
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY 

JUDGE 

__________ 

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

DOUGLAS S. YOUNGLOVE, 

  Bar No. 012034 

Respondent. 
 

PDJ 2015-9041 

FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar File Nos. 13-1767, 13-2016, 
13-3342, and 14-2180] 

 
FILED AUGUST 18, 2015 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on August 4, 2015, pursuant 

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

Accordingly: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, DOUGLAS S. YOUNGLOVE, is hereby 

suspended for sixty (60) days for his conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of 

Professional Conduct, as outlined in the consent documents, effective November 1, 

2015. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Younglove shall be placed on probation for a 

period of one (1) year upon reinstatement. Probation shall conclude one (1) year 

from that date.  Mr. Younglove shall enter into terms and conditions of participation 

with the SBA's Law Office Management Assistance Program ("LOMAP"), including 

reporting requirements, if deemed appropriate by the SBA's LOMAP officer which shall 

be incorporated herein; obtain a practice monitor; and view the SBA's CLE program 

entitled "Candor, Courtesy, and Confidences: Common Courtroom Conundrums." 

That CLE program shall be in addition to Mr. Younglove’s annual CLE requirements. 



Mr. Younglove shall provide the SBA with proof of viewing the program by furnishing 

copies of his Certificate of Attendance, and hand-written class notes. Mr. Younglove 

shall contact the State Bar Compliance Monitor at (602) 340-7258, within ten (10) 

days from the date of this Order, to initiate his probation. Mr. Younglove shall be 

responsible for any costs associated with LOMAP. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED Mr. Younglove 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 18th day of August, 2015. 

 

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

 
Copies of the foregoing 

mailed/emailed this 18th day of 
August 2015, to: 

Mark Harrison 

Chelsea Sage Gaberdiel  
Osborn Maledon, PA 

2929 N. Central Avenue, 
Suite 2100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2765 

Email: mharrison@omlaw.com 
          cgaberdiel@omlaw.com 

Respondent's Counsel 
 

  



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 

Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 

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

Phoenix, Arizona 85016-6266 

 

by: JAlbright 
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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

__________ 
 

IN THE MATTER OF A MEMBER OF THE 

STATE BAR OF ARIZONA, 
 

DOUGLAS S. YOUNGLOVE, 

  Bar No.  012034 

 

 

Respondent. 

 PDJ-2015-9041 

 

DECISION ACCEPTING CONSENT 

FOR DISCIPLINE 

 

[State Bar Nos. 13-1767, 13-2016, 

13-3342, 14-2180] 

 
FILED AUGUST 18, 2015 

 

 A Probable Cause Order was issued under Rules 55(c)1 and 58(a) on April 20, 

2015.  The parties submitted an Agreement for Discipline by Consent on May 7, 2015 

(“first agreement”).  For reasons stated in a May 21, 2015 decision the first 

agreement was rejected.  However, the parties were offered an opportunity to modify 

that first agreement by addressing the multiple issues and concerns resulting in its 

rejection.  On June 5, 2015, Mr. Younglove made a motion to extend time to modify 

the agreement under Rule 57(a)(4)(B).  On June 8, 2015, the PDJ granted a fourteen 

(14) day extension to submit a modified agreement. 

 On June 19, 2015, Mr. Younglove requested a hearing before the PDJ under 

Rule 57(a)(3)(B).  On June 22, 2015, the State Bar filed a motion in opposition of 

the requested hearing, due in part to the inclusion of new facts and evidence not in 

                                                           
1 All references herein to rules are to the Arizona Rules of the Supreme Court unless expressly 

stated otherwise.  
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the first agreement nor disclosed to the State Bar during investigation.  On June 23, 

2015, the PDJ sent the parties an Order Striking Request for Hearing. 

 On June 29, 2015, the State Bar filed a formal complaint with the PDJ and 

provided Notice of Service of Complaint on July 7, 2015.  On July 8, 2015, Notice of 

Assignment of PDJ was given to the parties.  On July 24, 2015, Mr. Younglove moved 

to extend the time to file his answer.  On July 29, 2015, the PDJ granted the motion, 

extending the time of effective default to August 10, 2015.   

An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) was filed on August 4, 

2015, and submitted under Rule 57(a)(3), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  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. 

