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The Florida Bar's Exhibit A

Filing # 93264263 E-Filed 07/27/2019 04:43:40 PM  

IN THE  SUPREME COURT OF  FLORIDA  
(Before the Honorable Samantha Schosberg  Feuer, Referee)  

THE  FLORIDA BAR,  
 
 Complainant,   
vs.  
 
ASHLEY ANN KRAPACS,  
 
 Respondent.  

Supreme Court Case  
NO. SC19-277  
 
The Florida  Bar File  Nos.  
2018-50,829 (17I)FES;   
2018-50, 851 (17I);   
2019-50, 081 (17I)  

MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF  REFEREE  

COMES NOW, Respondent, ASHLEY ANN KRAPACS (hereinafter, 

“Respondent”), and hereby moves this Court to enter an order disqualifying the 

Honorable Samantha Schosberg Feuer from all proceedings in the above-styled 

case, and as grounds therefore the Respondent states as follows: 

1. There have been no previous disqualifications under this rule in this case 

or any other case between the parties. 

2. The Honorable Samantha Schosberg Feuer has been assigned this matter. 

3. The Respondent has a well-founded fear that she has not and will not 

receive fair consideration of her motions or a fair trial in front of the 

Referee Schosberg Feuer. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY  
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4.  On February 20, 2019, The  Florida  Bar  (hereinafter, “The  Bar”) filed its  

Petition  for Emergency  Suspension against  Respondent.  

5.  On F ebruary 27, 2019, the  Florida Supreme Court  issued its order  

granting The Bar’s Petition for Emergency Suspension, with two justices  

dissenting.  

6.  On March 4, 2019, the  Honorable Samantha Schosberg Feuer was  

appointed as referee  (hereinafter,  “Referee”).  

7.  On May 1, 2, and 7, 2019,  an evidentiary hearing  was held in  this matter.  

8.  On June 3, 2019, the  Report & Recommendation  by  Referee was  

docketed.  

9.  On June 13, 2019, Counsel  for Respondent  filed a Motion to Withdraw as  

Counsel.  

10. On June 14, 2019, The  Florida Supreme Court  granted Counsel  for  

Respondent’s Motion to Withdraw as Counsel.  

11. On June 19, 2019, Respondent  filed a Motion to Disqualify Referee.  

12. On June 19, 2019, Respondent  filed a Notice of Objections to Referee’s  

Report & Recommendation.  

13. On June 20, 2019, Referee Schosberg F euer denied Respondent’s Motion  

to Disqualify Referee.  

14. On June 24, 2019, this Court  issued a letter indicating that  Respondent’s  
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Notice of Objections to Referee’s Report & Recommendation would be 

treated as a Notice of Intent to Seek Review of Report of Referee. 

15.On July 9, 2019, The Bar filed its Cross-Notice of Intent to Seek Review 

of Report of Referee. 

16.On July 13, 2019, Respondent filed a Motion to Dissolve the Emergency 

Suspension. 

17.On July 15, 2019, The Florida Supreme Court issued an order 

designating The Honorable Krista Marx, Chief Judge of the Fifteenth 

Judicial Circuit of Florida, to appoint a referee. 

18.On July 15, 2019, The Bar filed its Motion to Strike Respondent’s 

Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension, Request for 

Reconsideration of Order Dated July 15, 2019, and Motion to Stay Order 

Dated July 15, 2019. 

19.On July 16, 2019, The Honorable Krista Marx again appointed Judge 

Schosberg Feuer as Referee. 

20.On July 16, 2019, Referee issued an order scheduling a hearing in the 

above-styled case for July 18, 2019. 

21.On July 17, 2019, Respondent filed a Writ of Prohibition with the Florida 

Supreme Court. 

22.On July 17, 2019, Respondent filed a Motion to Stay the Proceedings. 
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23.On July 17, 2019, The Florida Supreme Court denied The Bar’s Motion 

to Strike Respondent’s Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension, 

Request for Reconsideration of Order Dated July 15, 2019, and Motion to 

Stay Order Dated July 15, 2019. 

24.On July 18, 2019, the parties appeared before Referee on Respondent’s 

Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension. Since the Motion to Stay 

the Proceedings and the Writ of Prohibition were still pending, 

Respondent requested that the hearing be continued. Referee denied 

Respondent’s request. 

25.On July 18, 2019, Referee issued an Order Denying Respondent’s 

Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension. 

APPLICABLE LAW  

The Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.330 provides that any party 

may move to disqualify the trial judge assigned to the case on the grounds “that the 

party fears that he or she will not receive a fair trial or hearing because of 

specifically described prejudice or bias of the judge.” 

Pursuant to R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-7.6(h)(8), a referee may be disqualified 

from service in the same manner and to the same extent that a trial judge may be 

disqualified under existing law from acting in a judicial capacity. 

Florida Statute § 38.10 provides: 
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Whenever a party to any action or proceeding makes and files an 
affidavit stating fear that he or she will not receive a fair trial in the 
court where the suit is pending on account of the prejudice of the 
judge of that court against the applicant or in favor of the adverse 
party, the judge shall proceed no further, but another judge shall be 
designated in the manner prescribed by the laws of this state for the 
substitution of judges for the trial of causes in which the presiding 
judge is disqualified. 

Rules which control the instant quasi-administrative proceedings do not set a 

specific deadline within which Respondent is required to bring a motion 

challenging the neutrality of a referee. In the absence of specific provisions, 

Respondent submits that the intent behind the Rules governing such quasi-

administrative disciplinary proceedings is to permit flexibility to bring a recusal 

motion directed at the referee at any time during the proceedings. 

ARGUMENT  

The U.S. Supreme Court has held that due process requires a “neutral and 

detached judge in the first instance.” Ward v. Village of Monroeville, 409 U.S. 57, 

61-62 (1972). “Our task on appeal is to determine the legal sufficiency of the 

motion based on whether the facts alleged would place a reasonably prudent 

person in fear of not receiving a fair and impartial trial and sentencing 

proceeding.” Hayes v. State of Florida, 686 So.2d 694, 695 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997), 

quoting Levine v. State of Florida, 650 So.2d 666, 667 (Fla. 4th DCA 1995). “[A] 

party seeking to disqualify a judge need only show ‘a well grounded fear that he 
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will not receive a fair trial at the hands of the judge. It is not a question of how the 

judge feels; it is a question of what feeling resides in the affiant’s mind and the 

basis for such feeling.’” Wargo v. Wargo, 669 So.2d 1123, 1124 (Fla. 4th DCA 

1996), quoting State ex rel. Brown v. Dewell, 131 Fla. 566, 573 (Fla. 1938). See 

also Hayslip v. Douglas, 400 So.2d 553 (Fla. 4th DCA 1981). 

“The question of disqualification focuses on those matters from which a 

litigant may reasonably question a judge’s impartiality rather than the judge’s 

perception of his ability to act fairly and impartially.” Livingston v. State of 

Florida, 441 So.2d 1083, 1086 (Fla. 1983). “A determination must be made as to 

whether the facts alleged would place a reasonably prudent person in fear of not 

receiving a fair and impartial trial.” Id. at 1087. Here, the facts of this case clearly 

demonstrate that the Respondent has a well-grounded fear that she has not and will 

not receive a fair consideration of her motions and an impartial trial before 

Referee. 

Respondent brings the instant motion challenging the impartiality of Referee 

on the following grounds: 

A. Referee Prejudged the Issues 

The overwhelming evidence in this case demonstrates that Referee 

improperly prejudged the issues in this case. It is well-settled that disqualification 

is required when a judge has demonstrated prejudgment of a case. “A judge may 
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form mental impressions and opinions during the course of presentation of 

evidence, as long as she does not prejudge the case.” Wargo v. Wargo, 669 So.2d 

1123, 1124-1125 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996), quoting Brown v. Pate, 577 So.2d 645, 647 

(Fla. 1st DCA 1991). See also Barnett v. Barnett, 727 So.2d 311, 312 (Fla. 2d 

DCA 1999); Wolfson v. Wolfson, 159 So. 3d 394 (Fla. 3d DCA 2015). 

In Wargo, which involved post-judgment proceedings in a dissolution of 

marriage case, the Fourth District Court of Appeal found that “the judge made the 

gratuitous remarks which were disparaging of husband’s position prior to hearing 

any evidence in the case. Thus, the remarks may have signaled a predisposition, 

rather than an impression formed after reviewing the evidence.” Wargo, 669 So.2d 

at 1125 (Fla. 4th DCA1996). 

Further, in Barnett, a divorce proceeding, the judge made a statement on the 

record regarding visitation of the child of the parties, a statement which indicated 

that the judge had prejudged the issue of visitation of the child before the close of 

the evidence. Barnett, 727 So.2d at 311 (Fla. 2d DCA 1999). The Second District 

Court of Appeal granted the Petitioner’s Writ of Prohibition and found that the 

judge’s comment “could reasonably be interpreted to mean that the judge had 

crossed that line from forming mental impressions to prejudging the issue.” 

Barnett v. Barnett, 727 So.2d at 312 (Fla. 2d DCA 1999). 

Additionally, The Supreme Court of Florida has held, “Judicial comments 
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revealing a determination to rule a particular way prior to hearing any evidence or 

argument have been found to be sufficient grounds for disqualification.” Thompson 

v. State, 990 So.2d 482, 490 (Fla. 2008), quoting Benson v. Tharpe, 685 So.2d 

1363, 1364 (Fla. 2d DCA 1996). In Thompson, the trial judge, before the 

presentation of evidence, made reference to specific sentencing guidelines that the 

defendant could face in his criminal case, and the Court held that this demonstrated 

the judge’s predisposition. Thompson, 990 So.2d at 490 (Fla. 2008). 

In the instant case, during the July 18, 2019 hearing on Respondent’s Motion 

to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension, Referee made several comments on the 

record which were disparaging to Respondent’s position and signaled a 

prejudgment of the issue before Referee. Referee stated that she had already heard 

all the evidence in this case at the May 1, 2, & 7, 2019 evidentiary hearing. When 

Respondent indicated that she wished to present new and different evidence in 

support of her Motion to Dissolve, Referee stated that Respondent had an attorney 

at the May 1, 2, & 7, 2019 evidentiary hearing and indicated that all evidence 

should have been presented then. 

However, R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-5.2(g) clearly states that a respondent 

“may move at any time for dissolution or amendment of an emergency order by 

motion filed with the Supreme Court of Florida.” (emphasis added) Respondent’s 

Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension was therefore timely. R. Regulating 
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Fla. Bar 3-5.2(i) clearly states that a respondent is entitled to a hearing on the 

motion within seven days of appointment of a referee, and referee must file a 

report and recommendation within seven days of the hearing held. Nothing in the 

rules indicates that if a Motion to Dissolve is filed after a separate, different 

evidentiary hearing has been already been held that a respondent is deprived of 

their right to a full hearing on the Motion to Dissolve. Further, the requirement of a 

report and recommendation by referee clearly demonstrates the need for a full 

evidentiary hearing to be held on the issue. 

In the instant case, however, Respondent was deprived of an evidentiary 

hearing on her Motion to Dissolve. Referee gave Respondent just twenty-five 

minutes to argue her 193-page motion, a motion which contained thirty-three 

exhibits. “The fundamental requirement of due process is the opportunity to be 

heard ‘at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.’” Mathews v. Eldridge, 

424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976), quoting Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 552 (1965). 

Referee here failed to give Respondent a meaningful opportunity to present the 

evidence supporting her motion, in violation of R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-5.2(i) and 

in violation of Respondent’s Due Process Rights. Referee’s indication that she had 

already heard the evidence in this case and did not wish to consider any more is a 

clear indication that Referee had prejudged the case and had already made a 

decision about her ruling. This is also evidenced by the fact that Referee issued her 
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Order Denying Respondent’s Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension 

shortly after the end of the hearing, even though she had seven days from the date 

of the hearing to draft a full report. This sort of treatment is the kind of 

prejudgment that would instill fear in any reasonable person of not receiving a fair 

hearing or consideration of motions. 

This is not the first instance in which Referee has failed to consider the 

evidence presented. The record in this case demonstrates that Referee made 

numerous, improper, biased evidentiary rulings which favored The Bar and 

damaged Respondent, resulting in an unfair, imbalanced presentation of the 

evidence which forms the record in this case. Referee repeatedly allowed the 

introduction of evidence by The Bar without permitting Respondent to introduce 

evidence which would refute and discredit The Bar’s evidence. Even more 

concerning, much of this evidence that Respondent was not permitted to rebut or 

argue against appears in Referee’s June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation and 

forms the basis for Referee’s recommendations in this case. Further, Referee 

repeatedly permitted The Bar to introduce evidence that was irrelevant, inaccurate, 

unsubstantiated, and unauthenticated. Also, several times, Referee permitted 

introduction of evidence that was incomplete and taken out of context to the 

advantage of The Bar. 

In Referee’s June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation, Referee found that 
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The Bar’s witness, Russell J. Williams (hereinafter, “Williams”) “testified 

credibly.” See Exhibit A, page 24. However, Referee failed to indicate why she 

found Williams to be credible. Further, Referee completely disregarded and 

ignored voluminous evidence in the record which came through in the form of 

Respondent’s testimony which demonstrated clearly that Williams is indeed not 

credible, that he himself committed several violations of the Rules Regulating the 

Florida Bar, and that he has deep-seeded, self-serving ulterior motives in the 

attacks he has launched against Respondent for more than a year and a half. 

Finding a witness credible and taking their full testimony as the truth without 

consideration of evidence to the contrary clearly demonstrates that Referee 

abandoned her role of impartiality, that she prejudged the issues in this case, and 

that she disregarded evidence that did not conform with her prejudgment. 

Additionally, Referee also found that The Bar’s witness, Nisha Bacchus 

(hereinafter, “Bacchus”) “testified credibly.” See Exhibit A, page 25. Again, 

Referee failed to explain why she found Bacchus credible and seemed to take 

Bacchus’s full testimony as truth. And again, Referee completely disregarded and 

ignored voluminous evidence in the record which demonstrated clearly that 

Bacchus is indeed not credible, that Bacchus has committed several violations of 

the Rules Regulating the Florida Bar, and that Bacchus, too, has deep-seeded, self-

serving ulterior motives in the attacks she has launched against Respondent for a 
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year. 

Not only did Referee fail to consider the evidence that damaged Bacchus’s 

credibility, Referee prevented much of that evidence from even being presented. 

When Respondent’s witnesses, Leila Campagnuolo (hereinafter, “Campagnuolo”) 

and Judith Mach (hereinafter, “Mach”) testified, The Bar repeatedly objected to the 

questions Respondent posed to the witnesses that pertained to Bacchus, and 

Referee repeatedly improperly sustained the objections. Both witnesses are former 

clients of Bacchus and have firsthand knowledge regarding the credibility of one of 

The Bar’s star witnesses, yet neither was permitted to testify regarding their 

interactions with Bacchus. 

