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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

 

 

THE FLORIDA BAR RE:     

PETITION TO AMEND RULE     CASE NO.   SC18-881 

REGULATING THE FLORIDA BAR 4-7.22  

 

 

 

COMMENTS OF 1-800-411-PAIN REFERRAL SERVICE, LLC 

IN OPPOSITION TO THE FLORIDA BAR’S PETITION TO 

AMEND RULE REGULATING THE FLORIDA BAR 4-7.22 

 

 Interested party 1-800-411-PAIN Referral Service, LLC (“411-Pain”), 

through its counsel, Florida Bar member Timothy P. Chinaris, respectfully submits 

the following comments in opposition to The Florida Bar’s Petition to Amend Rule 

Regulating The Florida Bar 4-7.22. 

INTRODUCTION 

 This Court directed The Florida Bar to propose a change to the qualifying 

provider rule1 based on a recommendation from the 2012 Final Report of the 

Florida Bar Special Committee on Lawyer Referral Services.  In re: Amendments 

to the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar – Subchapter 4-7 (Lawyer Referral 

Services), 238 So. 3d 164, 166 (Fla. 2018).  A majority of the Special Committee’s 

members were members of the Bar’s Board of Governors.  Nevertheless, on three 

                                                 
1 Rule 4-7.22, Rules Regulating The Florida Bar, as amended effective April 30, 

2018. 

Filing # 74104739 E-Filed 06/26/2018 12:07:29 PM
R

E
C

E
IV

E
D

, 0
6/

26
/2

01
8 

12
:0

8:
26

 P
M

, C
le

rk
, S

up
re

m
e 

C
ou

rt



2 

 

separate occasions over the past four years the Board of Governors voted 

overwhelmingly to not approve the Special Committee’s recommendation.2  This 

Court is respectfully urged to carefully consider the concerns expressed by the 

Board of Governors, which studied this matter at length and in great detail, and 

reject the proposed rule. 

 The Special Committee was created in response to the increasing success 

that referral services were having in competing directly with personal injury firms 

for cases.  The Special Committee’s Final Report begins: 

In the midst of explosive increases in advertising by for-profit lawyer 

referral services – many directed at victims of motor vehicle accidents 

covered by Florida’s no-fault insurance law which provides attractive 

personal injury protection benefits – The Florida Bar’s Special Committee 

on Lawyer Referral Services was created in January 2011 by then-president 

Mayanne Downs.  [Emphasis added.] 

 

 One of the principal speakers at the public hearing held on June 22, 2011, 

was a lawyer who, in his role as a state senator, sponsored an unsuccessful 

legislative bill to regulate referral services.  He stated at the hearing that he 

sponsored the bill after realizing that the number of personal injury cases coming 

                                                 
2 March 28, 2014, by unanimous vote (Board meeting minutes at 

https://www.floridabar.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/march-2014-meeting-

minutes.pdf ); July 29, 2016, with one dissenting vote (meeting minutes at 

https://www.floridabar.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/bogminutes-july-29-2016-

meeting-revised.pdf ); and May 18, 2018 (meeting minutes not yet available). 
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into his own law firm was negatively affected by referral service advertising.3  

Further, a significant number of Special Committee members were either personal 

injury lawyers whose firms competed with lawyer referral services for cases or 

defense lawyers who represented insurance companies that oppose lawyers and 

doctors who obtain clients and patients through referral service advertising. 

 It therefore was not surprising that the Special Committee adopted the 

following recommendation, which is aimed squarely at entities that advertise to 

personal injury clients in direct competition with lawyers and law firms: 

A lawyer shall not accept client referrals from any person, entity or service 

that also refers or attempts to refer clients to any other type of professional 

service for the same incident, transaction or circumstance, and shall 

furthermore be prohibited from referring a client to any other professional 

service in consideration of the lawyer’s receipt of referrals from any lawyer 

referral service. 

 

The Board of Governors twice considered this recommendation, and on each 

occasion determined it should not be adopted and so declined to present it to this 

Court. See Florida Bar’s Petitions to amend rules filed in Case Nos. 14-2126 and 

16-1470.  

