
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

 

  

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

 

Complainant, 

 

v. 

 

CHRISTOPHER M. CHESTNUT, 

 

Respondent Chestnut. 

 

________________________________/ 

 

 

Supreme Court Case No. SC16-1589 

 

The Florida Bar File No.: 

2017-00,098(4D)NES 

 

 

RESPONDENT RESPONSE TO FLORIDA BAR’S PETITION FOR EMERGENCY 

SUSPSENSION OF RESPONDENT & RESPONDENT’S REQUEST TO DENY THE 

PETITION FOR EMERGENCY SUSPSENSION. 

Comes now, Respondent, Christopher Chestnut (“Respondent Chestnut”) , through 

undersigned Counsel, petitioning this Honorable Court to deny and dismiss Claimant’s Petition 

for Emergency Suspension for failure to state a claim of action upon which relief may be 

granted, alternatively Respondent pleads with particularity Affirmative Defenses of Lack of 

Subject Matter Jurisdiction and Fraud, and Respondent Answers to Claimant’s Formal 

Complaint, alleging the following in support thereof: 

Summary of Facts 

1. On or about August 31, 2016, The Florida Bar filed a Petition for Emergency Suspension 

of Respondent Chestnut, Christopher Chestnut, upon swearing-in a Florida Bar member 

in good standing since June of 2006. 
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2. The Florida Bar offers in support of the petition two affidavits, one affidavit from a Mr. 

Anthony Jordan and one affidavit from Ms. Makisha Ward. 

3. The two affidavits evaluated individually and collectively fail to meet the Florida Bar 

Rules and Standards minimum threshold for an Emergency Suspension. 

4. Mr. Jordan’s June 14, 2016 affidavit executed in Georgia relates to TFB File No 2016-

00,473(4B), SC16-480, emanating for a February 6, 2014 date of incident where Deidre 

Spear, the Mother of his child Anthony Jordan, Jr. was killed in a Georgia auto crash and 

The Chestnut Firm, Atlanta office was retained to prosecute a wrongful death claim. 

5. Ms. Ward’s July 12, 2016 affidavit executed in Dallas, Texas relates to a Texas lawsuit 

she filed naming Respondent Chestnut and a Dallas Council woman named Tiffini Young 

claiming Barratry.  

 

Motion to Dismiss for Failure to State A Cause of Action for Which Relief May Be 

Granted. 

 

The Petition for Emergency Suspension should be dismissed because the Florida Bar 

Affidavits submitted fail to allege conversion of trust funds or abandonment of the law 

practice. 

 

6. The Florida Bar is seeking one of the most severe sanctions of lawyer discipline in 

Florida, an Emergency Suspension, yet does not provide one single affidavit with clear 

and convincing facts demonstrating that Respondent Chestnut has been convicted of a 

serious crime or is likely to cause immediate and serious injury to a client or the public.   

7. According to The Florida Bar, Emergency Suspension is appropriate in two 

circumstances: (1) criminal conviction of a serious crime; or (2) when a lawyer’s conduct 

is likely to cause immediate and serious injury to a client or the public. See, The Florida 

Bar’s, Florida’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, Section 2.4 Commentary, 

(May 2015) 

8. The Florida Bar interprets a lawyer’s conduct is like to cause immediate and serious 

injury to a client or the public when:  (1) a lawyer demonstrates a pattern of conduct 
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involving trust fund conversion; or (2) a lawyer abandons the practice of law.  See, The 

Florida Bar, Florida’s Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions, Section 2.4 

Commentary, (May 2015). 

9. The Florida Bar does not provide one affidavit or even one allegation in its entire Petition 

for Emergency Suspension of Respondent Chestnut, alleging that he (1) demonstrated a 

pattern of trust fund conversation; or (2) abandoned the practice of law. 

10. The Florida Bar must proffer evidence by one (1) or more affidavits demonstrating facts 

personally known to the affiants that, if unrebutted, would establish clearly and 

convincingly that a lawyer appears to be causing great public harm. See, Florida Bar 

Rule, 3-5.2(a). 

11. Mr. Jordan’s allegation of fact in his June 14, 2016 Affidavit  Entitled “Complaint of 

Anthony D. Jordan against Christopher Chestnut, File No. 2106-00,473(4A) involve the 

Probate process for which Respondent Chestnut had no involvement, all of that alleged 

conduct was promulgated by Georgia Probate Attorney Brenda Bates, furthermore 

Attorney Bates made all of the Court appearances and filings of pleadings in Georgia for 

this case,  although that important fact is omitted in the Petition for Emergency 

Suspension. 

12. Furthermore, the allegations of solicitation in sworn Bar Grievance filed by Mr. Jordan 

on February 6, 2016 are factually inconsistent with the June 14, 2016 affidavit that was 

filed a month after Respondent Chestnut filed a formal response to the Bar Grievance in 

March that highlighted: Mr. Jordan’s signature on the Bar Complaint and his 

Contingency Fee contract are completely different, an affidavit from Mrs. Berry verifying 

there was no solicitation, a transcript of a legally recorded April 2016 conversation with 

Mr. Jordan where he says he has no knowledge of filing a Bar Grievance, proof of a valid 

Estate for the subject decedent, proof that the filings were made by a licensed Georgia 

attorney and not Respondent Chestnut, and proof that the settlement monies were placed 

into an annuity for his son. 