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

complainants by letter or email dated July 9, 2015.  Complainants were notified of 

the opportunity to file a written objection to the agreement with the State Bar within 

five (5) days of bar counsel’s notice.  The State Bar received a comment from one 

complainant and a question from another, but no objection to the Agreement was 

received. 
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Mr. Younglove was licensed to practice law in Arizona on May 21, 1988.  The 

Agreement details a factual basis for the admissions to the four (4) counts in the 

agreement, arising out of Mr. Younglove’s failure to adequately maintain his court 

calendar, resulting in multiple failures to appear at scheduled hearings, conferences, 

and other court-related proceedings.  Further, the second count—beyond a late 

appearance for a scheduled court appearance—involved a false statement knowingly 

made to a judge.  Mr. Younglove conditionally admits violations of Rule 42, ERs 1.3, 

1.4, 5.1, 5.3, 8.4(d), and Rule 41(c).  The parties stipulate to a sanction of sixty (60) 

days suspension2 from the practice of law followed by one (1) year of probation.3  

Further, Mr. Younglove has agreed to pay $1,2004 in costs and expenses related to 

this disciplinary proceeding within 30 days from this order.  Restitution is not an issue 

because no attorney’s fees were ever directly received by Mr. Younglove. 

Mr. Younglove represented clients in criminal law matters as an attorney in the 

law firm, Lerner and Rowe Law Group, P.C. (“Lerner and Rowe”) during the time of 

all counts.  As conditionally agreed upon, Mr. Younglove took on the role as 

supervising attorney sometime in June 2013. 

Count One (File No. 13-1767/Brown) 

Mr. Younglove represented a client charged with a DUI.5  In August 2012, the 

state filed a misdemeanor complaint against the client and the client retained Lerner 

and Rowe to defend the matter.  After twice continuing pretrial conferences, a 

                                                           
2 Start date of suspension will be November 1, 2015 to accommodate Mr. Younglove’s existing 

clients. [Exhibit C.] 
3 Included in the terms of probation is the participation in LOMAP and the CLE “Candor, 

Courtesy, and Confidence: Common Courtroom Conundrums.”  This CLE is to be done in 

addition to the annual CLE requirements. 
4 Exhibit A of the Agreement lists only “General Administrative Expenses.” 
5 The Complainant was the DUI client’s attorney in a separate criminal matter. 



4 
 

different attorney with Lerner and Rowe failed to appear for a pre-trial conference on 

October 19, 2012.  This resulted in an order directing the defendant to appear for a 

hearing set on November 26, 2012.  Lerner and Rowe filed a motion to withdraw 

which apparently was not granted until the hearing on November 26, 2012.  It is 

unclear if anyone from that firm appeared for the hearing.  A warrant issued for the 

client for failing to appear.   

Ultimately, on December 19, 2012, in open court, Mr. Younglove entered his 

appearance on behalf of the client and moved quash the arrest warrant.  The client 

signed a summons stating she would appear on January 7, 2013.  Mr. Younglove 

subsequently had the pretrial conference continued until February 11, 2013, but did 

not appear for the hearing.  As conditionally admitted, Mr. Younglove could not 

produce any information to explain his absence.  It is not stated whether the client 

had notice of that changed date. 

Thereafter, Mr. Younglove or the staff at Lerner and Rowe communicated with 

the client about pending calendar call and jury trial.  The client did not appear for the 

calendar call on April 29, 2013 and the court set a new secured appearance bond at 

$1,000.  Mr. Younglove appeared for the May 1, 2013 trial date to enter a change of 

plea for the client.  The court vacated the trial, but still issued an arrest warrant for 

the failure to appear on April 29.  As conditionally agreed, the court failed to notify 

Mr. Younglove of the issued arrest warrant until May 15, 2013.  That same day, Mr. 

Younglove filed a Motion to Quash Warrant, which was granted.   The court set a 

pretrial conference for June 10, 2013 and the parties agree the client knew this 

conference.  Neither the client not Mr. Younglove appeared at this June 10 conference 

set for 8:30 a.m.  Later that day, around 6:30 p.m., Mr. Younglove faxed an 
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Emergency Motion to Continue Trial and explained his absence was due to being in 

Maricopa County Superior Court that morning handling two (2) other cases, which he 

admitted to having known or should have known about when setting up the client’s 

June 10 pretrial conference.6  The court denied the motion to continue the case and 

set bond at $500, which had to be paid before the court would quash the arrest 

warrant.  Nothing is stated regarding any effort to notify the client of these 

circumstances. 

