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SYMBOLS AND REFERENCES 

T   =  Transcript of Evidentiary Hearing, May 1, 2, and 7, 2019 

TFB Exh. = The Florida Bar Exhibit at Evidentiary Hearing, May 1, 2, and 

7, 2019 

R Exh. = Respondent’s Exhibit at Evidentiary Hearing, May 1, 2, and 7, 

2019 

Petition = Petition of Florida Bar, dated February 20, 2019 

ROR  = Report of Referee, dated May 30, 2019 
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

 In this case, The Bar became entangled in a personal relationship between 

Respondent and her former boyfriend, Gregory Knoop (hereinafter, “former 

boyfriend”). Former boyfriend hired an army of attorneys nationwide to harass, 

torment, and terrorize Respondent. Respondent attempted to secure protection from 

the court system against former boyfriend and his army, to no avail. Respondent 

resorted to social media to protect herself from these attacks. The Bar’s actions in 

this case are nothing more than a perpetuation of the attacks that Respondent has 

suffered from this army of attorneys for nearly two years. 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

(1) Should the Florida Bar be permitted to use its regulatory authority to 

advance the personal agendas of adversaries of a member of the Florida 

Bar? 

(2) Should the Florida Bar use its regulatory function to resolve disputes 

between individual members of the Bar? 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

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

Petition for Emergency Suspension against Respondent. 

2. On February 27, 2019, the Florida Supreme Court issued its order 

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

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

appointed as referee (hereinafter, “Referee”). 

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

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

docketed. 

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

Counsel. 

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

Respondent’s Motion to Withdraw as Counsel. 

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

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

Report & Recommendation. 

10. On June 20, 2019, Referee Schosberg Feuer denied Respondent’s Motion 

to Disqualify Referee. 

11. On June 24, 2019, this Court issued a letter indicating that Respondent’s 

Notice of Objections to Referee’s Report & Recommendation would be 

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

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

of Report of Referee. 
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13. On July 13, 2019, Respondent filed a Motion to Dissolve the Emergency 

Suspension. 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

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

Schosberg Feuer as Referee. 

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

above-styled case for July 18, 2019. 

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

Supreme Court. 

19. On July 17, 2019, Respondent filed a Motion to Stay the Proceedings. 

20. 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. 
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21. 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. 

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

Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension. 

23. On July 27, 2019, Respondent filed a second Motion to Disqualify 

Referee. 

24. On July 19, 2019, this Honorable Court issued an Order to Show Cause 

as to why Referee’s July 18, 2019 denial of Respondent’s Motion to 

Dissolve should not be accepted. 

25. On July 26, 2019, Respondent filed a second Motion to Disqualify 

Referee. 

26. On July 29, 2019, Referee denied Respondent’s second Motion to 

Disqualify Referee. 

27. On August 5, 2019, Respondent filed a second Writ of Prohibition. 

28. On August 5, 2019, Respondent filed her response to this Honorable 

Court’s July 19, 2019 Order to Show Cause. 

29. On August 19, 2019, Respondent filed a Motion for Extension of Time to 
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File Initial Brief. 

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS 

The events of this case began in December 2017. At that time, former 

boyfriend called the Fort Lauderdale Police and, in an attempt to have Respondent 

Baker Acted, falsely stated that Respondent was suicidal. Two Fort Lauderdale 

police offers knocked on Respondent’s door, but left without taking any action 

after speaking briefly with Respondent. (T, p. 39 & p. 411.) 

In January 2018, former boyfriend, frustrated that his attempt to Baker Act 

Respondent was unsuccessful, filed police reports with the Dallas Police and the 

Fort Lauderdale police. (T. p. 39 & p. 411.) Both reports contained false, baseless 

allegations, as evidenced by the fact that neither police department at any point 

took any action against Respondent as a result of former boyfriend’s reports. 

In January 2018, former boyfriend hired James Drakeley (hereinafter, 

“Drakeley”) of Hiersche, Hayward, Drakeley & Urbach, P.C., a law firm based in 

Addison, Texas, to harass and threaten Respondent. On January 23, 2018, 

Drakeley, sent a baseless, threatening, harassing letter to Respondent. Despite the 

many serious threats and allegations made by Drakeley against Respondent, 

Drakeley never took any of the actions he threatened to take. (T, p. 467-468.) In 

February 2018, Respondent filed a complaint with the State Bar of Texas against 

Drakeley. (T, p. 468). In June 2018, The Office of Chief Disciplinary Counsel of 
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the State Bar of Texas informed Respondent that there was “no just cause” to 

believe Drakeley committed professional misconduct. They provided no basis for 

that determination. 

In January 2018, after learning about former boyfriend’s false police reports 

and after receiving the threatening letter from Drakeley, Respondent consulted 

several domestic violence organizations for advice on how to protect herself from 

further attacks. At the advice of these organizations, Respondent filed a police 

report with the Washington, D.C. Police Department regarding the physical 

assault, battery, and rape that former boyfriend committed against Respondent, 

since the events had taken place in that jurisdiction. (T, p. 468.) 

In January 2018, Respondent contacted her former employer, Price 

Benowitz, seeking re-employment. (T, p. 464-467.) Price Benowitz re-hired 

Respondent to provide research and writing services remotely for the law firm. 

Price Benowitz tasked Respondent with writing articles on the following topics: 

“West Palm Beach Extortion Lawyer;” “Texas Gun Lawyer;” “Texas Assault 

Lawyer;” “Fort Worth Gun Lawyer;” “Fort Worth Assault Lawyer;” “Florida Sex 

Crimes Lawyer;” “Florida Domestic Violence Lawyer;” “Florida Solicitation 

Lawyer;” “Florida Prostitution Lawyer;” “Somerset County Assault Lawyer;” and 

“Somerset County Gun Lawyer.” (T, p. 467.) These topics were very unusual 

compared to previous work Respondent had done for Price Benowitz, but 
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Respondent completed the tasks as assigned in hopes of securing a steady stream 

of income. Price Benowitz failed to timely pay Respondent. (T, p. 470.) When 

Respondent inquired about her missing pay, she was told she would have to wait 

for the following pay period. When the payment was processed weeks late (via the 

personal PayPal account of Price Benowitz partner, Seth Price), it was processed as 

a payment for goods, and the income Respondent had earned weeks prior was held 

for an additional period of time before being released. Unhappy with the nature of 

the work she was being assigned and frustrated with the disruptions in her earned 

pay, Respondent voluntarily terminated her employment with Price Benowitz in 

March 2018. (T, p. 470.) 

In April 2018, Drakeley filed his formal response to Respondent’s State Bar 

of Texas complaint. Within the voluminous response sent by Drakeley, 

Respondent learned that while she was employed by Price Benowitz, David 

Benowitz (hereinafter, “Benowitz”), a founding partner of Price Benowitz, was 

hired by former boyfriend to represent him in the pending criminal rape, assault, 

and battery investigation in Washington, D.C. (T, p. 468-469). No employee of 

Price Benowitz at any point notified Respondent that she was employed by a law 

firm that was, at the same time, representing her former boyfriend in the rape, 

battery, and assault investigation. In April 2018, Respondent filed a bar complaint 

against Benowitz based on these facts. (T, p. 469.) In June 2018, the Office of 
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Disciplinary Counsel of the District of Columbia Bar issued a letter stating that the 

rules of conflict did not apply to the situation. (T, p. 472.) 

At the advice of the domestic violence organizations that Respondent had 

consulted seeking help, on January 30, 2018, Respondent filed a Petition for 

Injunction Against Domestic Violence in Broward County, Case #DVCE 18-737. 

(T, p. 410.) The case was assigned to Judge Michael Kaplan. Respondent attended 

numerous scheduled evidentiary hearings, but neither former boyfriend nor any 

counsel for former boyfriend appeared for the evidentiary hearings, and the case 

was continued for several weeks. (T, p. 410-412.) 

On February 22, 2018, Russell J. Williams (hereinafter, “Williams”) of 

Williams Hilal Wigand Grande, a law firm based in south Florida, sent a letter to 

Respondent threatening Respondent with sanctions if she did not withdraw Case 

#DVCE 18-737. (TFB Exh. 2.) Williams, despite being a seasoned attorney with 

over three decades of legal experience, failed to allege any basis for his threat of 

sanctions. Further, Williams failed to serve an actual motion for sanctions with the 

letter, which is required by the statute Williams cited, Florida Statute § 57.105. 