13. An Emergency Suspension is a very drastic attorney sanction that can irreparably harm 

an attorney and a law practice, thus it is confined to a very narrow circumstantial 

application requiring a very high evidentiary standard.  
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14. The Florida Bar’s Petition for Emergency Suspension of Respondent Chestnut must be 

denied and dismissed, because the Florida Bar pursuant to its own Rule 3-5.2, must meet 

the requisite clear and convincing burden by affidavit only, and neither Mr. Jordan’s 

affidavit nor Ms. Ward’s affidavit demonstrate or even allege that Mr. Chestnut appears 

to be causing great public harm.  

There is no emergency; there are no new complaints. 

15. An overwhelming majority of the record Emergency Suspensions granted by The Florida 

Supreme Court are for trust fund rule violations involving and/or occasional egregious 

crime. 

16. Mr. Jordan’s affidavit involves allegations from Georgia nearly two years ago and the 

Florida Bar did not file a Complaint until a few weeks ago on August 16, 2016; thus, 

there is no emergency.1  Furthermore, the complaint involving Mr. Jordan does not 

constitute an emergency because the same case is already set for a case management 

hearing on September 22, 2016. 

17. Ms. Ward’s affidavit involves allegations from Texas nearly five (5) months ago and that 

affidavit was not filed to accompany a Florida or Texas Bar Complaint, but as a factual 

basis to support a frivolous and meritless $500,000 civil lawsuit; again thus, there is no 

emergency. 

18. Furthermore, The Florida Bar’s case management of SC16-797 (six (6) count complaint 

referenced in the Petition for Emergency Suspension) demonstrates absolutely no 

urgency or emergency involving Respondent Chestnut considering The Florida Bar 

recently filed a Notice of Unavailability for September dates in SC16-797, has not 

provided Respondent Chestnut any deposition dates despite many requests in SC16-797, 

and filed a Motion to Strike Respondent Chestnut’s Request for Production on August 25, 

2016. 

19. In fact, the pattern of conduct preceding the Petition for Emergency Suspension of 

Respondent Chestnut filed on August 31, 2106 suggests that the urgent emergency to 

1 Mr. Jordan filed a Motion to Remove the Conservator in the Georgia Probate Court, but that motion and those 
allegations have no involvement and no urgency to Mr. Chestnut, as The Chestnut Firm retained Georgia Probate 
Counsel to handle all probate issues for Ms. Spear’s case. 
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suspend Respondent Chestnut is not due to a demonstration of great public harm by 

Respondent Chestnut but a trepidation of what discovery may unveil in SC16-797.  

This Court lacks jurisdiction to consider the Ward v. Young & Chestnut matter 

because The Florida Bar failed to demonstrate it opened a disciplinary file. 

20. If bar counsel decides to pursue an inquiry, a disciplinary file shall be opened and the 

inquiry shall be considered as a complaint, if the form requirement of subdivision (c) is 

met.   Florida Bar Rule 3-7.3 (b), emphasis added. 

21. The Florida Bar did not open a disciplinary file prior to the Emergency Petition for 

Emergency Suspension filed on August 31, 2016, as required by its rules.  There was no 

Florida Bar File case number assigned to the Ward v. Young & Chestnut case in Texas. 

22. In an email dated August 25, 2016 from Florida Bar Prosecutor Carlos Leon to 

Respondent Chestnut, Mr. Leon anticipates, “TFB will be opening another file”, referring 

to the Texas lawsuit of Ward v. Young & Chestnut matter. See, Exhibit A. 

23. The Petition for Emergency Suspension filed on August 31, 2016 demonstrates that Ms. 

Ward, did not file a Written Bar Complaint and/or Inquiry against Respondent Chestnut 

pursuant to the requirements of Florida Bar Rule, 3-7.3(c), therefore may not be 

considered as a basis in whole or in evaluating the Petition for Emergency Suspension 

Wherefore, Respondent Chestnut respectfully requests this Honorable Court to deny and 

dismiss The Florida Bar’s Petition for Emergency Suspension due to lack of subject matter 

jurisdiction. 

Fraud as an Affirmative Defense 

Comes now, Respondent Chestnut, through undersigned Counsel alleging an affirmative 

defense of Fraud by Claimant, The Florida Bar, in its Petition for Emergency Suspension of 

Respondent Chestnut, and alleges in support thereof as follows: 

Certain members of The Florida Bar “establishment” have been conspiring with The 

Florida Bar prosecutors to predatorily prosecute Respondent Chestnut out of The Florida 

Bar membership motivated by personal vendettas, racial animus, and greed.   
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28. The Florida Bar prosecutors and certain leaders have employed a modus operandi of 

vexatious conduct in manipulating, manufacturing, and/or deliberately omitting facts to 

fraudulently substantiate an illusory pattern of misconduct by Respondent Chestnut even 

though no such pattern of Respondent Chestnut misconduct exists, intending to create an 

illusion that Respondent Chestnut poses a “great harm to the public” warranting a 

suspension and disbarment from The Florida Bar. 

29. On or about December 5, 2011, Former Florida Bar Board of Governor Member, Robert 

Rush, and Florida Bar Board of Governor Member and Chair of the Ethics and 

Advertising Section Carl Schwait cornered Respondent Chestnut (then a five (5) year 

lawyer) in the Alachua County Courthouse just before Voir Dire in case number 01-08-

CA-1591-J Billy Dee Williams v. Algernod Lanier Washington “Plies”, threaten to ruin 

Respondent Chestnut career if he did not convince his clients to accept a settlement 

before trial.    

