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BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY  
JUDGE 

 

_______ 
 

 

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

DEEAN GILLESPIE STRUB, 

  BAR NO.  009987 

 

 Respondent. 

 PDJ 2015-9025 

 
FINAL JUDGMENT AND ORDER 
 

[State Bar File No. 13-2654, 13-2672] 

 

FILED JUNE 18, 2015 

 

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

reviewed the Agreement for Discipline by Consent filed on June 5, 2015, pursuant to 

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

Accordingly:    

 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED Respondent, DeeAn Gillespie Strub, is hereby 

Reprimanded for her conduct in violation of the Arizona Rules of Professional Conduct, 

as outlined in the consent documents effective 30 days from the date of this Order.  

There shall be no period of probation because Respondent has already completed 8.5 

hours of CLE intended to address the conduct that resulted in the present discipline. 

 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Respondent pay the costs and expenses of 

the State Bar of Arizona in the amount of $ 1,234.80 within 30 days of this Order.  

There are no costs or expenses incurred by the disciplinary clerk and/or Presiding  
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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. 
 
Stacy L. Shuman 

Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 
William H. Doyle 

The Doyle Firm PC 
1313 E. Osorn Rd. Ste 220 

Phoenix, AZ 85014-5695 
Email: bdoyle@doylelawgroup.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 



 
 
 

 
 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING DISCIPLINARY JUDGE 
 

 

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

 
DEEAN GILLESPIE STRUB, 
  Bar No.  009987 

 
 Respondent.  

 No.  PDJ-2015-9025 
 

DECISION ACCEPTING 
CONSENT FOR DISCIPLINE 
 

[State Bar File No. 13-2654] 
 

FILED JUNE 18, 2015 
 

 

 An Agreement for Discipline by Consent (“Agreement”) was filed on June 5, 

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

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. 

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

complainants by letter dated May 15, 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.  No objection was received. 
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The Agreement details a factual basis for the admissions to the two charges in 

the agreement arising out of two Superior Court Family Court cases, both referred 

by a complainant.  Ms. Strub conditionally admits violations of ERs 3.1 and 8.4(d), 

as well as Rule 31 of the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure (“Rule 31”).  The 

parties stipulate to a sanction of Reprimand with no period of probation due to the 

completion of 8.5 hours of CLE.  Aggravating and mitigating factors were generally 

referred to in the Agreement. 

A Probable Cause Order was issued November 24, 2014, giving authorization 

to the State Bar to prepare and file a complaint against Ms. Strub under Rules 55(c) 

and 58(a), Ariz. R. Sup. Ct.  The State Bar filed its Complaint on March 23, 2015. 

Notice of assignment to Presiding Disciplinary Judge, William J. O’Neil (“PDJ”) was 

given on March 26, 2015.  On April 16, 2015, Ms. Strub filed Respondent’s Motion to 

Dismiss (A) State Bar No. 13-265 (As to In Re Wesley, FC 2008-001723 Only) and 

(B) State Bar No. 13-2672 In its Entirety (“Motion to Dismiss”).  Ms. Strub filed an 

Answer on April 17, 2015 in which she neither admitted nor denied allegations in the 

State Bar’s Complaint due to the pending ruling on her Motion to Dismiss.  On April 

20, 2015, a Notice of Initial Case Management Conference was issued and set a 

telephonic conference to be held on April 27, 2015.  After the telephonic conference 

the parties were issued Orders re: Initial Case Management Conference.  On May 1, 

2015, Ms. Strub submitted an Amended Answer.  On May 14, 2015, Notice of 

Settlement was given to the PDJ.  Based on the pending agreement, no ruling on the 

Motion to Dismiss was made.  On May 18, 2015 the PDJ issued an Order re: Case 

Management Deadlines setting a deadline for an agreement to be filed with the PDJ 
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before June 15, 2015.  As stated above, the Agreement For Discipline by Consent 

was filed with the PDJ on June 5, 2015.  

As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, Ms. Strub represented the father 

in a family law matter regarding the school placement of father’s children.   

On June 24, 2013, a Resolution Management Conference (“RMC”) was held to 

address the dispute.  Ms. Strub was not present at this conference and had an 

attorney at her firm, Mr. Robert Newell, represent the father.  A one-half (1/2) hour 

hearing was set for August 5, 2013.  Mr. Newell agreed to the hearing date and 

duration.  Neither party filed a motion to expand the time needed for the hearing. 

On August, 5, 2013, a hearing was held to address the issue of school 

placement.  Again, Mr. Newell and not Ms. Strub appeared on behalf of Father.  Ms. 

Strub was unavailable due to an emergency matter in another division of the court.  

At the conclusion of the hearing, the father was denied his request to allow a change 

of the children’s schools. Upon notification of the ruling, Ms. Strub requested an 

emergency telephone conference which was held on August 15, 2013.  In this 

telephonic conference Ms. Strub informed the court she would be filling a motion for 

a new trial citing factors that were not addressed in the initial August 5, 2013 hearing.  

In this telephonic conference, Ms. Strub was advised the decision and order of the 

August 5, 2013 hearing would need to be followed by Complainant unless modified.  