Given that Williams could not have followed through on his threat, it is clear that 

the intent of the letter was solely to threaten and intimidate Respondent. (T, p. 412-

413.) 

On March 8, 2018, Respondent filed a Motion to Amend the Petition in case 
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#DVCE 18-737. (T, p. 414.) Inexplicably, the Court refused to set the motion for a 

hearing, informing Respondent that she would get a response on the motion 

through the mail. (T, p. 414-416.) The motion was never ruled on. On March 28, 

2018, Williams filed a Motion to Dismiss in case #DVCE 18-737. (T, p. 413-415.) 

The motion was immediately set for hearing by the Court. (T, p. 413-415.) 

The hearing on Williams’s Motion to Dismiss occurred on April 12, 2018. 

(T, p. 416-417.) Despite that domestic violence cases are confidential and the 

hearings are closed to anyone who is not a party or attorney of record, the 

courtroom was packed. Williams brought an entourage of attorney friends with 

him to the hearing. (T, p. 34-35.) Among them was attorney Joseph DiRuzzo 

(hereinafter, “DiRuzzo”), a friend and colleague of Williams’s; David Sobel, 

another colleague of Williams’s; and Williams’s paralegal, Doug Bates. (T, p. 34-

35.) Even more disturbing is that Williams’s wife, Stacy Williams, a Domestic 

Violence Case Filer at the Broward County State Attorney's Office, was in 

attendance at the April 12, 2018 hearing. (T, p. 34-35.) Despite her position as a 

Domestic Violence Case Filer at the Broward County State’s Attorney’s Office, 

Mrs. Williams attended the hearing in support of former boyfriend, who was the 

respondent in the domestic violence case in the very same county where Mrs. 

Williams works. (T, p. 24 & p. 34-35.) A State’s Attorney attending a domestic 

violence hearing in support of a domestic violence respondent is not only 
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unethical, but clearly presents a grave conflict, since Mrs. Williams was likely 

recognized by Judge Kaplan as a State’s Attorney. 

During the April 12, 2018 hearing, Williams informed Judge Kaplan several 

times that he had not received Respondent’s Motion to Amend the Petition. (TFB 

Exh. 6.) In fact, Williams received the motion twice: once through the court’s e-

service system, and once via email directly from Respondent. 

On April 12, 2018, Judge Kaplan dismissed case #DVCE 18-737. (T, p. 

416.) Judge Kaplan never ruled on Respondent’s Motion to Amend the Petition, 

which would have cured the basis for the dismissal. (T, p. 416.) Respondent was 

instructed to file a new case. (T, p. 416.) On April 13, 2018, Respondent filed 

another Petition for Injunction Against Domestic Violence against former 

boyfriend in Broward County, case #DVCE 18-2712. (T, p. 421.) On April 14, 

2018, Respondent filed a bar complaint with The Bar against Williams based on 

the letter that was clearly intended only to intimidate Respondent and based on the 

false statements he made to Judge Kaplan at the April 12, 2018 hearing. (TFB Exh. 

7.) 

Former boyfriend continued to allege that he had not been served with the 

petition for the second injunction case. (T, p. 429.) Respondent made several 

requests to hire a private process server to serve former boyfriend with the petition, 

as law enforcement in Dallas were not being diligent in their efforts to serve 
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former boyfriend. (T, p. 558.) Judge Kaplan denied all requests. (T, p. 558.) 

On April 20, 2018, Respondent filed a Motion to Disqualify Judge Kaplan. 

(T, p. 424.) On April 20, 2018, Judge Kaplan issued an order denying 

Respondent’s Motion to Disqualify. (T, p. 424.) On April 26 2018, Williams filed 

a Motion to Dismiss in case #18-2712. (T, p. 185.) On May 4, 2018, Respondent 

filed a Writ of Prohibition with the Fourth District Court of Appeal, seeking to 

remove Judge Kaplan from case #DVCE 18-2712.  (T, p. 424.) On May 7, 2018, 

Respondent filed a motion to stay the proceedings in case #DVCE 18-2712. On 

May 9, 2018, Judge Kaplan granted Respondent’s motion to stay the proceedings. 

On May 9, 2018, in retaliation for Respondent tirelessly attempting to pursue 

the domestic violence injunction case and escalating the case with the Writ to the 

Fourth District Court of Appeal, former boyfriend filed a bar complaint with The 

Bar against Respondent. Former boyfriend hired Kevin Tynan (hereinafter, 

“Tynan”) to represent him in the complaint. Also in retaliation for Respondent’s 

relentless efforts to protect herself and secure the injunction against domestic 

violence and in retaliation for Respondent filing a bar complaint against Williams, 

Williams filed a bar complaint with The Bar against Respondent just one week 

after former boyfriend filed his. Neither bar complaint alleged any actual violation 

of any rules. Both complaints were assigned to Bar Counsel Lazarus. Respondent 

responded to both complaints timely. 
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On May 23, 2018, Judge Kaplan held a status hearing in case #DVCE 18-

2712. Judge Kaplan was treating the case as ex parte while allowing Williams to 

litigate without Williams accepting service on behalf of his client. When 

Respondent inquired about these inconsistencies, Judge Kaplan abruptly ended the 

hearing. On June 26, 2018, the Fourth District Court of Appeal denied 

Respondent’s Writ of Prohibition. (T, p. 425.) No basis for the denial was 

provided. 

On July 5, 2018, The Bar issued a letter which stated that although Williams 

had indeed made false statements to a judge, disciplinary proceedings were not 

appropriate. (T, p. 187.) 

With the writ no longer pending, Williams scheduled a hearing before Judge 

Kaplan on his Motion to Dismiss. Confident she would not receive a fair trial 

before Judge Kaplan, fully aware that she had not received a fair hearing of her 

motions thus far before Judge Kaplan, and unsuccessful in her efforts to secure a 

fair, unbiased judge, Respondent knew that proceeding under those circumstances 

was futile. Also, at that point, trying in vain to move the case forward was 

particularly daunting since Respondent’s father had passed away in late June 2018. 

Further, Respondent had not been contacted by former boyfriend directly for 

several months. Former boyfriend was successfully using other methods to harass 

and torment Respondent, methods like paying an attorney to hire Respondent and 



15 

 

withhold her pay to deplete her resources, actions which would not likely be 

prevented by an injunction. (T, p. 429-430.) On July 24, 2018, Respondent 

voluntarily withdrew her petition, requesting that the case be dismissed without 

prejudice. (T, p. 430.) Judge Kaplan dismissed the case without prejudice on July 

24, 2018. (T, p. 430.) 

On July 26, 2018, just two days after Respondent voluntarily withdrew the 

domestic violence injunction case and mere weeks after her father passed away, 

Williams filed a civil lawsuit against Respondent and hired Nisha Bacchus 

(hereinafter, “Bacchus”) of Bacchus Law to represent him. (T, p. 202.) Respondent 

researched Bacchus and was particularly disturbed to see that Bacchus, who sued a 

self-described domestic violence survivor and rape survivor, markets herself as an 

attorney who supports women’s rights and advocates against domestic violence. 

(T, p. 99-100.) Bacchus even claims to run what she refers to as the “Florida 

Women’s Law Center.” (T, p. 284-285.) A search of that business entity on 

sunbiz.org reveals that Florida Women’s Law Center is a now-defunct LLC that 

became inactive one month after it was registered. Respondent was extremely 

concerned about these inconsistencies and feared that Bacchus was improperly 

preying on particularly vulnerable clientele to bulk up her caseload. 

From the outset, Bacchus launched a full-fledged attack against Respondent, 

including taking many illegal actions like causing the case to be unlawfully sealed 
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for weeks in violation of Respondent’s Due Process Rights (T, p. 455-457) and 

harassing Respondent’s attorney so much and launching so many personal threats 

against Respondent’s attorney that Respondent’s attorney threatened to quit. (T, p. 

457.) 

Respondent attempted to utilize the “proper” channels to protect herself 

from former boyfriend and the members of his army of attorneys, but received no 

relief. Respondent, a licensed attorney, held an ongoing obligation to uphold the 

integrity of the legal profession. Respondent spoke publicly on social media 

regarding the war that was waged against her by former boyfriend and his army of 

attorneys. Respondent believed it was important to increase awareness regarding 

the challenges that domestic violence survivors face, even those who are educated 

and savvy, and to alert the consumer public regarding the tactics that were actively 

being used to stifle and attack vulnerable populations. (T, p. 72.) 