30. Respondent Chestnut’s client did not accept the settlement offer, the case was tried, 

Plaintiff , and thus Respondent Chestnut, won and thus incited a war between The Florida 

Bar “establishment” and Respondent Chestnut that has over the past five (5) years 

mushroomed into an elaborate conspiracy aimed at disbarring Respondent Chestnut, 

specifically by utilizing influence over The Florida Bar prosecutors. 

31. This “axe to grind” vendetta was compounded by Respondent Chestnut’s respectful 

decline of Mr. Schwait’s request for Respondent Chestnut to refer wrongful death cases 

to his law firm Dell Graham, chastising “you don’t know what to do with them anyway”. 

32. Mr. Rush has been very forthcoming throughout the Gainesville, Florida legal 

community that a life goal for him is to take Respondent Chestnut’s bar license.  Rush 

also demonstrated a great concern for Respondent Chestnut’s growing market share in the 

Gainesville African American community, a market Mr. Rush had previously believed he 

monopolized. 

33. The harassment and yet mentioned overt acts of corporate espionage by the 

aforementioned “bar establishment” and The Florida Bar prosecutors ultimately forced 

Respondent Chestnut to close his law firm headquarters in Gainesville, FL. 

34. The Florida Bar Petition for Emergency Suspension of Respondent Chestnut dated 

August 31, 2016 is yet another example 
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35. The Florida Bar has demonstrated a pattern of malicious prosecution, outright deprivation 

of due process vexatious conduct against Respondent Chestnut. 

36. On or about August 31, 2016, The Florida Bar filed and Emergency Petition for 

Suspension of Respondent Chestnut.   

37. The Petition and exhibits as alleged and arranged are tantamount to a Fraud upon the 

Supreme Court of Florida intended to incite unfounded alarm in the Court that 

Respondent Chestnut is a great public harm, when the ultimate true facts demonstrate 

quite the opposite. 

38. The Florida Bar has actively been engaging in Prosecutorial Misconduct through its 

Florida Bar Prosecutors Fisher and Leon by trying to bully Respondent Chestnut into 

voluntarily accepting a suspension great than ninety (90) days or outright accepting a 

revocation of his license. 

39. The Florida Bar prosecutors are well aware that any suspension greater than ninety (90) 

days requires for Respondent Chestnut to reapply for admission, and members of the 

Virgil Hawkins section of the National Bar do not fare well on readmission as evidenced 

by Mr. Bill Borders. 

The Florida Bar Prosecutorial Misconduct by Prosecutor Jim Fisher. 

40. In 2014, The Florida Bar Prosecutor Jim Fisher threatened Emergency Suspension of 

Respondent Chestnut. 

41. Within forty-five (45) days of being hired as The Florida Bar prosecutor in January of 

2014, Prosecutor Fisher called the then Bar Defense Counsel of Respondent Chestnut 

demanding Respondent Chestnut submit to a Psychological Evaluation or face an 

Emergency Suspension. 

42. Prosecutor Fisher stated his basis for seeking a Psychological Evaluation and Emergency 

Suspension was that Chestnut was aggressive and narcissistic.  Prosecutor Fisher further 

stated that Respondent Chestnut must have gotten this from his mother, a former Florida 

State Representative and County Commissioner, for whom Prosecutor Fisher had 

developed disdain. 

43. Respondent Chestnut refused the psychological evaluation. 
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44. Although Prosecutor Fisher was unsuccessful in obtaining the Emergency Suspension he 

sought of Respondent Chestnut, Prosecutor Fisher immediately engaged in a “where there 

is smoke, there is fire” theory of stacking bar complaints against Respondent Chestnut to 

demonstrate a pattern of misconduct severe enough to warrant an Emergency Suspension 

and/or Disbarment. 

45. On or about September 26, 2014, Prosecutor Fisher filed a seventy-nine (79) page Formal 

Bar Complaint with the Supreme Court of Florida. 

46. Prosecutor Fisher in his factual allegations repeatedly created, embellished, or 

manipulated facts to support the meritless bar violations he claimed in the Complaint. 

47. Many of the violations alleged to the Supreme Court were not presented nor was 

Probable Cause found at the Grievance Committee Level. 

48. For instance: 

a. On January 28, 2013, Attorney John Jopling filed a complaint TFB File No.:2013-

00,674(03), alleging only one violation, Direct Solicitation, Rule 4-7.4. 

b. Mr. Jopling, law partner to Mr. Schwait and co-counsel to Mr. Rush in other cases 

against Respondent Chestnut, was the defense attorney on the underlying case; 

and then filed a Complaint even though the Plaintiff, Beatrice Jimenez never 

alleged or complained of solicitation by Respondent Chestnut.   

c. Mr. Jopling never amended the factual allegations in his complaint alleging 

Solicitation only. 

d. Notwithstanding, Prosecutor Fisher alleged in his Complaint before the Supreme 

Court that he obtained Probable Cause for six (6) violations: 

1. Lack of Competence 

2. Lack of Diligence 

3. Informing client of status of Representation 

4. Illegal, Prohibited or clearly excessive fees and costs 

5. Solicitation 

6. Conduct of involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation. 

e. Ms. Jimenez not only never complained to The Florida Bar, Prosecutor Jim 

Fisher, or anyone else claiming clearly excessive fees and costs, lack of diligence, 

or conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation. In fact, Ms. 
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Jimenez offered sworn testimony verifying she was not solicited by the The 

Chestnut Firm, contrary to the allegations of the defense attorney, Mr. Jopling 

who was retained on the case nearly six (6) months after the alleged solicitation. 

f. Consequently, Prosecutor Fisher back filled facts through manufactured, 

mischaracterized, and misappropriated evidence from the unlawfully disclosed 

civil file to support the five (5) baseless charges that he added to further the over-

arching enterprise conspiracy.  