Further, Referee in her June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation found that 

Respondent was “at times was credible and other times not credible. See Exhibit A, 

page 27. However, Referee does not provide any supporting information regarding 

which times she found Respondent “not credible,” nor does she provide any basis 

for making such a finding. Referee then conveniently disregarded the bulk of 

Respondent’s testimony and cherry-picked which parts of Respondent’s testimony 

she wished to include in Referee’s June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation, a 

clear demonstration that Referee prejudged the issues and chose only to 

acknowledge parts of Respondent’s testimony which conformed with Referee’s 

prejudgment. 
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Also, in Referee’s June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation, Referee applied 

aggravating factor “9.22(f), submission of false evidence, false statements, or other 

deceptive practices during the disciplinary process – with multiple letters to the 

Florida Bar, Respondent falsely accused Russell Williams and Nisha Bacchus of 

conduct that did not occur.” See Exhibit A, page 33. The frivolous bar complaints 

filed by Gregory Knoop and Williams against Respondent were pending for some 

eight months before The Bar took any sort of formal action, and Respondent was 

required to file voluminous responses to The Bar over that period of time. Despite 

the sheer volume of correspondence in this case between Respondent and The Bar, 

Referee failed in any way to specify which letters or statements she found to be 

false. Further, all attempts Respondent made to introduce evidence demonstrating 

that all statements she made to The Bar about Bacchus and Williams were truthful 

were repeatedly objected to by The Bar and sustained by Referee. 

In addition to preventing Respondent from admitting certain evidence and 

blatantly disregarding much of the evidence that did make it to the record, Referee 

repeatedly permitted The Bar to introduce evidence that was irrelevant, inaccurate, 

unsubstantiated, and unauthenticated. The Bar’s initial Petition for Emergency 

Suspension contained a copy of a transcript that was allegedly from the April 12, 

2018 hearing that Respondent had attended in the domestic violence injunction 

case she had filed against Gregory Knoop. The transcript used by The Bar was in 
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fact not the official transcript, but was an inaccurate, unofficial version provided to 

The Bar by Williams. Despite objections by Respondent, Referee permitted 

introduction of the incorrect, unofficial transcript and completely disregarded the 

official, correct version, even though Respondent attempted to enter it into 

evidence during the May 2019 evidentiary hearing. 

Additionally, The Bar’s Petition for Emergency Suspension contained a 

transcript of a YouTube video. The transcript contained numerous very serious 

errors. Counsel for Respondent objected to the introduction of this evidence at the 

evidentiary hearing, as the transcript contained many serious inaccuracies. Referee 

did not rule on this objection during the evidentiary hearing, but still considered 

this evidence in her June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation and quoted from the 

transcript, despite Respondent’s insistence that the transcript was not properly 

authenticated and was grossly inaccurate. 

Several times, Referee permitted introduction of evidence that was 

incomplete and taken out of context to the advantage of The Bar, in an apparent 

effort to allow introduction of evidence that conformed with Referee’s 

prejudgment. The Bar alleged that Respondent had posted a picture of a “shotgun” 

on social media. No evidence of this is contained anywhere within the record. 

Referee prevented Respondent from introducing evidence that would 

unequivocally demonstrate that Respondent never at any point posted a picture 
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containing a “shotgun.” Deeply concerning is that, despite that absolutely no 

evidence that Respondent has ever posted a photo of a shotgun exists, and despite 

that Referee prevented Respondent from entering evidence to the contrary, Referee 

states in her June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation that Respondent posted a 

photo of a shotgun. See Exhibit A, page 18. It is obvious that Referee’s rulings on 

evidence were made solely to conform with Referee’s improper prejudgment of the 

case. 

Additionally, Referee considered evidence of one particular social media 

post in which Respondent wrote about a Request to Produce that Bacchus had 

served on Respondent in the defamation case that Williams had filed against 

Respondent. Referee refused to allow Respondent to introduce evidence regarding 

the full content of that post and the full context of what the Request to Produce 

contained. Despite her refusal to permit Respondent to introduce such evidence 

(namely, that Bacchus required Respondent to provide evidence that her father is 

deceased, a matter which was entirely irrelevant to the defamation case and 

nothing more than inflammatory harassment), Referee, in her June 3, 2019 Report 

& Recommendation, quoted the portion of that post that was incomplete and taken 

out of context. See Exhibit A, page 22. 

Additionally, The Bar introduced evidence of text messages between 

Respondent and Gregory Knoop. The segments of text messages introduced into 
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evidence by The Bar (over  Respondent’s  objection)  were irrelevant, incomplete,  

taken out of context, and  unauthenticated. Despite Respondent’s  objections to 

introduction of the text  messages, Referee permitted the text  messages to be 

introduced, and Referee quoted  from the messages in  her  June 3, 2019 Report & 

Recommendation.  See Exhibit A, page 35.  

The facts  clearly demonstrate that  Referee improperly prejudged the issues  

in this case and,  thus,  Respondent  has a reasonable fear that she has and will  not  

had a fair consideration of  her  motions or a fair and  impartial  trial in these  

proceeding.  For the foregoing reasons,  disqualification of Referee and  

reappointment of a new referee is  necessary.  

B.  Referee Engaged in Ex Parte Communications  

The evidence in this case demonstrates that Referee engaged in improper ex  

parte communications with The Bar.  The Code of Judicial Conduct in Canon 3B(7)  

states that:  

(7)  A judge shall accord to every person who  has a legal  interest in a  

proceeding, or that person's  lawyer, the right to be heard according to law.  A judge 

shall  not  initiate, permit, or consider ex parte communications,  or consider other 

communications  made to the judge outside the presence of the parties concerning a 

pending or impending proceeding except that:  

. . . . 
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(e) A judge may  initiate or consider any ex parte communications when  

expressly authorized by law to do  so.  

Fla. Code Jud. Conduct, Cannon 3B(7). The commentary i n Canon 3B(7) clearly  

states: “the proscription against communications concerning a proceeding i ncludes  

communications  from  lawyers, law teachers, and other persons who are not  

participants  in the  proceeding, except to the limited extent permitted.”  Fla. Code  

Jud. Conduct, Cannon 3B(7) cmt.  “It is because of  its effect on the appearance of  

impartiality that an allegation of an ex parte communication  is  legally sufficient to  

require recusal.”  Pearson  v. Pearson, 870 So.2d 248 (Fla.  2d DCA  2004), quoting  

Robbins v. Robbins, 742 So.2d 395 (Fla. 2d DCA 1999).  “A  trial judge’s decision  

must be overturned when ‘the appellate court cannot determine if the trial judge’s  

actions were harmless because the trial court’s order was based on communications  

outside the record.’”  Albert v. Rogers, 57 So. 3d 233, 236 (Fla. 4th DCA 2011),  

quoting Wilson v. Armstrong, 686 So. 2d 647,  648-49 (Fla. 1st DCA 1996).  

 Here, Referee received  information outside the scope of  evidence in this  

case which she ultimately  used to form the basis of  her  June 3, 2019 Report & 

Recommendation.  The  Bar’s initial Petition for Emergency Suspension contained  

an allegation that Respondent had posted a photo of a “shotgun.”  See Exhibit B, 

page 20.  The  information in The Bar’s petition contained  merely  allegations which 

The Bar was  required  to  prove through evidence at  the evidentiary hearing.  
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Absolutely no evidence that Respondent posted a photo of a shotgun is contained 

within the record, yet this unsubstantiated allegation appears in Referee’s June 3, 

2019 Report & Recommendation. See Exhibit A, page 18. Referee’s acceptance of 

allegations which are not supported by the evidence in this case constitute 

improper ex parte communications between Referee and The Bar since Referee’s 

June 3, 2019 Report & Recommendation was clearly based on information not 

supported by the evidence in this case. 

“Nothing is more dangerous and destructive of the impartiality of the 

judiciary than a one-sided communication between a judge and a single litigant.” 

Rose v. State, 601 So.2d 1181, 1183 (Fla., 1992). Referee’s use of The Bar’s 

petition language, without any supporting evidence, clearly demonstrates a one-

sided communication between Referee and The Bar. Nothing is more dangerous 

and destructive to the impartiality of the judiciary than this one-sided exchange 

between Referee and The Bar which helps form the basis of Referee’s ruling. A 

Referee accepting the allegation of The Bar in a disciplinary case at face value, 

particularly when no evidence exists in the record to substantiate the allegation, is 

akin to a trial judge in a criminal case accepting a prosecutor’s charging documents 

at face value with complete disregard to the record of evidence. Clearly, such 

conduct constitutes a gross miscarriage of justice. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Respondent has a reasonable fear that Referee 
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improperly engaged in ex parte communications and that Respondent has not and 

will not receive a fair consideration of her motions or a fair and impartial trial 

before the Referee, and as such, disqualification and reappointment of a new 

referee is warranted in this case. 

TOTALITY OF THE EVIDENCE SUPPORTING DISQUALIFICATION 

Considering the foregoing, it is clear that the Referee has become an 

adversary to the Respondent. The Referee is no longer neutral. 

The Referee’s cumulative treatment of the Respondent creates a well-

founded fear in the Respondent that she has not and will not receive a fair hearing 

of her motions and that she has not and will not receive a fair trial in front of 

Referee Schosberg Feuer. 

WHEREFORE, the Respondent respectfully requests that this Court grant 

the Motion for Disqualification of Referee so another referee may be assigned to 

preside over the case, and any further relief this Court deems just and proper. 

Date: July 26, 2019 

Respectfully, 

/s/ Ashley Krapacs 
Ashley Ann Krapacs 
Pro Se Respondent 
PO Box 21665 
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Fort Lauderdale, FL 33335
Phone: 202-341-1509
Email: KrapaesAA@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF GOOD FAITH   

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the statements made in this motion are made in 
good faith. 

Date: July 26, 2019 

/s/ Ashley Krapacs 
Ashley Ann Krapacs 
Pro Se Respondent 
PO Box 21665 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33335 
Phone: 202-341-1509 
Email: KrapacsAA@gmail.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE��

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on July 26, 2019, a true and correct copy of the 

Motion For Disqualification of Referee was served via e-mail to: The Honorable 

Samantha Schosberg Feuer via her judicial assistant at SJohnson1@pbcgov.org 

(Referee); Randi Klayman Lazarus, Esq., Bar Counsel, The Florida Bar, Lakeview 

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

(rlazarus@floridabar.org, mcasco@floridabar.org); and Allison Carden Sackett, 

Esq., Interim Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, 651 E. Jefferson Street, Tallahassee, 

Florida 32399 (asackett@floridabar.org). 

By:  Ashley Ann Krapacs 
Ashley Ann Krapacs 
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AFFIDAVIT OF RESPONDENT

The tmdersigned affiant, Ashley Ann Krapacs, afler being duly sworn,
deposes and states as follows:

l . I am the Respondent in the case of 1he Morida Bar v. Ashley Ann
Krapacs, Supreme Court Case NO. SC19-277.

2. I am in fear that Referee Schosberg Feuer will not give me a fair trial or a
fair opportunity to be heard on my motions because she has abandoned
her role of impartiality and has now placed herself in the position of my
adversary.

3. I have read the Motion for Disqualification of Judge and certify it is an
accurate representation of my understanding of what occurred in this
case.

Ashley Ann Krapacs (Date)

Before me, the undersigned authority, this day personally appeared Ashley
Ann Krapacs. who first being duly sworn, says that she is the Respondent in the
above-styled cause, that she has read the foregoing, and that all of the matters are
true and correct.

HUSSELLE.TYLER

otaN Public

Sworn and Subscribed before me this M day of July, 2019.

Affiant ishrsonally knoDo me and produced
identification.
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EXHIBIT A



IN THE SUPRE1\1E COURT OF FLORIDA 
(Before a Referee) 

THE FLORIDA BAR 

Complainant, 

v. 

ASHLEY ANN KRAP ACS, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case No. 
SC19-277 

The Florida Bar File Nos. 
2018-5 0 ,829(17I)FES 
2018-50,851 (171) 
2019-50,081 (171) 

REPORT OF REFEREE 

I. SUMJV1ARY OF PROCEEDINGS 

Pursuant to the undersigned being duly appointed as referee to conduct 

disciplinary proceedings herein according to Rules 3-5.2 and 3-7.6, Rules of 

Discipline, the following proceedings occurred: 

On February 20, 2019, The Florida Bar filed its Petition for Emergency 

Suspension against Respondent. On February 27, 2019, the F1orida Supreme Court 

issued its order granting the Bar's Petition for Emergency Suspension. On March 

4, 2019, the Honorable Samantha Schosberg Feuer was appointed as referee. On 

May 1, 2 and 7, the final hearing was held in this matter. All properly filed items, 

including pleadings, recorded testimony (if transcribed), and exhibits in evidence, 

including compact discs, and the report of referee constitute the record in this case 

and are forwarded to the Supreme Court ofFlorida with this Report. 



II. FINDINGS OF FACT 

Jurisdictional Statement. Ashley Ann Krapacs, ("Respondent" or 

"Krapacs") is, and at all times mentioned during this investigation was, a member 

ofThe Florida Bar, albeit suspended and subject to the jurisdiction and 

Disciplinary Rules ofthe Supreme Court ofFlorida. 

Narrative Summary OfCase. 

1. Respondent is currently the subject of Bar disciplinary matters which 

have been assigned The Florida Bar file numbers 2018-50,829(17I)FES; 2018-

50,851 (171); and 2019-50,081(171). 

2. The affidavits ofattorneys Russell J. Williams ("Williams") and 

Nisha Bacchus ("Bacchus") attached to the Bar's Petition for Emergency 

Suspension as The Florida Bar's Exhibits A and B, were used by the Bar to support 

its Petition. 

3. Respondent repeatedly, and in a calculated manner, targeted the 

above-identified two members of The Florida Bar with a variety of continuous 

attacks and other conduct using online social media due to their representation of 

clients in litigation against this Respondent. 

4. The Bar's petition was filed because of the escalation of Respondent's 

misconduct, which resulted in Bacchus filing and obtaining a Permanent Injunction 

for Protection Against Stalking against Respondent, as well as a police report, and 
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Williams filing a lawsuit for Libel, Slander, Malicious Prosecution and Injunctive 

Relief against Respondent. (The Petition for Injunction for Protection Against 

Stalking, the temporary injunction, the Order, and the Supplemental Affidavit in 

Support of Petition for Injunction for Protection Against Stalking were attached to 

the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C. The police report was 

attached to the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Exhibit D. The lawsuit was 

attached to the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Exhibit E.) 

5. The Florida Bar has maintained that Respondent's actions, as set forth 

below, strike at the heart of conduct prejudicial to the administration ofjustice 

since the Respondent's attacks were solely because Williams and Bacchus 

represented individuals who were adverse to the Respondent. Rather than properly 

utilizing the court system, Respondent launched a public attack using online social 

media under a misguided belief that the First Amendment shielded her from 

scrutiny and prosecution by The Florida Bar. Specifically, the First Amendment 

does not protect those who make harassing or threatening remarks about the 

judiciary or opposing counsel. See Florida Bar v. Wasserman, 675 So.2d 103, 104-

05 (Fla. 1996). Under Rule of Professional Conduct 4-8.4( d), lawyers are required 

to refrain from knowingly disparaging or humiliating other lawyers. See Florida 

Bar v. Uhrig, 666 So.2d 887, 888 (Fla.1996). The Florida Bar v. Sayler, 721 So.2d 

1152 (Fla 1998). 
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6. Respondent publicly broadcasted her intention to "connect" with 

Bacchus' former clients and sent out a public cry for others to assist her with the 

below postdated January 4, 2019 in an apparent crusade to attempt to destroy 

Bacchus. 

t lhht..y ll(, .-p~ 
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This was entered into evidence as Florida Bar Exhibit was 17. Respondent 

confirmed her intentions in an e-mail to The Florida Bar on January 21, 2019 in 

which she stated, in pertinent part: 

"I will be filing a formal bar complaint against Nisha 
based on the inaccuracies in the injunction petition and 
the fact that it's clear she filed the case merely to gain 
leverage in the civil defamation case. Further, I' ll be 
representing several ofher former clients in various bar 
complaints and potential malpractice cases." 