On July 10, 2013, the client appeared in court with a different attorney—the 

complainant in this count—on an unrelated matter.  The client was arrested and the 

complainant posted the client’s bond to quash the arrest warrant.  In early August 

2013, the complainant lodged his bar charge citing Mr. Younglove’s inadequate 

administrative procedures as the reason for failures to appear at court hearings. 

By September 6, 2013, Mr. Younglove negotiated a plea agreement with the 

state, which included a suspended sentence conditional to the client’s compliance 

with court-ordered alcohol screening. 

In response to the State Bar, Mr. Younglove, stated it was not unusual for him 

to have multiple hearings in different cases and courts but on this occasion he could 

not arrange for coverage.  If Mr. Younglove tried to notify any court his inability to 

appear, this information is absent.  From the admissions it appears he made no such 

effort.  Instead in his response to the State Bar he asserted felonies (clients charged 

with felonies) in Superior Court take precedence over misdemeanors (clients charged 

with misdemeanors) in Municipal Court, “although the Municipal Court judges do not 

typically accept that reality.”    

                                                           
6 Reference Agreement, ¶13-14 for case numbers and dates. 
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Count Two (File No. 13-2016/SBA-Judicial Referral) 

Mr. Younglove represented a client in a criminal proceeding in Bullhead City 

Municipal Court and had a pretrial hearing set for May 9, 2013 at 1:30 p.m. Mr. 

Younglove arrived at the Bullhead City Municipal Court hours after the time for 

hearing, with no apparent effort to notify the court, and asked to have his case heard 

to avoid making another trip from Phoenix to Bullhead City.  Judge Psareas took the 

bench and admonished Mr. Younglove “for expecting the court to drop everything it 

was doing at 4:50 p.m. to accommodate him.”   

At some point, Judge Psareas asked Mr. Younglove if he knew Judge Majestic 

and if he thought she would hear the case given his late appearance.7  Mr. Younglove 

assured that he knew Judge Majestic from not only his many appearances before her 

in Tempe, but “that Judge Majestic was his golfing partner so she would be happy to 

hear his case under the scenario presented.”  Skeptical of his answer, the agreement 

states the judge “asked Respondent if he said that Judge Majestic plays golf.  

Respondent replied that everyone ‘there’ (Phoenix area) plays golf.” 

 In June 2013, Judge Psareas relayed this event to Judge Majestic at a judicial 

conference.  On July 18, 2013, Judge Majestic wrote to Mr. Younglove, relating the 

narrative he presented to Judge Psareas and stating: “Obviously, these 

representation were a surprise to me since 1) you may have appeared before me but 

I have no recollection of you, 2) I am not your ‘golfing companion’ and 3) I do not 

play golf.”  She asked him to self-report to the State Bar for lying to Judge Psareas.  

Mr. Younglove did not self-report, so Judge Majestic reported him to the State Bar. 

                                                           
7 Judge Psareas and Judge Majestic knew each other from when Judge Psareas worked as a 

prosecutor in Tempe. 
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 In the agreement, Mr. Younglove acknowledges to have never appeared before 

Judge Majestic, despite handling a case she presided over from December 2012 

through September 2013.  Further, Mr. Younglove rationalized in the agreement his 

comment about being a golfing buddy being a mistake.  He asserts in the agreement 

years ago he had been paired at a golf tournament with a couple, which included a 

woman who introduced herself as a local municipal court judge.  Mr. Younglove 

admits to not knowing of whether or not the woman was Judge Majestic. 

