
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant, 

v. 

CHRISTOPHER M. CHESTNUT, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case Nos. 
SC16-797, SC16-1480, and SC17-307 

The Florida Bar File Nos. 
2015-00,161(4B), 2015-00,505(4C), 
2015-00,565(4D), 2016-00,047(4C), 
2016-00,193(4A), 2016-00,229(4B), 
2016-00,473(4B), 2016-00,517(4D), 
2017-00,114(4B), 2017-00,249(4D) and 
2017-00,306(4D) 

_____________________________/ 

THE FLORIDA BAR’S RESPONSE TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION FOR 
REHEARING OF THE ORDER TO DISBAR CHRISTOPHER CHESTNUT 

COMES NOW, The Florida Bar, and in response to Respondent’s Motion for 

Rehearing of the Order to Disbar Christopher Chestnut states: 

1. This Court has previously noted: 

Membership in the bar is a privilege burdened with conditions. 
A fair private and professional character is one of them. 
Compliance with that condition is essential at the moment of 
admission; but it is equally essential afterwards. Whenever the 
condition is broken the privilege is lost. To refuse admission to 
an unworthy applicant is not to punish him for past offenses. 
The examination into character, like the examination into 
learning, is merely a test of fitness. To strike the unworthy 
lawyer from the roll is not to add to the pains and penalties of 
crime. The examination into character is renewed; and the test 
of fitness is no longer satisfied. For these reasons courts have 
repeatedly said that disbarment is not punishment. (citations 
omitted). 

170 So. 2d at 839. We reaffirm here our holding in Massfeller 
that bar disciplinary proceedings are remedial, and are designed 
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for the protection of the public and the integrity of the courts. 
An attorney as an officer of the Court and a member of the third 
branch of government occupies a unique position in our society. 
Because attorneys are in a position where members of the 
public must place their trust, property and liberty, and at times 
even their lives, in a member of the bar, society rightfully 
demands that an attorney must possess a fidelity to truth and 
honesty that is beyond reproach. When an attorney breaches 
this duty, the public is harmed. Not only is the individual 
citizen harmed by the unethical practitioner, all of society 
suffers when confidence in our system of law and justice is 
eroded by the unethical conduct of an officer of the Court. To 
protect the public the bar is mandated to inquire into an 
attorney’s conduct when even the appearance of impropriety 
exists. For these reasons, the vast weight of judicial authority 
recognizes that bar discipline exists to protect the public, and 
not to “punish” the lawyer. DeBock v. State, 512 So. 2d 164 
(Fla 1987). 

2. In these many cases, the facts of each individual grievance were tried to the 

court, exhaustively defended, and almost without exception decided contrary to 

Respondent’s arguments.  

3. Each individual grievance was filed by Respondent’s former clients who 

alleged, and the Bar then proved, that Respondent rendered inferior and seriously 

deficient legal services.  

4. Respondent’s actions and inactions, alone, caused the filing of the individual 

grievances and have led us to this point.  

5. Defiant still and unable to accept his own role in these developments, 

Respondent has chosen instead to portray himself as the victim and to allege that he has 

been wrongfully persecuted and denied the opportunity to defend himself.  
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6. But this Court has also recognized that:  

[t]The referee repeatedly allowed Respondent to present her 
argument that the Bar engaged in misconduct. The referee 
considered Respondent’s repetitious allegations, even when the 
same arguments were presented in different forms (i.e., a 
motion to dismiss, an amended motion for affirmative 
defenses). The mere fact that the referee ruled against 
Respondent does not demonstrate that the referee erred or 
prohibited Respondent from presenting a defense. In fact, the 
record shows just the opposite—the referee permitted 
Respondent to repeatedly present these arguments. In her 
report, the referee discussed the issues and even stated that “this 
has been a lengthy prosecution” and that a “large amount of 
time was spent in this proceeding dealing with multiple 
challenges by Respondent to the authority of The Florida Bar to 
prosecute Respondent.” Report of Referee at 12. Thus, 
Respondent was not prevented from presenting a defense before 
the referee. Fla. Bar v. Berthiaume, 78 So. 3d 503 (Fla. 2011). 

