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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 2016-9088 

 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar No. 15-1775] 

 

FILED SEPTEMBER 16, 2016 

 

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

having reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on September 9, 2016, 

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

agreement. Accordingly: 

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, Scott Allan Maasen, is hereby 

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 is placed on probation on the following 

terms and conditions: Mr. Maasen shall participate with the State Bar’s Law Office 

Management Assistance Program (“LOMAP”) for two (2) years, and complete Fee 

Arbitration (including payment of any resulting awards) with Complainant Crystal 

Torres and Mr. Keith Hawk within six (6) months from the date of any award order.  

Within ten (10) days from the date of this order, Mr. Maasen shall contact the State 

Bar’s Compliance Monitor the State Bar Compliance Monitor at (602) 340-7258, to 

develop terms and conditions of participation as outlined in the consent documents, 

which terms are incorporated by this reference.  Mr. Masen shall be responsible for 

any costs associated with participation with compliance. 
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NON-COMPLIANCE WITH PROBATION 

If Respondent fails to comply with any of the foregoing probation terms, and 

the State Bar of Arizona receives information thereof, 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 30 

days to determine whether Respondent breached a term of probation and, if so, to 

impose 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. 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 in connection with these disciplinary 

proceedings. 

  DATED this 16th day of September, 2016. 

 

William J. O’Neil 
_______________________________________ 

William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

 
Copies of the foregoing emailed  

this 16th day of September, 2016,  

and mailed September 19, 2016, to: 
 

Scott Allan Maasen 
Maasen Law Firm 

8707 E. Vista Bonita Dr., Ste. 230 
Scottsdale, AZ 85255-3214 

Email: scott@maasenlaw.com 
Respondent 
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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 
 

Fee Arbitration Coordinator 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 

 
by: AMcQueen 

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, 

 
SCOTT ALLAN MAASEN, 
  Bar No. 018073 

 
 Respondent.  

 PDJ-2016-9088 
 

DECISION AND ORDER 
ACCEPTING DISCIPLINE BY 
CONSENT 

 
[State Bar No.  15-1775] 

 
FILED SEPTEMBER 16, 2016 

 

 A Probable Cause Order issued on July 1, 2016.  No formal complaint has been 

filed.  An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (Agreement) was filed on September 

9, 2016 and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3) Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.1  Upon filing such 

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

agreement be modified.” Rule 57(a)(3)(b). 

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. 

Under Rule 53(b)(3), notice of this Agreement was provided to the complainant 

by telephone, email and letter on September 8, 2016. Complainant was informed of 

the opportunity to file a written objection within five (5) business days.  No objection 

has been received.  

                                                           
1 Unless otherwise stated, all rule references are to the Rules of the Supreme Court of Arizona. 
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The Agreement details a factual basis to support the admissions to the charge.  

Complainant was an eighteen year old with a 52 IQ, muscular dystrophy and QT, a 

rare life-threatening heart condition, indicted on ten (10) felony counts.  He had no 

prior criminal record and had spent most of his life in self-contained special education 

classes. Mr. Maasen was hired to represent Complainant for a paid flat fee of $15,000.  

Mr. Maasen delegated the defense of Complainant to his associate, a certified 

specialist in criminal law.  That attorney was evaluating whether the evidence 

supported a Rule 11 finding when he left Mr. Maasen’s firm on May 13.  The 

prosecutor made a plea offer on May 15 for probation with no jail and associated 

stipulations.  

Mr. Maasen negligently thought his associate had already decided that 

Complainant did not qualify for Rule 11 Ariz.R.Crim.P., treatment. Mr. Maasen also 

thought that his associate had decided that the school and medical records supported, 

at best, a mitigation claim as part of a plea bargain for a reduced sentence.  The case 

file left by his associate did not document those decisions had been made. Mr. Maasen 

permitted his client to enter into the plea agreement on May 19.  On June 16 the 

judge suspended sentencing and placed complainant on probation and ordered him 

released from jail. 

