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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF 
THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
SCOTT ALLAN MAASEN, 
  Bar No. 018073 
 

Respondent.  

 PDJ 2017-9085 
 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND 
ORDER 
 

[State Bar No. 16-0527] 
 

FILED NOVEMBER 2, 2017 
 

The Presiding Disciplinary Judge having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline 

by Consent filed on October 26, 2017, under Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., accepted 

the parties’ proposed Agreement. Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Scott Allan Maasen, Bar No. 018073, 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. Maasen 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 with these disciplinary 

proceedings. 

  DATED this 2nd day of November, 2017. 

________William J. O’Neil________________ 
William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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COPY of the foregoing e-mailed  
On this 2nd of November 2017, and 
Mailed November 3, 2017, to: 
      
Counsel for the State Bar 
David L. Sandweiss 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org    
 
Respondent 
Scott Allan Maasen 
8707 E. Vista Bonita Dr., Ste 230 
Scottsdale, AZ 85255-3214 
Email: scott@maasenlaw.com  
 
by:  AMcQueen 
 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
mailto:scott@maasenlaw.com
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 
IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER  
OF THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 
SCOTT ALLAN MAASEN, 
  Bar No. 018073 
 
 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2017-9085 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE 
BY CONSENT 
 

[State Bar No. 16-0527] 
 

FILED NOVEMBER 2, 2017 

A Probable Cause order issued in this proceeding on May 31, 2017.  The 

complaint was filed on June 29, 2017. The answer was filed on July 25, 2017. The 

mandatory initial case management conference was held on August 20, 2017. On 

October 5, 2017, the State Bar moved for sanctions due to alleged discovery 

violations. The parties filed a Notice of Settlement on October 12, 2017. The 

Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on October 26, 2017. 

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. Maasen has voluntarily waived the right to an adjudicatory hearing, 

and waived all motions, defenses, objections or requests that could be asserted upon 
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approval of the proposed form of discipline.  Notice of this Agreement and an 

opportunity to object as required by Rule 53(b)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct., was provided 

by letter to the complainant(s) on October 26, 2017.  No objections have been filed. 

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

Mr. Maasen conditionally admits he violated Rule 42, ERs 1.16(d) (duties upon 

terminating representation), 8.1(b), (Bar Disciplinary Matters-Failure to respond) 

and Rule 54(d).  (Failure to respond).  The agreed upon sanctions include a 

reprimand and the payment of costs totaling 1,200.00 within thirty (30) days from 

this order.   

Mr. Maasen failed to cooperate with the State Bar’s investigation, failed to 

respond to discovery, and failed to furnish the complainant the entire client file. His 

misconduct cause harm to the client and legal profession. 

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

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

agree that Mr. Maasen acted knowingly. Standards 4.43, and 7.3 apply to his 

violation of ER 1.16, which calls for Reprimand. Standard 7.2 applies to Mr. 

Maasen’s violation of ER 8.1 and Rule 54 and provides that suspension is 

appropriate. 

The parties agree aggravating factors 9.22(a) prior disciplinary offenses, 

9.22(d) multiple offenses; 9.22(e) bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary 
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proceeding by intentionally failing to comply with rules, and 9.22(i) substantial 

experience in the practice of law are present. The parties agree mitigating factors: 

9.32(l) remorse; 9.32(b) absence of dishonest or selfish motive; 9.32(c) full 

disclosure and cooperative attitude; and 9.32(c), personal or emotional problems1 

are present.  However, the repeated failures to respond to State Bar inquires and the 

apparent failure to abide by discovery rules in this proceeding combine to make 

remorse and full disclosure and cooperative attitude inconsistent.  That Mr. Maasen 

has three admonitions and a reprimand in the prior year call into question his 

commitment to the professional requirements of any lawyer in Arizona, and 

hopefully cause him both pause and reflection. As the Agreement states, “These 

violations undermine one of the goals of lawyer regulation, which is to maintain 

public confidence in the self-regulatory nature of the legal profession.”  

Notwithstanding, agreements for discipline by consent resolve the issues and 

avoid the uncertainty of an evidentiary hearing in favor of resolution. The parties 

agree to a reprimand and the payment of costs and expenses totaling $1,2000.00 

within thirty (30) days.  

Mitigating factors are important considerations in discipline proceedings. 

Attorney discipline protects the public, the profession and the administration of 

justice. Discipline holds no goal of punishment, but it holds the hope for 

                                                           
1 .  No evidence was offered in support of this factor. 
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rehabilitation, guidance, and the preclusion of future misconduct because of 

increased awareness and knowledge. A cooperative approach to those goals is 

significant mitigation. His future conduct will determine whether the objective of 

discipline was met by the reprimand. 

Now therefore,  

IT IS ORDERED accepting and incorporating the Agreement and any 

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

and the payment of costs.  There are no costs incurred by the Office of the Presiding 

Disciplinary Judge.  A final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED this 2nd of November, 2017. 
       
      William J. O’Neil     
     William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge  
 
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed  
On this 2nd of November 2017, and 
Mailed November 3, 2017, to: 
      
Counsel for the State Bar 
David L. Sandweiss 
State Bar of Arizona 
4201 N 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org    
 
Respondent 
Scott Allan Maasen 
8707 E. Vista Bonita Dr., Ste 230 
Scottsdale, AZ 85255-3214 
Email: scott@maasenlaw.com  
 
by:  AMcQueen 

mailto:LRO@staff.azbar.org
mailto:scott@maasenlaw.com
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