Throughout the summer of 2018, Respondent complied fully with all 

requests made by The Bar regarding the pending complaints filed by former 

boyfriend and Williams. Respondent inquired to The Bar on numerous occasions 

regarding the status of the complaints and why it was taking so long for them to be 

resolved. Lazarus failed to provide an explanation for why the complaints were 

sitting idly. (T, p. 440.) 

In early August 2018, Respondent wrote a blog article about Bacchus 



17 

 

expressing these concerns. (T, p. 223-224.) On August 9, 2018, Lazarus notified 

Respondent that The Bar had initiated a third complaint against Respondent based 

upon a YouTube video and the August 2018 blog post about Bacchus. Despite 

repeated requests (both informally via email and through discovery in the above-

styled case), Lazarus has never disclosed who sent her the blog article or why The 

Bar initiated the complaint instead of requiring the sender to follow proper 

protocol and file a formal complaint. 

In August 2018, Respondent made contact with Florida attorney Robyn 

Lynn Sztyndor (hereinafter, “Sztyndor”) who agreed to represent Respondent in 

the civil case Williams had filed against Respondent and assured Respondent that 

she could get it resolved without litigation. (T, p. 435-436.) Sztyndor informed 

Respondent that Tynan, former bar counsel for The Florida Bar, was very well-

connected at The Bar and could secure heavy discipline on behalf of his client 

through his connections, regardless of the nature or legitimacy of the allegations. 

(T, p. 437-438.) Sztyndor also informed Respondent that Bacchus had inside 

connections at The Bar. (T, p. 437-438.) 

Sztyndor demanded that Respondent remove her social media posts and 

refused to represent Respondent if Respondent did not remove all content.  Up to 

that point, every time Respondent conceded any ground and her adversaries sensed 

weakness (for instance, when Respondent’s father passed away and when she 
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voluntarily withdrew her domestic violence petition), the attacks against her 

increased exponentially. Respondent expressed concern to Sztyndor that if she 

removed the social media content, the attacks against her would escalate again as 

they had in the past. Sztyndor still insisted that Respondent remove the content. 

Respondent complied and removed all the posts. (T, p. 406.)  

As predicted, the attacks against Respondent by former boyfriend and his 

co-conspirators increased exponentially. (T, p. 436-439.) Sztyndor relayed to 

Respondent that several more bar complaints had been filed against Respondent in 

several jurisdictions, as Respondent was licensed in Washington, D.C., New York, 

and Florida. (T, p. 436-437.) That information was false. (T, p. 436-437.) Sztyndor 

told Respondent that former boyfriend and his employer had filed a civil lawsuit 

against Respondent. (T, p. 436-437.) That information was also false. (T, p. 436-

437.) 

On August 22, 2018, Sztyndor called Respondent frantically yelling that a 

warrant had been issued for Respondent’s arrest. (T, p. 436-437.) Respondent 

insisted she had not committed a crime. (T, p. 436-437.) Sztyndor told Respondent 

that since Williams’s wife is a State’s Attorney, they could have Respondent 

arrested easily even if Respondent had not actually committed a crime. (T, p. 436-

437.) After several hours of hysterically telling Respondent she would be arrested 

before the end of the day, Sztyndor sent Respondent a screenshot of an email sent 
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to her by Williams. Williams alleged that a Detective Freeley had been 

investigating the police report filed months previously by former boyfriend, but 

that they would not be moving forward. Williams has never at any point provided 

evidence that an investigation was active in August 2018, eight months after the 

false report had been filed by former boyfriend. 

Despite Sztyndor’s assurances that she could settle the case without 

litigation, no progress was made on any sort of settlement agreement. (T, p. 455.) 

Respondent, with no other options left to protect herself from these attacks, began 

posting on social media again around mid-September 2018 regarding the behavior 

of the army of attorneys who were attacking her. In September 2018, since 

Sztyndor was not making any progress and was actually making matters worse, 

Respondent fired Sztyndor. (T, p. 455.) 

In late September 2018, Respondent hired Patricia Acosta (hereinafter, 

“Acosta”), a south Florida lawyer, to represent her in the civil case filed against 

Respondent by Williams. (T, p. 451-452.) 

On November 14, 2018, Respondent requested that the bar complaints 

against her be transferred to a different branch of The Bar. On November 20, 2018, 

Respondent’s request was denied on the basis that Respondent had not provided 

any evidence that she was being treated unfairly. 

On December 3, 2018, Respondent received an email from Leila 
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Campagnuolo (hereinafter, “Campagnuolo”). According to Campagnuolo, 

Campagnuolo retained Bacchus to represent her in a divorce from her abusive 

husband. (T, p. 276). After a botched mediation, Campagnuolo requested that 

Bacchus file a particular motion on her behalf. (T, p. 382-383). Bacchus quoted 

Campagnuolo a fee of $2,000 for the motion, but then withdrew abruptly from the 

case without drafting the motion and before Campagnuolo could retain new 

counsel. Inexplicably, Bacchus continued to bill Campagnuolo, even though she 

had never drafted the motion and had completely abandoned Campagnuolo and left 

her in an incredibly vulnerable position. Campagnuolo disputed the additional 

amount owed, but paid Bacchus after Bacchus threatened to file liens against her 

property. As a result of Bacchus’s actions, Campagnuolo has suffered substantial 

financial losses, and her divorce is still not final. (T, p. 374 & 388-389.) 

On December 4, 2018, Bacchus filed a Plaintiff’s Request to Produce on 

behalf of Williams. (T, p. 265; T, p. 365.) Among many irrelevant and despicable 

requests, Bacchus requested that Respondent produce “All documents in 

possession of the Defendant (Krapacs) that evidence the death of her father. (T, p. 

265; T, p. 365.) Tactics like this served no purpose and were clearly intended only 

to cause Respondent further emotional distress and trauma. 

On December 5, 2018, Respondent requested that The Bar send her all ex 

parte communications that had occurred about the complaints filed against her. On 
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December 17, 2018, Respondent’s request was denied on the basis that the 

complaints were not pending before a court so no ex parte communications had 

occurred. 

In early January 2019, through her ongoing communications with 

Campagnuolo, Respondent made contact with Judith Mach (hereinafter, “Mach”), 

another former client of Bacchus’s. (T, p. 317-318.) When Respondent made 

contact with Mach, Mach had already filed a bar complaint against Bacchus and 

had filed a small claims case against Bacchus. (T, p. 248-249 & p. 336-338) 

Mach’s story was similar to Campagnuolo’s. Mach hired Bacchus to represent her 

in her divorce, but Bacchus failed to take appropriate actions to protect Mach and 

advance the case. Bacchus postponed a scheduled mediation without permission 

from Mach and without even notifying Mach, Bacchus failed to propound 

discovery, and she neglected to follow through on many promises she made to 

Mach, including assurances that she would request that Mach’s husband cover her 

attorney’s fees since the husband was the income-earner in the family. When Mach 

fired Bacchus, Bacchus continued to bill Mach and filed liens against Mach’s 

property, the marital home. (T, p. 352 & 375 & 299-300.) Further, the liens filed 

are questionable, as they are all titled differently, none of them contain any 

supporting information explaining what the liens are for, and one does not even 

contain an amount. (T, p. 299-300.) Additionally, Bacchus failed to provide notice 
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of the liens to Mach, who only learned about the liens when the marital home went 

to sale. Mach, who is the single mother of a special-needs child, was on the verge 

of homelessness and financial collapse, in large part due to the actions of Bacchus. 

(T, p. 340.) Pursuant to Mach’s divorce decree, Mach was entitled to the proceeds 

of the sale of the marital home, and she desperately needed the proceeds to cover 

living expenses for herself and her daughter. However, the sale was in jeopardy 

due to the attachment of the liens. Respondent worked tirelessly, pro bono, to assist 

Mach and ensure that the sale of the house went through. Respondent also assisted 

Mach with her bar complaint against Bacchus, since Mach was incredibly 

overwhelmed and was terrified of being subjected to further attacks from Bacchus. 

(T, p. 248-249 & p. 336-338) 

In early January 2019, Bacchus was making so many personal threats 

against Acosta regarding the civil case Williams filed against Respondent that 

Acosta threatened to quit. (T, p. 457.) Bacchus was hurling threats against anyone 

who opposed her selfish agenda. Her conduct was clearly intended to isolate 

Respondent and ensure Respondent had limited support and resources. Respondent 

had already had a difficult time finding representation in the civil case because of 

Bacchus’s volatility and unprofessional behavior, so Respondent was wary to 

search for a new attorney. To ensure Acosta would continue to represent her in the 

civil case, Respondent again agreed to stop posting on social media about the 
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ongoing attacks against her. (TFB Exh. 18.) 