7. Just like in Berthiaume though, Respondent, in these many cases, litigated 

his defenses, over and over and over and over, to the literal point of exhaustion, during 

each trial. “The mere fact that the referee ruled against Respondent does not demonstrate 

that the referee erred or prohibited Respondent from presenting a defense. In fact, the 

record shows just the opposite. . . .” 

8. With nothing valid left to argue, Respondent is also pretending to be the 

target of racial bias and animus and he has spun an exceedingly tall tale of how this 

prosecution was motivated by racism rather than facts hoping thereby to gain social 

capital by attempting to legitimize his perceived troubles with “victim status” to distract 

from his own thoroughly documented and repeated instances of misconduct.  
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9. But such deliberate and false accusations of racism diminish and demean 

those people who have actually suffered racism and who continue to do so every day in 

our society.  

10. Respondent’s unsupported accusations are nothing more than his transparent 

attempt to obfuscate, to exploit, and to play upon already real inflamed societal racial 

tensions which have no place whatsoever in this proceeding and demonstrate yet, again, 

the propriety of the Court’s Order of disbarment.  

11. “Because attorneys are in a position where members of the public must place 

their trust, property and liberty, and at times even their lives, in a member of the bar, 

society rightfully demands that an attorney must possess a fidelity to truth and honesty 

that is beyond reproach. When an attorney breaches this duty, the public is harmed. Not 

only is the individual citizen harmed by the unethical practitioner, all of society suffers 

when confidence in our system of law and justice is eroded by the unethical conduct of an 

officer of the Court.” Debock, supra. 

12. Finally, “[t]he purpose of a motion for rehearing is to direct the court to 

points of law or fact that, in the opinion of the movant, the court overlooked or 

misapprehended in its opinion. See Rule 9.330(a), Fla. R. App. P. It is not a vehicle 

through which ‘an unhappy litigant or attorney [may] reargue the same points previously 

presented, or [ ] discuss the bottomless depth of the displeasure that one might feel 
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toward this judicial body as a result of having unsuccessfully sought appellate relief.” 

McDonnell v. Sanford Airport Authority, 200 So. 3d 83 (Fla. 5th DCA 2015).  

13. Thus, a proper motion to rehear is not an opportunity to re-argue matters 

already presented to the court and ruled there-on. Id.  

14. Respondent’s Motion for Rehearing does nothing more than reargue 

positions already taken and rejected by this Court. See also, Business Success Group, Inc. 

v. Argus Trade realty Inv. Inc., 898 So. 2d 970 (Fla. 3d DCA 970)(“Reconsideration 

should never be allowed when it would amount to nothing more than a second appeal on 

a question determined in the first”) and Seslow v. Seslow, 625 So. 2d 1248 (Fla. 4th  

DCA 1993)(“Motions for rehearing of appeal which basically reargue merits of case are 

inappropriate.”). 

15. Significant and increasingly scarce Court and Bar resources have already 

been consumed by Respondent’s on-going pattern of incessant, meritless filings which 

attempt to do nothing more than forestall the inevitable.  

WHEREFORE, The Florida Bar requests that this Honorable Court summarily 

deny Respondent’s Motion for Rehearing of the Order to Disbar Christopher Chestnut 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Carlos Alberto Leon, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
651 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
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(850) 561-5845 
Florida Bar No. 98027 
cleon@floridabar.org 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that the foregoing has been e-filed with the Honorable John A. Tomasino, 
Clerk of the Supreme Court of Florida, with copies via the E-Portal to Christopher M. 
Chestnut, litigation@chesnutfirm.com, litigation@chestnutfirm.com and 
chris.chestnut@chestnutfirm.com and to Adria E. Quintela, Staff Counsel, 
aquintel@floridabar.org, on this 23d day of May 2019. 

 
Carlos Alberto Leon, Bar Counsel 
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