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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 
 

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

 
Supreme Court Case 
NO. SC19-1284 
 
The Florida Bar File Nos. 
2020-50,062(17I)OSC 

 
RESPONDENT’S RESPONSE TO ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

 
 COMES NOW, Respondent, ASHLEY ANN KRAPACS, and hereby and 

hereby files her response to this Court’s August 9, 2019 Order to Show Cause as to 

why Respondent should not be held in contempt, and respectfully states as follows: 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

1. On July 30, 2019, The Florida Bar (hereinafter, “The Bar”) filed its Motion 

for a Finding of Contempt Pursuant to Rule 3.711(e) of the Rules Regulating 

the Florida Bar. 

2. The Bar’s Motion seeks to hold Respondent in contempt in connection with 

Respondent’s July 26, 2019 Motion to Disqualify the Referee in case No. 

SC19-277. 

3. On July 30, 2019, this Honorable Court issued a letter indicating that The 

Bar’s Motion would be treated as a petition for contempt and order to show 

Filing # 94745564 E-Filed 08/26/2019 11:11:11 AM
R

E
C

E
IV

E
D

, 0
8/

26
/2

01
9 

11
:1

1:
29

 A
M

, C
le

rk
, S

up
re

m
e 

C
ou

rt



2 
 

cause. 

4. On July 30, 2019, this Honorable Court issued an Order to Show Cause. 

5. On August 5, 2019, Respondent filed her second Writ of Prohibition in case 

No. SC19-277. 

6. On August 6, 2019, The Bar filed its Supplement to Motion for Finding of 

Contempt. 

7. On August 9, 2019, this Honorable Court issued an Order extending the 

deadline for Respondent to respond to August 26, 2019. 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

There is no basis in law or in fact for Respondent to be held in contempt. 

The evidence in case No. SC19-277, the case from which the contempt allegations 

are based, will demonstrate clearly that Respondent has never at any point made 

any false statements under oath, and that The Bar’s allegations stem solely from 

Bar Counsel’s narrow, legally incorrect interpretation of the term “ex parte.” This 

clearly is not a legal basis to impose the severe sanction of contempt. Further, the 

only cases cited by The Bar in the above-styled case have absolutely no similar 

facts to the facts at issue here and are completely and entirely inapplicable. The 

Bar’s inability to cite any case law that supports the relief they are requesting here 

is quite telling and demonstrates clearly that there is no basis in law or in fact for a 

finding of contempt.  
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STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

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

against Respondent with this Honorable Court, case No. SC19-277. An evidentiary 

hearing was held on May 1, 2, and 7, 2019. Due to irregularities and extreme bias 

during those proceedings, Respondent filed two motions to disqualify the referee 

and two petitions for writ of prohibition after the motions to disqualify were both 

denied. The Bar, unhappy with terminology used by Respondent in her second 

motion to disqualify referee and in her second writ of prohibition, filed the above-

styled case against Respondent. The Bar’s allegation that Respondent made a false 

statement under oath is based solely upon The Bar’s misinterpretation of the legal 

term “ex parte.” 

ARGUMENT 

In its February 20, 2019 Petition for Emergency Suspension against 

Respondent in case No. SC19-277, The Bar made an allegation that Petitioner 

posted a photo of a “shotgun” on social media. (See Exhibit A, p. 20.) The Bar’s 

allegation is based upon a meme that contains a still image from the classic 

children’s comedy movie, Home Alone. (See Exhibit B.) The meme was originally 

posted on the Instagram account, @attorneyproblems, an account that is, according 

to the profile information, maintained by a lawyer. In the top left hand corner of 

the photo, a watermark of this Instagram user’s account name can clearly be seen. 
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When Respondent re-shared this photo, she included not only that watermark, but 

she also included the full handle of the original poster. (See Exhibit B.) The 

version that The Bar has used and disseminated is a cropped version provided to 

The Bar by Nisha Bacchus (hereinafter, “Bacchus”). (See Exhibit A, p. 21.) At the 

time that Respondent posted the meme, the original post had 3,759 “likes” from 

other Instagram users. The meme, which is still currently posted on the 

@attorneyproblems account, currently has more than 4,500 “likes.” 