 Mr. Younglove knew he was being untruthful regarding multiple appearances 

before Judge Majestic and acknowledges he did not know the truth of his statement 

to Judge Psareas that he had golfed with Judge Majestic.  That he has no remorse, 

and believes these misrepresentations to the court were appropriate and “honest” is 

revealed by his statement: “Perhaps I should not have said she was my golfing 

companion unless I knew with 100% certainty that she was.”  We conclude from this 

Mr. Younglove has no apparent difficulty nor remorse for representing something as 

a fact when he does not know if it is true and perceives no need to distinguish 

between truth and speculation, even in the courtroom.  Apparently for Mr. Younglove, 

his inner hunch establishes the truth or a fact.  That he continues to fail to appreciate 

this distinction is clarified from his statement in the agreement: “Respondent stated 

he apologizes to Judge Majestic if she was in any way offended.  It was an honest 

mistake and nothing more.”  (Emphasis added.)  

There is nothing “honest” in stating something is a fact when one knows it may 

not be a fact.  When a lawyer then builds upon that speculation to state he has a 

relationship with a judge from multiple appearances before the judge (which he knew 

at the time was false) and adds his uncertain speculation that an unnamed female 
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judge may have been Judge Majestic is troubling.  That he could not perceive Judge 

Majestic was offended by his intentional misrepresentations about her and stated 

speculation on how she would rule based on this non-existent relationship after she 

wrote him, pointing out his untruthful statements, is more blatant and troubling.  That 

he still has never apologized personally to her or Judge Psareas is insightful.  

 Count Three (File No. 13-3342/SBA-Judicial Referral) 

In the third count, Judge Jerry Bernstein lodged a bar charge against Mr. 

Younglove for actions arising out of his representation of a client charged with 

aggravated DUI.  The client was originally represented by a public defender, but hired 

Lerner and Rowe to represent him.  On March 25, 2013, Mr. Younglove’s staff filed a 

notice of appearance on behalf of the client for all further proceedings in the DUI 

case.  However, Mr. Younglove and his staff failed to examine the court docket and 

failed to calendar the April 25, 2013 preliminary hearing originally set by the client’s 

public defender.  At the April 25 hearing, the client and the prosecutor were in 

appearance, but Mr. Younglove was not.  The court vacated the hearing and reset it 

for May 8, 2013.  At the May 8 hearing Mr. Younglove failed to appear, this time due 

to scheduling conflict with other morning trials.  Judge Bernstein had a different 

defense attorney appear for the client and proceeded with the preliminary hearing.  

At the conclusion, a status conference was set for June 19, a trial management 

conference set for August 1, and a jury trial set for August 5, 2013. 

 Mr. Younglove was in appearance for the June 19 status conference and moved 

to withdraw representation because the client had failed to comply with the financial 

terms of his representation agreement.  The motion was denied.  On July 19, 2013, 

Mr. Younglove moved to continue trial because the client had not been 
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communicating with him and needed time to complete witness interviews.  The 

motion was granted and the trial was reset for October 7 with the final management 

conference moved to October 3, 2013. 

 However, Mr. Younglove failed to appear at the October 3 final management 

conference and filed another motion to withdraw as the client still did not comply with 

the financial terms of the representation agreement. Mr. Younglove had filed 

emergency motions to continue matters in other courts due to a family emergency 

that required him to be in Florida. 

 Judge Bernstein ordered Mr. Younglove to appear on October 18 to show cause 

why he should not be held in contempt for failing to appear.   The October 7 trial date 

was vacated.  On October 18, Judge Bernstein granted the motion to withdraw 

representation and appointed a public defender to the client.  The hearing on the 

order to show cause was moved to November 1, 2013 and later continued to 

November 23, 2013.  At the November 23, 2013 hearing to show cause, Mr. 

Younglove gave his explanations for his failed appearances, citing no knowledge of 

the first hearing, the failure of the client to make payment on his fee agreement, 

failing to adequately balance his morning calendar and case load in his second 

absence, and the family emergency in his third absence.  He also blamed Lerner and 

Rowe policies for his actions which the agreement outlines led to the judge criticizing 

Lerner and Rowe. 

 Judge Bernstein did not admonish or otherwise sanction Mr. Younglove.  

However, based on Mr. Younglove’s assertions, Judge Bernstein forwarded his 

concerns about the Lerner and Rowe practices to the State Bar for further 

investigation raising concerns about proper calendaring of matters, having measures 



10 
 

to assure case coverage, and apparent abandonment of represented clients without 

prior court approval. 