49. Another count in the 2014 Complaint filed by Prosecutor Fisher involved a grievance 

filed by Belinda Strachan, for circumstances surrounding the wrongful death of her 

daughter who was fatally shot during the robbery of a drug house in St. Lucie County, Fl. 

50. Upon information and belief, Prosecutor Fisher engaged in the following Prosecutorial 

Misconduct in the management of this complaint: 

a. Prosecutor Fisher conspired with Mr. Rush and, a South Florida attorney, Mr. 

Pardo representing Ms. Strachan in a malpractice claim against Respondent 

Chestnut where Mr. Rush and Mr. Pardo coordinated to share discovery “intel” on 

Respondent Chestnut.  Mr. Pardo would share with Mr. Rush document 

production and deposition testimony proffered through the discovery process of 

the malpractice case to assist Mr. Rush in his crusade to “take Chestnut’s bar 

license”. In exchange, Mr. Rush would serve as a witness for Mr. Pardo to 

testifying to alleged first-hand knowledge of a pattern for Respondent Chestnut 

soliciting wrongful death cases.  Mr. Pardo needed Mr. Rush’s testimony for a 

punitive damages claim for the alleged emotional distress his client, Ms. Strachan, 

suffered when she was allegedly solicited by Respondent Chestnut. 

b. Prosecutor Fisher aided and abetted in this conspiracy. Mr. Rush was listed as a 

witness in the Strachan Bar complaint even though Mrs. Strachan testified in 

deposition that she did not know and had never met Mr. Rush, she had never been 

to Gainesville, and was confident that her daughter did not know Mr. Rush either. 

c. Prosecutor Fisher had listed Mr. Rush as a witness in this Bar Complaint without 

the knowledge of the complaining witness, and continued pursuing the 

Solicitation claim against Respondent Chestnut even after record evidence was 
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revealed that another attorney with another law firm signed Mr. Strachan and 

months later that law firm referred the case to Respondent Chestnut. 

51. In 2014, a three (3) count complaint filed by Prosecutor Fisher was a Bar Complaint filed 

in Florida by a Georgia resident involving a Georgia case handled by Georgia attorneys 

in Respondent Chestnut’s law firm. 

52. Notwithstanding, the Complainant later testified that not only did “someone” solicit her 

to file the Bar Complaint, but also directed her to the attorney in Georgia that drafted it 

for her.  Ironically, the primary grievance “someone” coerced her to file against 

Respondent Chestnut was solicitation.  This count was dropped. 

Prosecutor Fisher is removed from Respondent Chestnut’s bar cases and all cases were 

transferred from the 8th Judicial Circuit to the 3rd Judicial Circuit due to Prosecutorial 

Misconduct. 

 

53. In a 2014 Probable Cause hearing before a Grievance Committee in Live Oak, Florida on 

TFB File No.: 2015-00505(4C), Prosecutor Fisher while cross examining Respondent 

Chestnut attempts to enter into evidence and proffer testimony from altered / redacted 

documents representing to the Grievance Committee and the witness that the documents 

were authentic.  Fortunately, Respondent Chestnut had a trial technology team assisting 

him in this testimony and was able to publish the true copy of the authentic document to 

the committee on a big screen. See, Exhibit B. 

54. Soon thereafter the Grievance Committee suspended the Probable Cause hearing 

promising to continue the hearing in thirty (30) to sixty (60) days.  Respondent Chestnut 

was unable to complete his testimony because the Grievance Committee interrupted his 

testimony to allow Mr. Rush to testify on the aforementioned case.  Prosecutor Fisher 

delayed the overall hearing and suspended Respondent Chestnut’s testimony on this case 

to allow time for Mr. Rush to drive up to Live Oak, Florida from Gainesville, Florida  to 

testify in this case even though he was not a Complaining Witness; and for the record, 

note that only complaining witnesses are to testify at Probable Cause hearings.   

55. TFB File No.: 2015-00505(4C) is another example of The Florida Bar’s complicity in 

Mr. Rush’s crusade to disbar Respondent Chestnut.  Mr. Rush represented the Baker 
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family in an attorney fee dispute case form which TFB File No.: 2015000505(4C) 

emanates.  Even though Respondent Chestnut never realized an economic benefit.  

Respondent Chestnut did not take an attorney fee on the $8,000,000 Baker Settlement 

(that was held the entire duration in a trust account until the resolution of the attorney fee 

dispute), even though Respondent Chestnut was awarded $1,800,000 by the Gainesville 

jury in the attorney fee dispute because Respondent Chestnut gave all of it to the Baker 

family except for $600,000 in reimbursed costs spent on the complex products liability 

case preparation for over fifteen witnesses and/or experts.  And even though the Baker 

Family enter an agreement with Respondent Chestnut releasing all claims and liability, 

Prosecutor Fisher still filed a Bar Complaint attaching an incendiary pleading signed by 

Mr. Rush as the basis for the Bar Complaint against Respondent Chestnut. 

