
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

(Before a Referee) 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant, 

v. 

CHRISTOPHER M. CHESTNUT, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case 
Nos.: SC165-797; SC16-1480; SC17-
307 

The Florida Bar File Nos.:  
2015-00,161(4B), 2015-00, 505(4C0, 
2015-00, 565(4D), 2016-00, 047(4C0, 
2016-00,194(4A0, 2016-00, 229(4B), 
2016-00,472(4b) & 2016-00, 517(4D), 
2017-00,114(4B), 2017-00,249(4D); 
2017-00,306(4D) 

 

 

RESPONDENT MOTION FOR REHEARING OF THE ORDER TO DISBAR 
CHRISTOPHER CHESTNUT 

 

COMES NOW, Respondent, CHRISTOHPER CHESTNUT, and files this petition pursuant 

to Fla. R. App. P. § 9.330 requesting a hearing, clarification, and written opinion on the recent 

Order to Disbar Respondent issued on May 3, 2019 and offers in support thereof as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The most recent Order to Disbar Attorney Christopher Chestnut is a sobering jolt of 
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antitrust and racism so pernicious that it concurrently questions whether attorneys can be 

trusted to self-regulate, and whether the systemic racial inequities of the Jim Crow Judiciary 

has been cured post Virgil Hawkins; or is resurging post Barack Obama.  When the highest 

court in the state takes the license of an attorney with abhorrent disregard of due process, 

the chilling paralysis pulsing through the body politic is silent but palpable.  

The collateral affect of lynching has not changed through time. The celebration of 

headlines and photos of strange fruit hanging is relegated to the lynch mob, who proclaims 

a resonate declaration, by lynching one ambitious accomplishing black attorney as an 

example to all minority attorneys; that they need stay in their place and may aim to do well 

but not so well as to challenge the market share of “members only” institutional law firms.  

Meanwhile the silent majority of lawyers and public whisper softly (as not to be heard and 

become the next victim) the nauseating doubt toward the appointed circle of power that 

would blindly convict and sanction loss of life or liberty without a fair trial and equitable 

due process for the accused.    

Black parents will look at this abuse of process and know that it is not isolated to 

Attorney Chestnut, that this may be the story they hear about, but this fate has silently been 

suffered by many more black attorneys anonymously; and they will cringe at realization that 

if black attorneys can’t get due process and are lynched for ethnic intimidation , there is no 

hope for fairness when their children stand before the judiciary be it civil or criminal.  

Lawyers will read this and begin to question whether they can really trust the liberty of their 

livelihood in the practice of law to self-regulation by appointed boards typically comprised 



of a membership that their law school gpa, family portfolio, or ethnicity / gender may 

automatically preclude them from, yet simultaneously make them a target of.  

II. SUMMARY 

Attorney Chestnut, was entitled to and guaranteed due process and a right to defend 

throughout the bar disciplinary proceedings.   See Chambers v. Baltimore & O.R.Co., 207 

U.S. 142, 148 (1907). See also, Zauderer v. Office of Disciplinary Counsel, 471 U.S. 626 

(1985), that due process provides an attorney the right to fair notice of the charges against him and an 

opportunity to be heard in defending those charges before sanction by the Court. See, The Florida Bar 

v. Tipler, 8 So. 3d 1109, 1118  (Fla. 2009); see also The Florida Bar v. Committee, 916 So.2d 

741, 745 (Fla. 2005).  However, at the trial court level there was a systemic deprivation of 

due process and fundamental error in all of the underlying cases, making the factual 

findings, findings of guilt, and recommendation of sanction in both Report of Referee 

unreliable and unreasonable. 

There are particular points of facts and law that the Court has overlooked or is 

misapprehending in its Order to Disbar Attorney Chestnut, that are articulated herein.  It is 

also unclear the specific legal and factual basis from the specific cases that the Court relied 

upon in concluding a reasonable basis for disbarment of Attorney Chestnut as an appropriate 

sanction. Thus, Attorney Chestnut is asking for a written opinion with clarification as to 

particular legal basis for the ruling. 

Although Attorney Chestnut is petitioning for a re-hearing under Fla. R. App. P. § 9.330, 

it is important to note for the record, there was no initial hearing on the sanction of 



disbarment or the factual and legal findings leading up thereto, prior to the entry of Order 

to Disbar; thus this request is for a First hearing.   