During the May 2019 evidentiary hearing in case No. SC19-277, 

Respondent attempted to introduce evidence that demonstrated clearly that the 

photo did not contain a shotgun, and Respondent attempted to introduce evidence 

regarding the full context of the meme. However, Respondent was repeatedly 

prevented from doing so. In the following exchange, Counsel for Respondent was 

prevented from eliciting testimony on these points: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: And I notice in your -- it’s Florida 
Bar’s 16, the narrative that you wrote, that I think you attached to 
your petition for the injunction. 
 
BACCHUS: Yes. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: -- that you made reference to the 
fact that this was an image that included a shotgun. Is it your 
understanding that that picture is of a child with a shotgun? 
 
BACCHUS: Yes, that’s what it looks like. It looks like a shotgun. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Okay. And I get the sense you are 
aware that this image came from the Home Alone movie? 



5 
 

 
BACCHUS: Yes. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Did you see that movie before you 
saw this meme? 
 
THE BAR: Objection, Your Honor. This is really silly. (See Exhibit 
C, p. 1-2.) 
 

Respondent notes that “this is really silly” is not a legitimate legal basis for an 

objection, yet Referee entertained the objection without requiring The Bar to 

clarify its objection. Even assuming it was implied that The Bar’s objection was 

based on relevance, the context of the movie was incredibly important and relevant 

here. The movie Home Alone, a classic children’s comedy movie, is about an 

eight-year-old boy, Kevin McAlister (played by Macaulay Culkin) who is left 

home alone by his family and must protect himself and defend his home from two 

perpetrators, Harry (played by Joe Pesci) and Marv (played by Daniel Stern) who 

are attempting to break into the home and rob the house. In the moments before the 

still image included in the meme at issue, Kevin had shot one of the perpetrators, 

Harry, with the BB gun in the groin, causing Harry to flail and dance around, a 

scene that was clearly intended to induce laughter. If it was not clear from the 

meme itself that the gun was not a shotgun, the context of the movie made it 

abundantly clear that the gun could not have been a shotgun. If Kevin McAlister 

had shot a perpetrator in the groin with a shotgun, Home Alone would have been a 

very different movie, certainly not a PG-rated children’s comedy movie. Thus, the 
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context of the movie was incredibly important and relevant to the proceedings. 

Despite The Bar failing to provide a basis for its objection, Referee entertained the 

objection: 

THE COURT: Okay. Does it matter whether she saw the movie? She 
is familiar with it. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I’m just trying to get at where she 
came up with the shotgun. It’s as simple as that. 
 
THE COURT: Where she came up with it? 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Yes, why she thinks it was a 
shotgun. 
 
THE COURT: Okay. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I can move on and just ask you 
that. Why did you think that was a shotgun? 
 
BACCHUS: Because it looks like a shotgun. It’s got a long barrel, and 
the way he is holding it. I’ve shot a shotgun before, so I know what a 
shotgun looks like. And when I look at this, it looks like a shotgun. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Right. You sat through a concealed 
weapons class; right? 
 
BACCHUS: I have. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: And you have a concealed 
weapon’s permit? 
 
BACCHUS: I do. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: And you are a responsible gun 
owner? 
 
BACCHUS: I am. 
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COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: And you think it’s good for a 
responsible gun owner to not necessarily know the difference between 
a bb gun and shotgun? 
 
THE BAR: Objection, Your Honor. I don’t know what the right 
objection is to that. 
 
THE COURT: Sustained. We don’t need to go down this road. The 
bottom line is, if she thought it was a shotgun and it wasn’t a shotgun, 
then you can talk about that if you feel the need to, but... 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I’ll move on. (See Exhibit C, p. 2-
4.) 
 

