
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA  

THE FLORIDA BAR,  

Complainant,  

v.  

PHILLIP TIMOTHY HOWARD,  

Respondent.  

Supreme Court Case  
No. SC-

The Florida Bar File 
No. 2019-00,088(2A) 

___________________________/ 

COMPLAINT  

The Florida Bar, complainant, files this  Complaint against  Phillip Timothy  

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

1.  Respondent  is and  was  at all  times  mentioned  herein  a member of The 

Florida Bar admitted  on  May  29, 1987  and is subject  to  the jurisdiction of the 

Supreme Court  of Florida.  

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

times  material, as  well as practicing in various other counties in  Florida.  

3.  The Second  Judicial  Circuit  Grievance Committee “A”  found  

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

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

member of  that committee.  
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4.  On  or about April  29, 2014, respondent  began  representation  of  

Richard  and Margaret  Harris  in a lawsuit that  was part  of the Engle-progeny  

tobacco  litigation.   

5.  The lawsuit  was  originally  filed in Miami-Dade County  by another 

attorney. On March  12, 2014, the case was transferred to Gadsden County. At the 

time the case  was  transferred, Richard  Harris  was  alive.  

6.  Respondent failed  to  inform Richard  Harris  and  his wife Margaret  that  

he was  not experienced in  handling  complex tobacco litigation  cases.  

7.  When  Mr. Harris’  health  began  to rapidly  deteriorate, a deposition  

was scheduled  between  June 20-25, 2016 in  order  to  preserve his trial testimony.  

Due to  his  serious  health issues, the deposition  had to  be  taken at his  bedside and  

required frequent  breaks.  Four  days later,  On  June 29, 2016, Richard Harris  passed  

away.   

8.  According to Mrs. Harris, respondent failed to adequately  prepare Mr.  

Harris for his deposition.  

9.  Following  the depositions, respondent and his  employee, Ankur 

Mehta, a non-lawyer,  prepared  errata sheets for each day  and effectively  re-wrote 

Mr. Harris’  testimony.  The opposing  counsel  moved to  strike  the errata sheets.  
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10.  Following Mr.  Harris’  death, a probate  case was  opened,  and  Mrs.  

Harris  was appointed personal representative. A  trial  date was  set for August  2018  

in  the tobacco litigation  case.   

11.  In anticipation of trial, respondent  claims  to have paid  $12,000 for an  

autopsy  (to  be performed  in California) and  $10,000  for  the rental of a local  

residence near the courthouse for his trial team to stay  in during  the trial. He 

requested reimbursement of these costs from Ms. Harris,  despite  agreeing  to  pay 

all costs per their representation agreement.  

12.  Respondent  left  the handling  of the  Harris  probate case  and  numerous  

other  probate  cases to a junior associate and a certified legal intern with  little to  no  

supervision.  The  junior associate, Mr. Jaakan  Williams,  had  no  probate experience 

prior  to  working  at respondent’s firm and eventually resigned  in  January  2018.  

13.  On March 6, 2018, the probate court  entered an order requiring  

respondent to file a written  case status report within  30 days. Respondent  was  the  

only attorney copied  on  the order. Respondent failed  to  file  a written  status  report.  

14.  On March 28, 2018, respondent sent an email  to  Matthew  Hinson, a 

probate attorney  in Jacksonville, Florida, requesting that  he review  the  probate 

case.  Mr. Hinson did  not respond.  
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15.  In  its  order of  April  26, 2018, the court  noted respondent’s  failure to   

comply  with  the  previous order and set a case management conference for  May  15, 

2018.   

16.  Respondent  failed  to  appear  at the May 15, 2018 case  management  

conference. As a result, the  court entered an order  on  May  16, 2018,  removing  

Mrs. Harris  as personal representative  of her husband’s  estate, revoking  the letters  

of administration  and dismissing the probate case.  