The January 21, 2019 e-mail was attached to the Bar~s petition as The Florida 

Bar's Exhibit F. and entered into evidence at trial as Florida Bar Exhibit 18) 
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Respondent, on January 23, 2019, forwarded a letter of representation in a Bar 

grievance filed by a former client of Bacchus, with the following: 

I have accepted this case pro bono, meaning there will be 
no cost to you for my legal services. 

(See Composite Exhibit C ofthe Bar's petition, which contains Nisha 

Bacchus' Supplemental Affidavit in Support of Petition for Injunction for 

Protection Against Stalking. Within that document, identified as Composite 

Exhibit B, is Ms. Krapacs' January 23, 2019 Client Engagement Letter for Judith 

Mach.) The Respondenfs motivation in assisting this former client of Bacchus 

appeared to be for the purpose ofdamaging Bacchus. 

7. This Referee, agrees with the Florida Supreme Court's hard line 

against incivility. Respondent appeared to wage a personal, public and prolonged 

battle against these two attorneys on social media. The attorneys' practice of law 

should not subject them to this type of crusade and such behavior is clearly 

prejudicial to the administration ofjustice and causes great public harm. Further, it 

is this type of conduct that perpetuates the public's negative perception of lawyers. 

FACTS 

8. The salient facts are set forth below, are mostly a matter ofthe 

undisputed record and were stipulated to by the parties. 

a. Krapacs was in a personal relationship with a non-lawyer and 

resident of Texas ("former boyfriend"). 
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b. On or about January 30. 2018, shortly after Krapaes moved to

Florida, she initiated a Petition for Domestic Violence Injunction against her

former boyfriend in Broward County, Florida, which initially resulted in a

temporary injunction. Krapacs represented herself and alleged that the

former boyfriend had previously sexually and physically abused her and she

was in fear of future abuse.

c. Attorney Russell L Williams represented the former boyfriend in

proceedings held before the Ilonorable Michael G. Kaplan. Broward Circuit

Court Judge.

d. Beginning on or about March 1, 2018, and continuing until

approximately January 2019, Respondent began a social media barrage on

Facebook. Instagram. Linkedln, and by posting YouTube videos disparaging

Williams and Judge Kaplan, and insinuating a collusion and corruption

between the two against the Respondent.

I ) On or about March 1, 2018, Respondent posted on

I inkedIn and stated. m pertinent part, with emphasis supplied:

�042So, Russell J. Williams, ESQ sends me a letter
threatening to FILE A MOTION FOR SANCTIONS
AGAINST ME if I don't dismiss the domestic
violence case within 21 days.

�042Old White Male Attorney #2 steps up to the plate to
harass a domestic violence victim with vet another
baseless lecal treat. Classv.
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(The March 1, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit G)(and entered into evidence as Florida

Bar's Exhibit 5)

2) On or about April 14, 201 8, Respondent posted on

I,inkedIn and stated, in pertinent part, with emphasis supplied:

�042Oh, and opposing counsel blatantly, flat-out LIED
on the record. The judge didn't hat an eye.

�042So I had to start all over again. I filed a new petition
yesterday. I'm documenting the date, time, and name
of every courthouse employee I speak with.
Someihing is really off here. #metoo !!timesup
#domesticviolence #womensrights #keeplighting

�042I've been inspired and pissed off-by my bully
exbovfriend and his buHy attorneys and their
aggressive and intimidating legal tacties after I
confronted my ex about his past abuse of me.

(The April 14, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition as

The I lorida Bar's Exhibit II.) (and entered into evidence as Florida

Bar's Exhibit 8)

Each of these statements begins by identifying Ashley Krapacs

as Esq. and Owner at Ashley Ann Krapacs, PI1C and some conclude

by identifying Ms. Krapaes as a Sexual Harassment Lawyer.

3) On or about April 21. 201 8, Respondent posted on

Facebook and stated, with emphasis supplied:

�042Today, I got a recording of my hearing from last week.
I knew that how I had been treated, by opposing
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counsel and the judge, was bad, but DAMN. All I
can say is, I've always wanted to write a book, And,
well, this book is writing itself. #metoo #timesup
#nomore endsexism #holymisogyny #1awyerlife
#keepfighting #justicewillprevail

(The April 21, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit L A copy of the transcript of the hearing

dated April 12, 2018, to which Respondent referred in the above post,

was attached to the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Exhibit J.)

Upon reviewing the transcript from the hearing, it is clear Judge

Kaplan treated the Respondent with dignity, courtesy, and respect.

Furthermore, Williams was not unprofessional nor unethical toward the

Respondent at the bearing and there is no evidence of any collusion between

the attorney and the judge.

Then, Respondent, through her law firm, wrote an article which she

posted on a blog entitled, "When You Don't Let Female Lawyers Talk,

We'll Only Get Louder " (The Aprll 23, 2018 article was attached to the

Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Exhibit K.) The article referred to the

hearing held on April 12, 2018. (See Exhibit I of the Bar's petition.) (and

entered into evidence as Florida Bar's Exhibit 9) The article stated:

�042Krapacs referred to Judge Kaplan and attorney
Williams as "old white rnales,"

�042Krapacs accused the court of bias, and
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�042Krapacs claimed that an egregious exchange occurred,
and

Respondent's statements were derogatory and untruthful and falsely

portrayed her treatment in court at the hearing on April 12, 2018. A review

of the transcript attached as Exhibit J to the Bar's petition, (and entered into

evidence as I lorida Bar Exhibit 6) beginning at page 17 describes the events

that actually occurred. In essence, Respondent, being an inexperienced

attorney. filed a motion to amend without seeking leave from the court and

without setting the matter for hearing. Judge Kaplan patiently explained the

procedure to the Respondent, who apologized for her lack of knowledge, in

relevant part below:

THE COI RT: We're just going to address the petition
that you filed. And I understand that there may be further
proceedings depending on the ruling of the Court today, but
we're going to be limited to that.

MS. KRAPACS: Sure. And I apologize, Your Honor, I
did do a clerkship in D.C. Superior Court and the process that
we followed that often rnotions that were filed in between
hearine were done in chambers, and so I wasn't aware and I
asked the clerks and they said - -

THE COURT: That's line. You don't have to explain
any further. That's okay.

�042Respondent accused attorney Williams of lying in the
hearing in this blog as well as in rnultiple other public
posts based on the following actual exchange:

MS. KRAPACS: I'm sorry, did you just say - -
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THE COURT: I understand.
MS. KRAPACS: I'm sorry, did opposing counsel say he

never received that?
THE COURT: Well, the answer was - -
MR. WILLIAMS: I know it's been filed. I went to the

clerk's office to obtain a copy. They would not give it to me
because they would not, because I'm not attorney of record.

MS. KRAPACS: I'd like to confirrn for the record I
emailed it to - -

THE COURT: One moment. Don't interrupt, please. Go
ahead.

MR. WILLIAMS: I never got - - I got the motion to
amend. Yes, the petitioner is right, I did get the rnotion to
amend. She did email it to me.

4) On or about May 10, 2018, Respondent, through her law

firm, posted an article which she wrote entitled, "Bad Attorney

Behavior: If You See It, Report It." (The May 10, 2018 article was

attached to the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Exhibit L.)(This

was entered into evidence as Florida Bar Exhibit 10) Respondent

alleged the following, in pertinent part:

�042Mr. Williams then proceeded to lie on the record
numerous times during the one hearing that was held
in the case on April 12, 2018.

�042Boo hoo. He knows that truth is an absolute defense to
defamation and that he can't do a damn thing about me
calling him out for lying.

�042This man has been practicing for over 30 years. I
cannot fathom how many female domestic violence
victims and opposing counsel have been sandbagged
and railroaded by this bully.

* * *
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Much of this article publicly addressed the Bar grievance that
Ms. Krapacs filed against Mr. Williams, which was sumrnarily
dismissed by the Bar.

e. On or about July 24, 2018, Krapacs ultimately dismissed the

petition for injunction against her ex-boyfriend.

f. Due to Respondent's unrelenting public social media attacks,

on July 26, 2018, and despite Williams' repeated reports to the Florida Bar

regarding Respondent's continued unethical conduct, Williams believed he

had no other choice but to file a lawsuit against Ms. Krapacs for Libel,

Slander, Malicious Prosecution and Injunctive Relief to stop Respondent's

behavior. Attorney Nisha Bacchus represented Mr. Williams in this lawsuit.

(See Exhibit E of the Bar's petition.)

1) In addition to the other disparaging attacks, Respondent

posted YouTube videos and launched additional assaults.

a. A transcript of a YouTube video of Respondent,

which she posted on or about July 31, 2018 after receipt of the

lawsuit, was attached to the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's

Exhibit M. In it, Respondent stated, in pertinent part:

�042I have been laughing a lot. I can't stop laughing since
I read this complaint that has been filed against me on
me [sic] behalf of Russell J. Williams. This complaint
[indicating]. Russell J. Williams of Williams, Hilal,
Wigand, Grande Law Firm. (Page 3)
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�042Twenty-five pages of garbage, lies, fake
news...riddled with lies and other nontruths...obscene.
(Page 4)

�042...lying on the record is just what Mr. Williams does
best...I have the court recording and the official court
transcript of that hearing that confirms his lies. (Page
4)

�042More lies. This guy just - - he cannot get enough of
lying in formal proceedings. I mean, man, like, it's
just, it's a lie. (Page 6)

�042...he also whines that I call him a moron and a sexist
and a bully. Well, sorry - - I'm not sorry, but you are
all of those things. (Page 6)

�042Um, you know, and there is - - there is another option
here. There is a really easy option. You could, you
know, just stop being a dick. Like, that's a really
simple solution, just don't be a dick. Um, but men like
Russell J. Williams want to have their cake and eat it
too. Listen, when you have been having your cake and
eating it too for three decades and it worked and it has
made you a lot of money, I guess it would piss you off
when someone comes along and makes it clear that
that just isn't going to work anymore.

You know, it pisses him off that he can't just
keep acting a fool and then pretending to be a
good guy. He wants to act like a baby, bully
people around, lie and cheat his way through
cases and then pretend like he's a decent human
being. Sorry, that's just not an option anymore.
It's just not. (Pages 7-8)

�042If you want to take cases where you're going after a
domestic violence survivor in a completely frivolous
bullshit lawsuit, you cannot also claim to support
women's rights. You just can't. I mean, you can do
whatever you want, but the math just doesn't add up.
And Pm going to call you out. So, Nisha Bacchus,
you're a backstabbing traitor. I almost feel bad for
you, almost. Almost. Because he's playing her. He is
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playing her like a fucking fiddle. He knew he was
going to have a hard time finding any attorney who
was actually going to file this piece of garbage. He
knew it. So what did he do? He found someone
desperate for work, someone so hard up for cases that
she would do anything for a quick buck. And this
much is obvious to me. It's really clear from her
website.

For one thing, she uses "our firm", "our" this,
"our" that, all throughout the website. And you
can - - I m.ean, it's just one lawyer since, what I
can tell, 2011. So it is seven years and you
haven't been able to - - you have been using a
plural pronoun but haven't been able to bring
another lawyer on board. Like, "our". Okay.
You and your paralegal. Um, so it is obvious
from her website.
She also claims to have multiple departments of
her law firm and she's the self-designated head
of all these departments. I guess the competition
wasn't really steep. Um, but, congrats.
Also, she's a door lawyer. Which is basically a
lawyer who takes anything that walks in the
door in any area of law. (Pages 10-11)

�042Because you can't do every area of law and do them
all well. You just can't. Some people try and they end
up like Nisha Bacchus who are so hard up that they'll
take anything, including shit like this. So I almost feel
bad for her because he's playing her. It is really
obvious from the way that she presents herself that
she'll take anything if the price is right. Or even if it's
not. (Page 12)

�042So I almost feel bad for her but not quite. At the end of
the day no matter how convincing and manipulative he
is, it is still her choice to represent him and it's a
choice that she'll live with for the rest ofher life. Um,
the choice to file this utter bullshit complaint. The
choice to go after a rape survivor when you claim to be
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pro women's rights. Are you fucking kidding me? The
choice to sell out to make a quick buck. It's her choice.
Her actions have spoken volumes about the kind of
person she really is. And that is a woman who does not
like women very much. So, sorry, honey, you're
exposed. (Pages 13-14)

�042Everyone has a price and Russell J. Williams fleured
out Nisha's. But. girl, it's going to cost you. It's going
to cost you, girl. You made your bed, so lay in it. Hope
you're comfortable. (Page 15)

�042So you get to choose your branding. And your choice
of branding is representing misogynist pigs,
misogynist bullies like Russell J. Williams, that's not
good branding. (Page 16)

2) Although Respondent continued to attack Mr. Williams

in late July 2018, her primary focus shifted to Nisha Bacchus, who

represented Mr. Williams. Respondent launched an online attack

which Nagged" Ms. Bacchus personally, as well as her law firm on

social media.

a. July 31, 2018 Facebook and Instagram posts:

�042Nisha Elizabeth Bacchus. Damn, girl. You
must be hard up for new cases to take on a piece
of garbage like Russell L Williams. And you
promote yourself as being "pro-women's
rights." I Iow do you sleep at night? #sellout
#womanhater #meetoo #timesup
#endrapeculture #endsexism #endmisogyny

(The July 31, 3018 post was attached to the Bar's petition as

The Horida Bar's Exhibit N.) (and entered into evidence as Florida

Bar's Exhibit 17)
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• Ashley Ann Krapacs, PLLC 

Ya'll, social media is no joke. You want 
to act a fool and be a jerk to people? Go 
right ahead. But don't expect people not 
to call you out for it. I'm talking to you, 
Nisha Elizabeth Bacchus. The choices 
you make in life form what becomes your 
personal brand. What do your choices say 
about you? #beempowered #metoo 
#timesup #womensrights #humanrights 
#domesticviolence #calledout #exposed 
#notafraid #sellout #traitor #endsexism 
#endmisogyny 

(The July 31, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition as 

The Florida Bar's Exhibit 0.) 

• Ashley Ann Krapacs, Esq. 

Russell J. Williams, partner at 
@WHWG_LAW, sued me for 
#defamation. Way to harass a survivor of 
#domesticviolence and #rape, you pig! 
Oh, and #TRUTH is an absolute defense 
to defamation, moron, so good luck with 
that. Smfh. #metoo #timesup #frivolous 
#vindictive #bully 

(The July 31, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition as 

The Florida Bar's Exhibit P .) 

b. On or about August 8, 2018, Respondent posted a 

blog about Ms. Bacchus and her firm on Respondent's firm's 

website utilizing Ms. Bacchus' photo. This post also continued 
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to disparage Mr. Williams and Judge Kaplan. Those parts

pertinent to Bacchus are set forth below:

�042So I'm admittedly disheartened to learn that a
female has joined that fight. But again, everyone
can be bought.

�042The defamation suit is intended only to harass
and intimidate me. Mr. Williams knows it. And
so does Nisha Bacchus. But she sold out
anyway. She's helping a hateful bully continue
to torment me. She's helping a sexist pig
continue to psychologically torture me. It's gotta
be a painful existence to live as a woman and
also hate women so much at the very same tirne.

�042The website ofNisha Bacchus tells me
everything I need to know about this woman:
she's thirsty for work. So hard up, she'll engage
with a scumbag like Russell J. WiDiams. It's
pathetic, really.

�042What a fraud. She pretends to care about
women. She pretends to support women's rights
issues. She pretends to care about women who
have been abused.