 Count Four (File NO. 14-2180/Zvonar) 

 In the fourth count, Mr. Younglove represented a client in two intertwined 

criminal matters, which resulted in several failures to appear on scheduled court 

dates.8  In October 2013, the client—represented at the time by a public defender—

pled guilty to felony theft and was sentenced to two (2) years of unsupervised 

probation.  In April 2014, the client was charged with committing Organized Retail 

Theft-Artifices which meant a violation of her probation on top of her failure to pay 

restitution.  Initially, the client was represented by a public defender, but after 

spending a week in jail the client contacted Lerner and Rowe.  The public defender 

had set a status conference for May 19 and a preliminary hearing for May 22. 

 In April 2014, the client agreed to let the firm represent her in both criminal 

matters for a flat fee of $7,500 with $1,500 being paid by the client.  Mr. Younglove 

was assigned the client’s cases.9  After initial negotiations, Mr. Younglove could not 

get a better plea deal than what was offered to the public defender.  Mr. Younglove 

sought deviation based on the client’s rheumatoid arthritis and lupus, which he 

established through medical documentation provided by the client. 

 While representing the client as part of the 2014 criminal charges, Mr. 

Younglove had the court reset the status conference and preliminary hearing to June 

16 and 19, respectively, to prepare a deviation request.  As conditionally agreed 

                                                           
8 See Agreement, ¶¶ 52-59 (2013 case timeline) and ¶¶ 60-68 (2014 case timeline). 
9 On May 2, 2014, Mr. Younglove filed a Notice of Appearance with the court.  It stated, 

“Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of April 2014” even though certification of service 

showed May 2, 2014. [Agreement, ¶ 61.] 
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upon, Mr. Younglove sent the client’s public defender a Notice of Substitution of 

Counsel in late April or early May of 2014. 

 On May 8, 2014, there was a Non-Witness Violation Hearing stemming from 

the probation violation of the 2013 criminal charges with the hearing continued to 

June 5, 2014.  The client signed a form acknowledging her duty to appear in court 

for the June 5 hearing.  Mr. Younglove later spoke with the client and told her he 

would combine the two (2) criminal matters in one docket.10  Neither Mr. Younglove 

nor the client appeared for the June 5 hearing and a bench warrant was issued against 

the client with a bond set at $5,000.  Around 5 p.m. that day, Mr. Younglove filed a 

motion11 to continue the hearing due to the client having another scheduled status 

conference, his own scheduling conflicts, and the lack of a signed Substitution of 

Counsel received from the public defender. 

 On June 9, Mr. Younglove appeared in court for the client where the court 

continued the probation revocation arraignment to June 23.  On June 21, Mr. 

Younglove learned he had missed a June 16 hearing in conjunction with the 2014 

criminal charges and the client now had two (2) separate bench warrants. 

By June 23, 2014, the client had terminated Mr. Younglove as representative 

and hired new counsel to handle her pending criminal matters.  On July 1, 2014, the 

court signed an order substituting the new counsel as the counsel of record.  On the 

same day, the new counsel quashed the remaining bench warrant, had bond set at 

$2,600, and remanded the client to the sheriff’s office where she was jailed for about 

22 hours before posting bond. 

                                                           
10 There is no record of the cases being combined in the Agreement. 
11 The motion ended “Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of April 2014” even though 

certification of service showed June 5, 2014. [Agreement, ¶ 56.] 
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Presumptive Sanctions 

The parties agree that Standards 4.43, 6.12, 6.23, and 7.3 of the American 

Bar Association’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (“ABA Standards”) apply 

under the circumstances. 

Suspension is generally appropriate when a lawyer knows that false 

statements or documents are being submitted to the court or that 
material information is improperly being withheld, and takes no 
remedial action, and causes injury or potential injury to a party to the 

legal proceeding, or causes an adverse or potentially adverse effect on 
the legal proceeding. 

 
ABA Standards Standard 6.12 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer negligently reveals 
information relating to the representation of a client not otherwise 

lawfully permitted to be disclosed, and this disclosure causes injury or 
potential injury to a client. 

 
ABA Standards Standard 4.43 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer negligently fails to 
comply with a court order or rule, and causes injury or potential injury 

to a client or a party, or interference or potential interference with a 
legal proceeding. 
 

ABA Standards Standard 6.23 

Reprimand is generally appropriate when a lawyer negligently 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. 