Prosecutor Fisher ignores and refuses to seek disciplinary action against blatantly 

unethical conduct by Mr. Rush in the Baker Case, yet prosecutes Respondent Chestnut 

independent of the Bakers and after the Bakers and Chestnut resolve all conflict. 

 

56. Prosecutor Fisher knew or should have known that Mr. Rush prior to July 27, 2014 

represented a then Chestnut Law Firm employee, Evan Small, in plotting to extort 

Respondent Chestnut for $800,000+ in bonus payments, based largely upon the Baker 

case settlement.   

57. Consequently, Mr. Small provided volumes of attorney-client confidential case file 

documents and internal Chestnut Law Firm memos to Mr. Rush as his then attorney to 

sue Respondent Chestnut. 

58.  Two weeks after representing Small v. Chestnut in an attorney bonus fee dispute based 

upon Chestnut Law Firm collecting a forty percent (40%) attorney fee, Mr. Rush used the 

same confidential documents and information to file a lawsuit on behalf of the Baker 

family alleging Respondent Chestnut is entitled to NO attorney fee and NO 

reimbursement to Respondent Chestnut for his $450,000 in advanced costs in the Baker 

complex products liability case.  
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Prosecutor Fisher and Mr. Rush conspire with Chestnut Law Firm Gainesville Office 

Managing Attorney Kim Yozgat to get access to confidential Chestnut Law Firm 

documents. 

59. On or about July 25, 2013, Yozgat while acting in the course and scope of his duties as 

Managing Attorney of The Chestnut Law Firm, forwarded confidential, privileged, and 

trade secret email documents to his personal email, yozgat@cox.net. 

60. Yozgat then forwarded these subject emails from his personal email directly to the email 

account of Marian Rush, sister and attorney employee of Mr. Rush, to her email at RUSH 

& GLASSMAN law firm. 

61. The emails contained confidential Chestnut Law Firm information, including, but not 

exclusively, attorney compensation information, firm revenue information, confidential 

client information, settlement information, attorney work product and privileged case 

information, and vital privileged information on the Baker complex product liability case. 

62. Suspiciously, not long thereafter in 2013, The Chestnut Law Firm server housing those 

emails were “wiped” of all email correspondence including these email transactions. 

63. Even more alarming is that all of the Complaints before the Florida Bar involving 

Respondent Chestnut, all were under the supervision of Mr. Yozgat at one point in his 

capacity as the Managing Attorney for The Chestnut Law Firm, and were certain to be 

included in the documents he clandestinely provided to Mr. Rush.   

64. The Florida Bar presently has eight (8) disciplinary matters involving Respondent 

Chestnut, all pending before the Honorable Judge Curtis J. Neal, Circuit Court Judge of 

the Fifth Judicial Circuit in and for Hernando County, Florida. 

65. In all eight (8) matters the Florida Bar Complaints are filed two (2) to four (4) years after 

the date of incident. 

a. TFB File No. 2015-00,161(4B); Date of Incident: July 28, 2012; 

b. TFB File No. 2015-00,505 (4C); Date of Incident: July 2, 2012; 

c. TFB File No. 2015-00, 565(4D); Date of Incident: January / February 

2013; 

d. TFB File No. 2016-00, 047(4C); Date of Incident:  December 10, 2013; 

e. TFB File No. 2016-00,193(4A); Date of Incident: March 23, 2012; 

f. TFB File No. 2016-00,229(4B); Date of Incident: January 18, 2011; 
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g. TFB File No.  2016-00,473(4B); Date of Incident: February 6, 2014 

h. TFB File No.  2015-00,517(4D); Date of Incident: July 15, 2011 

66. In 2014, The Florid Bar files 4 Bar Complaints with the Supreme Court where one 

incident was 6 years after the date of incident and the remaining cases were two (2) to 

three (3) years after the date of incident. 

a. TFB File No.:  2013-00,125(8B) Date of Incident: July 2, 2006 

b. TFB File No.:2013-00,674(03; Date of Incident: October 3, 2010 

c. TFB File No. 2013-00, 434(3); Date of Incident: October 4, 2009 

d. TFB No. 2014-00,099(03):  Date of Incident: June 26, 2012 

67. At the relevant time period of case generations of 2011-2014, Respondent had law offices 

in Gainesville, FL; Atlanta, GA.; Miami, FL; and Jacksonville, FL.  Respondent during 

this period had up to 9 attorneys, 35 staff, and managed approximately 1822 cases.  

68. Notwithstanding, all twelve (12) cases referenced in paragraphs 21 and 22 for which the 

Florida Bar has filed Bar Complaints and references in its Petition for Emergency 

Suspension, all were at one point under management in the Gainesville, FL office 

supervised by attorneys Kim Yozgat and / or Evan Small. 

69. Only .7% of clients pursued a formal bar complaint before the Florida Bar and 100% of 

that .7% were affiliated with two attorneys who were at the core of a corporate espionage 

involving former Florida Bar Board of Governor member, Robert Rush, and Florida Bar 

Ethics and Advertising Chair, Carl Schwait (neighbors with Yozgat), and The Florida Bar 

Prosecutor, Jim Fisher. 