�042In a lot of ways, Nisha Bacchus is just like
Russell J. Williams: a bully who wants to act
like an asshole, but then pretend like she's
something she's not, and just try to avoid she
[sic] getting called out for who she really is.
Well, sorry, sweetie, but you can't have it both
ways. If you want to take clients like Russell L
Williams, you can't also claim to support
women's rights and the #metoo movement. That
math just doesn't add up. And I will call you out
and scream it from the rooftops: Nisha Bacchus
is nothing more than insecure, hateful, jealous
woman who hates women.

See you in court, asshole.
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(The August 8, 201 8 post was attached to the Bar's petition as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit Q.) (and entered into evidence as Florida

Bar's Exhibit 17)

c. On or about October 6, 2018, Respondent posted a

photo of protestors in front of the U.S. Supreme Court and

stated the fbilowing, in pertinent part:

�042My body is mine. My life matters. My story
matters, And FUCK anyone who says it doesn't.

Fuck [name of former boyfriend].
Fuck Russell L Williams.
Fuck Williams Hilal Wigand Grande law
firm.
Fuck Nisha Bacchus.
Fuck Bacchus Law.
Fuck David Benowitz.
Fuck Seth Price.
Fuck Price Benowitz law firm.
Fuck Kevin Tynan.
Fuck James Drakeley.
Fuck Kenneth Patterson.
Fuck Hiersche, Hayward, Drakeley &
Urbach law firrn.
Fuck everyone who perpetuates
#rapeculture. Fuck everyone who
perpetuates #misogyny. Fuck everyone
who perpetuates violence against women.
You might get Kavanaugh. But you've
waged a war that you cannot win.
#Progress is coming whether you like it or
not. And you will be held accountable. I
will never stop fighting. #metoo #timesup
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(See Composite Exhibit C of the Bar's petition, which contains

Nisha Bacchus' Supplemental Affidavit in Support of Petition for

Injunction for Protection Against Stalking. Within that document,

identified as Composite Exhibit D, is the post containing the

profanities)

On or about October 22, 201 8, Respondent posted on Facebook

and stated, in pertinent part:

�042...she filed several things and provided me with
absolutely no notice, even though I'm listed in
the court's e-service system. No idea where this
lunatic went to law school, but it must have
been a school that doesn't put a whole lot of
emphasis on, ya know, THE LAW, and just
basic due process. Smfh. limetoo #timesup
#bullies #amateurhour #womensrights
#equalrights #endviolenceagainstwomen
#endrapeculture #endthepatriarchy

(The October 22, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition

as The Florida Bar's Exhibit R.)

d. On October 25, 2018, Respondent posted a

photograph from a film in which a shotgun is pointed at the

perpetrator which frightened Bacchus because of its violent

naturc was one basis for Bacchus seeking an injunction for

stalking. (See Composite Exhibit C of the Bar's petition.)
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when opposing counsel tries to use 
the same exact trick you saw in 
your last case 
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e. On or about October 25, 2018, Respondent posted 

a statement to Facebook accusing The Florida Bar, the Court 

and the State Attorney's Office of being corruptly influenced by 

Nisha Bacchus. She stated, in pertinent part: 
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�042She's already tried using her personal
connections at the Florida Bar to silence me.
Didn't work. She tried using her connections at
the court to silence me. Didn't work. She and
her client, Russell J. Williams ofWilliams,
Hilal, Wigand & Grande, PLLC. law firm, even
threatened to use personal connections at the
states attorney office to have me arrested. Even
then, I refused to be silenced. This lady is OUT
OF CONTROL. Nothing but an evil bully.
Bring it, diva. NOTHING they can do to me is
going to silence me from speaking the truth
about what people like Nisha Bacchus and
Russell J. Williams do to vulnerable
#sexualassaultsurvivors. #metoo #timesup
#womenrights #believesurvivors #humanrights
#enoughisenough

(The October 25, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition

as The Florida Bar's Exhibit S.)

f. On or about October 26, 2018, Respondent posted

a statement to Facebook again accusing The Florida Bar of

being corruptly influenced by Nisha Bacchus. Respondent

expressing these accusations publicly under the guise of "an

opinion" which did not Respondent from both the scrutiny and

sanction of this Court and the Bar. She stated, in pertinent part:

�042I heard from the Florida bar today regarding the
multiple ethics complaints that have been filed
against me by Russell J. Williams (partner at
Williams, Hilal, Wigand & Grande, PLLC. Law
firm) and my ex, . . . Given the timing of the
email and that I hadn't heard anything from

20



them at all for weeks, I have to assume that it's
not a coincidence. It is solely my opinion, but I
have to believe Nisha is behind it.

�042And then he [sic] fact that there's obviously a
LOT going on behind the scenes that I'm not
privy to is incredibly upsetting. This is ya world
we live in. It's 2018. and young female
attorneys are held to an entirely different
standard than the Old White Males. It may cost
me my bar license to keep writing publicly
about the state of this Geld, but I don't feel I
have any other choice.

(The October 26, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition

as The Florida Bar's Exhibit T.)

g. On or about November 29, 2018. Respondent

posted a statement to Facebook with regard to the pending

deliunation lawsuit. She stated, in pertinent part:

�042As long as the litigation continues, I look
forward to embarrassing both of these bullies as
I lay the paper trail that clearly demonstrates
what side of history these two attorneys are on.
And hint: it's not the good side!

(The November 29, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition

as The Florida Bar's Exhibit U.)

h. On or about December 5, 2018. Respondent posted

a statement to Facebook which gave a glimpse of her intentions

with regard to further harming Ms. Bacchus.
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�042...and this week, I got some unsavory
information about Nisha Bacchus that is a total
game changer. Stay tuned for that.

(The December 5, 2018 post was attached to the Bar's petition

as The Florida Bar's Exhibit V.)

i. On or about December 19, 2018, Respondent

posted a statement to Facebook attacking Ms. Bacchus' filing

of a Request to Produce, in her representation of Mr. Williams.

Ms. Krapacs stated the following, in pertinent part, with

emphasis supplied:

�042These tactics do nothing but keep those who are
powerless and vulncrable stuck, while they
make greedy, evil people like Nisha Bacchus
rich. (How's that BMW treating yon, baby?)

(See Composite Exhibit C of the Bar's petition, which contains

Nisha Bacchus' Supplemental Affidavit in Support of Petition Against

Stalking. Within that document, identified as Composite Exhibit D, is

Ms. Krapacs' December 19, 2018 post.) This post again put Ms.

Bacchus in physical fear since Ms. Krapacs publicly exposed the type

of vehicle that Ms. Bacchus drives. In Ms. Bacchus' Petition for

Temporary Injunction, she stated:

The December 19, 201 8 posting was extremely alarming as
Respondent made reference to the type of vehicle that I drive. I
was terrified when I was alerted by this positing [sic] as I have
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never met Respondent, nor do we have any friends or 
colleagues in common with her. I reached out to her attorney, 
Patricia Acosta, Esq., who is representing Respondent in the 
civil matter and expressed my concerns via email. I do not 
know ifMs. Acosta ever addressed this matter with 
Respondent. This made me extremely uncomfortable and 
anxious. I reported this posting immediately to the Florida Bar. 

(See Composite Exhibit C ofthe Bar's petition.) 

9. On February 1, 2019, Judge Moon granted a Final Judgment of 

Injunction for Protection Against Stalking against Ashley Krapacs as a result of her 

actions toward Nisha Bacchus. (A copy ofthe court's order dated February 1, 

2019 was attached to the Bar's petition as The Florida Bar's Exhibit W.) 

10. Within thfee hours of the conclusion of the hearing and issuance of 

the Injunction, Ms. Krapacs sent the following e-mail to Bar Counsel: 
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11. From the above email, it is apparent the Respondent intended to 

continue her attempts to malign Ms. Bacchus. In fact, she again made unsupported 

allegations to The Flbrida Bar of "unlawful" conduct by Ms. Bacchus before 

admittedly researching the issue. 

12. The Bar's Witnesses 

At trial, the Bar called Williams and Bacchus as witnesses. 

Mr. Williams testified credibly. He stated Respondent's social media posts 

caused him emotional distress, especially since the posts occurred around the 
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Parkland School shooting, where his children attended school. Mr. Williams 

testified that, to his knowledge, approximately a dozen people asked him about the 

post but that they did not have any effect on his professional reputation or his 

firm's business because most of the people who saw the posts thought them to be 

outrageous and implausible. Williams further testified that this was the most 

"upsetting thing he had to go through as a lawyer" ofover 30 years ofpractice. He 

stated it was humiliating and effected his law firm and his partners. In addition, 

Williams testified that this took significant time away from his family and his 

clients. Williams further explained Judge Kaplan was neither rude nor unfair to 

the Respondent at any point. Lastly, Williams expressed frustration regarding the 

fact that the Bar did not take action earlier, despite forwarding emails to the Bar of 

all the postings over the course of several months. 

Bacchus also testified credibly and stated Respondent's social media posts 

caused her severe emotional distress and that at times caused her physical illness. 

Bacchus testified the posts became more alanning over time, and escalated when 

Respondent referenced the type of car Bacchus drove and a photo with a gun, 

despite being a scene from a children's movie. Furthermore, Bacchus testified 

when her firm website was "tagged" this hurt her both personally and 

professionally. Ultimately, Bacchus was in fear for her personal safety, she 
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couldn't sleep or eat, she had extreme anxiety which finally caused her to Petition

the court for the Cyberstalking Injunction against the Respondent.

13. Respondent's Witnesses

Respondent called four (4) witnesses to testify: Judith Mach, Leila

Carnpagnuolo, Respondent, and Dr. Yenys Castillo.

Judith Mach was not credible as a character witness for the Respondent.

Mach only new the Respondent for a few short months. was not particularly

forthcomina with answers when questioned and didn't have a clear memory of the

posts the Respondent made on social media. Mach testified she met Respondent

through Leila Campagnuolo and that the Respondent took her small clairns case

against Bacchus. Ms. Mach testified that Respondent is smart, caring, hard-

working. and honest; however, it is questionable how Mach would have this

solidified opinion of the Respondent having known her for only 4 months. Further,

it appeared that she and the Respondent were banding together against Bacchus.

Leila Campagnuolo testified as a character witness for the Respondent, She

was more credible than Mach but also only knew the Respondent for four short

months and admitted the Respondent's behavior was inappropriate for a member of

the bar due to her impaired judgment. Campagnuolo testified Respondent helped

her get through her own issues related to her domestic violence situation and that

she is caring and wants to help those in need.
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The Respondent testified on her own behalf and at times was credible and 

other times not credible. Respondent is 33 years old, first took the NY Bar in 2016 

and then the Florida Bar in 2016. She moved to Florida in 2017 and formed her 

own law firm. She stated her ex-boyfriend abused her both sexually and physically 

for a lengthy period and at one point had tried to Baker Act her. The Respondent 

stated after the Motion to Dismiss her Petition for a Domestic Violence Injunction 

was granted, as a new and inexperience lawyer, she felt scared and outnumbered 

without a support system. Respondent testified she felt she did not get her day in 

court which upset her greatly. She stated that her father was very volatile with her 

as a child and due to his abuse and the ex-boyfriend's abuse she suffered from 

PTSI), for which she was in therapy for during the entirety of2018. 

Regarding the posts, Respondent testified she was trying to increase 

awareness but she admittedly used ''the wrong way" to make a statement. She 

regrets the words she used and that she "expressed herself incorrectly'' with her 

social media attacks. She suggested she had seen other lawyers use social media in 

this manner and as a new lawyer thought it was an accepted practice. She stated she 

was frustrated with the process and despite having been in treatment at the time, did 

not have coping mechanisms to assist with her PTSD. While she expressed some 

remorse for the social media posts she didn ' t overtly apologize genuinely about the 
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stress and damage she caused to Mr. WiJliams and Ms. Bacchus, nor the statements 

she made about Judge Kaplan or the contribution to the negative impression the 

public has oflawyers. 

Taken in its totality, as a new lawyer, who had suffered domestic violence 

abuse, had attempted to obtain an injunction against her abuser and failed, dealt 

with the sudden passing of her father, the hospitalization of her younger brother, 

the financial stress she was suffering, along with other issues she claims, caused the 

"perfect storm" at the time ofthe postings. 

Finally, Respondent highlighted the coping mechanisms she has developed 

through rehabilitation efforts with her therapist whom she continues to see 

frequently. Respondent also cited the work of the Florida Lawyers Assistance 

program and her regular attendance at meetings. When asked directly by her lawyer 

Respondent specifically stated, "she would never do something like this again." 

Dr. Castillo testified as a forensic psychologist who evaluated the 

Respondent. Dr. Castillo was credible. She testified about the standardized testing, 

evaluation, and other investigation she conducted to obtain a detailed psychiatric 

history and to opine on the emotional and mental status of the Responden~ both 

during the relevant time and prospectively. Dr. Castillo referred to Respondent's 

ex-boyfriend's financial control and manipulation, physical abuse, and sexual 
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abuse, which occurred during the few years before Respondent moved to Florida. 

Citing a report from Respondent's treating psychologist, Dr. Castillo testified that 

Respondent's behavior from March 2018 to January 2019 was consistent with a 

person suffering from Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder due to childhood trauma, 

abuse by the ex-boyfriend, which was exacerbated by the death of her father, 

leading to her unstable behavior and inability to cope with reality. Also, based on 

her experience in the field and meetings with Respondent, Dr. Castillo concurred 

with the diagnosis of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder at the time Respondent was 

posting online (both the treating and expert doctors agreed on the PTSD diagnosis 

for the relevant time). 

According to Dr. Castillo, the feelings of helplessness, procedural issues, ~d 

defending against Mr. Williams's defamation action caused Respondent to feel as 

if she was being attacked which is consistent with a person suffering from Post-

Traumatic Stress Disorder. Dr. Castillo testified these fears caused Respondent to 

feel that posting on social media was because she felt she had no other way to 

protect herself without the social media posts. 

Dr. Castillo testified she believes Respondent will not repeat the social media 

posts, although cannot of course be sure, and that Respondent can handle the 

stresses of practicing law. She confirmed that the Respondent's current treatment 
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protocol, which included routine visits with the therapist as well as ongomg 

attendance at FLA meetings, is sufficient and appropriate to monitor and control 

the Respondent's condition. Dr. Castillo testified, based on her evaluations of 

Respondent, that fortunately, Respondent is no longer suffering from Post-

Traumatic Stress Disorder and she believes Respondent is a low risk for relapse 

because of the coping mechanisms and support systems she has developed for 

herself. She also testified that Respondent has developed the appropriate coping 

methods to address stressful litigation, can deal with daily life, can handle triggers 

and is now a "different person" and is at low risk ofreoffending. Dr. Castillo further 

opined that the Respondent does not need to be medicated and she believes the 

Respondent wants to be a good attorney and help people. 

III.RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO GUILT 

The Court respectfully recommends that Respondent be found guilty of 

violating the following Rules Regulating The Florida Bar: 3-4.3 [The commission 

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

constitute a cause for discipline whether the act is committed in the course ofthe 

lawyer's relations as a lawyer or otherwise, whether committed within Florida or 

outside the state ofFlorida, and whether the act is a felony or a misdemeanor.]; 4-

4.4(a) [In representing a client, a lawyer may not use means that have no 

substantial purpose other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person or 
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knowingly use methods of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such a

person.|; and 4-8.4(d) [A lawyer shall not engage in conduct in connection with the

practice of law that is prejudicial to the administration ofjustice, including to

knowingly, or through callous indifference, disparage, humiliate, or discriminate

against litigants, jurors, witnesses, court personnel, or other lawyers on any basis,

including, but not limited to, on account of race, ethnicity, gender, religion,

national origin, disability. marital status, sexual orientation, age, socioeconomic

status, employment, or physical characteristic.].