 
ABA Standards Standard 7.3 

 
As conditionally agreed, for the most severe violation of his ethical duties, the 

presumptive sanction for Mr. Younglove’s misconduct is a suspension. The parties 

agree Mr. Younglove knowingly violated Rule 41(c). As cited by the parties, “The 

standards do not account for multiple charges of misconduct.  The ultimate sanction 

imposed should at least be consistent with the sanction for the most serious instance 

of misconduct among a number of violations.” Sanctions, II. Theoretical Framework. 
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 Aggravation and Mitigation 

The mitigation includes: absence of a dishonest motive, cooperative attitude 

toward the disciplinary proceedings, remorse, and remoteness of prior offenses.   It 

is conditionally agreed upon that aggravating factors include: prior disciplinary 

offenses12, a pattern of misconduct, multiple offenses, and substantial experience in 

the practice of law. 

The object of lawyer discipline is to protect the public, the legal profession, the 

administration of justice, and to deter other attorneys from engaging in 

unprofessional conduct. Peasley, 208 Ariz. 27, 38, 90 P.3d 764, 775 (2004).  Attorney 

discipline is not intended to punish the offending attorney, although the sanctions 

imposed may have that incidental effect. Id. 

Judge Psareas asked Mr. Younglove, “if he regularly did criminal work; if he 

knew Judge Majestic in Tempe and if he thought Judge Majestic would hear his case 

if he ‘barged’ into her courtroom at 4:50 and demanded attention.”  The truth is Mr. 

Younglove did not know the answer to any of those questions because he had no 

professional relationship with nor appearances before Judge Majestic. 

Notwithstanding, he chose to be untruthful.  He had never appeared in front of Judge 

Majestic and was not certain the female judge he purportedly played golf with “years 

earlier” was Judge Majestic.  Even if he had played golf with her, she was not his 

“golfing companion” and he would have gained no insight into how she conducted 

her courtroom when lawyers were late for their hearings by over three hours without 

notice.  Mr. Younglove was dishonest with a purpose.  Left unstated in the agreement 

                                                           
12 As conditionally agreed upon, this aggravating factor is given minimal weight due to the 

remoteness of the prior disciplinary offense, which last occurred in 2008. [Agreement, p. 20-

21.] 
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is that due to the delay his client suffered, who had paid him for his representation 

and who also apparently waited over three hours for his arrival, the client was 

relegated to being unimportant because of Mr. Younglove’s choices.  It may appear 

a suspension of 60 days is insufficient considering the open dishonesty to a judge 

whom Mr. Younglove knowingly ignored his ethical duties towards.  It also appears 

Mr. Younglove has little recognition of, nor insight into the cause of his misconduct.  

A proposed reprimand was rejected.  It is hopeful the agreed upon suspension will 

cause a better self-reflection than the agreement reflects. In that context, the PDJ 

finds the proposed sanction of a sixty (60) day suspension meets the objectives of 

discipline.  Upon completion of the suspension, Mr. Younglove will be subject to a 

period of probation for one (1) year with agreed upon terms.  The Agreement is 

accepted. 

IT IS ORDERED incorporating by this reference the Agreement and any 

supporting documents by this reference.  The agreed upon sanctions are: sixty (60) 

days suspension, one (1) year of probation,  and the payment of costs and expenses 

of the disciplinary proceeding for $1,200.00 to be paid within thirty (30) days of the 

final order. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED as a term of probation the mandatory completion 

of LOMAP and the CLE “Candor, Courtesy, and Confidence: Common Courtroom 

Conundrums.”  The CLE will be in addition to the mandatory CLE requirements and 

will not count toward the annual requirements under Rule 45(a). 

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

are approved for $1,200.00 to be paid within thirty (30) days of the final order.  Now 
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therefore, a final judgment and order is signed this date.  Mr. Younglove is suspended 

effective November 1, 2015. 

DATED 18th day of August, 2015. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 
 

Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  
this 18th day of August, 2015. 

 
David L. Sandweiss 
Senior Bar Counsel 

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

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

 
 
Mark Harrison 

Chelsea Sage Gaberdiel 
Osborn Maledon, PA 

2929 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012-2765 
Email: mharrison@omlaw.com 

  cgaberdiel@omlaw.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 
 

 

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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