In March 2018, however, this Court expressly directed the Bar to propose 

rules to implement the Special Committee’s recommendation.  In re: Amendments 

to the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar – Subchapter 4-7 (Lawyer Referral 

                                                 
3 The Florida Bar responded to a public records request for a recording or transcript 

of this hearing by stating that the Bar has no recording or transcript in its custody. 
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Services), 238 So. 3d 164, 166 (Fla. 2018).  The Bar followed this Court’s directive 

by filing a petition for approval of a proposed rule that would prohibit lawyers 

from accepting referrals from any qualifying provider unless that qualifying 

provider: 

does not receive any benefit or consideration, monetary or otherwise, from 

either the lawyer or any other person, entity, or service for the referral or 

attempted referral of clients to both that lawyer and that other person, entity, 

or service for any type of professional service arising from the same 

incident, transaction, or circumstance[.] 

 

Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5), Rules Regulating The Florida Bar. 

 For reasons detailed below, 411-Pain respectfully urges this Court to reject 

the proposed rule. 

THE RECORD DOES NOT SUPPORT THE PROPOSED RULE 
 

 Many lawyers choose to participate with qualifying providers because doing 

so enables them to advertise in a manner that otherwise would be beyond their 

means.  New lawyers and small-firm practitioners can compete with large, well-

funded personal injury law firms through group advertising.  Participation with 

qualifying providers is a permissible form of group or pooled advertising.  See 

Rule 4-7.22(b)(2).  This advertising is commercial speech that is entitled to First 

Amendment protection. 

 As a restriction on lawyers’ commercial speech rights, Proposed Rule 4-

7.22(d)(5) must be evaluated under the framework set forth in Central Hudson Gas 
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& Elec. Corp. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of N.Y., 447 U.S. 557, 561-64 (1980).  

Central Hudson requires the Bar to identify a substantial state interest and to 

prove, with sufficient evidence, that the rule directly advances that substantial state 

interest.  The Bar can meet this burden only by an evidentiary showing “that the 

harms it recites are real and that its restriction will in fact alleviate them to a 

material degree.”  Edenfield v. Fane, 507 U.S. 761, 770-71 (1993) (state’s “burden 

is not satisfied by mere speculation or conjecture”).  A restriction on commercial 

speech cannot be upheld if it provides only ineffective or remote support for the 

government’s purpose.4  Central Hudson, 447 U.S. at 564.  If the governmental 

                                                 
4 To the extent the Bar has articulated a harm or governmental purpose as a reason 

for the proposed rule, the rule will be ineffective and will only remotely address 

such perceived harm or purpose.  This is because Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5) is not 

directed at conduct (or harm), but rather at the specific person who engages in 

certain conduct.  The rule will not eliminate any harm caused by the conduct of 

lawyers referring clients to other professionals or lawyers maintaining relationships 

with treating physicians.  (It is noteworthy that this Court recently recognized that 

such relationships are commonplace and beneficial.  See Worley v. Central Florida 

Young Men’s Christian Ass’n, Inc., 228 So. 3d 18, 25 (Fla. 2017) (holding that 

communications regarding whether lawyer referred client to doctor are protected 

by attorney-client privilege).)  Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5) will merely prohibit 

lawyers from accepting referrals from qualifying providers who match prospective 

legal clients and prospective consumers of other professional services with both 

lawyers and other professionals – while continuing to allow lawyers themselves to 

engage in the identical conduct without consequence or additional regulation.  See 

e.g. In re: Amendments to the R. Reg. The Florida Bar – Subchapter 4-7 (Lawyer 

Referral Services), 238 So. 3d 164, 166 (Fla. 2018) (Lawson, J., concurring and 

dissenting).  Stated differently, the proposed rule will permit lawyers to directly 

engage in the very conduct that the Bar has deemed worthy of the prohibition 

created by the rule, as long as it is done outside the qualifying provider context. 
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interest could be served as well by a more limited restriction on commercial speech 

the excessive restrictions cannot survive.  Id.  There must be a reasonable fit 

between the ends and the means chosen to accomplish those ends, “narrowly 

tailored to achieve the desired objective.”  Bd. of Trustees of State Univ. of New 

York v. Fox, 492 U.S. 469, 480 (1989).  These standards allow restrictions on 

commercial speech only when they are factually justified and go no further than 

necessary.   

Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5) cannot withstand Central Hudson scrutiny.  As 

explained below, there is an inadequate factual basis for the proposed rule. 

