
 

  

 

 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA
 

THE FLORIDA BAR,  

Complainant,  

v.  

CARY BLAKE,  

Respondent.  

Supreme Court Case 
 
No. SC- 

The Florida Bar File  Nos.  

2016-50,684(17H)  

2017-50,429(17H)  

_________________________/ 

COMPLAINT 

The Florida Bar, Complainant, files  this  Complaint against  Cary Blake, 

Respondent, pursuant to the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar and alleges:  

1.  Respondent  is  not a member of The Florida Bar,  but is a member of 

the New Jersey Bar admitted in 2008 and  subject to the jurisdiction  of the Supreme 

Court  of Florida  having  practiced law in  the State of Florida at all  times relevant  in  

the Complaint.  

2.  Respondent  resided and  practiced law in  Broward  County, Florida, at  

all  times  material.  

3.  The Seventeenth  Judicial Circuit Grievance Committee “H”  found  

probable cause to file this  Complaint  pursuant  to Rule 3-7.4, of the Rules  

Regulating The Florida Bar, and  this  Complaint  has been approved by the 

presiding member of that committee.  
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COUNT I  

The Florida Bar File No. 2016-50,684(17H)  

4.  On or about March 3, 2013, Iurii Andreev  (hereinafter referred to as 

“Andreev”)  hired  Respondent  to represent  him  and his daughter, Veronika 

Andreev,  in certain immigration matters.  Respondent  had  asserted  to Andreev that  

he was extremely experienced in filing complicated immigration  petitions  

including entrepreneurial petitions.  

5.  Respondent was retained to represent both  Andreev and Veronika 

Andreev  in applying  for employment based visas.  Respondent  agreed  to file an  

EB-5 Immigrant Petition for Alien Entrepreneur - Form  I-526 along with a 

business plan, Form  1-485 and all  documents related  to  said  petitions for both  

Andreev and Veronika Andreev,  (hereinafter said  documents are collectively  

referred to as  the “Entrepreneur Petitions”).  The eligibility was  based  on an 

investment through  a regional center pursuant  to the Immigrant  Investor Program  

created by  Section  610 of Public Law 102-395, as  amended.  

6.  Respondent accepted  a fee of $30,000.00 for his  services  set forth  in  

paragraph 5.  

7.  On or about October 15, 2013, Respondent filed the Entrepreneur 

Petitions  which  were seriously deficient.  

8.  In filing the petition for Veronika Andreev, Respondent simply copied  

Andreev’s  petition  in  its entirety and submitted  it  under Veronika Andreev’s  name.  
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9.  The  Entrepreneur Petitions  lacked the required data and  the petitions
  

themselves contained errors, omissions, misrepresentations, and contradictory  

information.   For example, the business  plans  submitted were  not compliant  and  

lacked key requirements of an EB-5 business  plan.  

10.  In Andreev’s Petition, the structure of Andreev’s investment and the 

legal entities  therein  were incorrectly presented.  The Respondent  specifically  

failed  to  present evidence that Andreev’s investment capital was obtained through  

legal means, evidence that the enterprise would create  at  least  10 full-time 

positions for qualified employees and evidence that a new commercial  enterprise 

was established.  

11.  Based upon  these serious deficiencies, Andreev received an extensive 

request for evidence from the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration  Services.  

12.  On August  21, 2015, the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services  

sent Respondent  a Notice  of Intent to Deny  Veronika Andreev’s  petition  due to  

deficiencies.  Respondent  had failed to submit  evidence that Veronika Andreev   

had invested into a new commercial enterprise, that  she had invested the required  

amount  of capital, that she had  placed the required amount of capital at risk for the 

purpose of generating a return  on  the investment, that  invested capital had been  

obtained  through  lawful means, that the requisite number of full-time positions for 
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qualified employees would  be created, or that  she would be involved in the 


management of the enterprise.  

13.  The documents that  Respondent  submitted on behalf of Andreev and  

Veronika Andreev were not compliant  with statutory requirements, contained  

contradictory information  and lacked a significant amount of supporting  

documentation.  Respondent  lacked the understanding and  basic knowledge of the 

law relating to entrepreneurial  immigration petitions and  specifically to  the legal  

concerns and needs of Andreev and  Veronika  Andreev.  