Again, Bar Counsel did not provide a legitimate legal basis for its objection and 

even admitted that she did not know if there was a valid one, but Referee 

immediately sustained the objection, preventing Respondent from entering 

evidence that clearly and unequivocally disproved The Bar’s initial allegation. 

The Bar, in its August 6, 2019 Supplement to Motion for Finding of 

Contempt, alleged, “Also, it is clear that the Referee specifically advised 

Respondent’s counsel that he could talk about whether the weapon depicted was or 

was not a shotgun and he elected to move on.” However, it is clear from the above 

exchange that each time Counsel for Respondent attempted to elicit this exact 

testimony, he was railroaded and bombarded by Bar Counsel, that Referee 

repeatedly entertained improper objections, and Counsel for Respondent had no 

choice but to move on to a new line of questioning. 

Further, in its August 6, 2019 Supplement to Motion for Finding of 



8 
 

Contempt, The Bar alleged, “This Respondent, in yet further perpetration of false 

statements, misrepresented to this Honorable Court that the Referee did not 

consider evidence in the record, when in truth and fact, the only evidence in the 

record concerning the weapon in the threatening photo posted by Ms. Krapacs 

came from the Bar’s witness, Nisha Bacchus.” This statement is patently false. 

When Counsel for Respondent was prevented from eliciting testimony on this issue 

from witness Bacchus on cross-examination, he attempted to elicit testimony on 

this issue from Respondent’s witness, Judith Mach (hereinafter, “Mach”), but again 

was prevented from doing so: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Okay. So did you, at any point in 
time, go on the Internet and see any of those posts that Ms. Krapacs 
put up about lawyers and the law? 
 
MACH: I remember one about a movie, the Home Alone movie. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: And did what she wrote make you 
think that the Home Alone movie meme that you saw, did that make 
you think less of the judicial system? 
 
BAR COUNSEL: Objection, Your Honor. 
 
THE COURT: What is the relevance of that? 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Well, one of the issues in this case 
is the rules talk about whether somebody -- whether a lawyer does 
something that brings a negative view onto the court system. And the 
Bar spent some time yesterday asking ultimate question issues to two 
witnesses. I think some question here, and I only have maybe two of 
those -- 
 
THE COURT: Okay, I’ll allow it. 
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COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Thank you. 
 
MACH: I’m trying to understand the question. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I’ll ask you the question again. 
You said that you saw a Home Alone post on the Internet that Ms. 
Krapacs had put on. In reading or reviewing that post, did that change 
your attitude about how you viewed the court system? 
 
BAR COUNSEL: Your Honor, I’m going to renew the objection 
because, first of all, part of -- and the biggest part of the testimony 
concerning that photograph was the fear that it instilled in Nisha 
Bacchus. Whether Ms. Mach thinks that it caused disrepute to the 
legal profession is really not relevant. It’s your determination 
ultimately whether all of this constitutes conduct prejudicial to the 
administration of justice. She is certainly not here as an expert, which 
she couldn’t be anyway, and I don’t see how her opinion as to that is 
relevant to these proceedings. (See Exhibit C, p. 5-7.) 
 

In fact, the biggest part of the testimony concerning the photograph was not 

whether it instilled fear in Bacchus, but was to disprove The Bar’s allegation that 

Respondent posted a shotgun. However, The Bar used that as a basis to prevent 

any testimony that would clearly disprove its outrageous allegation against 

Respondent. Counsel for Respondent then continued to be disrupted and 

sandbagged while questioning Mach: 

THE COURT: Hang on. I’m sorry, I didn’t mean to cut you off, but 
let’s just do this. Why don’t you talk about seeing those posts in the 
context of Ms. Krapacs’ character. Because she is here as a character 
witness for Ms. Krapacs; right? So maybe that would be more 
germane to the topic at hand. In other words, did she think any less of 
her because she posted them? Did she feel like she was maligning the 
justice -- I'm not going to tell you questions to ask, but do you see 
what I’m saying? 



10 
 

 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I do. 
 