Furthermore, this Court has habitually deviated from its precedent of Due Process in 

managing Attorney Chestnut’s cases.  He was not afforded a requisite Order to Show Cause 

before the entry of the Order to Disbar Christopher Chestnut, an order that exceeded the 

referee recommendations of a three year suspension; Attorney Chestnut was not granted an 

Order to Show Cause or ten-day notice  in SC17-307 before his Notice of Appeal was 

dismissed; and, Attorney Chestnut raised the aforementioned Due Process violations 

regarding the appeal in SC17-307 in a Motion to Reinstate Appeal that was denied. 

The Report of Referee in SC17-307 is void for lack of jurisdiction and even though 

consolidated, should not be considered by this Court for guilt or sanction.  Attorney 

Chestnut filed a Writ of Prohibition on the issue of disqualification of Judge Ohlman in 

SC17-307, but the Court deprived Attorney Chestnut of due process in deferring ruling on 

the Writ instructing him to include the argument in appeal, and the appeal was dismissed. 

The Report of Referee in SC16-797 and SC16-1480 has fundamental error and should 

not be heard or considered by this Court for purposes of guilt or sanction because it is the 

progeny of a due process violation where Attorney Chestnut’s most vital evidence proffered 

at trial was struck post-trial by an ex parte Order entered by referee Judge Neal who struck 

the evidence consequent to a sanction for alleged discovery violations but never conducted 

the requisite Kozel hearing. 

An attorney is entitled a right to defend against the accusers aiming to deprive him of his 



livelihood / law license.  In SC17-307, it was to be a four- day trial, but Judge Ohlman 

stopped the trial after 2 days and did not resume the trial, thus, Attorney Chestnut never 

rested his case in chief and was unable to call his witnesses before the referee entered a 

finding of guilt.  In SC16-797 and SC17-307, the referee failed to compel the complaining 

witness to trial in certain counts and then alleged to rely upon testimony of that complaining 

witness from prior sworn testimony, but Atty Chestnut was never allowed to cross examine 

the witnesses on the majority of topics for accused misconduct. 

Based upon the aforementioned, Attorney Chestnut respectfully petitions this court for 

a: 1.) Rehearing on the below enumerated particular points of law and fact that have been 

overlooked or misapprehended in the Order to Disbar Christopher Chestnut; 2.) 

Clarification on points of law and fact in the Order to Disbar Christopher Chestnut; and, 3.) 

A written opinion on the Order to Disbar Christopher Chestnut. 

 

III. CHRONOLOGY 

1. On Friday, May 3, 2019 The Florida Supreme Court entered an Order to Disbar, 

Respondent, CHRISTOPHER CHESTNUT. 

2. On April 29, 2019 The Florida Supreme Court entered an Order to Consolidate Cases:  

SC16-707, SC16-1480 and SC17-307 into one common case number of SC16-797. 

3. The Florida Supreme Court violated the due process rights of Respondent when exceeding 

the recommended sanction without first an order to show cause as to why the harsher 

sanction of disbarment should not be imposed. 



 

IV. LEGAL ARGUMENT & AUTHORITY 

 

A. Fla. R. App. P. § 9.330(2)(A) – Points of Fact and Law Overlooked by the Court. 

1. The Supreme Court of Florida Violated Due Process & its Precedent When it 
Issued an Order to Disbar Mr. Chestnut Without First Issuing an Order to Show 
Cause.  

Late on the Friday afternoon of  May 3, 2019 Attorney Chestnut was blind-sided 

by a call from his office that The Florida Supreme Court had entered an e-filed Order to 

Disbar him effective in 30 days. This order was not preceded by a show cause order or 

hearing on the matter in violation of Due Process.  The Florida Supreme Court has a 

special obligation to respect the demands of due process.   See, Willner v. Committee on 

Character & Fitness, 373 US 96, 106 (1962) (Goldberg, J. Concurring).  Due Process and 

The Florida Supreme Court precedent require the issuance of an Order to Show Cause as 

to why an attorney receiving sanction should not receive a more severe sanction than 

recommended by the referee, up to and including disbarment.  See, Fla. Bar. V. Kinsella, 

260 So. 3d 1046, Fla. 2018).   

In the case sub judice, The Florida Supreme Court violated Mr. Chestnut’s due 

process rights when on May 3, 2019 it issued an Order to Disbar Mr. Chestnut without 

first issuing an order to show cause as to why he should not receive a sanction more severe 

of disbarment when the referee recommendations   in the underlying cases was a 3 year 

suspension. 



A state cannot exclude a person from the practice of law in a manner that 

contravenes the Due Process or Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.    