Before analyzing the specific record complied by the Special Committee, it 

is crucial to examine a key underpinning of the Final Report.  The Special 

Committee’s recommendation, and the proposed rule presented by the Bar, are 

founded upon an assumption that is fundamentally flawed – that referral services 

control decisions made by lawyers in representing clients.5  In the case of 411-

Pain, this assumption is false.  Participating attorneys who wish to accept referrals 

                                                 
5 See Final Report at 25 (“[A]dvertising, coupled with the expansion of for-profit, 

non-lawyer-owned referral services and the attractiveness of PIP benefits, evolved 

into the present day phenomena of hyperspecialized referral services, many of 

which have married up other professions and disciplines with attorneys for an 

endless array of potential consumer offerings.  But when one of those marriage 

partners owns or controls one entire side of the referral equation, issues are bound 

to arise.”  (Emphasis added)). 
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from 411-Pain must agree to comply with 411-Pain’s Policies, which include the 

following prohibitions on quid pro quo or cross-referrals: 

No Quid Pro Quo or Cross-Referrals: Attorney Panelists shall not accept any 

matches, or agree to join the Service’s panel of attorneys, on the basis of any 

direct or implicit quid pro quo or cross-referral arrangement. A ‘cross-

referral’ takes place when the Service matches a Potential Client with an 

Attorney Panelist, and the Attorney Panelist is thereby compelled or 

incentivized to refer the same client or a different client to a health care 

provider that is a member of the Service’s network of health care providers 

(collectively ‘Related Providers’). ATTORNEY PANELISTS SHALL NOT 

EXPECT TO, NOR SHALL THEY IN ANYWAY, BENEFIT FROM ANY 

REFERRALS MADE BY THE PANELIST TO ANY RELATED 

PROVIDERS. NOR SHALL ANY ATTORNEY PANELIST SUFFER 

ANY CONSEQUENCE FOR NOT MAKING REFERRALS TO ANY 

RELATED PROVIDERS. An Attorney Panelist may suggest a client treat 

with a Related Provider based only on the Panelist’s independent judgment 

of the client’s best interest, and provided the Panelist does not feel 

compelled or incentivized to do so. 

 

See Appendix A (1-800-411-PAIN Policies and Guidelines for Attorney-

Client Matching Services at Section II).  These Policies further provide that 411-

Pain does not track or record information about any services or recommendations 

provided by participating attorneys or medical providers.  Id. at Section IV. 

The Special Committee’s Final Report contains only four instances of 

comments or complaints by former clients who had contact with referral services 

or lawyers who allegedly worked with referral services.  A review of these four 

instances demonstrates convincingly that the proposed rule is constitutionally 

infirm. 
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First Instance.  The only former client to testify live at a Special Committee 

hearing was a woman from Kentucky.  Final Report at 19-20.  She complained 

primarily about getting medical treatment that she believed was unnecessary.  Id.  

This treatment was rendered by medical clinics owned by or affiliated with the 

ASK GARY referral service.  Id.  But this witness never called a referral service – 

she contacted and engaged a law firm.  She called the law firm “because of its 

advertising in Kentucky, but did not contact a referral service.”  Id.   

 Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5) would not have prevented (or been violated by) 

the complained-of conduct.  Because it would not prevent the harm that allegedly 

occurred, the proposed rule cannot satisfy the second prong of the Central Hudson 

test (requiring that the rule “directly advance” the substantial state interest it 

purports to protect). 

Second Instance.  A Jacksonville woman provided a videotaped statement 

to the Special Committee.  Final Report at 20.  She complained about what 

allegedly happened following her call to the 411-Pain referral service.  She claimed 

that upon arriving at the medical clinic she was told that she must meet with a 

lawyer before seeing a doctor.  Id.  She declined to pursue her case and abandoned 

her treatment.  Id. 

Significantly, however, the lawyers who met with her “denied any affiliation 

with 411 PAIN when later contacted by the special committee.”  Id.  Because the 
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lawyers did not get a client referral from a referral service, the proposed rule would 

not apply – nor would it have prevented the conduct complained of by this witness.  