70. Prosecutor Leon materially misrepresents to this Honorable Court that the affidavit 

executed by Ms. Ward is a basis for an Emergency Suspension of Respondent, pursuant 

to Florida Bar Rule of Professional Responsibility 3-5.2(a)(1). 

71. Prosecutor Leon’s motivations in seeking an Emergency Suspension are punitive and 

preemptive, not in the interest of protecting the public from great public harm as required 

by law. 

72. Prosecutor Leon intentionally and materially manipulates the presentation of the facts in 

the Ward Complaint to cast them as more incendiary than they truly are. 

73. On August 23, 2016, Ms. Makisha Ward through counsel filed a lawsuit in Dallas 

County, Texas naming Respondent Chestnut and a local Dallas Council Woman Tiffini 
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Young as co-defendants in a frivolous and meritless $500,000 lawsuit alleging principally 

solicitation for a wrongful death case involving that Plaintiff was planning to bring on 

behalf of her mother. 

74. Prosecutor Leon who has been bullying Respondent Chestnut since 2015 to voluntarily 

accept a multi-year suspension from The Florida Bar, emailed Respondent Chestnut on 

August 25, 2016 attempting to bully Respondent Chestnut into accepting a Disciplinary 

Revocation of his Florida Law License based upon the frivolous and meritless allegations 

in the Ward v. Young & Chestnut lawsuit in Texas. 

75. Respondent Chestnut did not execute the Revocation, and continues seeking written 

discovery and deposition dates for SC 15-797 (the alleged nine (9) count complaint, 

which is actually on eight (8) counts referenced in the Petition for Emergency 

Suspension), to which The Florida Bar has been uncooperative with providing by filing 

Motions to Strike written discovery requests and filing Notice of Unavailability for 

deposition dates. 

76. Consequently, on August 31, 2016, Prosecutor Leon filed the Petition for Emergency 

Suspension relying on the Texas frivolous and meritless civil lawsuit of Ward v. Young 

& Chestnut as his only new allegations of bar misconduct. 

77. Prosecutor Leon fashions his allegations regarding this case as if it is valid basis for him 

satisfying his requirements under Florida Bar Rule 3-5.2, but it is not, for the following 

reasons: 

a. The proferred affidavit executed by Ms. Ward in Texas is not offered for the 

purpose of validating a Florida Bar Complaint, the relied upon affidavit is an 

exhibit to the frivolous and meritless $500,000 civil suit in Texas; 

b. The affiant no where in her affidavit makes any allegations of fact demonstrating 

by clear and convincing evidence that Respondent Chestnut is posing a “great 

public harm”; 

c. Twelve (12) out of the thirteen (13) factual averments in Ms. Ward’s affidavit 

mention communications between Ms. Ward and Ms. Young over a six (6) day 

period prior to the May 13, 2016 conversation with Respondent Chestnut.  Those 

twelve (12) factual averments make no mention of Respondent Chestnut or 

Respondent Chestnut Conduct. 
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d. Ms. Ward has not filed a Bar Complaint against Respondent Chestnut in Florida 

or Texas. 

78. Although this frivolous and meritless Texas lawsuit is used as the legal basis to 

substantiate and Emergency Suspension of Respondent on August 31, 2016, as of August 

31, 2016, Prosecutor Leon had not formally notified Respondent Chestnut that a 

Complaint had been filed, had not presented the case to a Florida Bar Grievance 

Committee, had not obtained a Probable Cause finding for this case, and had not even 

assigned the case a Florida Bar file number.  

79. Prosecutor Leon unjustly relies upon the lawsuit complaint and the news reporting story 

as verification. 

80. Had due diligence been performed by Prosecutor Leon and The Florida Bar, the 

following would have been revealed: 

a. The Texas Lawsuit that is quoted by the Petition for Emergency Suspension is a 

boiler plate pleading used in numerous other Barratry lawsuits filed by Attorney 

Carse in Texas; 

b. The Counts which start of claiming “Cheats, Hucksters, and ambulance chasers”, 

has Counts for Civil Conspiracy, Joint Enterprise liability, Partnership liability, 

Agency liability, and Respondent Superior.  There are no facts alleged in the 

lawsuit or the affidavit to support any of those Counts; 

c. A review of the substantive pleading of the lawsuit clearly reveals that the boiler 

plate Barratry lawsuit is intended for chiropractors and attorneys conspiring to 

solicit cases, thus “ambulance chasers”; 

d. Mr. Carse the attorney of record was recently removed as counsel of record in a 

Barratry case in El Paso, Texas for allegations and findings that he participated in 

Entrapment of Defendant Attorneys named in a Barratry lawsuit. His conduct 

there is similar to conduct in the Ward case where Ms. Ward was advised to and 

did in fact record the May 13, 2016 conversation with Ms. Young and Respondent 

Chestnut. Even though Ms. Ward had not recorded any of the prior calls with the 

Ms. Young, and the phone call was used as a basis for the lawsuit. 

81. Prosecutor Leon goes further in misleading the Court in alleging in Paragraph F on page 

seven (7) of his Petition that Respondent Chestnut does not deny the allegations. 
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82. Prosecutor Leon does not disclose to the Court that Ms. Ward has not perfected service to 

Respondent Chestnut; and, thus Respondent Chestnut has not been served with the 

frivolous and meritless Texas lawsuit by Ms. Ward or Ms. Ward’s attorney. 