IV. STANDARDS FOR IMPOSING LAWYER SANCTIONS

I considered the following Standards prior to recomrnending discipline:

2.5 Public reprimand is appropriate in cases where the lawyer's

conduct, although violating ethical standards. is not serious enough to warrant

suspension or disbarment. A public reprimand serves the useful purpose

identifying lawyers who have violated ethical standards, and, ifaccompanied by

a published opinion. educates members of the bar as to these standards.

2.7 Probation is a sanction that should be imposed when a lawyer's

right to practice law needs to be monitored or limited rather than suspended or

revoked. The need for probation can arise under a variety of situations and it can

be imposed either alone or along with any other disciplinary measure.
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5.1 l(b) Disbarment is appropriate when a lawyer engages in serious criminal 

conduct, a necessary element of whieh includes intentional interference with the 

administration ofjustice, false swearing, misrepresentation, fraud, extortion, 

misappropriation, or theft; 

5 .12 Suspension is appropriate when a lawyer knowingly engages in 

criminal conduct which is not included within Standard 5 .11 and that seriously 

adversely reflects on the lawyer's fitness to practice. Lawyers who engage in 

criminal conduct other than that described above in Standard 5.11 should be 

suspended in cases where their conduct seriously adversely reflects on their fitness 

to practice law. As in the case of disbarment, a suspension can be imposed even 

where no criminal charges have been filed against the lawyer. Not every lawyer 

who commits a criminal act should be suspended, however. As pointed out in the 

Model Rules ofProfessional Conduct: Although a lawyer is personally an·swerable 

to the entire criminal law, a lawyer should be professionally answerable only for 

offenses that indicate lack of those characteristics relevant to law practice. 

Offenses involving violence, dishonesty, or breach of trust, or serious interference 

with the administration ofjustice are in that category. 

7 .2 Suspension is appropriate when a lawyer knowingly engages in conduct 

that is a violation ofa duty owed as a professional and causes injury or potential 

injury to a client, the public, or the legal system. 
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7.1 Disbarment is appropriate when a lawyer intentionally engages in 

conduct that is a violation of a duty owed as a professional with the intent to obtain 

a benefit for the lawyer or another, and causes serious or potentially serious injury 

to a client, the public, or the legal system. 

V. AGGRAVATING FACTORS VS. MITIGATING FACTORS  

There is sufficient evidence of the following aggravating factors:  

9.22 Aggravating Factors:  

9 .22(b) dishonest or selfish motive;  

9.22(c) a pattern of misconduct-based on the repeated social media posts over the  

course of nine (9) months 

9.22(f) submission of false evidence, false statements, or other deceptive practices 

during the disciplinary process - with multiple letters to The Florida Bar, 

Respondent falsely accused Russell Williams and Nisha Bacchus of conduct 

that did not occur. 

9.22(g) refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct; and 

9.32 Mitigating Factors: 

(a) absence of a prior disciplinary record. 

Also, there is sufficient evidence of the following additional mitigating factors: 
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a) personal or emotional issues- I found there was significant credible and

persuasive evidence suggesting that Respondent was suffering from

both personal and emotional problems when she was posting;

b) inexperience in the practice of law - Respondent served as a judicial

clerk for the two years preceding her move to Florida. At the time of

the incidents, Respondent had little experience practicing law;

c) interim rehabilitation - Respondent has been and is currently under

medical treatment which includes a protocol where she is being seen

routinely by her treating psychiatrist and is attending ongoing FLA

meetings. According Dr. Castillo, Respondent's PTSD into remission

and there is a low risk of reoccurring behavior. Respondent removed

social media posts in August 2018 and removed all of the subject

statements from the Internet in 2019; and

d) remorse - I found Respondent to be somewhat remorseful during her

testimony. Respondent apologized to the referee, the Bar, the Court and

stated that she was going to apologize in writing to attorneys Williarns

and Bacchus. She further testified to an understanding of the right way

and wrong way to express herself and recognition that what did was

wrong.

VL CASE LAW AND ANALYSIS
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Sitting in judgment of another, especially a member of the Florida Bar is no 

doubt a difficult task. It is especially difficult to sit in judgment ofa young 

attorney in the face ofthe Bar's request for disbarment. However, I have viewed 

the evidence presented, together with the applicable and current authority. 

Extortion email 

In January of2018, Ms. Krapacs sent the following text message while in 

Florida to her former boyfriend: 

Ashley Ann Krapacs 
Gregg, I don't want to make this any nastier than it 
already is. I'm exhausted. I need help financially. Getting 
a job and building my own income doesn't happen 
overnight. And quite frankly, after the hell you put me 
through for 5 years, you owe me. 
Ifyou choose not to help me, I will have no choice but to 
take you to court for the illegal, heinous things you've 
done to me, and I'll broadcast it far and wide, trust me. 
Let's not make this worse. I just need help, temporarily, 
and then you'11 never hear from me again. I need to get 
your toxic presence out ofmy life, and taking you to 
court will only drag this out. I need $5,000 this month 
and $5,000 next month, and you'll never hear from me 
again. Your decision. You want to make this harder, so 
be it. Not sure how much your boss and your mom and 
your sons are gonna like hearing that you're a rapist, so 
I'm giving you this opportunity to end this without a war. 

There is a criminal statute that applies to the transmission of this text 

message by Ms. Krapacs. 

F.S. 836.05 provides: Threats: extortion/provides 
whoever either verbally or by a written or printed 
communication, maliciously threatens to accuse another 
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ofany crime or offense, or by such communication 
maliciously threatens an injury to the person, property or 
reputation or another, or maliciously threatens to expose 
another to disgrace, or to expose any secret affecting 
another, or to impute any deformity or lack ofchastity to 
another, with intent thereby to extort money or any 
pecuniary advantage whatsoever, or with intent to 
compel the person so threatened, or any other person, to 
do any act or refrain from doing any act against his or her 
will, shall be guilty ofa felony of the second degree, 
punishable as provided ins. 775.082, s 775.083, ors. 
775.084. 

Rule 4-8.4(b) of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar provides that a lawyer 

shall not commit a criminal act that reflects adversely on the lawyer's honesty, 

trustworthiness, or fitness as a lawyer in other respects. 

In The Florida Bar v. Davis, 657 So.2d 1135 (Fla. 1995) dealt with a 

respondent who was charged with criminal conduct and acquitted by a jury. 

Nevertheless, The Florida Bar proceeded against him based on the underlying 

felonious conduct. Krapacs potentia11y committed a felony when she sent the 

above text message, however no criminal charges were ever filed. Further, the 

Court in Davis, supra, considered events that occurred prior to the substantive 

charged conduct as evidence in aggravation. The instant matter, which formed the 

basis for the order ofemergency suspension, concerned Respondent's public 

conduct on social media and elsewhere. The extortionate text message is relevant 

to my disciplinary recommendation, but is not the central focus. 
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It is important to note that Respondent argued that she was "sandbagged" by 

the Bar's presentation ofthe extortionate text message. I note, however, that the 

Petition for Emergency Suspension did reflect in two places the underlying 

grievances, one ofwhich was the grievance filed by Ms. Krapacs' former 

boyfriend which included the extortionate text message. 

Social media 

The 9-month social media unprovoked attack against two barred attorneys is 

the central focus of this case. The Florida Bar predominately relies on Norkin. In 

that case, the Supreme Court of Florida found Norkin guilty of violating R. 

Regulating Fla. Bar4-8.2(a) and 4-8.4(a). During the course of the litigation, Norkin 

disparaged opposing counsel, sent threatening and disparaging emails to opposing 

counsel, would shout at the judge when he felt he was losing a hearing, and was 

generally disrespectful to opposing counsel and the judge during the pend ency ofthe 

case. Norkin had a history of previous discipline. The Supreme Court of Florida 

imposed a two-year suspension and a requirement that Norkin undergo a mental 

health evaluation upon readmission. The Florida Bar argues the Respondent's 

actions in this case are more egregious than Norkin's due to the numerous 

disparaging online posts and You Tube videos. Norkin is analogous to the instant 

case. 
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In The Florida Bar v. Patterson, 257 So. 3d 56 (Fla. 2018), the Supreme 

Court of Florida found Patterson guilty ofviolating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-4.3, 

4-1.7, 4-8.2( a), and 4-8.4( d). Patterson wrote a letter to the presiding judge and 

submitted a filing in his client's appeal that "either disparaged opposing counsel or 

expounded upon the alleged bias ofjudges and the shortcomings of the legal 

system." Id. at 62. Patterson also used his client's appellate rights to assert his 

own interests and seek relief from an order against him. The Supreme Court of 

Florida suspended Patterson for one year for making disparaging remarks about a 

judge and violating his duty of loyalty to a client. Patterson's statements, although 

wrong, were not publicized all over the internet. The Court addressed civility or 

the lack thereof: 

Furthermore, this Court is greatly troubled by the general 
lack of respect and professionalism Patterson displayed 
toward judges and other professionals in court filings and 
in his letter to Judge Martinez. Such conduct, while an 
inconvenience or a mere slight to those initially 
confronted by it, ultimately emboldens others to 
engage in similar unprofessional or disrespectful acts, 
the net effect of which is the gradual erosion of public 
confidence in the courts and the decisions rendered by 
them. Like all lawyers in Florida, Patterson took the 
Oath of Admission to The Florida Bar prior to his 
admission, wherein he affirmatively committed to 
"maintain the respect due to courts or justice and judicial 
officers." This commitment is not extraneous to, but 
coextensive with the obligation set out in the Bar Rules. 
The Court expects all lawyers to conduct themselves in a 
respectful and professional manner when accessing the 
courts or appearing before a judicial officer regardless of 
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the form or capacity in which the appearance occurs. See 
Code for Resolving Professionalism Complaints, 
Standards of Professionalism (prohibiting members of 
the Bar from engaging in unprofessional conduct and 
defining such conduct as "substantial or repeated 
violations of the Oath of Admission to The Florida Bar. 
The Florida Bar Creed ofProfessionalism, The Florida 
Bar Professionalism Expectations, The Rules Regulating 
The Florida Bar, or the decision ofThe Florida Supreme 
Court"). 
The Florida Bar v. Patterson, 257 So.3d 56 (Fla. 2018). 

Cases regarding cumulative disciplinary history 

In The Florida Barv. Kassier, 730 So. 2d 1273 (Fla. 1998), the Supreme Court 

of Florida found Kassier guilty of violating R. Regulating Fla. Bar. 4-8.4( c) and 4-

8.4( d). Kassier was accused of issuing eight dishonored checks. Kassi er hired a 

former client, whom he helped plead guilty to an insurance fraud scheme, as his 

office manager. Furthermore, Kassier refused to reply to a subpoena from the Florida 

Bar. The Florida Supreme Court rejected the Florida Bar's request for disbarment 

on the grounds that Kassier did not have a significant disciplinary history. 

Importantly, the Florida Supreme Court found that while cumulative misconduct 

should be treated more severely than isolated misconduct, Kassier's alleged other 

complaints had not been decided, and therefore, could not be considered in the 

discipline. Id. at 1275. I find that Respondent's conduct was not as severe as 

Kassier's conduct and that Kassier confirms this facts of this case do not equate to 

"cumulative misconduct." 
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In The Florida Bar v. Ratiner, 238 So. 3d 117 (Fla. 2018), the Supreme Court 

of Florida found Ratiner guilty of violating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-3.5(c) and 4-

8.4(a) and disbarred Ratiner. That case is distinguishable. Ratiner had a significant 

and lengthy history of abusing courts and opposing counsel over many years and 

was reprimanded twice before for his conduct. Ratiner was guilty of shouting "lie, 

lie, lie" while opposing counsel was conducing direct examination during a jury trial. 

Ratiner also kicked opposing counsel's table during a hearing. It is important to note 

that this was the third· time Ratiner had a bar complaint and the -third time the 

Supreme Court ofFlorida had to issue a decision. The Supreme Court ofFlorida also 

referenced its incremental approach to imposing discipline, "increasing the severity 

ofdiscipline in each instance." Id. at 127. The Respondent's conduct is analogous in 

some respects to Ratiner but Krapacs has not been previously reprimanded by the 

Florida Bar. 

In The Florida Bar v. Wasserman, 675 So. 2d 103 (Fla. 1996), the Supreme 

Court of Florida found Wasserman guilty of violating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-4.3, 

3-5.l(b)(l)(C), 4-3.S(c),and 4-8.4(a). Wasserman berated a judicial assistant over 

the phone, had an angry outburst in court, and instructed his client not to follow a 

court order. Wasserman also had a disciplinary history at the time of the complaint. 

Considering all factors, Wasserman was suspended from the practice of law for six 

months. Respondent's actions in this case are more prolonged and more egregious. 
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Severe cases concerning comments about the judiciary 

In The Florida Bar v. Abramson, 3 So. 3d 964 (Fla. 2009), the Supreme Court 

of Florida found Abramson guilty of violating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-3.S(a), 4-

3.S(c), 4-8.4(d). During jury selection, Abramson was discourteous to the judge, 

interrupted the judge, and improperly demanded to be heard on pretrial motions 

regarding his client's pleas after the jury was seated. The Supreme Court ofFlorida 

imposed a ninety-one-day suspension. Respondent's public barrage of attacks on 

social media of Judge Kaplan are more egregious. 

In The Florida Bar v. Morgan, 938 So. 2d 496 (Fla. 2006), the Supreme Court 

of Florida found Morgan guilty of violating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-3.S(c) and 4-

8.4(d). During a felony trial, Morgan became incensed when the judge sustained an 

objection to his question. Morgan refused to listen to the judge, yelled at the judge, 

and continued to ask questions in violation ofthe judge's ruling. The Supreme Court 

ofFlorida found that this conduct interfered with the tribunal and imposed a ninety-

one day rehabilitative suspension. Respondent's maligning of Judge Kaplan in this 

case is more egregious. 

Cases regarding conduct with opposing counsel and dishonesty 

In The Florida Bar v. Sayler, 721 So. 2d 1152 (Fla. 1998), the Florida 

Supreme Court found Sayler guilty ofviolating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-4.3, 4-4.4, 

and 4-8.4( d). Sayler sent an article about the murder of a workers ' compensation 
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defense attorney to opposing counsel. The Supreme Court of Florida found that a 

public reprimand, six months' probation, and a psychiatric evaluation with 

completion of recommended treatment were appropriate sanctions. The 

Respondent's actions are somewhat similar to Sayler but more egregious and 

repeated. 

In The Florida Bar v. Riggs, 944 So. 2d 167 (Fla. 2006), the Supreme Court 

of Florida found Riggs guilty of violating R. Regulating the Florida Bar 4-1.15, 4-

8.4( c), 5-1. l(a)(l), 5-1.1 (g)(2), 5-1.2(b)(1 ), and 5-1.2( c). Riggs knowingly gave trust 

account authority to his paralegal and failed to supervise her. Riggs also failed to 

pay out funds for a closing that were sent to his trust account and misrepresented the 

reason why the funds were unavailable. The Bar, during its investigation, uncovered 

several issues with Riggs's management of his trust account. The Florida Supreme 

Court referred to trust mismanagement as "one of the most serious offenses a lawyer 

can commit and that disbarment is presumed to be the appropriate sanction." Id. at 

171 The Supreme Court of Florida upheld the referee's recommendation and 

suspended Riggs for three years. Respondent's conduct is not as severe as nor 

directly analogous to Riggs's conduct. 