See, Schware v. Board of Bar Examiners of New Mexico, 353 US 232, 238 (1957).  The 

right to practice law is not “a matter of grace and favor”.  See, Ex parte Garland, 71 US 

333, 379 (1867).  Furthermore, The Florida Supreme Court is to follow the Florida 

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions in determining fair sanction for a lawyer found 

guilty of misconduct.  See, Fla. Bar v. Ratiner, 46 So. 3d 35, 39 (Fla. 2010); citing, Fla. 

Bar V. Temmer, 753 So. 2d 5555, 558 (Fla. 1999).  Assuming arguendo, all the findings 

and recommendations of the Report of Referee on all the underlying cases are legally 

valid and true, there remains no reasonable basis in case law or  fact under the Florida  

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions justifying disbarment as an appropriate 

sanction for Mr. Chestnut . 

2. The Florida Supreme Court Violated Due Process in SC17-307 When it 
Dismissed Mr. Chestnut’s Appeal Absent Proper Notice and Denied His Motion 
to Reinstate the Appeal!  
 

The Florida Supreme Court on or about August 20, 2018 again blind-sided 

Attorney Chestnut when without the requisite warning it dismissed his Cross-Notice 

of Intent to See Review of the Referee’s Report and Recommendations, effectively 

dismissing his appeal in SC17-307 violating his Due Process.  The supposition was 

that the unnoticed dismissal was because the deadline for Attorney Chestnut to file an 

initial brief had passed.  However, Florida law is well established, the Court cannot 



dismiss a party’s appeal for failure to timely file an initial brief, unless it has first 

provided the party fair notice that the consequence of dismissal may flow from a late 

filing.  See,  United Auto Ins. Co. v. Total Rehab & Med. Ctr., 870 SO. 2d 866, 869; 

see also, Gail v. Gail, 343 So. 2d 595 (Fla. 1977).   

Similarly,  Fla R. App. P. § 9.410 authorizes an appellate court to dismiss a case 

on it own motion, but only after ten-days notice to a party warning of possible 

dismissal. See also,  United Auto Ins. Co. v. Total Rehab & Med. Ctr., 870 SO. 2d 866, 

869, n. 3 (Fla. 3d DCA 2004)(“For example, where the court becomes aware that the 

initial brief has not been field, but there was no previous ‘no further extensions’ order, 

it is customary to enter an order giving the party ten days to file the initial brief with a 

warning that failure to  comply may result in dismissal of the appeal.”).  Prior to the 

Court’s dismissal Court denied extensions requested by Attorney Chestnut, thus had 

not issued any orders of “no further extension”.1  Without question, the unilateral 

unnoticed dismissal of the SC17-307 appeal violated Due Process. 

Of further concern is The Florida Supreme Court’s denial of Attorney 

Chestnut’s Motion to Reinstatement Appeal in SC17-307 entered on October 19, 2018. 

Public policy in Florida heavily favors deciding controversies on their merits, even 

when an initial brief is untimely.  See, North Shore Hospital, Inc., v. Barber, 143 So. 

                                                           
1 This Court issued this Order of Dismissal after denying Attorney Chestnut’s request for extension to file an 
appellate brief field on July 25, 2018 and denied Attorney Chestnut’s Motion to Supplement the record filed 
on July 27, 2018.   



2d 849, 853 (Fla. 1962); Apolaro v. Flacon, 566 SO. 2d 815, 816 (Fla. 3d DCA 1990).    

The Court ignored due process, public policy, and fundamental fairness in hearing and 

reviewing both sides of the story prior to casting judgment.   Consequently, it later 

based its decision to disbar Attorney Chestnut on an incomplete record in 17-307, but 

unfortunately, this has been a common occurrence with the treatment of Attorney 

Chestnut before this Court. 

3. Due process requires the right to defend and cross-examination of those whose 
word seeks to deprive a person of his livelihood.   

 Attorney Chestnut was  denied his due process right to defend himself against 

The Florida Bar’s pending claims as The Florida Bar did not produce witnesses, but 

relied on attorney, third party, prior sworn testimony to prove its case and allegations 

depriving Attorney Chestnut of his constitutional right to confront the person whose 

allegation seeks to deprive him of livelihood. Willner v. Committee on Character and 

Fitness, 373 US 96, 103 (1963); see also, Greene v. McElroy, 360 US 474, 496-497 

(1959). 