83. Although Prosecutor Leon attaches the Ward Complaint, transcript of the phone 

conversation between Ward, Young, and Chestnut, relies on and quotes from a Dallas 

news reporting story in support of Prosecutor Leon’s misleading allegations, all of which 

support Respondent Chestnut’s contention that there was no solicitation; Prosecutor Leon 

must still demonstrate through Ms. Ward’s affidavit only that she stated facts in her 

affidavit from her own personal knowledge that Respondent Chestnut was causing great 

public harm which Prosecutor Leon has failed to do. 

84. Prosecutor Leon cannot establish by clear and convincing evidence the requisite facts; 

and, thus offers this affidavit and the Petition in Bad Faith for the following reasons: 

a. Prosecutor Leon in haste to suspend an disbar Respondent Chestnut self initiated 

the opening of this file on August 25, 2016, just two (2) days after the lawsuit was 

filed and the local Dallas news aired a story on the lawsuit; 

b. Per an email dated August 25, 2016 from Leon to Chestnut: 

Chris:  This behavior, and the time of events, is both shocking and truly 

shameful.  TFB will be opening another file. You must realize how this is 

all going to turn out. I encourage you yet again to resign (petition 

attached)” 

c. Six (6) days later, on August 31, 2016, Mr. Leon relied upon a frivolous and 

meritless lawsuit as a basis for a sanction that could irreparably end Respondent 

Chestnut’s law practice, absent the courtesy that Prosecutor Leon must 

demonstrate Ms. Ward’s affidavit is factually insufficient to meet The Florida 

Bar’s burden, which Prosecutor Leon failed to do so. 

Answer to Specifically Numbered Paragraphs to Claimant’s Petition for Emergency 

Suspension 

1. Answering paragraph (1) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut is without 

sufficient knowledge or information to form a belief as to the truth regarding any 

claims asserted by Petitioner in this paragraph. To the extent a response is 
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required the allegations are denied.  

2. Answering paragraph (2) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut admits this the 

allegations set forth in paragraph (2) of Petitioner’s Petition. 

3. Answering paragraph (3) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

the subject of nine bar violations. Respondent Chestnut admits that he is the 

subject meritless bar violations and is vigorously defending himself and denies 

the allegations contained in each. 

4. Answering paragraph (3A) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  

5. Answering paragraph (3B) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  

6. Answering paragraph (3C) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph. 

7. Answering paragraph (4) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut   denies this 

allegation. 

8. Answering paragraph (4A) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut   denies this 

allegation as stated. 

9. Answering paragraph (4B) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies this 

allegation as stated. Respondent Chestnut entered into a consent agreement, with 

required a plea of guilty, the same was obtain through conspiracy and fraud as set 

forth in particulars in Respondent Chestnut’s affirmative defense of fraud.  

10. Answering paragraph (4C) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut admits that he 

entered a public reprimand in the best interest of all parties including that of the 

Florida Bar.  

11. Answering paragraph (4D) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies this 

allegation as stated. The Florida Bar fraudulently and intentionally denied to 

pursue these meritless allegations until The Florida Bar could pursue same 

meritless allegations that existed prior to Respondent Chestnut’s Consent 

Agreement in a scurrilous attempt to mislead and defraud the Court to believe 

Respondent Chestnut is 1) a repeat offender, and 2) a danger and harm to the 

public in efforts to further their conspiracy and fraud to suspend and ultimately 
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disbar Respondent Chestnut in violation of Florida Bar Rule 4-3.2. 

12. Answering paragraph (4E) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  Respondent Chestnut never 

met Ms. Smith and he has no recollection of ever speaking with her on the phone. 

Respondent Chestnut was not directly or indirectly involved in the handling of the 

case.  The only role Respondent Chestnut played was as the owner and Chief 

Executive Officer of The Chestnut Firm office in Georgia, operating in 

accordance with Georgia Bar rules.  Under these facts, there is no clear and 

convincing evidence of any violation of the rules of the professional conduct that 

would warrant further investigation of Respondent Chestnut in this matter and this 

file should have been closed with a finding of no probable cause as outlined in 

Respondent Chestnut’s response to The Florida Bar on May 8, 2015. 

13. Answering paragraph (4F) of the Petition, Respondent denies that he is guilty of 

any violations contained in this paragraph. The allegations by The Florida Bar are 

grossly misleading.  The subject case was a complex Product Liability case 

involving 17 experts and $450,000 in advance costs, serving as consideration for a 

second contract with a flat 40%fee as explained to and consented to by the clients 

and a 40% attorney fee is common in a Products Liability Case of this 

complexity, pursuant to Florida Bar Rule 4-1.5.  Florid Bar Rule 4-1.5 advises 

that fee approval hearings are ex parte, apparently the Florida Bar is unaware.  