This Second Instance cannot satisfy the second prong of the Central Hudson test 

because the proposed rule would not prevent the harm that allegedly befell this 

witness.6 

 To the contrary, the Second Instance – involving lawyers who were not 

affiliated with a referral service – shows that potential harm can occur whenever 

there is any referral relationship between lawyers and doctors.7  Yet the proposed 

rule ignores that possibility of harm, as noted in the concurring and dissenting 

opinion in In re: Amendments to the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar – 

Subchapter 4-7 (Lawyer Referral Services), 238 So. 3d 164, 166 (Fla. 2018) 

(Lawson, J., concurring and dissenting): 

Although I certainly recognize the potential mischief that could flow from 

doctor/lawyer cross-referral relationships, those relationships exist and 

appear to be common.  I have not been able to discern any basis for 

concluding that Ask Gary’s or 411 Pain’s model of connecting an injured 

citizen to a lawyer – which [the Special Committee’s] nearly six-year-old 

recommendation would prohibit – poses any danger not existent in direct 

                                                 
6 Moreover, as explained above, the alleged conduct is inconsistent with 411-Pain’s 

operational model and its policies and guidelines that govern its relationship with 

participating attorneys.  See Appendix A.  

7 The referral relationships that might give rise to ethical concerns are not limited 

to lawyers and doctors.  There are referral relationships between lawyers and 

accountants, lawyers and real estate brokers, and lawyers and any number of other 

business or professional persons. 



10 

 

doctor/lawyer referral relationships – which no one has ever suggested could 

or should be barred. 

 

Third and Fourth Instances.  The final two instances of comments by 

former clients who contacted a referral service were presented by video recordings.  

Final Report at 21.  These individuals “presented completely different views of 

their experiences with that referral service.”  Id.  One former client recounted an 

experience similar to that of the woman from Jacksonville (see Second Instance, 

above).8  In sharp contrast, however, the other former client “was complimentary 

of the medical treatment received through the referral service and of the services of 

her attorney to whom she was referred.”  Id.   

In sum, despite the widely-publicized efforts of the Special Committee to 

identify complaints against referral services, only one former client provided 

comments that even arguably presented harm that Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5) 

would address.  This falls far short of the evidence needed to justify a First 

Amendment restriction.  See Mason v. Florida Bar, 208 F.3d 952, 958 (11th Cir. 

2000) (rejecting as insufficient the “bare” record presented by Bar to justify its 

restriction on constitutionally protected speech). 

 But the “evidentiary record” compiled by the Special Committee is flawed 

and incomplete for an even more significant reason.  Without explanation, the 

                                                 
8 The Final Report does not confirm whether the lawyer involved actually was 

affiliated with a referral service. 
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Final Report omitted the important fact that six additional witnesses testified by 

video recording.  All six of those witnesses were happy with the services that they 

received after contacting 411-Pain.  See Appendix B (letter of July 12, 2011 from 

Tim Chinaris to Paul Hill, counsel for the Special Committee); Appendix C (letter 

of September 13, 2011 from Tim Chinaris to Paul Hill). 

 When analyzed closely, the factual information contained in the Special 

Committee’s Final Report fails to provide the evidence necessary to justify the 

proposed rule under the Central Hudson test. 

EVENTS SINCE THE FINAL REPORT OVERWHELMINGLY 

SUPPORT REJECTION OF THE PROPOSED RULE 
 

 The Special Committee operated during 2011 and early 2012.  As explained 

above, its Final Report contains virtually no factual evidence to support the 

recommendation of a ban on dual professional referrals.  Even more compelling is 

the undisputed factual record since then. 

 The Bar correctly and commendably conceded on the record at oral 

argument before this Court that there have been no complaints of improper conduct 

involving lawyer referral services and their participating lawyers in the more than 

six years since the Special Committee’s Final Report.  At oral argument, the Bar’s 

counsel stated:  “I have to say that in the last many years our regulation department 

has had no complaints about the lawyer, the traditional lawyer referral services that 

we were talking about.”  Transcript of April 5, 2017, argument in Case No. SC16-
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1470 at 31.  Earlier in the oral argument, when questioned by the Honorable 

Justice Quince regarding “what is the evil that you’re attempting to correct through 

this rule” and “does the Bar have information, complaints from consumers about 

these kinds of services,” the Bar’s counsel unambiguously answered that “the 

complaints that we have about the services have been minimal [presumably the 

three pre-2012 instances discussed above] and that’s why when we come to the 

issue of cross-referrals, again, we have to go to the least restrictive methodology.”   

Id. at 8-9.  As the Bar’s representations to this Court make clear, there is no 

problem that needs to be remedied. 

THE PROPOSED RULE IS NOT NARROWLY TAILORED 

TO ADDRESS THE PURPORTED HARM 
 

 The Central Hudson test also requires that a restriction on commercial 

speech be narrowly tailored to address the harm in question.  Proposed Rule 4-

7.22(d)(5) is not narrowly tailored and thus should not be adopted. 