The Court habitually blocked the discovery efforts by Attorney Chestnut to 

depose witnesses in all of the cases.  In SC16-797, the Court allowed Attorney Robert 

Rush (alleged Complaining Witnesses) to file a Motion to Quash the subpoenas of Mr. 

and Mrs. Baker, and granted Mr. Rush’s motion. Thus, not only was a complaining 

witness allowed to intervene and file pleadings on behalf of another party, Attorney 

Chestnut was found guilty of a rule violation based upon the execution of the 



contingency fee contract by Mr. and Mrs. Baker but never allowed to depose either 

party on that point. 

In SC16-1480, Attorney Chestnut was found guilty of    

 
4. Attorney Chestnut’s Due Process was Violated in SC16-797 & 1480 When His 

Evidence was Struck Post-Trial Based Upon ExParte Rulings and Absent a 
Requisite Kozel Hearing. 

In SC16-797 & SC16-1480, the due process violations were so severe, it was 

fundamental error and Attorney Chestnut was entitled a new trial.  See, Murphy v.Int'l 

Robotic Sys., Inc., 766 So. 2d 1010, 1026 (Fla. 2000)(Deprivation of Due Process is 

a Fundamental Error. The Florida Supreme Court has held that where a fundamental 

error has occurred a new trial is essential to maintain public trust in our trial system.). 

In SC16-797 the referee, Judge Curtis Neal, after a nearly week-long trial, entered 

an order dismissing the gravamen of Attorney Chestnut’s trial exhibits and evidence, 

distorting the record to appear that The Florida Bar had proved its case with competent 

and substantial evidence, when the true record as the exact opposite.2  The order 

striking the evidence was based upon a number of ex parte rulings previously entered 

by Judge Neal, and in response to a motion for sanctions filed by The Florida Bar.3  

                                                           
2 This issue was raised on appeal but never addressed by the Court and oral argument was 
denied. 
3 Judge Neal was later disqualified as a referee in SC17-307 for the same pattern of issuing 
prejudicial ex parte rulings against Attorney Chestnut based solely on The Florida Bar’s 
allegations of fact and law, without providing Attorney Chestnut the due process of being 
heard on the issues. 



 However, it is a fundamental error for a judge to strike a party’s evidence as a 

sanction for alleged discovery violations absent having an evidentiary Kozel hearing 

and making certain evidentiary findings.  See, Kozel v. Ostendorf, 629 SO. 2d 817, 

818 (Fla. 1993).  Judge Neal in fundamental error violated Attorney Chestnut’s Due 

Process rights by striking his The referee, Judge Neal after the trial and presentation 

of evidence committed fundamental error by entering an order granting The Florida 

Bar’s motion for sanctions to strike Attorney Chestnut’s trial exhibits for discovery 

violation, absent a Kozel hearing.  this Court again based its decision to disbar 

Attorney Chestnut upon only one- half of the record after the Referee struck Attorney 

Chestnut’s evidence and witnesses in violation of Attorney Chestnut’s Due Process. 

See Coba v. Tricam Indus., 164 So. 3d 637, 646 (Fla. 2015). evidence without first making the Kozel 

findings, and submitting findings of fact and guilt based primarily on just the evidence 

entered by The Florida Bar. 

Furthermore, the Order to Disbar Mr. Chestnut is based on the findings and 

recommendation of SC17-307. Where again The Supreme Court deprived Mr. 

Chestnut of his due process rights by: 1. Dismissing his appeal without notice or an 

order to show cause; 2. Denying Mr. Chestnut’s Motion to Reinstate the Appeal; and, 

3.  Deferring ruling on a Writ of Prohibition against the Judge.   

 

5. The Referee Report in SC17-307 is Void as it was Entered Without Jurisdiction 
of Court.  After the Referee Was Disqualified and Lost Jurisdiction. 



 
Referee Ohlman in SC17-307 was technically disqualified and lost jurisdiction on 

over the case on July 17, 2018,  but filed his Report of Referee on July 18, 2018.  

Consequently, his referee report filed on is void ab initio for lack of jurisdiction. See, 

Garcia-Lawson v. Lawson, 82 So. 3d 137, 137 (Fla. 4th DCA 2012).  A judgement 

entered without jurisdiction is void.  The case should have been remanded and another 

referee appointed to retry the case and enter a Report of Referee. 

Fla. R. Jud. Admin. § 2.330 holds that a judge is automatically disqualified when 

he fails to rule on a motion to disqualify within 30 calendar days of the motion proffer.  

