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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
  

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

KASEY C. NYE, 
  Bar No. 020610 
 

Respondent.  

 PDJ 2016-9090 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No. 15-3110] 

 

FILED DECEMBER 20, 2016 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on November 30, 2016, pursuant 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Kasey C. Nye, 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. Nye shall be placed on probation for a period 

of two (2) years.  The period of probation shall commence upon entry of this final 

judgment and order and shall conclude two (2) years from that date.   

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED as a term of probation, Mr. Nye shall contact the 

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

the final judgment and order to schedule a LRO MAP assessment.  The Compliance 

Monitor shall develop terms and conditions of participation if the results of the 

assessment so indicate and the terms, including reporting requirements, shall be 

incorporated herein.  The probation period will commence at the time of entry of the 
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final judgment and order and shall conclude two (2) years from that date.  Mr. Nye 

shall be responsible for any costs associated with participation in LRO MAP. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED as a term of probation, Mr. Nye shall participate in 

the State Bar’s Fee Arbitration Program with Christopher Ansley.  Mr. Nye shall contact 

the Fee Arbitration Coordinator at (602) 340-7379 within ten (10) days from the date of 

the final judgment and order to obtain the forms necessary to participate in Fee 

Arbitration.  Mr. Nye shall file the necessary forms no later than thirty (30) days from 

the date of receipt of the forms.  Mr. Nye shall have thirty (30) days from the date of 

the letter of the Fee Arbitration Coordinator to comply with the award entered in the Fee 

Arbitration proceeding.     

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

State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $1,282.93, 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 20th day of December, 2016 

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

 
 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 20th day of December, 2016, to: 

 
Denise M. Quinterri 

The Law Office of Denise M. Quinterri, PLLC 
5401 Fm 1626, Suite 170-423  
Kyle, TX  78640-6043 

Email: dmq@azethicslaw.com   
Respondent's Counsel   
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Nicole S. Kaseta 
Staff Bar Counsel  

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 

Fee Arbitration Coordinator 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
 

by: AMcQueen  
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  

JUDGE 
______________ 

 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF  

THE STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 

 

KASEY C. NYE, 

  Bar No.  020610 

 

Respondent.  

 PDJ-2016-9090 

 

DECISION AND ORDER 
ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE BY 

CONSENT 
 

[State Bar No. 15-3110] 

 

FILED DECEMBER 20, 2016 

 

Probable Cause was found on August 31, 2016 and the formal complaint filed 

on September 12, 2016.  The parties filed their Agreement for Discipline by Consent, 

pursuant to Rule 57(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct. on November 30, 2016. 

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. Nye has voluntarily waives the right to an adjudicatory hearing, and waives all 

motions, defenses, objections or requests that could be asserted upon 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 to the complainant by letter on October 31, 

2016.  No objections have been filed.  The Agreement details a factual basis to 

support the conditional admissions.  Mr. Nye conditionally admits he violated Rule 
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42, ERs 1.3 (diligence), 1.4 (communication), 1.5 (fees), 1.15 (safekeeping 

property), 8.1(b) (failure to respond), 8.4(d) (conduct prejudicial to the 

administration of justice) and Rule 54(d) (refusal to cooperate).  The agreed upon 

sanctions include reprimand, two (2) years of probation (LRO MAP), fee arbitration  

and the payment of costs within thirty (30 days). 

Mr. Nye represented a non-borrowing client and his entities in a bankruptcy 

matter. Thereafter, Mr. Nye failed to adequately communicate and diligently 

represent his clients. Specifically, Mr. Nye failed to timely draft documents to be filed 

with the court prior to a scheduled bankruptcy hearing.  The client further disputed 

Mr. Nye’s fee.  In spite of this, Mr. Nye applied the $20,000.00 payment from the 

trust to his invoice amount.  The PDJ notes the admission of a violation of ER 1.5 is 

established for purposes of the consent only and shall not be an admission of liability 

in the fee agreement.  

Rule 58(k) provides sanctions shall be determined in accordance with the 

American Bar Association Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, (“Standards”).  