Additionally, Chestnut was prohibited by the Settlement Agreement with the 

Defendant from distributing to anyone until the Worker Compensation lien was 

resolved.  Most importantly, Chestnut never took an attorney fee.  Chestnut 

received no benefit from this case, although the Jury awarded Chestnut $ 

1,885,426.26. The case was settled before it became a Judgment of the Court.  It 

begs the question if Chestnut if the jury truly believed Chestnut defrauded the 

client why would that same jury award him $ 1,885,426.26?  The findings of the 

jury were inconsistent and illogical and as such,  it cannot stand as a support for a 

bar violation.  Moreover, to avoid the appearance of impropriety Chestnut 

voluntarily relinquished his fees which he clearly entitled to the client. 

14. Answering paragraph (4G) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 
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guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  The Chestnut Firm is a multi 

–jurisdictional similar to the well know Florida firm of Morgan and Morgan and 

other firm that have adopted a multi-jurisdictional model. The Chestnut adheres to 

the dictates of other jurisdiction in all respects.  The supervising attorney on this 

case was Kim Yozgat, not Respondent Chestnut. Respondent Chestnut never 

traveled to the state Maryland nor never met with the family.  The family 

contacted The Chestnut Firm Florida office based on their awareness of the 

FAMU hazing case. There were no pleadings filed or court appearances in 

Maryland.  Mr. Powell was hazed off-campus at a private residence; and 

therefore, no nexus for a viable claim against the state institution. Furthermore, 

Mr. Powell’s claim remained viable for a full year against a private corporation 

after The Chestnut firm decided not to pursue the claim. 

15. Answering paragraph (4H) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph. Respondent Chestnut has no 

direct knowledge of this case. The supervising attorney on this case was Kim 

Yozgat.  Pursuant to Florida Rules of Professional Conduct 4-5.1, Respondent 

Chestnut cannot be responsible for another’s lawyer violation of the Rules of 

Professional Conduct. 

16. Answering paragraph (4I) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph. Respondent Chestnut has not 

contractual privity with Dr. Hoehn. Pursuant to Florida Bar Rules, Respondent 

Chestnut ethical obligation is to the client not the chiropractor (Dr. Hoehn).  The 

subject case settled for $3500 based on Dr. Hoehn confirming a $400 balance. 

After Dr. Hoehn was paid the $400 balance, then he subsequently claimed a 

$4000 balance.  

17. Answering paragraph (4J) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph. The defendant filed a 

bankruptcy triggering a stay in the wrongful death case. During the bankruptcy 

stay, the homicide investigation revealed that decedent was at fault for the 

shooting; and thus no viable negligent security case existed.  

18. Answering paragraph (4K) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut has insufficient 
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information to admit or deny the allegations within this paragraph.  

19. Answering paragraph (4L) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies the 

allegations within this paragraph. These complaints are without merit and fact, as 

well as, are not new and date back as far as 2011. 

20. Answering paragraph (4M) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies the 

allegation within this paragraph. The Chestnut Firm had absolutely no 

involvement with family law matters or the probate court.  A licensed Georgia 

lawyer was retained to represent the family in all family law and probate matters.  

Thus, The Chestnut Firm did not take any measures to frustrate or prevent any of 

Mr. Jordan’s claims. 

21. Answering paragraph (4N) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  The estate matter always had 

a licensed Georgia attorney representing the probate matter.  All court pleadings 

associated with subject case was filed by a licensed Georgia attorney. The Court’s 

findings are erroneous and uncontroverted as though there was no evidentiary 

hearing as indicated in Exhibit Jordan.  As legal next of kin, Ms. Ramona Berry 

was in fact appointed as conservator and administrator of Ms. Deidre Spear’s 

estate.  

22. Answering paragraph (4O) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  Mr. Jordan was an absentee 

parent and has given multiple contradictory statements which render his affidavit 

without probative value. 

23. Answering paragraph (4P) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut has insufficient 

knowledge or information to form a belief as the truthfulness of the allegations. 

To the extent an answer is required, Respondent Chestnut denies the allegations 

contained in this paragraph. 

24. Answering paragraph (4Q) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph. 

25. Answering paragraph (4R) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.    

26. Answering paragraph (5) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 
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guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

27. Answering paragraph (5A) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

28. Answering paragraph (5B) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

29. Answering paragraph (5C) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

30. Answering paragraph (5D) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

31. Answering paragraph (5E) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

32. Answering paragraph (5F) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

33. Answering paragraph (5G) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

34. Answering paragraph (5H) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

35. Answering paragraph (5I) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

36. Answering paragraph (5J) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 
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this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

37. Answering paragraph (6) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar.  The 

affidavits are hearsay and without probative value. 

38. Answering paragraph (7) of the Petition, Respondent Chestnut denies that he is 

guilty of any violations contained in this paragraph.  For reason previously stated, 

this allegation is totally without merit and is not properly before the bar. 

FURTHER, Respondent Chestnut expressly denies any allegation not specifically 

admitted, denied or to which the Respondent Chestnut is without sufficient knowledge or 

information to respond herein. 

FURTHER, in Response to Petitioner’s prayer for relief, Respondent Chestnut objects to 

the relief sought in subsections (A), (B), (C), (D), (F), (G), and  (H)  

WHEREFORE, having fully answered, Respondent prays: 

(a) That Respondent Chestnut be relieved of any further obligations in  this 

case; 

(b) That Respondent Chestnut be exonerated in all respects; and, 

 (c) For such other and further relief as this Court may deem just and proper. 

 

 This 7th day of September, 2016. 

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

     /s/ Christopher M. Chestnut 

     Christopher M. Chestnut 
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