On January 11, 2019, Bacchus filed a Petition for Injunction Against 

Domestic Violence against Respondent alleging cyberstalking. (T, p. 202 & p. 

463.) Up to that point, Respondent had never met Bacchus in person, and the only 

direct communication Respondent had had with Bacchus was a few e-mail 

exchanges in mid-September, and all communications pertained only to Williams’s 

civil case. Contained within the petition was an e-mail sent to Lazarus from 

Bacchus, in which Bacchus complained about Respondent’s social media activity, 

and Lazarus responded expressing sympathy towards Bacchus. Bacchus originally 

filed the petition pro se, but later retained south Florida attorney DiRuzzo (close 

friend and colleague of Williams) to represent her in the case. 

On January 18, 2019, Acosta sent Respondent an email in which Acosta 

stated that Bacchus would withdraw her injunction petition if the defamation case 

was settled on her terms. Clearly, Bacchus’s sole motive in filing the injunction 

was to gain leverage in the civil lawsuit, a gross misuse of the judicial system. 

On January 22, 2019, Respondent again requested that the bar complaints 

against her be moved to another branch of The Bar. On January 23, 2019, 

Respondent’s request was again denied. 

An evidentiary hearing in the domestic violence case Bacchus filed against 

Respondent was held February 1, 2019. (T, p. 203). The Bar sent a Florida Bar 
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investigator to attend the hearing. Again, despite that such hearings are closed, 

Williams was permitted to remain in the courtroom. Williams proceeded to live 

email Lazarus from the courtroom during the hearing. The ongoing collusion 

between Lazarus, Bacchus, and Williams is apparent through these exchanges and 

is incredibly disturbing and inappropriate. 

Despite that Respondent had never even met Bacchus in person and had only 

communicated with Bacchus via email solely regarding the civil case during the 

brief period in September when Respondent did not have an attorney, a permanent 

injunction was granted on February 1, 2019. (T, p. 203). The case is currently on 

appeal with the Fourth District Court of Appeal. (T, p. 563-564.) 

On February 20, 2019, some six weeks after Respondent had last posted 

anything on social media regarding the conduct of the attorneys involved in this 

case, The Bar filed its “emergency” petition against Respondent. (TFB Exh. 1.) 

Respondent has tried repeatedly in vain for nearly two years to resolve this 

situation and move on with her life, but it is clear from the actions of former 

boyfriend and his cohort, who have filed case after case against Respondent and 

leave existing cases pending as long as possible, that their intent is solely to 

torment and overwhelm Respondent to advance their personal agendas. 

On May 21, 2019, after the evidentiary hearing had been held in the above-

style case and before the Report & Recommendation was filed by Referee, Tynan 
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contacted Hopkins requesting a non-disparagement agreement for former 

boyfriend. The timing of this request is baffling. Hopkins indicated that if 

Respondent would enter into a non-disparagement agreement, Tynan would advise 

The Bar. The implication that Tynan had the ability to influence the result of the 

case, after the evidentiary hearing and before the Report & Recommendation was 

filed by Referee, is incredibly concerning and disturbing. 

ARGUMENT 

 This Initial Brief challenges the ROR on the following grounds: 

I. Referee’s findings are not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence. 

Referee’s ROR is rife with findings that are not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence in the record. This is evidenced even by the formatting 

Referee opted to use in her ROR. Referee provides a summary of the proceedings, 

most of which is copied and pasted from The Bar’s February 20, 2019 Petition, 

then enumerates findings of guilt, none of which point directly to specific facts or 

evidence in the record. (ROR, p. 30-31.) Further, Referee used the same unclear 

structure in her enumeration of aggravating factors. (ROR, p. 33.) Referee lists that 

she found substantial evidence for four aggravating factors, but fails to point to 

specific items from the evidence that support her finding of these factors. (ROR, p. 

33.) Respondent, therefore, can only speculate which portions of Referee’s 

summary of the proceedings point to which findings of guilt, and Respondent can 
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only speculate which portions of Referee’s summary of the proceedings forms the 

basis for each aggravating factor since none is provided by Referee in the ROR. 

The lack of evidence in Referee’s ROR should cause any member of this 

profession grave concern. As such, Respondent provides the following summary of 

items throughout the ROR which are not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence. 

A. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, 

p. 2.)  

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

evidence demonstrates that Respondent never “targeted” anyone, but merely 

defended herself from aggressive attacks that were being launched against her by 

an army of attorneys nationwide, including The Bar’s two witnesses in the above-

styled case, Russell Williams (hereinafter, “Williams”) and Nisha Bacchus 

(hereinafter, “Bacchus”). Further, there is no competent, substantial evidence that 

Respondent’s social media posts were “continuous.” In fact, evidence in the record 

(as shown by the dates of Respondent’s social media posts as they appear in the 

record) demonstrates that for a period of time around August 2018, Respondent 
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ceased posting on social media, which resulted only in the attacks against 

Respondent by Williams and Bacchus intensifying. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 563). 

Further, there is absolutely no evidence in the record that these postings constituted 

“attacks.” Additionally, there is no evidence that Respondent’s conduct was due to 

the Williams and Bacchus’s representation of clients adverse to Respondent. In 

fact, The Bar introduced evidence that demonstrates Respondent’s motives very 

clearly when it requested that Williams read a particular social media post of 

Respondent’s into the record: 

THE BAR: Going on to what I’ve highlighted as number two, please 

read that into the record. 

 

WILLIAMS: “Since I am now single-handedly up against five 

attorneys for three different jurisdictions who have attacked me 

relentlessly for six straight months, I decided to write publicly about 

my case. My purpose in doing so is two-fold. One, to hold the lawyers 

accountable for their aggressive and unethical tactics; and two, to 

bring awareness to the immense challenges faced by victims of 

domestic violence and sexual abuse.” (T, p. 72.) 

 

Thus, the competent, substantial evidence demonstrates that Respondent’s 

conduct was not due to Williams and Bacchus’s representation of clients, but was 

due to their use of harsh, terroristic legal tactics against Respondent. Accordingly, 

Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should 

not be considered. 

B. The finding that “The Bar’s petition was filed because of the escalation of 

Respondent’s misconduct.” (ROR, p. 2.) 
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This is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Evidence in the 

record clearly demonstrates that at the time The Bar files its Petition, many aspects 

of the situation were diffusing. Respondent had not posted content about any 

attorneys on social media in at least six weeks prior to The Bar’s “emergency” 

Petition. (T, p. 563; TFB Exh. 18.) The evidence clearly shows that Respondent 

had communicated her intentions to The Bar. (TFB Exh. 18.) In fact, at the time of 

The Bar’s petition, the only escalating conduct was the conduct of The Bar, 

Williams, and Bacchus, as Bacchus had filed a domestic violence cyberstalking 

injunction against Respondent to gain leverage in the civil lawsuit, and Bar 

Counsel was inappropriately, deeply enmeshed with both Williams and Bacchus 

regarding the status of that litigation in the weeks leading up to The Bar’s Petition. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

C. The Finding that “The Florida Bar has maintained 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 were solely because 

Williams and Bacchus represented individuals who were adverse to 

Respondent.” (ROR, p. 3.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 

no evidence in the record that Respondent’s conduct was prejudicial to the 
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administration of justice. In fact, the only conduct in this case that was prejudicial 

to the administration of justice is the conduct of Williams and Bacchus. Williams, 

by his own admission, brought an entourage of attorneys to a simple hearing on a 

motion to dismiss to intimidate Respondent and gain an unfair advantage in the 

case due to the presence of Williams’s wife who works for the Broward County 

State’s Attorney’s Office. (T, 34-35.) Further, there is absolutely no evidence in 

the record that Respondent’s conduct constituted “attacks.” Additionally, as 

explained above, the evidence in the record demonstrates clearly that Respondent’s 

conduct in posting on social media was motivated by her grave concerns regarding 

the aggressive, terroristic legal tactics that were being used against her by an army 

of attorneys, including Williams and Bacchus, and was not “solely because 

Williams and Bacchus represented individuals who were adverse to Respondent.” 