Cases of similar conduct and severity 

In The Florida Bar v. Summers, 728 So. 2d 739 (Fla. 1999), the Supreme 

Court ofFlorida found Summers guilty ofviolating R. Regulating the Florida Bar 3-
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7.1 l(b) and 3-7.l l(c). Summers failed to respond to discovery, failed to respond to 

demands from judges, and failed to appear for the final disciplinary hearing. The 

Florida Bar sought disbarment, which the Court classified as "an extreme form of 

discipline and should be reserved for the most egregious misconduct." Id. at 742 

(internal quotations omitted). The Supreme Court of Florida rejected the Florida 

Bar's suggested sanction and instead suspended Summers for ninety-one days, 

required proof of rehabilitation, attendance at ethics school, and assessed costs. 

Herein, Respondent has already been suspended from the practice of law since 

February 27, 2019. The severity ofRespondent's conduct is more comparable to the 

severity of Summers's conduct, yet more egregious. 

In The Florida Bar v. Uhrig, 666 So. 2d 887 (Fla. 1996), the Supreme Court 

ofFlorida found Uhrig guilty ofviolating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.4 and imposed 

a public reprimand on Uhrig and assessed costs. Uhrig sent an insulting and 

unprofessional letter concerning opposing counsel's child supp011. The Supreme 

Court ofFlorida found that the letter 's only purpose was to disparage and humiliate. 

Respondent's conduct is similar to Uhrig's conduct yet more egregious. 

In The Florida Bar v. Martocci, 791 So. 2d 1074 (Fla. 2001 ), the Supreme 

Court of Florida found Martocci guilty of violating R. Regulating the Fla. Bar 4-

8.4( d). Martocci made disparaging and profane remarks against opposing counsel 

and opposing parties during divorce proceedings. These comments came during 
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depositions and after hearings. There were also racially charged comments made. 

The Supreme Court found that a public reprimand and two-year probation were 

appropriate. While the Respondent's posts did not include racially charged language, 

the nature of Respondent's comments and conduct is similar to Martocci's conduct. 

In The Florida Bar v. McCallum, Final Report of Referee, Fla. Bar v. 

McCal/um, (No. SC18-604), the referee found Mccallum guilty of violation R. 

Regulating Fla. Bar 3-4.3 , 4-8.2(a), and 4-8.4(d). Mccallum sent correspondences 

to the Chief Judge of the Fifth Circuit alleging that one judge treated her unfairly in 

the courtroom and that another judge was corrupt and helped another attorney steal 

her client. The Referee recommended a public reprimand, attendance at the Florida 

Bar's Ethics School, and payment of the Florida Bar's costs. I find Respondent's 

comments to be similar to those made by McCallum about the first judge's 

courtroom demeanor and decision to "skip over" her during hearings. Respondent's 

conduct is similar to McCallum's complaints of corruption against the judge. 

VIL RECOM::MENDA TIONS AS TO DISCIPLINARY MEASURES TO BE 
APPLIED 

While Respondent's conduct was improper, unethical and uncivilized, I do 

not find her conduct to be so egregious to warrant the most severe punishment, 

disbarment, as the Bar has requested. The case law is clear that disbarment is 

reserved for the most extreme and repeated misconduct. While the Respondent's 

misconduct involved multiple incidents that were offensive, hurtful and distressing, 

44  



there are some mitigating factors. Moreover, after reviewing the cases above, I find

Respondent's conduct does not rise to the level of conduct in cases where

disbarment was imposed. In all the cases referenced above where disbarment was

the approved sanction, the attorney had been previously sanctioned and the

conduct was more egregious. The purposes of attorney discipline are:

(1) to protect the public from unethical conduct without undue

harshness towards the attorney;

(2) to punish misconduct while encouraging reformation and

rehabilitation; and

(3) to deter other lawyers from engaging in similar misconduct.

See, generally, The Florida Bar v. Dupee, 160 So, 3d 838, 853 (Pla. 201 5 ).'

The discipline recommended herein satisfies the purposes of attorney

discipline enumerated in in Dupee. The suggested discipline will protect the public

from unethical conduct without undue harshness towards the attorney, punishes

misconduct while encourages reformation and rehabilitation, and will deter other

from engaging in similar misconduct,

1 In Dupee, Dupee materially misrepresented evidence in a dissolution proceeding
after helping her client hide money. Dupee also did not prevent her client from
committing perjury during a deposition.
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Unfortunately, the Respondent's conduct continued far too long without any 

immediate intervening action to stop it. The Florida Bar was consistently and over 

a period ofmonths notified by attorney Williams approximately two dozen times 

ofthe Respondent's internet posts; yet, inexplicably no immediate injunctive relief 

was sought until 8 months had passed. 

The Referee has reviewed all the testimony and evidence, takes into account 

the totality of the circumstances, both the aggravators and the mitigators, balancing 

that Respondent is a young and inexperienced attorney, with no previous issues 

with the Florida Bar, who was a recent victim of repeated sexual and physical 

abuse (which was uncontroverted) who was suffering from mental illness (which 

was also uncontroverted) against Respondent's repeated unprofessional and 

uncivilized misconduct by public maligning oftwo attorneys. Respondent's actions 

caused significant emotional and reputational damage for the attorneys she 

targeted. The referee has great empathy for victims of sexual abuse and domestic 

violence as well as those who suffer from mental health issues. However, neither 

Respondent 's prior victimization, horrific as it may have been, nor her PTSD 

justify Respondent's actions against two lawyers who honorably and professionally 

practiced law. 

Despite all ofthe aforementioned, the referee would have no trouble 

recommending disbarment were the Respondent not faithfully adhering to her 
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mental health treatment or if her previous mental issues was not currently under

control. Given the mitigating factors outlined above, it is the referee's hope that the

Respondent truly sees the error of her ways and will be able to rehabilitate her

reputation and salvage her career, Thus, this Referee is recommending the

Supreme Court give her that chance.

Therefore, I respectfully recommend that Respondent be found guilty of

misconduct justifying disciplinary measures, and that she be disciplined by:

A. A two-year suspension from the Florida Bar;

B. A psychological evaluation and any recommended treatment prior to

readmission to the Florida Bar; and

C. Payment of The Florida Bar's costs in these proceedings.

VIIL PERSONAL HISTORY, PAST DISCIPLINARY RECORD

Prior to recommending discipline pursuant to Rule 3-7.6(m)(1)(D), I

considered the following:

Personal History of Respondent:

Age: 33

Date admitted to the Bar: April 25, 2016

No past disciplinary record

IX. STATEMENT OF COSTS AND MANNER IN WHICH COSTS SHOULD
BE TAXED

I find the following costs were reasonably incurred by The Florida Bar:
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Administrative Fee $1,250.00 
Court Reporters' Fees 2,349.30 
Bar Counsel Costs 233.10 
Investigative Costs 945.00 

Total $4,777.40 

It is recommended that such costs be charged to Respondent and that interest 

at the statutory rate shall accrue and be deemed delinquent 60 days after the 

Board of Governors ofThe Florida Bar. 

Dated this 3och day ofMay, 2 

Samantha Sci 9&0e euer, Referee 
South County Courthouse 
200 W. Atlantic Ave 
Delray Beach, FL 33444-3664 

Original To: 

Clerk ofthe Supreme Court ofFlorida; Supreme Court Building; 500 South Duval 
Street, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-1927 

Conformed Copies to: 

Christopher Benton Hopkins, Counsel for Respondent, 505 South Flagler Drive, 
Floor 3, West Palm Beach, Florida 33401-5923, chopkinswimcdonaldhopkins.com 

Randi Klayman Lazarus, Bar Counsel, The Florida Bar, Lake Shore Plaza II, 1300 
Concord Terrace, Suite 130, Stmrise, Florida 33323, rlazarus@floridabar.om: 
mcasco({"i)floridabar.org 

StaffCounsel, The Florida Bar, Lake Shore Plaza Il, 1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 
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EXHIBIT B



Filing # 85215159 E-Filed 02/20/2019 12:21:32 PM  

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

THE FLORIDA BAR, Supreme Court Case 
No. SC-

Petitioner, 
The Florida Bar File Nos. 

v. 2018-50,829(17I)FES 
2018-50,851(171) 

ASHLEY ANN KRAP ACS, 2019-50,081(171) 

Respondent. 

I -----------

THE FLORIDA BAR'S PETITION FOR EMERGENCY SUSPENSION 

This petition of The Florida Bar seeks emergency relief and requires the 

immediate attention of the Court pursuant to R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-5.2. The 

Florida Bar seeks the emergency suspension of Ashley Ann Krapacs, Attorney 

No. 122407, from the practice oflaw in Florida based on facts that establish clearly 

and convincingly that Ashley Ann Krapacs appears to be causing great public 

harm as will be shown by facts supported by the affidavits of attorneys Russell J. 

Williams and Nisha Bacchus, as well as multiple other exhibits, as follows: 

1. The filing of this Petition for Emergency Suspension has been 

authorized by the Executive Director of The Florida Bar. 

2. Respondent, Ashley Ann Krapacs, is and at all times hereinafter 

mentioned, was a member of The Florida Bar admitted on April 25, 2016, and 

subject to the jurisdiction and disciplinary rules of the Supreme Court of Florida. 



3. Respondent is currently the subject of Bar disciplinary matters which 

have been assigned The Florida Bar file numbers 2018-50,829(17I)FES; 2018-

50,851 (171); and 2019-50,081 (171). 

4. The affidavits of attorneys Russell J. Williams and Nisha Bacchus, 

attached hereto as The Florida Bar's Exhibits A and B, are used by the Bar to 

support this Petition for Emergency Suspension. 

5. Respondent has targeted these two members of The Florida Bar with a 

variety of vicious social media online continuous attacks and other conduct as a 

result of their representation of clients in litigation against this Respondent. 

6. This petition has been filed as a result of the escalation of 

Respondent's misconduct, which resulted in attorney Bacchus filing and obtaining 

a Temporary Injunction for Protection Against Stalking, as well as a police report, 

and attorney Williams filing a lawsuit for Libel, Slander, Malicious Prosecution 

and Injunctive Relief. 1 (The Petition for Injunction for Protection Against Stalking, 

the temporary injunction, the Order, and the Supplemental Affidavit in Support of 

Petition for Injunction for Protection Against Stalking are attached hereto as The 

Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C. The police report is attached hereto as The 

1 The Bar is not concerned with the outcome of these proceedings, but rather that 
the Respondent's conduct has caused two members of The Florida Bar to seek 
extraordinary relief. The Bar would note, however, that on February 1, 2019, Ms. 
Bacchus' Request for a Permanent Injunction was granted by the Honorable 
Stephanie Moon, Broward Circuit Court Judge. 
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Florida Bar's Exhibit D. The lawsuit is attached hereto as The Florida Bar's 

Exhibit E.) 

7. The Florida Bar maintains that Respondent's actions, as set forth 

below, strike at the heart of conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice 

since the Respondent's attacks are solely because attorneys Williams and Bacchus 

represent or represented individuals adverse to the Respondent. Rather than 

properly utilizing the court system, Respondent has launched an attack of massive 

and continuous proportions under Respondent's misguided belief that the First 

Amendment shields her from scrutiny and prosecution by The Florida Bar for 

egregious misconduct. 

The First Amendment does not protect those who 
make harassing or threatening remarks about the 
judiciary or opposing counsel. See Florida Bar v. 
Wasserman, 675 So.2d 103, 104-05 (Fla. 1996). 
Under Rule of Professional Conduct 4-8.4(d), 
lawyers are required to refrain from knowingly 
disparaging or humiliating other lawyers. See 
Florida Bar v. Uhrig, 666 So.2d 887, 888 
(Fla.1996). 

The Florida Bar v. Sayler, 721 So.2d 1152 (Fla. 
1998) 

8. Additionally, rather than utilize the court system in a proper manner to 

advocate a position, Respondent has elected to engage in unilateral uncivilized 

public attacks. It is always feared that "engaging" with someone who spews 

venom will exacerbate the attacks. As such, the subjects of the attacks are, in 
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reality, unable to defend themselves. On the other hand, both Mr. Williams and 

Ms. Bacchus have elected to properly utilize the court system with litigation and a 

restraining order against the Respondent. 

9. Respondent recently and astonishingly admitted and publicly 

broadcast her intention to "connect" with Ms. Bacchus' former clients and has sent 

out a public cry for others to assist her with the below post dated January 4, 2019. 

All actions ofRespondent are in furtherance of her goal to destroy Ms. Bacchus. 

tfl Ash'l~y " . 1 

Manna from heaven! Check out tht Broward County Public R«ords 
databas• and read about how Nisha Bacchus of I rlpptd 
oft a vulnerable divorce dlent and screwed her over. This hr ave woman 
was strong enough to hold Nistm .1ccountable for her actions and sued 
her in sinall claims I.Mt month. I need to connect with as many fotmer 
dlenls as Nisha as possible, because I have stro11g reason to believe this is 
a pattern of Nisha's, and I'm sure as heck not 9omua rest until I investigate 
it fully. Florida friends, please ask around if you might know aoyone who 
has bun repummced by Nisha. She da1ms to practice most areas of law, 
but seems to prey In particular on females going through divorces. 
lwom£>nsrlghts lequalrighcs #hunwuiqhls fbulhes #enddomesticvio 
lenc:e ttendvioltnc:eagainstwomen 

Respondent confirmed her intentions in an e-mail to The Florida Bar 

on January 21, 2019 in which she stated, in pertinent part: 

I will be filing a formal bar complaint against 
Nisha based on the inaccuracies in the injunction 
petition and the fact that it's clear she filed the case 
merely to gain leverage in the civil defamation 
case. Further, I'll be representing several of her 
former clients in various bar complaints and 
potential malpractice cases. 
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(The January 21, 2019 e-mail is attached hereto as The Florida Bar's 

Exhibit F.) 

Clearly, Respondent's fury has no bounds with her bold promise of 

retaliation against Nisha Bacchus. In fact, Respondent, on January 23, 2019, 

true to her word, forwarded a letter of representation in a Bar grievance filed 

by a former client ofMs. Bacchus, with the following: 

I have accepted this case pro bono, meaning there 
will be no cost to you for my legal services. 

(See The Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C, which contains Nisha 

Bacchus' Supplemental Affidavit in Support ofPetition for Injunction for 

Protection Against Stalking. Within that document, identified as Composite 

Exhibit B, is Ms. Krapacs' January 23, 2019 Client Engagement Letter for 

Judith Mach.) 

The Bar would point out that under any other circumstance an 

attorney's handling of a matter on a pro bono basis is admirable and greatly 

encouraged. In this instance, the inescapable conclusion is that this 

Respondent's motivation is simply to hurt and damage Ms. Bacchus. 

10. The Bar, and in strong agreement with this Court's harsh view of 

incivility, deems this Respondent's conduct to have exceeded any yet known 
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boundaries.2 By waging a personal and public war on social media against 

attorneys representing clients, Ms. Krapacs has resorted to terrorist legal tactics. 

The practice of law, for attorneys Williams and Bacchus, should not subject them 

to guerilla warfare, and such behavior is the essence of conduct prejudicial to the 

administration ofjustice and great public harm. Additionally, Respondent's 

outrageous conduct only serves to perpetuate the public's perception that lawyers 

are uncivilized. 

11. The salient facts are set forth below: 

a. Krapacs was in a personal relationship with Gregory Knoop, a 

non-lawyer and resident ofTexas. Krapacs moved to Florida. 

b. In or about January 30, 2018, after Krapacs moved to Florida, 

she initiated a Petition for Domestic Violence Injunction against Knoop in 

Broward County, Florida, which resulted in a temporary injunction. Krapacs 

alleged that Knoop had previously abused her and was in fear of future 

abuse. 

c. Attorney Russell J. Williams represented Knoop in proceedings 

held before the Honorable Michael G. Kaplan, Broward Circuit Court Judge. 