14.  Respondent  provided no meaningful service to Andreev  or Veronika 

Andreev  and misrepresented  his level of experience with filing  EB-5 petitions.  

15.  After Andreev and  Veronika  Andreev received  notice of the 

deficiencies from the U.S. Citizenship and  Immigration Services, Andreev  

contacted Respondent to discuss  the matter.  Respondent, however, made no effort  

to address  the deficiencies  in  the Entrepreneur Petitions.  

16.  Based upon Respondent’s failure to take any further action  and  the 

numerous deficiencies in the Entrepreneur Petitions, Andreev and  Veronika 

Andreev  hired  subsequent counsel to correct and refile the petitions, which were 

subsequently  granted.  

17.  Subsequent counsel  sent  a letter dated  January 8, 2016, to Respondent  

detailing the deficiencies in the Entrepreneur Petitions Respondent filed.  
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18.  Based upon Respondent’s  deficient filings, Andreev  has made 


numerous requests for the return of a portion  of the fees,  specifically, $20,000.00,  

paid  to Respondent.  

19.  Respondent  has failed and refused to refund any fees despite having  

provided  no meaningful  services  to Andreev or Veronika  Andreev and  having  

effectively abandoned  Andreev and  Veronika Andreev  and their causes  of action.  

20.  By the conduct set forth above, Respondent violated R. Regulating  

Fla. Bar  3-4.3 [The standards  of professional conduct  to  be observed by  members  

of the Bar are not limited to  the observance of rules and avoidance of prohibited  

acts, and the enumeration  herein of certain  categories  of misconduct as constituting  

grounds for discipline shall not  be deemed to  be all-inclusive nor shall the failure 

to  specify any particular act of misconduct  be construed as tolerance thereof.  The 

commission  by a lawyer of any act that is  unlawful  or contrary to honesty and  

justice, whether the act is committed in the course  of the attorney’s relations  as an  

attorney or otherwise, whether committed  within or outside the state of Florida, 

and whether or not the act is a felony or misdemeanor, may constitute a cause for 

discipline.];  4-1.1 [A lawyer shall  provide competent representation  to a client. 

Competent representation requires the legal knowledge, skill, thoroughness, and  

preparation reasonably necessary for the representation.];  4-1.2(a) [Subject  to  

subdivisions (c) and (d), a lawyer shall abide by a client’s decisions concerning  the 
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objectives of representation, and, as required by  Rule 4-1.4, shall reasonably 
 

consult with  the client as to  the means by  which they are to  be pursued.  A lawyer 

may take such action  on  behalf of the client as is  impliedly authorized  to carry out 

the representation. A  lawyer shall abide by a client’s  decision  whether to  settle a 

matter.  In a criminal  case, the lawyer shall abide by the client’s  decision, after 

consultation with the lawyer, as to a plea to be entered, whether to waive jury trial, 

and whether the client will testify.];  4-1.3 [A lawyer shall act with reasonable 

diligence and promptness in representing a client.];  4-1.4(a)  [A lawyer shall:  (1) 

promptly  inform the client of any decision or circumstance with respect  to which  

the client’s informed consent, as  defined in terminology, is required  by these rules;  

(2) reasonably consult with the client about the means  by which the client’s 

objectives are to  be  accomplished;  (3) keep the client reasonably informed about  

the status of the matter;  (4) promptly comply with reasonable requests for 

information; and  (5) consult with  the client about any relevant limitation  on  the 

lawyer’s conduct when the lawyer knows  or reasonably should  know that the client  

expects assistance not permitted  by the Rules  of Professional Conduct  or other 

law.]; 4-1.4(b) [A lawyer shall explain a matter to the extent reasonably necessary  

to  permit the client  to  make informed decisions regarding  the representation.]; 4-

1.16(d) [Upon  termination of representation, a lawyer shall  take steps to the extent  

reasonably  practicable to  protect a client’s interest, such as  giving reasonable 
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notice to the client, allowing time for employment of other counsel, surrendering
  

papers  and property to which  the client  is entitled, and refunding any advance 

payment of fee or expense that  has not  been earned or incurred.  The lawyer may  

retain  papers and  other property relating  to or belonging to the client to the extent  

permitted by law.];  and  4-8.4(c) [A lawyer shall  not engage in conduct  involving  

dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation, except that it shall  not  be 

professional misconduct for a lawyer for a criminal  law enforcement agency or 

regulatory agency to  advise others about  or to  supervise another in an undercover 

investigation, unless  prohibited  by law or rule, and it shall  not be professional  

misconduct for a lawyer employed in a capacity other than as a lawyer by a 

criminal  law enforcement  agency or regulatory agency to participate in an  

undercover investigation, unless prohibited by law or rule.].  