Apparently the mother of Complainant helped him write a handwritten Petition 

for Post- Conviction Relief in Complainant’s name.  The court appointed counsel to 

represent Complainant. That court appointed counsel moved the court for a 

retroactive Rule 11 determination. The state did not object. Complainant had been 

jailed from January 2014 to June 16, 2014.  Court appointed counsel attached jail 

logs to a later memorandum showing no lawyer at Mr. Maasen’s office visited 
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Complainant during his time in jail and there were only three two-minute legal calls 

to Complainant from someone from Mr. Maasen’s office.  Complainant was a minor 

when the offenses were committed over the internet. Based on the multiple expert 

opinions each finding Complainant not competent, the judge found Complainant was 

not competent currently or at the time of the change of plea and subsequent 

sentencing nor restorable to competency. The judge vacated the plea agreement and 

the judgment of guilt and sentencing,  

Mr. Maasen conditionally admits he violated Rule 42, ER 1.3 (diligence), ER 

1.4 (communication), ER 1.5(a) (fees), and ER 8.4(d) (conduct prejudicial to the 

administration of justice). 

The parties stipulate to reprimand, fee arbitration, and upon reinstatement, 

two (2) years of probation with the State Bar’s Law Office Management Assistance 

Program (LOMAP) for two years and costs of these proceedings.  

Mr. Maasen admits he negligently recommended and proceeded with the guilty 

plea without familiarizing himself with the status of his associate’s evaluation of the 

Rule 11 prospects.  He failed to review the reasonableness of his view and did not 

account for that fee when the representation ended.  The parties stipulate Mr. Maasen 

negligently violated his duty to his client and the legal system.  There was actual 

harm to the client and the legal system.  The parties agree that Standards 4.43, 4.63 

and 6.13 apply to Mr. Maasen’s violations. 

The parties further agree that the following aggravating factors are present in 

the record: 9.22(a) (prior disciplinary offenses), which involves three admonitions 

with probation and fee arbitration in June 2016; 9.22(b) (selfish motive), 9.22(g), 

(refusal to acknowledge the wrongful nature of his conduct), 9.22(h) (vulnerability 
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of victim), 9.22(i) (substantial experience in the practice of law) and 9.22(j) 

(indifference to making restitution).  Agreed upon mitigating factors include: 9.32(a) 

absence of a prior disciplinary record as his prior record was not prior to the conduct 

in this case; 9.32(b) absence of a dishonest motive; 9.32(c) (personal problems) 

relating to lawyer turnover issues during this conduct; and 9.32(e) (full and free 

disclosure to a disciplinary board or cooperative attitude toward proceedings) are 

present. 

The PDJ finds that the proposed sanctions of reprimand, probation, fee 

arbitration, and costs meet the objectives of attorney discipline.  The Agreement and 

any attachments are accepted and incorporated by this reference. 

 IT IS ORDERED Respondent, Scott Allan Maasen, Bar No. 018073, is 

reprimanded for 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 is placed on probation under the 

Agreement, shall participate in LOMAP for two (2) years and complete fee arbitration 

(including payment of any resulting awards) as required within the Agreement.  

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

the State Bar of Arizona totaling $1,200 within thirty (30) days of the date of this 

order.  If costs are not paid with thirty (30) days, interest will begin to accrue at the 

legal rate.  There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or 

Presiding Disciplinary Judge’s Office with these disciplinary proceedings. 

DATED this 16th day of September, 2016. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
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Copies of the foregoing emailed  
this 16th day of September, 2016,  

and mailed September 19, 2016, to: 
 

Scott Allan Maasen 
Maasen Law Firm 
8707 E. Vista Bonita Drive Suite 230 

Scottsdale, AZ 8525-3214 
Email:  scott@maasenlaw.com 

Respondent   
 

David L. Sandweiss 

Senior Bar Counsel 
4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

Email: LRO@staff.azbar.org 
 

Fee Arbitration Coordinator 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 North 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 
 

 
by:  AMcQueen 

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