On or about March 16, 2018, Attorney Chestnut made a motion during trial to 

disqualify Judge Ohlman based upon a pattern and abandonment of judicial 

neutrality.4   Judge Ohlman refused to rule on the motion at trial.  See below, Trial 

Transcript – SC17-307, 3.16.18, p. 151-152: 

 

                                                           
4  The bias demonstrated by the court was a specific overt act of abandoning judicial neutrality 
at trial by initiating unsolicited coaching “tips” to Florida Bar Prosecutor, Carlos Leon on how 
to enter in his evidence during Respondent’s (Attorney Chestnut) case in chief, after Mr. Leon 
could not figure out how to accomplish such over objection.   



 

Cf., Stockstill v. Stockstill, 770 So.2d 191, 191 (Fla. 5th DCA 2000).  Motions to 

disqualify a judge during trial must be ruled on immediately. See also, Fla. R. Jud. Admin. 

§ 2.330.  Judge Ohlman never ruled on that motion to disqualify. Consequently, April 17, 

2018 on the 30th day, he was technically disqualified per Fla. R. Jud. Admin. § 2.330.  

Although his report of referee suspiciously dated for April 12, 2018, it is docketed as filed 

with The Florida Supreme Court Supreme April 18, 2018, after he had lost jurisdiction. 

 

 



 

Attorney Chestnut then filed on April 18, 2019 a Motion to Vacate his prior rulings, 

that Judge Ohlman denied.  Notwithstanding the denial, the order remains void for lack 

of jurisdiction. “An order entered without jurisdiction is a nullity, and cannot be 

considered harmless error.  Dragonmirecky v. Town of Ponce Inlet, 891 So. 2d 633, 634 

(Fla. 5th DCA 2005).   A void judgment is a nullity and may be stricken at anytime.  See, 

M.L. Builders, Inc. v Reserve Developers, LLP, 769 So. 2d 1079, 1082 (Fla. 4th DCA 

2000). 

6. Failure to exhaust other remedies prior to Disbarment; Disbarment is a Last 

Resort! 

Disbarment is a sanction of last resort and lesser included sanctions should be first 

exhausted.  See, Bradley v. Fisher,80 US 334, 335 (1872).  To deprive one of an office of 



this character would often be to decree poverty to himself and destruction to his family. 

Id.  It must be clear that he is one who should never be at the bar, otherwise suspension is 

preferable.  Fla. Bar v. Murrell, 74 SO. 2d 221, 223 (Fla. 1954).  In the case sub judice,  

Attorney Chestnut has only been subject previously to a public reprimand.  Furthermore, 

for the findings of guilt, assuming all are valid and legal, there is no precedent for 

disbarment in case law or rule; thus, to impose such here would be a violation of Equal 

Protection under the United States Constitution. 

7. Race is a Factor!  Attorney Chestnut was denied his Constitutional right to Equal 
Protection Under the Law in SC16-797. 
 

In Count II of SC16-797 (Baker) Chestnut was found guilty for violating R. 4-

1.5(a) Excessive Fee; 4-1.5(d) Enforceability of Contracts; 4-1.5(f) (Contingent Fees) ; 

and, 4-8.4 (c) Dishonest, Fraud, Deceit, or Misrepresentation) arising from the 

contingency fee contract for 40% executed by the Bakers.   

To claim selective enforcement in violation of the equal protection clause, 

Attorney Chestnut must show that: (1) he was treated differently and less favorably than 

similarly situated individuals, and (2) The Florida Bar unequally applied its Rules for the 

specific purpose of intentionally discriminating against him. See Campbell v. Rainbow 

City, Ala., 434 F.3d 1306, 1314 (11th Cir. 2006); see also GJR Invs., Inc. v. County of 

Escambia, Fla., 132 F.3d 1359, 1367 (11th Cir. 1998). Therefore, to establish an equal 

protection violation, Attorney Chestnut must show that a similarly situated individual 

was treated better. See generally Griffin Indus., Inc. v. Irvin, 496 F.3d 1189 (11th Cir. 



2007). 

 Attorney Chestnut employed two the white attorneys – Kim Yozgat and Evan 

Smalls – who actually worked on the Baker case far more intimately than Attorney 

Chestnut, they: drafted the subject 40% representation agreement,  sought approval of 

the straight 40% representation agreement in underlying the case, and  was 

telephonically conferring with the Bakers live upon the signing the 40 % agreement, yet 

they were never charged or mentioned by Robert Rush in his initial bar inquiry on this 

matter and even after the undisputed evidence clearly pointed to their culpability, neither 

was ever charged or sanctioned for misconduct.   