THE COURT: Thank you. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Okay, Your Honor. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT : Let me change my question. We 
were talking about the Home Alone post. Did that change -- affect 
your opinion of Ms. Krapacs? 
 
MACH: I thought it was funny, and I can relate to being frustrated 
over that. And it’s a kid’s movie, so I don’t understand -- 
 
BAR COUNSEL: Objection, Your Honor; relevance. Again, now she 
is giving an opinion as to whether it’s a kid’s movie. 
 
THE COURT: Overruled. 
 
MACH: It’s not even a real gun. I mean, she followed her in the 
bathroom yesterday. I don’t understand -- 
 
BAR COUNSEL: Objection, Your Honor. 
 
THE COURT: Overruled. Go ahead. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Who followed -- you were here in 
the courthouse yesterday prepared to testify? 
 
MACH: Yes. Nisha followed her. (See Exhibit C, p 7-9.) 
  

Again, it is clear from this exchange that any attempt to elicit testimony that would 

disprove The Bar’s allegation that Respondent posted a shotgun was repeatedly 

disrupted. The Bar made the same objection to the same question four separate, 

consecutive times, even after the objection was overruled. Referee permitted The 

Bar to continue making the exact same objection and permitted The Bar to 
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continue interrupting Counsel for Respondent. Counsel for Respondent was 

railroaded each time he posed this line of questioning and was left with no other 

option but to move on to different topics. 

 After being sandbagged during cross examination of Bacchus and direct 

examination of Mach, Counsel for Respondent then posed questions to Respondent 

regarding the falsity of The Bar’s allegation that Respondent posted a photo of a 

shotgun: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I want to very briefly -- we are 
going to talk about this one topic and then move to something else, 
but the topic I want to talk about are the two posts in particular that 
you had made, so that we can get, sort of, your perspective on it. The 
first one is the Home Alone meme. Where did you get the meme 
itself, the picture and the caption above it? Where does that come 
before? 
 
RESPONDENT: Like I said earlier, I’m a big user of social media. I 
follow a lot of different types of accounts. This is @attorneyproblems, 
is the Instagram handle. It’s just a humorous, you know, lawyer/law-
themed Instagram account. They post really funny content and have 
tens of thousands of followers. And it’s actually run by a litigation 
firm in California. So I was on Instagram one day, just kind of going 
through my feed and I saw -- 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Let me stop you real quick. I’m 
sorry. The @attorneyproblems, the humorous posts, is it all lawyer-
focused? 
 
RESPONDENT: It’s all lawyer-focused, yes. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: So go ahead. What was your intent 
with the Home Alone post? 
 
RESPONDENT: Around that period of time, I was hearing a lot more 
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of the same threats that had already been launched against me, so I 
saw that and I connected with it. I thought it was humorous. 
Something like 4,500 other people, presumably mostly lawyers, had 
liked it. And so I thought it was funny. I screenshot it, and at some 
point, I reposted it. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Did you tag anybody on that? 
 
RESPONDENT: Not in the Instagram -- no, I didn’t.  No. 
 
COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Was your intent to be threatening? 
 
RESPONDENT: Not at all. In hindsight, okay, it was somewhat 
tasteless, but, again, 4,500 other people saw it and didn’t feel the need 
to file cases against the law firm in California. I thought it was 
humorous, an eight-year-old boy with a BB gun. Again, somewhat 
unprofessional, tasteless, but I thought it was funny. I didn’t write that 
caption, but I thought it was humorous. And it related to what was 
happening with the threats that were being launched against me by 
Russell and Nisha. (See Exhibit C, p 10-12.) 
 