 Ms. Strub filed her Motion for a New Trial on Issue of School Placement and 

Other Relief on August 20, 2013.  Ms. Strub argued a new trial would be warranted 

because of: unfair time constraints; financial hardship on the Complainant; and the 

failure to take into account the children’s wishes. The court issued a minute entry on 

September 26, 2013, expressing concern about the allegation of unfair time 
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constraints.  In the minute entry the court noted: a lack of objection to the length of 

the hearing; the fact the hearing concluded with four (4) minutes to spare; and the 

argument of counsel for father lasted a total of about five (5) minutes.  The court 

also noted Ms. Strub raised issues clearly unsupported by fact, which caused the 

Mother to presumably incur legal fees in responding and caused the court to expend 

time and effort independently reviewing the record. 

 The court, sua sponte, in its minute entry, set an evidentiary hearing for 

October 15, 2013, allowing Ms. Strub to present evidence showing she did not violate 

Rule 11, Ariz. R. Civ. P. when she argued Father was not given a proper hearing due 

to unfair time constraints imposed and an inability to present exhibits due to those 

time constraints.1   

At the October 15, 2013 evidentiary hearing Ms. Strub explained the 

statements made in the motion for a new trial were based on a misunderstanding by 

Mr. Newell in the RMC as to what was expected in the August 5, 2013 hearing and 

she would have handled the case differently had she not been covering a complicated 

emergency hearing at the same time in a different court. Regardless, the court 

observed the motion for new trial contained factual assertions contrary to those on 

the record.  The court noted it had lost 45 minutes to an hour reviewing the record 

to uncover the factual assertions in the motion for new trial were inaccurate.  Ms. 

Strub apologized to the court for making assumptions that could have been easily 

                                                           
11 Rule 11, which is an equivalent to Rule 31 of the Arizona Rules of Family Law Procedure, 

requires that an attorney sign of on any pleadings filed with a court to certify that, based on 

information and belief, all arguments and facts presented are based on a good faith belief 

formed after reasonable inquiry and not to cause undue delay or needless increase in cost of 

litigation.  
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clarified by having a conversation with Mr. Newell and, more importantly, by reading 

the minute entries.  

 The court admonished Ms. Strub and found her to be in violation of Rule 11, 

imposing a sanction of $500 to be paid to a charity of her choosing.  The court 

accepted Ms. Strub’s apology.   

 In the second matter, Ms. Strub represented a mother in a dissolution of 

marriage case.  As conditionally admitted in the Agreement, on February 19, 2013, 

a contested hearing was set for three (3) hours, as requested by both parties. The 

parties were ordered to file motions requesting more time at least 30 days before the 

trial with a failure to timely file such motion being deemed a waiver of any argument 

that more trial time would be needed.  Neither Ms. Strub nor opposing counsel filed 

such motion to request additional trial time.  

 On August 5, 2013, a court held a contested hearing on the Petition for 

Dissolution of Marriage. The court issued a Decree of Dissolution on August 9, 2013.  

Ms. Strub filed a Rule 83 Motion for a New Trial citing—as one ground—the court’s 

failure to allocate sufficient time for the hearing.  The court denied the motion on 

October 4, 2013 and found the argument about failure to allocate sufficient time a 

clear violation of Rule 31.  

The parties agree that Standard 6.23 of the American Bar Association’s 

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions (Standards) is most applicable under the 

circumstances of this matter. The mitigation includes Ms. Strub has been sanctioned 

for misconduct resulting in $500 to be paid to a charity of her choice.  Weighing 

against her is a pattern of misconduct in filing motions for new trials by claiming 

unfair time constraints when the ability to file motions for such trial expansions had 
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existed and passed.  The PDJ finds the proposed sanctions of reprimand meets the 

objectives of discipline.  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: formal 

reprimand with the payment of costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding in 

the amount of $1,234.80 to be paid within thirty (30) days of the final order. These 

financial obligations shall bear interest at the statutory rate of ten per cent per annum 

from December 1, 2015 for the costs and expenses of the disciplinary proceeding.  

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

are approved for $1,234.80 to be paid within thirty (30) days of the final order.  Now 

therefore, a final judgment and order is signed this date.  Ms. Strub is reprimanded. 

DATED 18th day of June, 2015. 
 

      

     William J. O’Neil 
_________________________________________  

 William J. O’Neil, Presiding Disciplinary Judge 

 
Copies of the foregoing mailed/emailed  

this 18th day of June, 2015. 
 
Stacy L. Shuman 

Staff Bar Counsel 
State Bar of Arizona 

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

 
William H. Doyle 

The Doyle Firm PC 
1313 E. Osorn Rd. Ste 220 
Phoenix, AZ 85014-5695 

Email: bdoyle@doylelawgroup.com 
Respondent’s Counsel 

 
Lawyer Regulation Records Manager 
State Bar of Arizona 
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4201 N. 24th Street, Suite 100 
Phoenix, AZ  85016-6266 

Email:  lro@staff.azbar.org 
 

 
by:  JAlbright 
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