 Existing rules already address the concerns outlined by the Special 

Committee.9  This was expressly acknowledged by the Bar in its Petition to Amend 

                                                 
9 See Rule 4-1.7(a)(2) (a lawyer may not undertake a representation burdened by a 

conflict involving the lawyer’s personal interest or responsibilities to a third party); 

Rule 4-1.8(f) (a lawyer may not accept compensation from someone other than the 

client without disclosure to and consent by client, along with other safeguards); 

Rule 4-5.4(d) (a lawyer may not permit anyone who recommends the lawyer to 

render legal services for another to direct or regulate the lawyer’s professional 

judgment in rendering such services); 4-7.17(b) (subject to prescribed exceptions, a 
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the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar 4-7.12, 4-7.13, 4-7.16, 4-7.17, 4-7.22, and 4-

7.23 - Lawyer Referral Services, Case No. 16-1470 at 8-9: 

Proposed new subdivision (d)(4) [now Rule 4-7.22(d)(4)] would prohibit a 

lawyer from participating with a qualifying entity that requires or puts 

pressure on the lawyer to make referrals to the entity.  The proposal, in 

additional to proposed commentary that addresses participating lawyers’ 

obligations under existing Florida Bar rules addressing conflicts of interest, 

would address conflicts arising from requirements of cross-referrals.  The 

bar believes these proposals adequately address this Court’s concerns 

regarding referrals by a lawyer referral service to multiple professional 

service providers (e.g., to both a doctor and a lawyer) from a single 

incident.  As has been pointed out to this Court in comments filed in In Re 

Amendments to Rules Regulating the Florida Bar - 4-7.22 Lawyer Referral 

Services, above, lawyers may have similar conflicts that relate to referrals or 

relationships directly between lawyers and other professionals.  For 

example, a lawyer may have either a potential or actual personal conflict 

when representing a client whose interests differ from those of a medical 

professional that has referred patients to the lawyer, or who is an expert 

witness or treating physician in other cases the lawyer is handling.  Under 

some circumstances, a lawyer may refer a client to a business owned by the 

lawyer.  The rules do not per se prohibit this conduct, but the conflicts rules 

address the lawyer’s responsibilities when this kind of personal conflict 

arises.  Similarly, the bar believes that the existing conflicts rules address the 

conflict that arises with cross referrals between a lawyer and a lawyer 

referral service or its owners or related entities.  The bar recommends 

against a per se prohibition, which does not allow variation in appropriate 

circumstances.  The bar believes the proposed prohibition against required 

or pressured cross-referrals, together with existing conflicts rules, 

adequately addresses the potential conflict.  [Emphasis added.] 

 

The Bar apparently adheres to this position in the instant case, stating in its 

Petition:  “Although the bar continues to have concerns about this Court’s directive 

                                                                                                                                                             

lawyer may not give anything of value to someone in exchange for recommending 

the lawyer’s services). 
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as expressed in the bar’s earlier petition, the bar files this petition containing draft 

amendments to Rule Regulating The Florida Bar 4-7.22 as instructed by this 

Court.”  Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5) is not needed because it addresses conduct 

adequately covered by existing rules, and thus is not “narrowly tailored” to address 

the purported harm. 

 This Court has previously declined the Bar’s invitation to adopt ethics rules 

applicable only to certain lawyers based on their relationship with an entity such as 

an employer, when the same conduct is engaged in by other lawyers who are not in 

those relationships.  See In re Rules Governing Conduct of Attorneys in Florida, 

220 So. 2d 6 (Fla. 1969).  This Court held that all lawyers, regardless of the source 

of their clients, must be subject to the same rules and decided against applying 

more restrictive rules to a segment of lawyers based on an employment or business 

relationship.  Id. at 7.  The Bar had asked this Court to adopt a rule restricting 

insurance companies from using their salaried lawyer-employees to represent 

insureds.  Much like arguments made to justify Proposed Rule 4-7.22(d)(5), the 

Bar asserted that an inherent conflict existed because “the compulsive economic 

pressure of retaining one’s full time means of livelihood precludes the possibility 

that a lawyer under such circumstances can give unadulterated devotion to 

divergent interests” of insurer and insured.  Id.  This Court rejected that assertion 

as a form of discrimination against a class of lawyers with no reasonable basis.  Id.   
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 The Court’s reasoning applies even more forcefully in the context of lawyers 

who accept referrals from qualifying providers.  In In re Rules, this Court refused 

to impose different conflict rules on lawyers whose entire client base came from a 

single source – the insurance company that employed them as full-time employees.  