Despite this clear exchange, The Bar falsely alleged in its August 6, 2019 

Supplement to Motion for Finding of Contempt that the only evidence in the record 

concerning the weapon came in from The Bar’s witness, Bacchus. That clearly is 

not a true statement. It is apparent from the record that testimony on this point 

came in not just through Bacchus, but also through Respondent’s witness Mach, 

and through Respondent herself. Respondent very clearly described the nature of 

the photo, the origin of the photo, her motivation for posting the photo, and 

described it as a BB gun. Nonetheless, Referee failed to consider the testimony of 

Mach and Respondent. Respondent was thus effectively prevented from defending 

against the allegation made against her by The Bar. 
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Rules 3-7.11(e) states, “Every witness in every proceeding under these rules 

must be sworn to tell the truth. Violation of this oath is an act of contempt of the 

Supreme Court of Florida.” R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-7.11(e). The Bar alleged that 

Respondent made a false statement under oath when Respondent referred to 

Referee’s adoption of The Bar’s allegation without consideration of the full 

evidence and without permitting Respondent to fully defend against the allegation 

as “ex parte.” However, The Bar’s newest allegation against Respondent is based 

solely on Bar Counsel’s narrow and legally incorrect interpretation of the term “ex 

parte.” 

Black’s Law Dictionary defines “ex parte” as follows: “On one side only; by 

or for one party; done for, in behalf of, or on the application of, one party only. A 

judicial proceeding, order, injunction, etc., is said to be ex parte when it is taken or 

granted at the instance and for the benefit of one party only, and without notice to 

or contestation by, any person adversely interested.” Black’s Law Dictionary Free 

(2nd ed. 2019) (emphasis added). Thus, an order can be correctly characterized as 

“ex parte” if it is entered with notice, but without contestation by an adversely 

affected party. 

The allegation that Respondent posted a photo of a shotgun was affirmed by 

Referee, without consideration of the evidence in the record in the case and 

without permitting Respondent to introduce evidence that unequivocally 
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demonstrated this allegation against Respondent was false. Thus, the ruling made 

by Referee was made only for the benefit of one party, The Bar, without an 

opportunity for contestation by the adversely interested party, Respondent. This 

communication, therefore, was ex parte. The Bar’s attempt to hold Respondent in 

contempt for her use of this terminology is based solely on Bar Counsel’s narrow 

and legally incorrect interpretation of the term “ex parte,” which is hardly a valid 

basis to impose a severe sanction such as contempt. 

Further, this is not the first time that Bar Counsel has quibbled over the use 

of the term “ex parte” pertaining to these proceedings. Despite Bar Counsel’s 

statements regarding her concerns about draining of resources, Bar Counsel 

previously initiated petty arguments with Respondent’s former attorney regarding 

Respondent’s use of the term “ex parte.” See Exhibit D. The only drain on 

resources here is the drain caused to Respondent by The Bar’s overreaching 

actions and by Bar Counsel’s extreme reactions to all actions Respondent takes in 

asserting her defense. If Bar Counsel’s hypersensitivity and personal animus 

towards Respondent was not apparent in these proceedings previously, it is 

apparent now with the filing of the above-styled case based upon the facts as they 

stand. 

Additionally, the cases cited by The Bar in its August 6, 2019 Supplement to 

Motion for a Finding of Contempt have absolutely no relevancy or application to 
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the case at hand. In Peterson v. State of Florida, Peterson had filed numerous 

pleadings with this Honorable Court, filings which were conclusory in nature, 

incomprehensible, facially insufficient, and improperly sought the jurisdiction of 

this Honorable Court. Peterson v. State of Florida, 817 So.2d 838 (Fla. 2002). 

None of those facts are present in the above-styled case nor are they present in case 

No. SC19-277, the case upon which The Bar’s allegations are based. Respondent 

has filed only pleadings which are properly within the jurisdiction of this 

Honorable Court, and her pleadings have been entirely comprehensible, containing 

valid legal analysis, case law, and arguments. Further, Respondent has filed only 

pleadings that are necessary to further her defense. Accordingly, Peterson clearly 

is inapplicable to the instant case. 

The Florida Bar re Kandekore involved an attorney who had been 

previously been permanently disbarred and continued to file various pleadings and 

requests with this Honorable Court, including requests to partake in pro bono work 

and multiple petitions for readmission to The Florida Bar despite his permanent 

disbarment. The Florida Bar re Kandekore, 932 So.2d 1005 (Fla. 2006). There is 

absolutely nothing in Kandekore that even slightly resembles any of the facts of the 

instant case. Here, there has not been a final disposition in case No. SC19-277. 