2 Bar Counsel is intimately familiar with the Court's view of incivility as being the 
Bar attorney who handled matters related to Jeffrey Norkin. The Florida Bar v. 
Norkin, 132 So.3d 77 (Fla. 2013). The Florida Bar v. Norkin, 183 So.3d 1018 (Fla. 
2018). 
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d. In or about July 24, 2018, the petition was dismissed by

Krapacs.

e. Beginning on or about March 1, 2018, during and after the

pendency of the petition, Krapacs began a social media blitz on Facebook,

Instagram, LinkedIn, and by posting YouTube videos attacking and

disparaging Williams and Judge Kaplan and insinuating a corrupt influence.

1) On or about March 1, 2018, Respondent posted on

LinkedIn and stated, in pertinent part, with emphasis supplied:

�042So, Russell J. Williams, ESQ sends me a letter
threatening to FILE A MOTION FOR SANCTIONS
AGAINST ME if I don't dismiss the domestic
violence case within 21 days.

�042Old White Male Attorney #2 steps up to the plate to
harass a domestic violence victim with yet another
baseless legal treat. Classy.

(The above March 1, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit G.)

2) On or about April 14, 2018, Respondent posted on

LinkedIn and stated, in pertinent part, with emphasis supplied:

�042Oh, and opposing counsel blatantly, flat-out LIED
on the record. The judge didn't bat an eye.

�042So I had to start all over again. I filed a new petition
yesterday. I'm documenting the date, time, and name
of every courthouse employee I speak with.
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Something is really off here. #metoo #timesup
#domesticviolence #womensrights #keepfighting

�042I've been inspired-and pissed off-by my bully ex-
boyfriend and his bully attorneys and their
aggressive and intimidating legal tactics after I
confronted my ex about his past abuse of me.

(The above April 14, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit H.)

Each of these statements begins by identifying Ashley Krapacs

as Esq. and Owner at Ashley Ann Krapacs, PLLC and some conclude

by identifying Ms. Krapacs as a Sexual Harassment Lawyer.

3) On or about April 21, 201 8, Respondent posted on

Facebook and stated, with emphasis supplied:

�042Today, I got a recording of my hearing from last week.
I knew that how I had been treated, by opposing
counsel and the judge, was bad, but DAMN. All I
can say is, I've always wanted to write a book. And,
well, this book is writing itself. #metoo #timesup
#nomore #endsexism #holymisogyny #lawyerlife
#keepfighting #justicewillprevail

(The above April 21, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit L A copy of the transcript of the hearing dated

April 12, 2018, to which Respondent referred in the above post, is

attached hereto as The Florida Bar's Exhibit J.)
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It is crystal clear that Judge Kaplan treated the Respondent with

utmost dignity, courtesy and patience. Likewise, there was absolutely

nothing concerning Mr. Williams' conduct warranting Respondent's

public disparagement of both as treating Respondent badly.

4) Respondent, through her law firm, wrote an article which

she posted on a blog entitled, "When You Don't Let Female Lawyers

Talk, We'll Only Get Louder." (The April 23, 2018 article is attached

hereto as The Florida Bar's Exhibit K.) The article, in good part,

refers to the hearing held on April 12, 2018. (See The Florida Bar's

Exhibit J.)

�042Krapacs referred to Judge Kaplan and attorney
Williams as "old white males."

�042Krapacs accused the court of subtle bias, as clear as
day.

�042Krapacs claimed that an egregious exchange occurred.

�042Krapacs stated that the court did not provide a valid
explanation for why opposing counsel's motion was
heard and Krapaes' motion was not.

* * *
Respondent's statements are deceitful and
derogatory and with the intention of falsely
portraying that she had been mistreated in court on
April 12, 201 8. A review of the transcript attached
as The Florida Bar's Exhibit J, beginning at page
17 describes the events that actually occurred.
Respondent filed a motion to amend without
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seeking leave from the court and without setting
the matter for hearing. The court patiently
explained the procedure to the Respondent, who
apologized for her lack of knowledge:

THE COURT: We're just going to address the
petition that you filed. And I understand that there
may be further proceedings depending on the
ruling of the Court today, but we're going to be
limited to that.

MS. KRAPACS: Sure. And I apologize, Your
Honor, I did do a clerkship in D.C. Superior Court
and the process that we followed that often
motions that were filed in between hearing were
done in chambers, and so I wasn't aware and I
asked the clerks and they said - -

THE COURT: That's fine. You don't have to
explain any further. That's okay.

�042Respondent accused attorney Williams of lying in the
hearing in this blog as well as in multiple other public
posts based on the following actual exchange:

MS. KRAPACS: I'm sorry, did you just say - -

THE COURT: I understand.

MS. KRAPACS: I'm sorry, did opposing
counsel say he never received that?

THE COURT: Well, the answer was - -

MR. WILLIAMS: I know it's been filed. I
went to the clerk's office to obtain a copy. They
would not give it to me because they would not,
because I'm not attorney of record.

MS. KRAPACS: I'd like to confirm for the
record I emailed it to - -
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THE COURT: One moment. Don't interrupt,
please. Go ahead.

MR. WILLIAMS: I never got - - I got the
motion to amend. Yes, the petitioner is right, I did
get the motion to amend. She did email it to me.

(See The Florida Bar's Exhibit J, page 25.)

�042It is outrageous that Respondent paints Mr. Williams
as a liar based on this exchange.

�042Respondent continued to disparage Judge Kaplan and
Mr. Williams when she stated the following:

The Old Boy's Club is alive and well in 2018. I don't
think the judge who tried to silence me is a bad man.
He likely would say and probably believes that he is
not biased or sexist. However, his treatment of me
proves otherwise. We wouldn't have even been in that
hearing if he had acknowledged and acted on my
motion for leave to amend the petition.

�042Respondent has accused the court of bias and
membership in the "Old Boy's Club" when she herself
acknowledged her own lack of competence and
knowledge ofprocedure leading to her apology.

5) On or about May 10, 2018, Respondent, through her law

firm, posted an article which she wrote entitled, "Bad Attorney

Behavior: If You See It, Report It." (The May 10, 2018 article is

attached hereto as The Florida Bar's Exhibit L.) Respondent stated

the following, in pertinent part:

�042Mr. Williams then proceeded to lie on the record
numerous times during the one hearing that was held
in the case on April 12, 2018.
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�042Boo hoo. He knows that truth is an absolute defense to
defamation and that he can't do a damn thing about me
calling him out for lying.

�042This man has been practicing for over 30 years. I
cannot fathom how many female domestic violence
victims and opposing counsel have been sandbagged
and railroaded by this bully.

* * *
Much of this article publicly addresses the Bar
grievance that Ms. Krapacs filed against Mr.
Williams, which was summarily dismissed by the
Bar.

f. Due to Respondent's unrelenting public social media attacks,

on July 26, 2018, attorney Williams filed a lawsuit against Ms. Krapacs for

Libel, Slander, Malicious Prosecution and Injunctive Relief. Attorney Nisha

Bacchus represents Mr. Williams. (See The Florida Bar's Exhibit E.)

1) In addition to the other disparaging attacks, Respondent

posted YouTube videos and launched additional assaults.

a. A transcript of a YouTube video of Respondent,

which she posted on or about July 31, 2018 after receipt of the

lawsuit, is attached hereto as The Florida Bar's Exhibit M. In

it, Respondent stated, in pertinent part:

�042I have been laughing a lot. I can't stop laughing
since I read this complaint that has been filed
against me on me [sic] behalf of Russell J.
Williams. This complaint [indicating]. Russell
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J. Williams of Williams, Hilal, Wigand, Grande
Law Firm. (Page 3)

�042Twenty-five pages of garbage, lies, fake
news...riddled with lies and other
nontruths...obscene. (Page 4)

�042...lying on the record is just what Mr. Williams
does best...I have the court recording and the
official court transcript of that hearing that
confirms his lies. (Page 4)

�042More lies. This guy just - - he cannot get enough
of lying in formal proceedings. I mean, man,
like, it's just, it's a lie. (Page 6)

�042...he also whines that I call him a moron and a
sexist and a bully. Well, sorry - - I'm not sorry,
but you are all of those things. (Page 6)

�042Um, you know, and there is - - there is another
option here. There is a really easy option. You
could, you know, just stop being a dick. Like,
that's a really simple solution, just don't be a
dick. Um, but men like Russell J. Williams want
to have their cake and eat it too. Listen, when
you have been having your cake and eating it
too for three decades and it worked and it has
made you a lot of money, I guess it would piss
you off when someone comes along and makes
it clear that that just isn't going to work
anymore.

You know, it pisses him off that he can't
just keep acting a fool and then
pretending to be a good guy. He wants to
act like a baby, bully people around, lie
and cheat his way through cases and then
pretend like he's a decent human being.
Sorry, that's just not an option anymore.
It's just not. (Pages 7-8)
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�042If you want to take cases where you're going
after a domestic violence survivor in a
completely frivolous bullshit lawsuit, you
cannot also claim to support women's rights.
You just can't. I mean, you can do whatever you
want, but the math just doesn't add up. And I'm
going to call you out. So, Nisha Bacchus, you're
a backstabbing traitor. I almost feel bad for you,
almost. Almost. Because he's playing her. He is
playing her like a fucking fiddle. He knew he
was going to have a hard time finding any
attorney who was actually going to file this
piece of garbage. He knew it. So what did he
do? He found someone desperate for work,
someone so hard up for cases that she would do
anything for a quick buck. And this much is
obvious to me. It's really clear from her website.

For one thing, she uses "our firm", "our"
this, "our" that, all throughout the
website. And you can - - I mean, it's just
one lawyer since, what I can tell, 2011.
So it is seven years and you haven't been
able to - - you have been using a plural
pronoun but haven't been able to bring
another lawyer on board. Like, "our".
Okay. You and your paralegal. Um, so it
is obvious from her website.

She also claims to have multiple
departments of her law firm and she's the
self-designated head of all these
departments. I guess the competition

wasn't really steep. Um, but, congrats.

Also, she's a door lawyer. Which is
basically a lawyer who takes anything
that walks in the door in any area of law.
(Pages 10-11)
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�042Because you can't do every area of law and do
them all well. You just can't. Some people try
and they end up like Nisha Bacchus who are so
hard up that they'll take anything, including shit
like this. So I almost feel bad for her because
he's playing her. It is really obvious from the
way that she presents herself that she'll take
anything if the price is right. Or even if it's not.
(Page 12)

�042So I almost feel bad for her but not quite. At the
end of the day no matter how convincing and
manipulative he is, it is still her choice to
represent him and it's a choice that she'll live
with for the rest of her life. Um, the choice to
file this utter bullshit complaint. The choice to
go after a rape survivor when you claim to be
pro women's rights. Are you fucking kidding
me? The choice to sell out to make a quick
buck. It's her choice. Her actions have spoken
volumes about the kind of person she really is.
And that is a woman who does not like women
very much. So, sorry, honey, you're exposed.
(Pages 13-14)

�042Everyone has a price and Russell J. Williams
figured out Nisha's. But, girl, it's going to cost
you. It's going to cost you, girl. You made your
bed, so lay in it. Hope you're comfortable. (Page
15)

�042So you get to choose your branding. And your
choice of branding is representing misogynist
pigs, misogynist bullies like Russell J. Williams,
that's not good branding. (Page 16)

2) Although Respondent continued to attack Mr. Williams,

her focus, in good part, shifted to Nisha Bacchus, who represents Mr.
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Williams. Respondent launched a cyberstalking attack which

"tagged"3 Ms. Bacchus personally, as well as her law firm.

a. July 31, 2018 Facebook and Instagram posts:

�042Nisha Elizabeth Bacchus. Damn, girl. You
must be hard up for new cases to take on a piece
of garbage like Russell J. Williams. And you
promote yourself as being "pro-women's
rights." How do you sleep at night? #sellout
#womanhater #meetoo #timesup
#endrapeculture #endsexism #endmisogyny

(The above July 31, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit N.)

�042Ashley Ann Krapacs, PLLC

Ya'll, social media is no joke. You want
to act a fool and be a jerk to people? Go
right ahead. But don't expect people not
to call you out for it. I'm talking to you,
Nisha Elizabeth Bacchus. The choices
you make in life form what becomes your
personal brand. What do your choices say
about you? #beempowered #metoo
#timesup #womensrights #humanrights
#domesticviolence #calledout #exposed
#notafraid #sellout #traitor #endsexism
#endmisogyny

3 Tags allow social media users to engage an individual, business or any entity with
a social profile when they mention them in a post or comment. In Facebook and
Instagram, tagging notifies the recipient and hyperlinks to the tagged profile. Here
Ms. Krapacs' obvious motivation was to make certain that Ms. Bacchus knew the
threats and insults being launched by Ms. Krapacs. This behavior caused Ms.
Bacchus tremendous upset and distress. (See The Florida Bar's Exhibit B.)
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(The above July 31, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit O.)

�042Ashley Ann Krapacs, Esq.

Russell J. Williams, partner at

@WHWG_LAW, sued me for
#defamation. Way to harass a survivor of
#domesticviolence and #rape, you pig!
Oh, and #TRUTH is an absolute defense
to defamation, moron, so good luck with
that. Smfh. #metoo #timesup #frivolous
#vindictive #bully

(The above July 31, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit P.)

b. On or about August 8, 2018, Respondent posted a

blog about Ms. Bacchus and her firm on Respondent's firm's

website utilizing Ms. Bacchus' photo. This post also continued

to disparage Mr. Williams and Judge Kaplan. Those parts

pertinent to Nisha Bacchus are set forth below:

�042So I'm admittedly disheartened to learn that a
female has joined that fight. But again, everyone
can be bought.

�042The defamation suit is intended only to harass
and intimidate me. Mr. Williams knows it. And
so does Nisha Bacchus. But she sold out
anyway. She's helping a hateful bully continue
to torment me. She's helping a sexist pig
continue to psychologically torture me. It's gotta
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be a painful existence to live as a woman and
also hate women so much at the very same time.

�042The website ofNisha Bacchus tells me
everything I need to know about this woman:
she's thirsty for work. So hard up, she'll engage
with a scumbag like Russell J. Williams. It's
pathetic, really.

�042What a fraud. She pretends to care about
women. She pretends to support women's rights
issues. She pretends to care about women who
have been abused.

�042In a lot of ways, Nisha Bacchus is just like
Russell J. Williams: a bully who wants to act
like an asshole, but then pretend like she's
something she's not, and just try to avoid she
getting called out for who she really is. Well,
sorry, sweetie, but you can't have it both ways.
If you want to take clients like Russell J.
Williams, you can't also claim to support
women's rights and the #metoo movement. That
math just doesn't add up. And I will call you out
and scream it from the rooftops: Nisha Bacchus
is nothing more than insecure, hateful, jealous
woman who hates women.

See you in court, asshole.

(The above August 8, 2018 post is attached hereto as The

Florida Bar's Exhibit Q.)

c. On or about October 6, 2018, Respondent posted a

photo of protestors in front of the U.S. Supreme Court and

stated the following, in pertinent part:
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�042My body is mine. My life matters. My story
matters. And FUCK anyone who says it doesn't.

Fuck Gregory Knoop.

Fuck Russell J. Williams.

Fuck Williams Hilal Wigand Grande law
firm.

Fuck Nisha Bacchus.