COUNT  II  

The Florida Bar File No. 2017-50,429(17H)  

21.  Kieran O’Donnell retained Respondent  in  August 2015  to  represent  

him and Gillian Black, his wife, (collectively referred  to  herein as the 

“O’Donnells”).  Respondent agreed  to  draft and file an I-129  Visa  application  for 

the O’Donnells  through  their business  and  represent  them in obtaining  said  Visa.  

22.  In conjunction with  the I-129  Visa  application, Respondent agreed to  

prepare and file a business plan  for  the O’Donnells.  
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23.  Mr. O’Donnell informed the Respondent  that  time was of the essence 


in  the completion and processing of the I-129  Visa  application and  business plan.  

24.  In August 2015, Respondent was paid a deposit  to  begin work on the 

O’Donnells’  behalf.  By  January  2016  Respondent  had  been  paid in full for his  

legal representation  of the O’Donnells.  

25.  Between October 2015 and January 2016, Respondent requested  

various documents from Mr. O’Donnell.  Mr. O’Donnell  provided every document  

requested by Respondent  and  by January  or February 2016, Respondent had all  the 

information  he had requested from the O’Donnells.  

26.  Respondent  initially  failed  to  inform  Mr. O’Donnell  of the exact  filing  

date  of the I-129  Visa  application  and  led  Mr. O’Donnell  to  believe that the I-129  

Visa  application  was  filed  in  January or February 2016.  

27.  On March 21, 2016, Mr. O’Donnell e-mailed  the Respondent  

requesting an update on  the status of the Visa  application.  

28.  In a March  24, 2016  e-mail, Respondent  apologized to  Mr. O’Donnell  

for the delay. Respondent  also indicated  he would e-mail Mr. O’Donnell a copy of 

application today.  

29.  On March 28, 2016, Mr. O’Donnell e-mailed Respondent requesting  

the status of the I-129 application. In an e-mail dated  March  28,  2016, Respondent  

informed  Mr. O’Donnell  that the application  had been  sent  to  the wrong address  
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and it had been  rejected.  Respondent  informed Mr. O’Donnell that  the application
  

would  be mailed  out  the next day.  He also informed Mr. O’Donnell that further 

information was  required for the application.  

30.  On March 28, 2016, Mr. O’Donnell e-mailed Respondent and asked  

for a list  of the additional  information  needed.  Mr. O’Donnell  explained  the 

importance of having the application processed in March  not  potentially in May.  

Mr. O’Donnell also requested a realistic timeline.  The Respondent responded  by  

e-mail and  indicated that  he would  look over everything and that he would get  

back with Mr. O’Donnell the next  day.  

31.   By e-mail dated March 29, 2016, Mr. O’Donnell  requested  

Respondent  indicate whether the application  had been resent to the correct  

department and he urgently requested a copy of the rejection letter, a realistic 

timeline of what  to expect, and a list of any  missing  documents  so  that  he could  

provide them to Respondent.  Mr. O’Donnell  also  expressed  his  worry about the 

matter.  In his March  30, 2016 email, Respondent  promised to  get back with Mr.  

O’Donnell next week regarding the additional  documents needed.  Respondent  

stated that his  priority was in  getting  the application sent to the proper 

location/address.  

32.  After not hearing from Respondent, Mr. O’Donnell e-mailed  

Respondent  on April  10, 2017 to find out  the information Respondent needed.  He 
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also requested Respondent provide a copy  of the rejection letter from the wrong
  

department and an explanation for why it had taken  40  days for Respondent  to  

discover the error.  

33.  On  or about  April  12, 2016, Respondent  provided  Mr. O’Donnell with  

a copy of the receipt of Visa  submission  from the U.S. Citizenship and  

Immigration Services which indicated that  the application was received on April  5, 

2016.  Respondent failed to  indicate to Mr. O’Donnell what information was  still  

needed regarding  the Visa  application.  