Accordingly, Respondent has continued to file pleadings which are necessary to 

assert her rights and seek relief that she is entitled to based upon the facts of the 
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case and the applicable law. All forms of relief sought by Respondent in her recent 

pleadings are valid forms of relief that Respondent is entitled to seek, as case No. 

SC19-277 is currently still in the predisposition stage. Accordingly, Florida Bar re 

Kandekore is not relevant in any manner to the instant case. 

Steele v. State of Florida involved an individual who was convicted of 

second degree murder who, post-conviction, initiated twenty-six cases attempting 

to collaterally attack his conviction. Steele v. State of Florida, 14 So.3d 221 (Fla. 

2009). As explained above, case No. SC19-277 is still in the pre-disposition stage, 

and all pleadings filed by Respondent contain valid forms of relief which 

Respondent is entitled to seek at this stage of the proceedings. Accordingly, Steele 

v. State of Florida is entirely inapplicable to the instant case. 

The Bar’s reference to The Florida Bar v. Carlson is also erroneous and is 

quite frankly baffling. The Florida Bar v. Carlson involved an attorney who had a 

total of five disciplinary cases filed against him, was held in contempt twice for 

practicing during periods of suspension, and failed to appear in the proceedings 

before referees in the two most recent disciplinary cases. The Florida Bar v. 

Carlson, 183 So.2d 541 (Fla. 1966). Again, there are no facts in The Florida Bar v. 

Carlson that even slightly resemble any of the facts in the instant case. Respondent 

has no prior history of discipline, in any state in which she is licensed, and has 

never been disciplined or reprimanded in any capacity by any employer, entity, or 
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educational institution. Even though Respondent asserts that emergency suspension 

was erroneous and overreaching in case No. SC19-277, Respondent has fully 

complied, even beyond what was required of her, with this Honorable Court’s 

February 27, 2019 Order Granting Emergency Suspension. No allegation has been 

made that Respondent has violated any component of compliance, and certainly 

there has been no allegation that Respondent has practiced law during the 

suspension period. Further, Respondent has appeared at all hearings, has filed all 

responses required of her, and has worked diligently to file such responses timely, 

requesting extensions only when absolutely necessary based upon exigent 

circumstances. For The Bar to allege that Respondent is “beyond redemption” 

using The Florida Bar v. Carlson as the basis is erroneous and preposterous, as 

there are no facts in that case that align in any way with the instant case. 

CONCLUSION 

The record demonstrates that Respondent has not made any false statements 

under oath. The allegations against Respondent in the above-styled case are based 

solely upon The Bar’s legally incorrect interpretation of the term “ex parte” and 

Bar Counsel’s hypersensitivity to Respondent’s proper use of the phrase. The Bar 

has failed to cite any case law that would support a finding of contempt based upon 

the facts of this case and the facts of case No. SC19-277. The Bar’s actions are the 

only conduct in this case that is draining the resources of the judiciary and all 
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parties involved. There is absolutely no basis in law or in fact for a finding of 

contempt against Respondent. 

WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully requests that this Honorable Court 

deny The Bar’s Motion for a Finding of Contempt; dismiss the above-styled case; 

award attorney’s fees to Respondent; and any and all other relief this Honorable 

Court deems just and proper. 

 

Date: August 26, 2019 

     Respectfully, 
 
/s/ Ashley Krapacs 

     Ashley Ann Krapacs 
     Pro Se Respondent 
     PO Box 21665 
     Fort Lauderdale, FL 33335 

      Phone: 202-341-1509 
     Email: KrapacsAA@gmail.com 
 

  

mailto:KrapacsAA@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

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

the Respondent’s Response to the Show Cause Order was served to the Clerk of 

Court via Florida’s e-Filing portal and via e-mail to: 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:  /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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