(T, p. 72.) Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

D. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 3.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Again, 

there is no evidence that Respondent’s conduct in posting on social media 
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constituted an “attack.” Further, there is a plethora of evidence in the record 

demonstrating clearly that Respondent attempted in vain to utilize the “proper 

channels” to seek relief and that she was sandbagged at every turn. This includes: 

bar complaint against Williams (T, p. 44); bar complaint against Texas attorney (T, 

p. 77); domestic violence injunction against former boyfriend (T, p. 410); 

consultations with domestic violence organizations (T, p. 410); motion to recuse 

(T, p. 424); writ of prohibition (T, p. 424); DC police report regarding sexual 

assault of former boyfriend (T, p. 468); bar complaint against DC attorney (T, p. 

469). In fact, the only reason Respondent ever encountered Williams in the first 

place was because she was attempting, unsuccessfully and in vain, to utilize the 

court system to receive protection from her violent, abusive, vindictive former 

boyfriend. In fact, Referee actually questioned Respondent regarding her futile 

attempts to “properly” utilize the court system in the following exchange from the 

May 2019 evidentiary hearing: 

REFEREE: And the one thing that I understand here is the fact that 

you never got your day in court, right. You are upset about that; right? 

 

RESPONDENT: I mean, yes. I’m over it now, but in the moment, it 

was frustrating and upsetting because I felt very unsafe and very 

powerless. And I’m like, okay, what’s the next avenue? That’s a dead 

end. Yes, I was very upset. 

 

REFEREE: So why didn’t you go forward with that second amended 

petition? Why did you dismiss it? 

 

RESPONDENT: Because I still hadn’t—Greg was still claiming he 
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hadn’t been served, Russell was freely litigating, and the judge wasn’t 

letting me hire a private process server. So I was having to keep 

sending paperwork to Dallas, who would send me back an affidavit 

saying, “We can’t find him.” Like, it didn’t seem like -- and that was -

- then my father had died. And I was like, well, Greg is doing all these 

other crazy things to me. A piece of paper isn’t going to change that. 

So I wanted my day in trial. Initially I felt like I needed it. And then 

he was using all these other tactics. I’m exhausted. This is not a good 

use of my time. At that point, it had been January to July where I was 

trying to get a simple DV injunction trial. January through July. (T, p. 

557-559.) 

 

Despite this exchange, Referee made unsubstantiated findings in her ROR. 

The record clearly reflects that Respondent did, in many ways, over the course of 

many months, attempt to “properly” utilize the court system but was systematically 

prevented from advancing her case. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not 

supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

E. The Finding that “Respondent publicly broadcast her intention to ‘connect’ 

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

with the below post dated January 4, 2019 in an apparent crusade to attempt 

to destroy Bacchus.” (ROR, p. 4.) 

There is no competent, substantial evidence that Respondent was on a 

crusade to destroy Bacchus. In fact, the bulk of the evidence in this case 

demonstrates clearly that the only crusade in this situation is the crusade that 

Williams, Bacchus, and The Bar have launched against Respondent. Accordingly, 

Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should 
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not be considered. 

F. The Finding that “The Respondent’s motivation in assisting this former 

client of Bacchus appeared to be for the purpose of damaging Bacchus.” 

(ROR, p. 5). 

There is no competent, substantial evidence that Respondent assisted any 

former clients of Bacchus for the purpose of damaging Bacchus. In fact, Bacchus’s 

former clients sought out Respondent as they were suffering from attacks similar to 

the attacks Bacchus was launching against Respondent. (T, p. 318-337; & p. 369-

385.) In summary, their lives had been ruined by Bacchus, and they found 

Respondent to seek help in putting the pieces of their lives back together after the 

devastation Bacchus had caused for them both. In fact, in the time that has elapsed 

since the May 2019 evidentiary hearing, Bacchus’s attacks against one of 

Bacchus’s former clients who testified on behalf of Respondent have continued. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

G. The Finding that “Respondent appeared to wage a personal, public and 

prolonged battle against these two attorneys on social media.” (ROR, p. 5.) 

There is no competent, substantial evidence that Respondent’s conduct was 

in any way personal. In fact, Respondent posted content solely about the 

aggressive, bullying, terroristic legal tactics that were being used against her, 
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which in no way pertained to the personal lives of Williams or Bacchus. Further, 

Referee has disregarded evidence in the record (which came in through the dates of 

Respondent’s social media posts as well as through Respondent’s testimony) that 

the social media posts were in fact not prolonged, as Respondent ceased posting 

for a period of time around August 2018, but resorted again to social media when 

the attacks against her by Williams and Bacchus escalating substantially when 

Respondent was not actively posting on social media. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 

563). Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

H. The Finding that “The attorney’s practice of law should not subject them to 

this type of crusade and such behavior is clearly prejudicial to the 

administration of justice and causes great public harm.” (ROR, p. 5.) 

This statement is not supported competent, substantial evidence. As 

explained above, there is absolutely no evidence that Respondent’s conduct in any 

way constituted a “crusade.” Further, there is absolutely no evidence of any harm 

caused by Respondent’s conduct, nor is there any evidence that Respondent’s 

conduct was prejudicial to the administration of justice. In fact, the volume of 

evidence in this case demonstrates that conduct of Williams and Bacchus was the 

only conduct which was prejudicial to the administration of justice: unlawfully 

sealing the civil lawsuit they filed against Respondent (T, p. 235-237 & 266-268); 
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making false statements to the judiciary (TFB Exh. 6); making a threat that could 

not legally be followed through on (TFB Exh. 2); filing frivolous litigation against 

Respondent (TFB Exh. 14); requiring Respondent to produce evidence that her 

father is deceased (T, p. 265; T, p. 365); ganging up on Respondent by bringing an 

entourage of attorneys to court hearings to intimidate Respondent (T. p. 34-35). 

Their pattern of threatening, terrorizing, and misusing the procedures of the law 

against those who oppose them is nothing short of bullying. Accordingly, 

Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should 

not be considered. 

I. The Finding that “Further, it is this type of conduct that perpetuates the 

public’s negative perception of lawyers.” (ROR, p. 5.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. In fact, 

the volume of evidence in this case demonstrates clearly that the despicable, 

terroristic legal tactics used by Williams and Bacchus (unlawfully sealing the civil 

lawsuit they filed against Respondent [T, p. 235-237 & 266-268]; making false 

statements to the judiciary [TFB Exh. 6]; making threats that could not legally be 

followed through on [TFB Exh. 2]; filing frivolous litigation against Respondent 

[TFB Exh. 14]; requiring Respondent to produce evidence that her father is 

deceased [T, p. 265; T, p. 365]; ganging up on Respondent by bringing an 

entourage of attorneys to court hearings to intimidate Respondent [T. 34-35]) are 
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actually the types of conduct that perpetuates the public’s negative perception of 

lawyers. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

J. The Finding that “Beginning on or about March 1, 2018, and continuing 

until approximately January 2019, Respondent began a social media barrage 

on Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn, and by posting YouTube videos 

disparaging Williams and Judge Kaplan, and insinuating a collusion and 

corruption between the two against Respondent.” (ROR, p. 6.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

evidence in the record (which is clear from the dates of the social media posts 

which The Bar entered into evidence) clearly shows that Respondent ceased 

posting on social media for a period of time around August 2018, so the timeline 

that Referee has cited is inaccurate. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 563). Further, there is 

no competent, substantial evidence that any of Respondent’s statements were 

“disparaging,” and there is no competent, substantial evidence that Respondent 

made any statements regarding collusion or corruption between Williams and 

Judge Kaplan. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

K. The Finding that: “Upon reviewing the transcript from the hearing, it is clear 

Judge Kaplan treated Respondent with dignity, courtesy, and respect.” 
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(ROR, p. 8.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Referee 

considered and quoted from an unofficial version of the April 12, 2018 hearing 

transcript which was provided to The Bar by Williams. The Bar entered that 

transcript into evidence over objection by the Respondent, as the transcript was not 

the official court transcript, and it contained several serious inaccuracies. Further, 

Referee was provided with a recording of the hearing, which would have 

demonstrated clearly that Judge Kaplan had repeatedly interrupted Respondent 

during that hearing. Referee even indicated during the evidentiary hearing that she 

would listen to the audio: 

REFEREE: I’m going to consider your transcript and whatever 

transcript they file, if they file an additional transcript, and I will listen 

to the audio and I’ll determine what the weight of the evidence is. (T, 

p. 44.) 

 

No reference to the audio is made in the ROR, so it must be assumed that Referee 

chose not to consider that important evidence in making her determination. The 

audio was the best evidence of what actually transpired during the hearing, but 

Referee neglected to consider it, and instead formed the entire basis of her finding 

only on her consideration of the unofficial, incorrect transcript. Accordingly, 

Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should 

not be considered. 