 

In fact, thereafter both sued Attorney Chestnut for their portion of the anticipated fee 

recovery and were paid bonuses by Attorney Chestnut based upon this case, even though 

the Chestnut Firm never took an attorney fee on this case, but settled the fee dispute with 

the Bakers and Mr. Rush for $600,000 in cost reimbursement as opposed to the 

$3,600,000 in attorney fee owed per the contract.   Neither of these two white attorneys 

were charged in the case were not charged by The Florida Bar with any Rule violations. 

See, Scott v. Sanford, 60 U.S. 393, 407-408 (1857).5  Instead, The Florida Bar targeted 

                                                           
5 They had for more than a century before been regarded as beings of an 
inferior order, and altogether unfit to associate with the white race, either in 
social or political relations; and so far inferior, that they had no rights which 
the white man was bound to respect; and that the negro might justly and 
lawfully be reduced to slavery for his benefit. Scott v. Sanford, 60 U.S. 393, 407-408 
(1857)(citing, Chief Justice Taney). 



Attorney Chestnut – a black man. Based on a totality of circumstances, it’s clear that 

Attorney Chestnut’s constitutional right to equal protection under the law has been 

violated. Not even a new trial will cure this defect. Accordingly, dismissal of Count II 

(Baker) is should have previously occurred and is required at this time. 

 

8. This Court deprived Attorney Chestnut by Overlooking the Failure of Referee 
to Follow Florida Law in Finding Guilt and Disbarring Chestnut.   
 

Florida Bar Rule 3-4.6(b) requires that complaints filed for alleged out of state 

conduct must be prosecuted based upon the foreign jurisdiction’s (other state), yet, 

everyone of the out of state claims where Attorney Chestnut was found guilty illegally 

employs Florida Bar Rules, thus both the finding of guilt and the sanction are void on 

every one of those counts. 

Moreover, in SC17-307, Attorney Chestnut is found guilty of violating 4-7.13 

Deceptive and Inherently Misleading Advertising.  The underlying facts were a former 

employee had her bio placed on The Chestnut Firm website post employment by findlaw 

the website host, upon learning of the mistake Attorney Chestnut had the bio 

immediately removed.  The lawyer, former employee was a Georgia lawyer who worked 

only in the Atlanta, Ga office of The Chestnut Firm, a multi-jurisdiction al law firm.  

However the comment for section 4-7 clearly states: 

Subchapter 4-7 also does not apply to a website advertisement that does not offer 
the services of a Florida Bar member, a lawyer located in Florida, or a lawyer 
offering to provide legal services in Florida. 



  

Attorney Chestnut was found guilty for a violation of a rule when the alleged 

violation is expressly exempted in the comment.  The rule does not apply to 

advertisement of a Georgia Lawyer on a website for a Georgia office. 

 

WHEREFORE, Attorney Chestnut hereby requests that this Court reconsider its 

May 3, 2019 Order to Disbar, based upon the overwhelming examples of Due Process 

violations, and enter a written order with clarification as to the legal and factual basis for 

the ruling subject to an order to show cause. 

Respectfully submitted this 20th Day of May, 2019. 

/s/ Christopher M. Chestnut 
The Chestnut Law Firm, LLC 
Pro Se 

 

A. CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 
 

I hereby certify that the undersigned counsel certify that this Brief is submitted 

in 14 point proportionately spaced Times New Roman font, that this Brief complies 

with the applicable page limitations, and that this Brief has been filed by e-mail in 

accord with the Court’s order of October 1, 2004. I the undersigned counsel do 

hereby further certify that the electronically filed version of this brief has been 

scanned and found to be free of viruses. 

 



B. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that this, Attorney Chestnut’s Cross Reply Brief, has been E-

filed with The Honorable John A. Tomasino, Clerk of the Supreme Court of 

Florida, using the E-filing portal and that copies have been provided via email 

using the E-filing portal to Adria E. Quintela, Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, 

aquintel@flabar.org, and Carlos Alberto Leon, Bar Counsel, The Florida Bar, 

cleon@flabar.org on this 20th day of May, 2019. 

  

/s/ Christopher M. Chestnut 
The Chestnut Law Firm, LLC 
Pro Se 
1201 W. Peachtree St., NE 
Suite 2300 
Atlanta, GA 30309 
Chris.chestnut@chestnutfirm.com 
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