The parties agree Standard 4.42 applies to Mr. Nye’s violation of ER 1.3 and 

1.4 and 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. 

 
Standard 4.12 applies to Mr. Nye’s conditional admission in violating ER 1.5 and 

provides: 

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer knows 
or should know that he is dealing improperly with client 

property and causes injury or potential injury to a client. 
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Standard 7.2 applies to Mr. Nye’s violation of ER 8.1(b) and Rule 54 and provides: 

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer 
knowingly engages in conduct that is a violation of a duty 

owed as a professional and causes injury or potential injury 
to a client, the public, or the legal system. 

Mr. Nye violated his duty to his client and the legal profession causing potential 

harm to the client and to the profession.  The presumptive sanction is suspension.   

The parties agree the following aggravating factors under the Standards are 

present in the record: 9.22(e) (bad faith obstruction of disciplinary proceeding by 

failing to comply with rules/orders of the disciplinary agency) and 9.22(i) (substantial 

experience in the practice of Law). In mitigation, the parties stipulate Standards 

9.32(a) (absence of a prior disciplinary record), 9.32(c) (personal or emotional 

problems), and 9.32(g) (character or reputation) are present.  Mr. Nye provided 

evidence to support his personal and emotional problems sealed by protective order 

on December 2, 2016, and character letters to support his character and reputation.   

The personal or emotional problems of Mr. Nye were and are significant and 

include a wide breadth of circumstances from familial division to death and to his 

personal substantial and debilitating health issues that offer insight into why he likely 

never could have started or completed the legal tasks for which he was paid. It 

appears to be the position of the parties that Mr. Nye was unstable, overwhelmed, 

unable to perform his tasks and financially desperate.  This does not excuse his ethical 

failings, including his failure to respond to the State Bar. It does however offer 

insight.  Mr. Nye has stipulated his misconduct, including his inability to do the legal 

work he was contracted to do, was “a result of Respondent’s personal or emotional 

problems.” The court is concerned Mr. Nye wants the benefit of his substantive 

personal and emotional problems in mitigation, yet appears to avoid the reality of 
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those personal and emotional problems. They curtailed his services to his client and 

resulted in the absence of performance admittedly contrary to the client’s best 

interests.  Mr. Nye could not undertake the responsibilities he agreed to do at an 

important stage of the litigation. When most needed, he did no work due to those 

personal and emotional problems.  For the client there is no difference between 

unable and unwilling.  There was both an absence of work product and a failure of 

explanation. At the critical stage Mr. Nye was least diligent and unable to apply 

himself to either the facts or the law. Whatever skill or knowledge he had was 

rendered meaningless to the client. That he does not want the reality of those 

personal and emotional facts to form the basis of an admission in arbitration to ER 

1.5(a) is a troubling desire to “have your cake and eat it too” attitude formed of an 

unwillingness to own his misconduct in a meaningful way.  

Notwithstanding, his emotional and personal problems forms a basis for an 

admission in discipline. Upon consideration of the mitigating factors, the PDJ agrees 

a reduction in the presumptive sanction of suspension is appropriate. The Presiding 

Disciplinary Judge finds the proposed sanctions of reprimand and probation meets 

the objectives of attorney discipline.  The Agreement is therefore accepted. 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating the Agreement and any supporting documents 

by this reference.  The agreed upon sanction are: reprimand, two years of probation 

(LRO MAP and fee arbitration), and the payment of costs and expenses of the 

disciplinary proceeding totaling $1,282.93, to be paid within thirty (30) days from 

the date of the final judgment and order.  There are no costs incurred by the office 

of the presiding disciplinary judge.  
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 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED the Agreement is accepted.  Costs as submitted 

are approved for $1,282.93.  A final judgment and order is signed this date.   

DATED this December 20, 2016. 

 

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

 
 

 
 
COPY of the foregoing e-mailed/mailed  

on December 20, 2016, to: 
      

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org  

 
Denise M. Quinterri 
The Law Offices of Denise M. Quinterri, PLLC 

5401 Fm 1626, Suite 170-423 
Kyle, Texas 78640-6043 

Email: dmq@azethicslaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 
 

 
by:  AMcQueen 
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