17.  On May  24, 2018, respondent  communicated with  Mr. Hinson  about  

the probate  case  via email.  He again  asked  Mr. Hinson to  handle the case  and  

claimed  to have  recently  spoken  to Mrs.  Harris,  even though  the probate case  had  

been dismissed  by  that date.  

18.  On May  29, 2018, Mrs. Harris sent respondent a certified  letter 

terminating  his  services. Respondent refused  to accept the  letter  and  it  was  

eventually returned  to Mrs. Harris.  

19.  On  June 6, 2018, Mr. Hinson agreed to review the probate  case file 

and on June 7, 2018, informed  respondent  that  his firm would  handle the case 

contingent  upon the client’s consent.   

20.  Mr. Hinson  did  not  become aware that the probate case had been  

dismissed until  he  reviewed  the case docket.  
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21. Although respondent subsequently emailed Mrs. Harris requesting  

permission for Mr. Hinson to begin representation, she never responded. 

Therefore, Mr. Hinson was never authorized by the client to file a notice of 

representation or any other documents. As a result, no documents were filed by 

Mr. Hinson, nor was an attorney/client relationship with Mrs. Harris established. 

22. On June 27, 2018, Mrs. Harris sent respondent an email again 

notifying him of termination of his services. 

23. Respondent replied to the email asserting that his office had attempted 

to reach her via email and telephone for over a month to no avail. He informed 

Mrs. Harris that Matthew Hinson had been hired to handle the probate case. There 

was no mention of the case dismissal in his email. 

24. Mrs. Harris subsequently retained other counsel to represent her in 

both cases and to file an emergency motion to reopen the probate case, which was 

granted on September 5, 2018. 

25. In lieu of proceeding to a hearing on the outstanding motion to strike 

the errata sheets, Mrs. Harris’ new counsel, Mr. J.B. Harris, agreed that the errata 

sheets were fraudulent and stipulated that he would not use them. 

26. By reason of the foregoing, respondent has violated the following 

Rules Regulating The Florida Bar: 4-1.1 Competence; 4-1.3 Diligence; 4-5.1 

Responsibilities of Partners, Managers, and Supervisory Lawyers. 
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WHEREFORE, The  Florida  Bar prays respondent  will  be appropriately   

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

Bar as  amended.  

Shaneé L. Hinson, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
Tallahassee Branch Office 
651 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5845 
Florida Bar No. 736120 
shinson@floridabar.org 

Patricia Ann Toro Savitz, Staff Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
651 E. Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5839 
Florida Bar No. 559547 
psavitz@floridabar.org 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE   

I certify that this document has been efiled with The Honorable John A. 
Tomasino, Clerk of the Supreme Court of Florida, with a copy provided via email 
to Respondent, at 1415 Piedmont Dr. E, Ste 5; Tallahassee, Florida, 32308-7944 
and that a copy has been furnished by United States Mail via certified mail No. 
7017 1070 0000 4774 3996, return receipt requested to Respondent, whose record 
bar address is Howard & Associates, P.A., 1415 Piedmont Dr E Ste 5, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32308-7944 and via email to Shaneé L. Hinson, Bar Counsel, 
shinson@floridabar.org, on this 17th day of September, 2019. 

Patricia Ann Toro Savitz 
Staff Counsel 
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NOTICE OF  TRIAL COUNSEL  AND DESIGNATION  OF  PRIMARY  
EMAIL ADDRESS  

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the trial counsel in this matter is Shaneé L. 
Hinson, Bar Counsel, whose address, telephone number and primary email address 
are The Florida Bar, Tallahassee Branch Office, 651 East Jefferson Street, 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300, (850) 561-5845 and shinson@floridabar.org; 
Respondent need not address pleadings, correspondence, etc. in this matter to 
anyone other than trial counsel and to Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, 651 E 
Jefferson Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300, psavitz@floridabar.org. 
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MANDATORY ANSWER NOTICE  

RULE 3-7.6(h)(2), RULES REGULATING THE FLORIDA BAR, 
PROVIDES THAT A RESPONDENT SHALL ANSWER A COMPLAINT. 
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