In contrast, lawyers who work with qualifying providers typically obtain only a 

fraction of their clients through the qualifying provider.  If a special conflict rule is 

not justified when a lawyer is a full-time employee of an entity that provides all of 

the lawyer’s business, then certainly there is no justification for a restrictive special 

rule simply because a lawyer may accept some referrals from a qualifying provider. 

 Moreover, this Court has also held that a statute failed to meet the Central 

Hudson test and was unconstitutional because it was not narrowly tailored to 

address the precise harm at issue.  A statute that criminalized solicitation of motor 

vehicle claims for PIP insurance benefits failed the Central Hudson test because it 

prohibited the solicitation regardless of whether insurance fraud was involved.  

State v. Bradford, 787 So. 2d 811 (Fla. 2001).  Similarly, Proposed Rule 4-

7.22(d)(5) would forbid dual referrals by a qualifying provider, regardless of 

whether any improper conduct was present (e.g., actual conflicts of interest; 

prohibited payment for referrals).  While such a rule might be convenient from the 

regulatory standpoint, convenience is not the standard by which the regulation is 

judged. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

 After carefully studying the relevant issues over a period of years and 

consistently declining to pursue the Special Committee’s recommendation, the 

Bar’s Board of Governors reluctantly submitted the proposed amendment to Rule 

4-7.22 when directed to do so by this Court.  The scant factual record cobbled 

together nearly seven years ago by the Special Committee does not support the 

substantial restriction on commercial speech contained in the proposed rule.   

Concerns expressed by this Court, the Special Committee, and the Bar 

regarding potentially unethical conduct are not unique to lawyers who accept 

referrals from qualifying providers – those concerns can apply whenever lawyers 

and other professionals have relationships with each other that include business 

recommendations.  As forcefully explained by the Bar, the existing Rules of 

Professional Conduct provide sufficient regulation.  To adopt a restrictive rule 

based solely on the source of a lawyer’s clients would fly in the face of this Court’s 

precedent and result in a restriction on commercial speech that violates the First 

Amendment. 

For the reasons set for the above, 1-800-411-PAIN Referral Service, LLC, 

respectfully requests that this Court reject the Bar’s Petition. 
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ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 

 1-800-411-PAIN Referral Service, LLC respectfully requests oral argument 

regarding this matter. 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

      /s/  Timothy P. Chinaris 

      _____________________________ 

 

      Timothy P. Chinaris 

      Florida Bar No. 0564052 

      P.O. Box 120186 

      Nashville, Tennessee  37212-0186 

      Primary e-mail address:    

      tchinaris@gmail.com 

      Secondary e-mail address:    

      tim.chinaris@belmont.edu 

       

      Counsel for: 

1-800-411-PAIN Referral Service, LLC 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true copy of the foregoing was filed through the 

Portal and furnished to the persons listed below, by e-mail service, on this ______ 

day of June, 2018 to: 

Joshua E. Doyle, Florida Bar Executive Director 

 

Michael J. Higer, Florida Bar President 2017-18 

 

Michelle R. Suskauer, Florida Bar President-elect 2017-18 

 

John M. Stewart, Florida Bar President-elect 2017-18 

 

Barry S. Richard 

 

Michael S. Hooker 

Chair, Board Review Committee on Professional Ethics 2017-18 

 

Lori S. Holcomb 

Florida Bar Director, Division of Ethics and Consumer Protection 

 

Elizabeth Clark Tarbert 

Florida Bar Ethics Counsel 

 

The Florida Bar 

651 East Jefferson Street 

Tallahassee, Florida  32399-2300 

Primary e-mail address:  jdoyle@flabar.org 

Secondary e-mail address:  eto@flabar.org 

 

  

       

       /s/ Timothy P. Chinaris 
       ______________________ 

Timothy P. Chinaris 

       Florida Bar No. 0564052 
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CERTIFICATE OF TYPE SIZE AND STYLE 
 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that this document is typed in 14 point Times 

 

New Roman Regular type. 

 

 

 

       /s/ Timothy P. Chinaris 

       ______________________ 

Timothy P. Chinaris 

       Florida Bar No. 0564052 

 

 

  

 