34.  Thereafter Mr. O’Donnell  e-mailed and telephoned Respondent to  

ascertain  the status of the application and  to determine what further information  

was needed.  At some point, Respondent’s telephone service was disconnected and  

Mr. O’Donnell was  unable to  leave telephone messages  for Respondent.  

35.  After April  2016, Respondent failed and refused  to communicate with  

Mr. O’Donnell  or otherwise respond to his  requests for information regarding  the 

immigration matter.  

36.  After accepting the case and  his fee, Respondent failed to keep  the 

O’Donnells informed regarding the status  of the petition  and business  plan.  

37.  Based upon Respondent’s complete failure to communicate, Mr.  

O’Donnell requested  the return of his file.  
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38.  Respondent failed  to  respond  to  Mr. O’Donnell  and failed  to return  

the file as requested.  

39.  Because of the Respondent’s lack  of diligence and  lack of 

communication, including returning the case file, the O’Donnells were forced to  

hire and pay another attorney to handle their immigration matter.  

40.  Mr. O’Donnell filed  a complaint  dated November 21,  2016  against  

Respondent with The Florida Bar.  

41.  On or about December 2, 2016 The Florida Bar sent Respondent a 

letter requesting  his response to O’Donnell’s complaint by December 19, 2016.  

Respondent failed  to  respond.  

42.  Thereafter, the December 2, 2016 letter to Respondent was returned to  

The Florida Bar marked “Return  to Sender, No such number, Unable to Forward.”  

43.  Respondent failed and refused  to respond to the investigative inquiries  

promulgated  by The Florida Bar.  

44.  The Florida Bar thereafter forwarded the Notice of Grievance 

Committee Review to all known addresses for the Respondent,  all  of which were 

returned.  

45.  Respondent abandoned the O’Donnells and his  law practice.  

46.  By the conduct set forth above, Respondent violated R. Regulating  

Fla. Bar 3-4.3 [The standards  of professional conduct  to  be observed by  members  
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of the Bar are not limited to the observance of rules and avoidance of prohibited 

acts, and the enumeration herein of certain categories of misconduct as constituting 

grounds for discipline shall not be deemed to be all-inclusive nor shall the failure 

to specify any particular act of misconduct be construed as tolerance thereof.  The 

commission by a lawyer of any act that is unlawful or contrary to honesty and 

justice, whether the act is committed in the course of the attorney’s relations as an 

attorney or otherwise, whether committed within or outside the state of Florida, 

and whether or not the act is a felony or misdemeanor, may constitute a cause for 

discipline.]; 4-1.1 [A lawyer shall provide competent representation to a client. 

Competent representation requires the legal knowledge, skill, thoroughness, and 

preparation reasonably necessary for the representation.]; 4-1.2(a) [Subject to 

subdivisions (c) and (d), a lawyer shall abide by a client’s decisions concerning the 

objectives of representation, and, as required by Rule 4-1.4, shall reasonably 

consult with the client as to the means by which they are to be pursued.  A lawyer 

may take such action on behalf of the client as is impliedly authorized to carry out 

the representation. A lawyer shall abide by a client’s decision whether to settle a 

matter.  In a criminal case, the lawyer shall abide by the client’s decision, after 

consultation with the lawyer, as to a plea to be entered, whether to waive jury trial, 

and whether the client will testify.]; 4-1.3 [A lawyer shall act with reasonable 

diligence and promptness in representing a client.]; 4-1.4 [A lawyer shall: (1) 
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promptly inform the client of any decision or circumstance with respect  to which
  

the client’s informed consent, as  defined in terminology, is required  by these rules;  

(2) reasonably consult with the client about the means  by which the client’s 

objectives are to  be accomplished; (3) keep the client reasonably informed about  

the status of the matter; (4) promptly comply with reasonable requests for 

information; and (5) consult with  the client about any relevant limitation  on  the 

lawyer’s conduct when the lawyer knows  or reasonably should  know that the client  

expects assistance not permitted  by the Rules  of Professional Conduct  or other 

law.]; 4-1.4(b) [A lawyer shall explain a matter to the extent reasonably necessary  

to  permit the client  to  make informed decisions regarding  the representation.];  4-