L. The Finding that “Furthermore, Williams was not unprofessional nor 
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unethical towards the Respondent at the hearing and there is no evidence of 

collusion between the attorney and the judge.” (ROR, p. 8.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence, as it is 

clear from the transcript (even the unofficial, incorrect version which was 

considered by Referee) that Williams made a false statement to Judge Kaplan 

several times. At one point, he even made up an entire story to try to justify his 

false statement: 

RESPONDENT: I’m sorry, did you just say -- 

 

JUDGE KAPLAN: I understand. 

 

RESPONDENT: I’m sorry, did opposing counsel say he never 

received that? 

 

JUDGE KAPLAN: Well, the answer was -- 

 

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. 

 

RESPONDENT: I’d like to confirm for the record I emailed it to -- 

 

JUDGE KAPLAN: One moment. Don’t interrupt, please. Go ahead. 

 

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. (TFB Exh. 6, p. 22.) 

 

This unofficial transcript which was considered by Referee actually omits one of 

false statements made by Williams, but even with that omission, it is clear 

Williams made false statements to the judiciary. It is also important to note that 
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Williams’s statement at the April 12, 2018 hearing that he was unable to obtain 

documents from the clerk’s office in that case directly contradicts his sworn 

testimony at the May 2019 hearing, in which he stated under oath: 

THE BAR: Did you ever state that you hadn’t received the original 

petition? 

 

WILLIAMS: No. Obviously I had received the petition if I wrote the 

motion to dismiss. (T, p. 46.) 

 

Williams was representing to the court that his client, former boyfriend, had not 

been served with the petition. Williams, under oath, was alleging that the clerk’s 

office was not providing him with case documents. Yet Williams also states under 

oath that he had indeed, somehow, received case documents, although it is clear 

that whatever method he used was improper. 

Further, by Williams’s own admission during his testimony at the May 2019 

evidentiary hearing in the above-styled case, he attended that hearing with an 

entourage of attorneys: 

THE BAR: At the April 12, 2018 hearing, besides yourself and Ms. 

Krapacs, who were present as observers? 

 

WILLIAMS: Joseph Daruzo, who was an office mate of mine, David 

Sobel was an office mate of mine, both colleagues, Doug Bates, my 

paralegal and my wife, Stacy Williams, was there. (T, p. 34-35). 

 

Williams, by his own admission, brought three attorneys and a paralegal with him 

to a simple hearing on a motion to dismiss, including one attorney, Williams’s 

wife, Stacy Williams, who is a Domestic Case Filer with the Broward County 
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State’s Attorney’s office. (T, p. 24.) Williams, who has over three decades of legal 

experience, surely should have the legal skills necessary to handle a simple hearing 

on a motion to dismiss, so it is apparent that he enlisted an entourage of attorneys 

to attend the hearing just to gang up on Respondent and intimidate her. Referee 

failed to acknowledge this important evidence in making her finding that 

Williams’s conduct was not unethical or unprofessional. For the foregoing reasons, 

Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should 

not be considered. 

M. The Finding that “Respondent’s statements were derogatory and untruthful 

and falsely portrayed her treatment in court at the hearing on April 12, 

2018.” (ROR, p. 9.) 

This is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is absolutely 

no evidence in the record that Respondent ever made any untruthful or false 

statements. Further, as explained above, Referee’s findings have been made with 

disregard for the full scope of evidence presented, including evidence which was 

presented by The Bar itself. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by 

competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

 At this point, Respondent notes that pages 10-25 of Referee’s ROR are 

nearly identical to The Bar’s Petition. All content in those pages are nothing more 

than a repetition of The Bar’s inflammatory rhetoric with complete disregard for 
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the evidence in the record and as such should not be considered. 

N. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 11.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. No 

evidence in the record demonstrates that Respondent’s conduct, in increasing 

awareness regarding the terroristic, antagonistic legal tactics that attorneys like 

Williams and Bacchus use against vulnerable populations, was unethical. In fact, 

Referee disregarded evidence in the record which clearly demonstrated Williams 

was engaging in unethical, bullying, terroristic behavior. This includes a May 2, 

2018 letter to The Bar from Williams in which he referred to one of Respondent’s 

motions as “just the ramblings of a scorned woman.” (R Exh. 5.) It also includes an 

email from Williams to Bar Counsel Lazarus dated October 12, 2018, in which 

Williams referred to Respondent as a “psycho” and made several threats against 

Respondent to The Bar. (R Exh. 1.) It also includes an email from Williams to Bar 

Counsel dated January 7, 2019 in which Williams make threats against Respondent 

to The Bar. (R Exh. 4.) 
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Further, at the time that Williams filed the civil lawsuit against Respondent, 

Respondent had just two days prior voluntarily withdrawn her domestic violence 

case against former boyfriend. The situation was, in fact, deescalating when 

Williams filed the lawsuit. This is fully demonstrative of the pattern of attacks 

Williams and Bacchus have launched against Respondent: when Respondent 

attempted to deescalate and diffuse, Williams and Bacchus’s attacks increased 

exponentially. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 563). Accordingly, Referee’s statement is 

not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

O. The Finding that “Although Respondent continued to attack Mr. Williams, 

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

represented Mr. Williams.” (ROR, p. 14.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Nothing 

in the record indicates that Respondent ever in any way attacked Williams or 

Bacchus. In fact, the evidence in the record demonstrates clearly that the only 

individual suffering from attacks was Respondent, who suffered repeated attacks 

from Bacchus and Williams, attacks which tended to escalate severely each time 

Respondent attempted to diffuse the situation. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 563). 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

P. The Finding that “Respondent launched an online attack which ‘tagged’ Ms. 
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Bacchus personally, as well as her law firm on social media.” (ROR, p. 14.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence, as 

nothing in the record indicates that Respondent ever in any way attacked anyone. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

Q. The Finding that “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 nature was one basis for Bacchus seeking an 

injunction for stalking.” (ROR, p. 18.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence, as there 

is absolutely no evidence in the record that Respondent ever at any point posted a 

photo of a shotgun. On one occasion, Respondent posted a humorous meme 

containing a screenshot from the children’s comedy movie, Home Alone. (TFB 

Exh. 17.) The exhibit used by The Bar is an incomplete depiction of the post which 

was cropped by Bacchus before being provided to The Bar. (T, p. 272-273.) The 

actual post showed the Instagram handle of the original poster, 

@attorneyproblems, an account managed by a law firm in California. Even the 

incomplete cropped version, however, clearly shows that there is no shotgun 

contained in the photo. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by 

competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 
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R. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, 

p. 19.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 

no evidence in the record that Respondent at any point posted regarding corruption. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

S. The Finding that “On or about October 26, 2018, Respondent posted a 

statement to Facebook again accusing The Florida Bar of being corruptly 

influenced by Nisha Bacchus.” (ROR, p. 20.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 

no evidence in the record that Respondent at any point posted regarding corruption. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

T. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 21.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence, as no 

evidence exists in the record that Respondent ever had intentions of harming 
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Bacchus. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

U. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 22.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 

no evidence in the record that any of Respondent’s conduct constituted an “attack.” 

Further, Referee quoted a portion of a social media post without providing the full 

context. The context of that post was that Bacchus required Petitioner to provide 

evidence that her father is deceased, a matter which was entirely irrelevant to the 

defamation case and nothing more than inflammatory harassment. (T, p. 265; T, p. 

365.) Referee cherry-picked which parts of the evidence she wished to consider 

with disregard to the full context of the evidence before her. Findings which are 

made based upon snippets of certain evidence should not be considered. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

V. The Finding that “This post again put Ms. Bacchus in physical fear since 

Ms. Krapacs publicly exposed the type of vehicle that Ms. Bacchus drives.” 

(ROR, p. 22.) 
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This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence, as no 

evidence exists in the record that Respondent ever posted regarding the “type” of 

car that Bacchus drives. Respondent made a general reference to popular make of 

car (not type), and the context of the comment was quite clear: Respondent was 

exasperated by the unnecessary attacks against her by Bacchus and was frustrated 

by the evil and greed that has motivated the army of attorneys who have attacked 

her for nearly two years now. (TFB Exh. 17.) Nothing in the post indicates the 

comment was intended for any other purpose, and nothing in the record indicates 

Respondent was even aware of the kind of car Bacchus drives. In fact, Bacchus 

alleged that she feared Respondent, even though the two had never met in person 

prior to Bacchus filing the frivolous domestic violence cyberstalking injunction 

against Respondent. Yet during the domestic violence cyberstalking injunction 

trial, it was Bacchus herself who for the first time revealed the make, model, and 

color of the car that she drives in the presence of Respondent. For the foregoing 

reasons, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence 

and should not be considered. 

W. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 23.) 

The evidence in the record demonstrates that this case is currently on appeal. 
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(T, p. 563-564.) Respondent is confident that the judgment will be reversed, as 

there was no basis in law or fact for the granting of the injunction. In fact, 

upholding the case would set a dangerous precedent that anyone who posted a 

negative Yelp or Facebook review about a business would risk having the business 

owner secure a domestic violence cyberstalking injunction against them, which is 

clearly not an appropriate use of domestic violence injunctions. Referee’s emphasis 

on the granting of the judgment without mention of the pending appeal is clearly 

improper and is demonstrative of the “cherry-picking” through the evidence, to the 

detriment of the full record of evidence, that Referee has participated in. As such, 

any reference to this case without a full, accurate description of the full procedural 

history of the case is improper and should be disregarded as incomplete and not 

supported by competent, substantial evidence. 

X. The Finding that “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 Florida Bar of ‘unlawful’ conduct by 

Ms. Bacchus before admittedly researching the issue.” (ROR, p. 24.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 

no evidence in the record that Respondent attempted to “malign” Bacchus. Further, 

there is evidence in the record that the allegations Respondent made to The Bar 

regarding Bacchus were truthful and accurate. Respondent truthfully stated: 
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THE BAR: “Further, I have reason to believe that Ms. Bacchus not 

only abandoned her former client, Ms. Mach, in Ms. Mach’s divorce 

case, I also have reason to believe Ms. Bacchus unlawfully filed liens 

against Ms. Mach’s property. I need to conduct further research before 

I can definitively say what kind of case Ms. Mach may have against 

Ms. Bacchus, but I will continue to provide updates as required. 

Please let me know if you have any questions.” (T, p. 299-300 & TFB 

Exh. 20.) 

 

Respondent was under a continuing obligation to inform The Bar regarding 

developments in the pending litigation. Respondent’s statement was completely 

and entirely truthful, as Respondent was actively researching the proper type of 

civil lawsuit that Mach could file against Bacchus to recoup her damages. 

Accordingly, there is no evidence in the record that Respondent’s allegations were 

unsupported. Thus, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

Y. The Finding that: “He [Williams] stated Respondent’s social media posts 

caused him emotional distress, especially since the posts occurred around the 

Parkland Shooting, where his children attended school.” (ROR, p. 25.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. In fact, 

the competent, substantial evidence in the record demonstrates clearly that it was 

actually Williams who was harassing Respondent and causing her emotional 

distress around the time of the Parkland Shooting, yet Williams, and Bacchus, 

chose to exploit that event to try to gain leverage and sympathy in these 

proceedings. (T, p. 54 & p. 114 & p. 136 & 245). The Bar’s own evidence 
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demonstrates the timeline: Williams sent his first harassing, terroristic letter to 

Respondent, threatening sanctions without any legal basis for the threat and failing 

to properly serve the motion pursuant to § 57.105 on February 22, 2018, 

approximately one week after the Parkland shooting, which occurred on February 

14, 2018. (TFB Exh. 2.) The record is clear that Respondent did not actually post 

anything about Williams around the time of the Parkland shooting, as Respondent 

was not even aware of Williams’s involvement in the conspiracy of her former 

boyfriend until that first letter was sent. Despite the inconsistencies between the 

documentary evidence and Williams’s testimony, Referee has taken his word as 

truth without full consideration of the record. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is 

not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

Z. The Finding that “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’ of over 30 years of practice. He stated it 

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

testified that this took significant time away from his family and his clients.” 

(ROR, p. 25.) 
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This summary of testimony in and of itself is entirely inconsistent. Referee 

accepted Williams’s statements that this had no effect on his professional 

reputation or his firm’s business, but then also accepted Williams’s testimony that 

the situation had an effect on his law firm and his practice. Further, it was Williams 

himself who dragged his family into the attacks he launched against Respondent. 

By his own admission, he enlisted his wife, Stacy Williams, to attend the April 12, 

2018 hearing on the Motion to Dismiss. (T, p. 35). Obviously, Williams knew that 

bringing his wife, a Domestic Violence Case Filer for the Broward County State’s 

Attorney’s Office, to attend a hearing with him in support of a domestic violence 

respondent would give him an unfair advantage at the hearing. Referee’s 

acceptance of Williams’s testimony, which contradicts the facts in evidence, is 

improper. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

AA. The Finding that “Bacchus testified the posts became more alarming 

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.” (ROR, p. 25.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

evidence in the record, through the dates of Respondent’s posts, clearly 

demonstrates that Respondent ceased posting for a period of time around August 
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2018, but that during that time, the attacks of Williams and Bacchus against 

Respondent increased exponentially, causing Respondent to resort again to social 

media for protection against the attacks. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 563). Thus, the 

conduct of Respondent did not escalate over time. Further, as explained above, 

there is no evidence in the record that Respondent ever posted about the “type” of 

car Bacchus drove. Respondent made a brief reference to a popular make of 

vehicle which was intended only to emphasize the greed and evil that was 

motivating the army of attorneys who were attacking her. (TFB Exh. 17.) 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

BB. The Finding that “Furthermore, Bacchus testified when her firm was 

‘tagged’ this hurt her both personally and professionally.” (ROR, p. 25.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. In fact, 

if anything hurt Bacchus’s personal or professional relationship, it was her own 

decision to engage in bullying, harassing, terroristic, unethical legal tactics like 

unlawfully sealing the civil lawsuit against Respondent (T, p. 235-237 & 266-268), 

requiring Respondent to produce evidence that her father is deceased (T, p. 265; T, 

p. 365), and claiming to be a supporter of women’s rights while using her law 

license to attack and decimate the very population she claims to support (T, p. 200-

201.) Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 
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evidence and should not be considered. 

CC. The Finding that “Ultimately, Bacchus was in fear for her personal 

safety, she couldn’t sleep or eat, she had extreme anxiety which finally 

caused her to Petition the court for the Cyberstalking Injunction against the 

Respondent.” (ROR, 25-26.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Bacchus 

had never met Respondent personally and had only communicated directly with 

Respondent via email a couple of times, solely regarding the civil lawsuit. No 

evidence in the record supports Bacchus’s inflammatory, self-serving statements. 

In fact, the only thing Bacchus feared was getting exposed for the unethical, 

bullying, terrorizing legal tactics she has used not only against Respondent, but 

also against at least two of her former clients. Additionally, evidence during the 

May 2019 evidentiary hearing indicates that Bacchus intentionally followed 

Respondent to the bathroom during a break, in an apparent attempt to intimidate 

Respondent. (T, 333-335). This is a pattern of Bacchus’s. After a hearing in the 

domestic violence cyberstalking case, Bacchus was permitted to leave the 

courthouse ahead of Respondent so that there was no interaction between the two. 

Bacchus, instead of vacating the premises, chose to wait outside the main doors of 

the courthouse with her cohort, Williams and DiRuzzo staring Respondent down in 

an attempt to intimidate her. For the foregoing reasons, Referee’s statement is not 
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supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

DD. The Finding that “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 forthcoming with answers when questioned and didn’t 

have a clear memory of the posts the Respondent made on social media.” 

(ROR, p. 26.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

record demonstrates that Mach was very forthcoming with answers. (T, p. 316-

367.) Further, the record demonstrates that Mach stated honestly that she does not 

communicate with Respondent on social media. (T, p. 326). Thus, Referee’s 

discrediting Mach’s credibility due to the fact that Mach “didn’t have a clear 

memory of the posts the Respondent made on social media” is clearly erroneous, 

since Mach made it clear that was not a method that the two used to communicate. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 

EE. The Finding that “Mach testified she met Respondent through Leila 

Campagnuolo and that the Respondent took her small claims case against 

Bacchus.” (ROR, p. 26.) 

This statement is an incomplete characterization of the evidence. Mach 

testified that Respondent assisted her with various components of her complicated 
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situation, a devastating situation she was in due to Bacchus’s poor representation 

of Mach in Mach’s divorce. The following is an excerpt from Mach’s cross-

examination which was omitted from Referee’s ROR: 

THE BAR: With regard to the representation, when Ashley 

represented you as a lawyer, what did she do for you on your case? 