Fuck Bacchus Law.

Fuck David Benowitz.

Fuck Seth Price.

Fuck Price Benowitz law firm.

Fuck Kevin Tynan.

Fuck James Drakeley.

Fuck Kenneth Patterson.

Fuck Hiersche, Hayward, Drakeley &
Urbach law firm.

Fuck everyone who perpetuates
#rapeculture. Fuck everyone who
perpetuates #misogyny. Fuck everyone
who perpetuates violence against women.

You might get Kavanaugh. But you've
waged a war that you cannot win.
#Progress is coming whether you like it or
not. And you will be held accountable. I
will never stop fighting. #metoo #timesup

(See The Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C, which

contains Nisha Bacchus' Supplemental Affidavit in Support of
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Petition for Injunction for Protection Against Stalking. Within

that document, identified as Composite Exhibit D, is the post

containing the profanities.)4

d. On or about October 22, 2018, Respondent posted

on Facebook and stated, in pertinent part:

�042...she filed several things and provided me with
absolutely no notice, even though I'm listed in
the court's e-service system. No idea where this
lunatic went to law school, but it must have
been a school that doesn't put a whole lot of
emphasis on, ya know, THE LAW, and just
basic due process. Smfh. #metoo #timesup
#bullies #amateurhour #womensrights
#equalrights #endviolenceagainstwomen
#endrapeculture #endthepatriarchy

(The above October 22, 2018 post is attached hereto as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit R.)

e. On October 25, 2018, Respondent posted a

photograph from a film in which a shotgun is pointed at the

perpetrator. This post terrified Ms. Bacchus because of its

violent nature and was a basis for her seeking an injunction for

stalking. (See The Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C.)

4 The Florida Supreme Court Oath of Admission, which highlights civility, states
that members of the Bar shall "abstain from offensive personality."
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when opposing counsel tries to use
the same exact trick you saw in
your last case

f. On or about October 25, 2018, Respondent posted

a statement to Facebook accusing The Florida Bar, the court

and the State Attorney's Office of being corruptly influenced by

Nisha Bacchus. She stated, in pertinent part:

�042She's already tried using her personal
connections at the Florida Bar to silence me.
Didn't work. She tried using her connections at
the court to silence me. Didn't work. She and
her client, Russell J. Williams of Williams,
Hilal, Wigand & Grande, PLLC. law firm,
even threatened to use personal connections at
the states attorney office to have me arrested.
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Even then, I refused to be silenced. This lady is
OUT OF CONTROL. Nothing but an evil bully.
Bring it, diva. NOTHING they can do to me is
going to silence me from speaking the truth
about what people like Nisha Bacchus and
Russell J. Williams do to vulnerable
#sexualassaultsurvivors. #metoo #timesup
#womenrights #believesurvivors #humanrights
#enoughisenough

(The above October 25, 2018 post is attached hereto as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit S.)

g. On or about October 26, 2018, Respondent posted

a statement to Facebook again accusing The Florida Bar of

being corruptly influenced by Nisha Bacchus. Respondent

expressing these accusations publicly in the guise of "an

opinion" does not protect Respondent from both the scrutiny

and sanction of this Court and the Bar. She stated, in pertinent

part:

�042I heard from the Florida bar today regarding the
multiple ethics complaints that have been filed
against me by Russell J. Williams (partner at
Williams, Hilal, Wigand & Grande, PLLC. Law
firm) and my ex, Gregory Knoop. Given the
timing of the email and that I hadn't heard
anything from them at all for weeks, I have to
assume that it's not a coincidence. It is solely
my opinion, but I have to believe Nisha is
behind it.
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�042And then he [sic] fact that there's obviously a
LOT going on behind the scenes that I'm not
privy to is incredibly upsetting. This is ya world
we live in. It's 2018, and young female
attorneys are held to an entirely different
standard than the Old White Males. It may cost
me my bar license to keep writing publicly
about the state of this field, but I don't feel I
have any other choice.

(The above October 26, 2018 post is attached hereto as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit T.)

h. On or about November 29, 2018, Respondent

posted a statement to Facebook with regard to the pending

defamation lawsuit. She stated, in pertinent part:

�042As long as the litigation continues, I look
forward to embarrassing both of these bullies as
I lay the paper trail that clearly demonstrates
what side of history these two attorneys are on.
And hint: it's not the good side!

(The above November 29, 2018 post is attached hereto as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit U.)

i. On or about December 5, 2018, Respondent posted

a statement to Facebook which gave a glimpse of her intentions

with regard to further harming Ms. Bacchus.

�042...and this week, I got some unsavory
information about Nisha Bacchus that is a total
game changer. Stay tuned for that.
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(The above December 5, 2018 post is attached hereto as

The Florida Bar's Exhibit V.)

j. On or about December 19, 2018, Respondent

posted a statement to Facebook attacking Ms. Bacchus' filing

of a Request to Produce, in her representation of Mr. Williams.

Ms. Krapacs stated the following, in pertinent part, with

emphasis supplied:

�042These tactics do nothing but keep those who are
powerless and vulnerable stuck, while they
make greedy, evil people like Nisha Bacchus
rich. (How's that BMW treating you, baby?)

(See The Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C, which

contains Nisha Bacchus' Supplemental Affidavit in Support of

Petition Against Stalking. Within that document, identified as

Composite Exhibit D, is Ms. Krapaes' December 19, 2018

post.)

This post again put Ms. Bacchus in physical fear since

Ms. Krapacs publicly exposed the type of vehicle that Ms.

Bacchus drives. In Ms. Bacchus' Petition for Temporary

Injunction, she stated:
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The December 19, 2018 posting was 
extremely alarming as Respondent made 
reference to the type of vehicle that I 
drive. I was terrified when I was alerted 
by this positing [sic] as I have never met 
Respondent, nor do we have any friends 
or colleagues in common with her. I 
reached out to her attorney, Patricia 
Acosta, Esq., who is representing 
Respondent in the civil matter and 
expressed my concerns via email. I do not 
know if Ms. Acosta ever addressed this 
matter with Respondent. This made me 
extremely uncomfortable and anxious. I 
reported this posting immediately to the 
Florida Bar. 

(See The Florida Bar's Composite Exhibit C.) 

12. On February 1, 2019, Judge Moon granted an indefinite Final 

Judgment of Injunction for Protection Against Stalking against Ashley Krapacs as 

a result of her actions toward Nisha Bacchus. (A copy of the court's order dated 

February 1, 2019 is attached hereto as The Florida Bar's Exhibit W.) 
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13. Within three hours of the conclusion of the hearing and issuance of 

the Injunction, Ms. Krapacs sent the following e-mail to Bar Counsel: 

RKefred Fri a2 012019 4 OSP~i 
from Ashley Krapacs 
Subject DVCE 19-000341 Case Update 
To Sum Alice; C!lSCo, Maria; Lazarus, Randi 
cc 
bee 

Tod~. Judge Moon issued a limited pemnnent mjmiction in the above-refereD£ed case. My JtffOOJf'Y bas a copy of the order, 
and I will send it to you as soon as I recen·e a copy from her. I will be appealing tl:e mling as soon as I >erure the right 
appellate brnrye:c 

Further. I have reason to believe that ~,fa Bacchus not only aOOndoned her fumier cliem. ~fr :\fuch. in ?-.fa Mach's divorce 
case. I also have reason to believe that l·,{s. Bacchus ur.J.avdully filed liens against /!.·is. :Mach'> property. I need to conduct 
further resem:h before I can say deflnitLYely what krnd ofcase :!\ifs. Mach may !Jaye against Ms. Bacchus, but I v1ill oontinne 
to pronde updates as required Please let me know ifyou have any questions. 

Have a wonderful we€kend. 

Best, 

Ashley 

Ashley Ann Krapacs 
>Iew Yotl:: Bar #5389309 
Flonda Bar#122407 
District of Columbia Bar #1045497 
;dtlP}" ,fhi!pl!CSJaW l'QIQ 

·,•,•.1.-.,·.kill!lar;law.com 
Follow me oo. Faceibook! 
Fo]lcr,y me® TPiitterl 
Connect on lmkedin! 

14. The e-mail establishes that Ms. Krapacs intends to continue with her 

attempts to crucify Ms. Bacchus. In fact, she again makes unsupported allegations 

to The Florida Bar of"unlawful" conduct by Ms. Bacchus before admittedly 

researching the issue. 
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Wherefore, by reason of the foregoing, Respondent is causing great public 

harm and has violated the following Rules Regulating The Florida Bar: 3-4.3 [The 

standards of professional conduct required of members of the bar are not limited to 

the observance of rules and avoidance of prohibited acts, and the enumeration of 

certain categories of misconduct as constituting grounds for discipline are not all-

inclusive, nor is the failure to specify any particular act of misconduct to be 

construed as tolerance of the act of misconduct. The commission by a lawyer of 

any act that is unlawful or contrary to honesty and justice may constitute a cause 

for discipline whether the act is committed in the course of the lawyer's relations 

as a lawyer or otherwise, whether committed within Florida or outside the state of 

Florida, and whether the act is a felony or a misdemeanor.]; 4-4.4(a) [In 

representing a client, a lawyer may not use means that have no substantial purpose 

other than to embarrass, delay, or burden a third person or knowingly use methods 

of obtaining evidence that violate the legal rights of such a person.]; and 4-8.4( d) 

[A lawyer shall not engage in conduct in connection with the practice of law that is 

prejudicial to the administration ofjustice, including to knowingly, or through 

callous indifference, disparage, humiliate, or discriminate against litigants, jurors, 

witnesses, court personnel, or other lawyers on any basis, including, but not limited 

to, on account of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, national origin, disability, marital 
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status, sexual orientation, age, socioeconomic status, employment, or physical 

characteristic.]. 

WHEREFORE, based on the aforementioned facts and evidence, the Bar 

asserts the Respondent has caused, or is likely to cause, immediate and great harm 

to clients and/or the public and that immediate action must be taken for the 

protection of the Respondent's clients and the public. Therefore, pursuant to R. 

Regulating Fla. Bar 3-5.2, The Florida Bar respectfully requests this Court to: 

A. Suspend Respondent from the practice of law until further order 

of this Court. 

B. Order Respondent to accept no new clients from the date of this 

Court's order and to cease representing any clients after 30 days from the 

date of this Court's order. Within the 30 days from the date of this Court's 

order, Respondent shall wind down all pending matters and shall not initiate 

any litigation on behalf of clients. Respondent shall withdraw from all 

representation within 30 days from the date of this Court's order. In 

addition, Respondent shall cease acting as personal representative for any 

estate, as guardian for any ward, and as trustee for any trust and will 

withdraw from said representation within 30 days from the date of this 

Court's order and will immediately turn over to any successor the complete 
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financial records of any estate, guardianship or trust upon the successor's 

appointment. 

C. Order Respondent to furnish a copy of the suspension order to 

all clients, opposing counsel, courts before which Ashley Ann Krapacs is 

counsel of record, and state, federal, or administrative bars of which 

Respondent is a member, as required by Rule 3-5.l(h) of the Rules of 

Discipline of The Florida Bar and to furnish Staff Counsel with the requisite 

affidavit listing all clients, opposing counsel, courts and state, federal or 

administrative bars so informed within 30 days after receipt of the Court's 

order. 

D. Order Respondent to refrain from withdrawing or disbursing 

any money from any trust account related to Respondent's law practice until 

further order of this Court, a judicial referee appointed by this Court or by 

order of the Circuit Court in an inventory attorney proceeding instituted 

under R. Regulating Fla. Bar 1-3.8, and to deposit any fees, or other sums 

received in connection with the practice of law or in connection with the 

Respondent's employment as a personal representative, guardian or trustee, 

paid to the Respondent after issuance of this Court's order of emergency 

suspension, into a specified trust account from which withdrawal may only 

be made in accordance with restrictions imposed by this Court. Further, 
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Respondent shall be required to notify Bar Counsel of The Florida Bar of the 

receipt and location of said funds within 30 days of the order of emergency 

suspens10n. 

E. Order Respondent to not withdraw any money from any trust 

account or other financial institution account related to Respondent's law 

practice or transfer any ownership of any real or personal property purchased 

in whole or in part with funds properly belonging to clients, probate estates 

for which Respondent served as personal representative, guardianship estates 

for which Respondent served as guardian, and trusts for which Respondent 

served as trustee without approval of this Court, a judicial referee appointed 

by this Court or by order of the Circuit Court in an inventory attorney 

proceeding instituted under R. Regulating Fla. Bar 1-3.8. 

F. Order Respondent to notify, in writing, all banks and financial 

institutions where the Respondent maintains an account related to the 

practice of law, or related to services rendered as a personal representative of 

an estate, or related to services rendered as a guardian, or related to services 

rendered as a trustee, or where Respondent maintains an account that 

contains funds that originated from a probate estate for which Respondent 

was personal representative, guardianship estate for which respondent was 

guardian, or trust for which Respondent was trustee, of the provisions of this 
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Court's order and to provide all the aforementioned banks and financial 

institutions with a copy of this Court's order. Further, Respondent shall be 

required to provide Bar Counsel with an affidavit listing each bank or 

financial institution Respondent provided with a copy of said order. 

G. Order Respondent to immediately comply with and provide all 

documents and testimony responsive to a subpoena from The Florida Bar for 

trust account records and any related documents necessary for completion of 

a trust account audit to be conducted by The Florida Bar. 

H. And further to authorize any Referee appointed in these 

proceedings to determine entitlement to funds in any trust account( s) frozen 

as a result of an Order entered in this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Randi Klayman Lazarus, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
Ft. Lauderdale Branch Office 
Lake Shore Plaza II 
1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130 
Sunrise, Florida 33323 
(954) 835-0233 
Florida Bar No. 360929 
rlazarus@floridabar.org 
mcasco@floridabar.org 
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~B.Gt~ 
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@floridabar.org 

/s/ Joshua E. Doyle 
JOSHUA E. DOYLE 
Executive Director 
The Florida Bar 
651 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5600 
Florida Bar No. 25902 
jdoyle@floridabar.org 
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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, Ashley Ann Krapacs, at krapacsaa@gmail.com; and that a copy has 
been furnished by United States Mail via certified mail No. 7017 1070 0000 4774 
1589, return receipt requested, to Respondent, Ashley Ann Krapacs, whose record 
Bar address is 401 East Las Olas Blvd., Suite 1400, Fort Lauderdale, FL 33301-
2218; and via email to Randi Klayman Lazarus, Bar Counsel, at 
rlazarus@floridabar.org and mcasco@floridabar.org, on this 20th day of February, 
2019. 

~£.G~~ 
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@floridabar.org 
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NOTICE OF DESIGNATION OF PRIMARY AND SECONDARY E-MAIL  
ADDRESSES 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Bar Counsel in this matter is Randi Klayman 
Lazarus, Bar Counsel, whose address, telephone number and primary and 
secondary e-mail addresses are The Florida Bar, Ft. Lauderdale Branch Office, 
Lake Shore Plaza II, 1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130, Sunrise, Florida 33323, 
(954) 835-0233, rlazarus@floridabar.org and mcasco@floridabar.org. Respondent 
need not address pleadings, correspondence, etc. in this matter to anyone other than 
bar counsel and to Adria E. Quintela, Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, Lakeshore 
Plaza II, 1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130, Sunrise, Florida 33323, 
aquintel@floridabar.org. 
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MANDATORY ANSWER NOTICE 

RULE 3-5.2(a), RULES OF DISCIPLINE, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2012, 
2004, PROVIDES THAT A RESPONDENT SHALL ANSWER A COMPLAINT. 
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