1.5(a) [An attorney shall  not enter into  an  agreement for, charge, or collect an  

illegal, prohibited, or clearly excessive fee or cost, or a fee generated by  

employment that was obtained through advertising  or solicitation not  in  

compliance with the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar.  A fee or cost  is clearly  

excessive when the fee or cost is sought  or secured by the attorney by  means of 

intentional misrepresentation  or fraud  upon the client, a nonclient  party, or any  

court, as to either entitlement  to, or amount of, the fee.];  4-8.4(c) [A lawyer shall  

not engage in conduct involving  dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or misrepresentation, 

except that  it  shall not be professional misconduct for a lawyer for a criminal law  

enforcement agency  or regulatory agency  to advise others about or to supervise 
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another in an undercover investigation, unless  prohibited by law or rule, and  it
  

shall not  be professional misconduct for a lawyer employed in a capacity other 

than as a lawyer by a criminal  law enforcement agency or regulatory agency to  

participate in an undercover investigation, unless  prohibited by law or rule.]; 4-

8.4(g)(1)(2)  [A lawyer shall not  fail to respond, in writing, to any official inquiry  

by Bar Counsel  or a disciplinary agency, as defined elsewhere in these rules, when  

Bar Counsel or the agency is conducting an investigation into  the lawyer’s 

conduct.  A written response shall be made:  (1) within  15 days of the date of the 

initial written  investigative inquiry by Bar Counsel, Grievance Committee, or 

Board of Governors;  (2) within 10 days of the date of any follow-up written  

investigative inquiries by Bar Counsel, Grievance Committee, or Board of 

Governors.].  

WHEREFORE, The Florida Bar prays  Respondent  will  be appropriately  

disciplined in accordance with the provisions of the Rules Regulating The Florida 

Bar as amended.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Frances R. Brown-Lewis, Bar Counsel 

The Florida Bar 

Fort Lauderdale Branch Office 

Lake Shore Plaza II 

1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130 

Sunrise, Florida 33323 
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(954) 835-0233  

Florida Bar No. 503452  

fbrownle@flabar.org  

smiles@flabar.org  

ADRIA E. QUINTELA, Staff Counsel 

The Florida Bar 

Lakeshore Plaza II, Suite 130 

1300 Concord Terrace 

Sunrise, Florida 33323 

(954) 835-0233 

Florida Bar No. 897000 

aquintel@flabar.org 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that  this document has been E-filed with The Honorable John A. 

Tomasino, Clerk of the Supreme Court  of Florida with a copy provided via E-Mail  

to Respondent, Cary Blake, using the E-filing Portal and  that a copy has  been  

furnished  by United  States Mail via certified mail No.  7016 0750  0000 3616  0349, 

return receipt requested to Respondent, Cary Blake, whose record Bar address  is  

The Blake Law Group, P.A., P. O. Box 277766, Miramar, FL   33027, with copies  

by US Mail to Cary  Blake, 4770 Biscayne Blvd., Ste. 1430, Miami, FL   33137, 

Cary Blake, 500 S Federal Highway, Unit  4376, Hallandale Beach, FL   33008-

6178 and Cary Blake, 1931 NW 150th  Avenue, #218, Pembroke Pines, FL   33028  

and via E-Mail  to Frances R. Brown-Lewis, Bar Counsel, fbrownle@flabar.org, on  

this  14th  day of September, 2017.  

ADRIA E. QUINTELA 

Staff Counsel 
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NOTICE OF TRIAL COUNSEL AND  DESIGNATION  OF 
 
PRIMARY  AND SECONDARY  E-MAIL ADDRESSES
  

PLEASE TAKE  NOTICE that the trial counsel in this matter is  Frances R.  

Brown-Lewis, Bar Counsel, whose address, telephone number and primary  and  

secondary  E-Mail addresses  are The Florida Bar,  Fort  Lauderdale Branch Office, 

Lake Shore Plaza II, 1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130, Sunrise, Florida 33323, 

(954) 835-0233, fbrownle@flabar.org  and  smiles@flabar.org. Respondent  need  not  

address  pleadings, correspondence, etc. in this matter to anyone other than  trial  

counsel  and to Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, Lakeshore Plaza II, Suite 130, 1300  

Concord Terrace, Sunrise, Florida 33323, aquintel@flabar.org.  

MANDATORY ANSWER NOTICE 

RULE 3-7.6(h)(2), RULES OF DISCIPLINE, EFFECTIVE MAY 20, 2004, 

PROVIDES THAT A RESPONDENT SHALL ANSWER A COMPLAINT. 
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