Roger Wood PLL 

4700 S. Mille Avenue, Suite 3 
Tempe, Arizona 85282-6736 

Email:  Roger@jrogerwoodlaw.com 
Respondent 

 
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 



 
 

 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

___________ 

 
 

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

JAMES ROGER WOOD, 
  Bar No.  018948 

 
 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2015-9094 
 
DECISION ACCEPTING 

CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 
 

[State Bar File Nos. 13-2165, 
13-2617, 13-2837, 14-0331, 15-
0099, 15-0280, 15-0726] 

 
FILED OCTOBER 7, 2015 

 

 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) was filed September 9, 

2015, and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3), of the Rules of the Arizona Supreme Court.  

Orders of Probable Cause were filed on April 20, 2015 and June 23, 2015.  A 

stipulated supplement was filed on September 18, 2015.  The Agreement was 

reached before the authorization to file a formal complaint. Upon filing such 

Agreement, the presiding disciplinary judge, “shall accept, reject or recommend 

modification of the agreement as appropriate.”   

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. 
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Under Rule 53(b)(3), complainant(s), were notified of the Agreement and one 

objection was filed by the client in Count Five, File No. 15-0099, who is seeking 

further reimbursement in restitution for a judgment filed against his company due to 

Mr. Wood’s misconduct.  The Agreement provides for restitution for fees paid by the 

client to Mr. Wood; however, recouping any monetary damages from a judgment is 

best left to the civil courts or by filing a malpractice action.  The PDJ, therefore, 

declines to issue any additional restitution order in Count Five beyond the attorney 

fees paid to Mr. Wood.  Discipline proceedings are neither civil nor criminal, but are 

sui generis, and the ethical rules are not designed to be a basis for civil liability nor 

as a procedural weapon. 

The proposed Agreement details a factual basis for the admissions.  In multiple 

counts, Mr. Wood, after accepting retainers form clients, failed to perform services 

on behalf of clients and overall, engaged in a pattern of neglect.  Mr. Wood 

conditionally admits to violating ERs 1.1 (competence), 1.2 (scope of representation), 

1.3 (diligence), 1.4 (communication), 1.5(b) (fees), 1.16(d) (declining/terminating 

representation), 3.2 (expediting litigation), and 8.4(d) (conduct prejudicial to the 

administration of justice). 

 The parties agree that Standards 4.42, Lack of Diligence, of the American Bar 

Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standards) is most 

applicable to Mr. Wood’s misconduct and suspension is the presumptive sanction.   

 Standard 4.42 provides: 

Suspension is generally appropriate when: 
(a) a lawyer knowingly fails to perform services for a client and 

causes injury or potential injury  to a client, or 
(b) a lawyer engages in a pattern of neglect and causes injury 

or potential injury to a client. 
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 Mr. Wood admits he violated his duty to his client, the profession and the legal 

system. He knowingly failed to provide competent representation, failed to 

adequately communicate with and to act with reasonable diligence, and failed to keep 

clients informed on the status of their matters.  He failed to expedite litigation, failed 

to provide an accounting after his representation was terminated and his misconduct 

was prejudicial to the administration of justice. 

 The parties agree aggravating factors include: 9.22(c) (pattern of misconduct) 

and (d) (multiple offenses) and 9.22(i) (substantial experience in the practice of law).  

In mitigation are factors: 9.32(a) (absence of prior disciplinary offenses), (b) 

(absence of selfish or dishonest motive), (c) personal or emotional problems, (d) 

(timely good faith effort to make restitution or rectify consequences of misconduct), 

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

proceedings, and (l) (remorse).  The parties agree these factors warrant no deviation 

from the presumptive sanction of suspension.  The PDJ agrees. 

We are reminded the purpose of lawyer discipline is not to punish a 

respondent, but to protect the public and the administration of justice from attorneys 

either unable or unwilling to discharge their professional obligations to clients, the 

public and the profession.  Matter of Rivkind, 164 Ariz. 154, 157, 791 P.2d 1037, 

1040; see also Standard 1.1.  

Accordingly: 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents.  The agreed upon sanction is a sixty (60) day suspension 

effective thirty (30) days from this Order, one (1) year of probation (LOMAP) upon 

reinstatement, participation in fee arbitration, restitution, and costs and expenses of 
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the disciplinary proceedings totaling $1,680.00. This financial obligations shall bear 

interest at the statutory rate.  

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

are approved for $1,680.00, and shall be paid within thirty (30) days of the final 

order.  Now therefore, a final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED 7th day of October, 2015. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 7th day of September, 2015. 

 
Stacy L. Shuman 
Senior Bar Counsel 

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

Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 
Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

James Roger Wood 
The Law Firm of J. Roger Wood, PLLC 

4700 S. Mill Avenue, Suite 3 
Tempe, AZ  85282-6736 
Email:roger@jrogerwoodlaw.com 

 
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 
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