 

MACH: Well, when she went to the small claims, she withdrew the 

small claims case. She took copies of my files to review them. She 

talked to me about what could be done regarding my situation, as far 

as my divorce and what I was left with. And just – which was a mess. 

You know, she evaluated everything that was done wrong in my case, 

where I hired her [Bacchus] to do something and she failed. She filed 

liens and she tried to – 

 

THE BAR: Objection. Judge, this is going beyond what I asked for. 

 

MACH: -- the liens that were done. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. I think she is just trying to answer the question. 

 

MACH: I’m just trying to answer the question. You know, after 

taking my money and abandoning my case, she [Bacchus] filed liens 

against my house because she knew the situation I was in, and tried to 

extort and exploit my situation even further. 

 

THE BAR: I’m going to move to strike this, because I just asked her 

what she had done in her case. 

 

MACH: Well, that’s what she [Respondent] helped me with – 

 

REFEREE: Okay. Hold on. Hang on. 

 

MACH: -- the liens that -- she tried. 

 

REFEREE: Listen. Let's try to streamline this. Ms. Lazarus is going to 

ask the question, you answer the best you can, and she will ask 

another question and go from there. I know you are doing -- 
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COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: May I be heard briefly, Your 

Honor? 

 

REFEREE: Sure. Why not. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: She asked the witness what Ms. 

Krapacs had done. And when the witness started answering, and she 

clearly didn’t like the answer, she has now, effectively, cut off the 

witness from giving that testimony. 

 

THE BAR: Judge -- 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Now, I can stand up in my redirect 

and ask the same question, or we could just let the witness answer the 

question. But it’s unfair, and I’ve now had to object to this twice, that 

the witness is getting cut off at certain points when the question was 

asked. And that was a direct response to that question. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. All right. 

 

THE BAR: Your Honor, I don’t agree. And I’m not trying to cut her 

off because she gave me information that I don’t like. This is not 

personal, number one; and it – I’m asking a specific question about 

what the respondent did for her, and the witness is not being 

responsive. The witness is then moving on and including why she -- 

what she really is here for today, to attack Nisha Bacchus. So, yes, she 

is not being responsive. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. 

 

THE BAR: But I’m done with this line of questioning. (T, p. 351-

354.) 

 

This excerpt demonstrates clearly that Mach attempted to answer questions directly 

but was interrupted and sandbagged every time she said something The Bar did not 

like, including The Bar objecting to their own line of questioning. It is also clear 
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from Mach’s testimony, and from evidence in the record, that Respondent assisted 

Mach with much more than just the small claims case. The record contains a 

January 23, 2019 email to The Bar indicating Respondent was representing Mach 

in the bar complaint that Mach filed against Bacchus. (TFB Exh. 1.) That same 

exhibit contains a Notice of Appearance respondent filed in Mach’s divorce case as 

a result of the liens that Bacchus filed against Mach’s marital home. (TFB Exh. 1.)  

Referee’s failure to properly consider and include all the evidence, particularly the 

documentary evidence, is improper. Accordingly, this incomplete statement is not 

supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

FF. The Finding that “Further, it appeared that she and the Respondent 

were banding together against Bacchus.” (ROR, p. 26.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

evidence in the record demonstrates clearly that Respondent assisted Mach pro 

bono in various aspects of her complicated case. (T, p. 351-354.) Mach, the single 

mother of a special-needs child, was on the verge of homelessness in part due to 

actions of Bacchus. (T, p. 341.) Respondent worked tirelessly to ensure Mach was 

not damaged further and assisted her with gaining some stability after three 

different attorneys, Bacchus included, failed to properly advocate for Mach during 

her divorce proceedings. Describing Respondent’s advocacy for Mach as “banding 

together against Bacchus” is a mischaracterization which is not supported by 
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competent, substantial evidence. As such, Referee’s statement is not supported by 

competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

GG. The Finding that “Leila Campagnuolo testified as a character witness 

for the Respondent. She was more credible than Mach but also 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.” 

(ROR, p. 26.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

following exchange occurred during Campagnuolo’s testimony: 

REFEREE: But do you think that an attorney should engage in name-

calling over social media? You are not an attorney, I understand, but 

as a layperson? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: No. 

 

REFEREE: You don’t think that’s a good idea; right? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: No, I do not. 

 

REFEREE: Do you think that utilizing social media to attack 

somebody is a good idea? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: No, I do not. But I know that when you are trying 

to use the system and move through the system and advocate for your 

own safety and your own, you know, rights, that when there is a 

dysfunction or there are things that are occurring that you feel are 

unjust or unethical, and you don’t get any help, that it can push you to 

utilize that as a tool, because you’ve exhausted all options. So I can 

relate to her in that way, because I was tempted to do such a thing, but 

I never did. And I have to say, that sometimes I think that attorneys 

can sometimes use their law license as a weapon to oppress or gag a 
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person not to do that, when they have done something wrong, because 

I’ve experienced it. And if you are struggling with something, you 

don’t want to get trapped with a litigious person that can pull you into 

something else. It’s just almost like, then you just don’t say anything. 

(T, p. 386-388.) 

 

Referee then asked Campagnuolo a question about Williams and Bacchus, but 

when Campagnuolo started to say negative things about Bacchus, Referee cut the 

witness off: 

REFEREE: Do you think that some of the frustration towards Mr. 

Williams and Ms. Bacchus was due to the fact that she wasn’t able to 

present her case of sexual abuse and violence? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes, because I was in the same, similar situation, 

but mine was about domestic violence and, you know, a firearm and 

surrender of the firearm. And it was -- you know, I was being told that 

-- you know, my husband was threatening to murder me. So the irony 

of this is really something that I think, you know, is quite astounding 

to me because I struggled so much when Nisha was my attorney, to 

make sure that my husband was gun compliant and surrendered his 

gun to BSO, to no avail. She never afforded me that. 

 

REFEREE: I don’t mean to cut you off, but I want to deal with the 

matters at hand. (T, p. 388-389.) 

 

The Bar’s efforts throughout the proceedings to prevent any negative testimony or 

evidence regarding Bacchus from making the record are apparent, but even Referee 

was herself stifling and thwarting any testimony regarding Bacchus’s true 

character and credibility. Referee then continued to badger Campagnuolo with the 

same question she had already asked several times previously: 

REFEREE: Okay. So I guess my question is, is that: Do you think an 

attorney who is frustrated, an attorney, who is also a victim that is 
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frustrated with the system, should lash out on social media or should 

then try to utilize the system legally to try to get justice, I guess? In 

other words, is the lashing out on social media going to assist with 

closure for her victimization? Do you understand what I’m saying? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: I don’t think that -- I think that you should stick 

to, you know, using the system. But like I said, I empathize and 

sympathize that when it is fractured and broken and dysfunctional, 

which it is, or corrupt, then you -- sometimes it breaks down your -- 

 

REFEREE: Your need to -- 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: -- your rational decision-making. 

 

REFEREE: So do you think Ms. Krapacs maybe had some irrational 

decision-making when she posted all those things on social media? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: I think she was trying to protect herself. I think 

she was -- you know, I know that at many points in time, it was two 

against one, three against one, four against one. And you know, she’s 

young. She is here -- she came here from another state to put her life 

together and start her career. And she made a mistake. (T, p. 389-

390.) 

 

Campagnuolo in no way indicated that she believed Respondent had “impaired 

judgment.” Further, as discussed below, this line of questioning was entirely 

improper, not only the nature of the questioning (asking a layperson for an expert 

opinion regarding the conduct of member of The Bar), but that Referee continued 

to badger the witness with essentially the same question in an attempt to continue 

to elicit damaging testimony about Respondent from Respondent’s own witness. 

Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be considered. 
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HH. The Finding that “The Respondent testified on her own behalf and at 

times was credible and others times was not credible.” (ROR, p. 27.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Referee 

provided no justification for why she felt Respondent was not credible, nor did she 

indicate at what times she believed Respondent was not credible. Referee’s use of 

such a blanket assessment then resulted in Referee cherry-picking pieces of 

Respondent’s testimony she wished to acknowledge and which she chose to 

ignore, with no basis for doing so. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not 

supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

II. The Finding that “She regrets the words she used and that she ‘expressed 

herself incorrectly’ with her social media attacks.” (ROR, p. 27). 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. 

Respondent is baffled as to why the phrase “expressed herself incorrectly” appears 

in captions in the ROR, as a search through the entire May 2019 evidentiary 

hearing of the words “expressed” and “incorrectly” does not produce results for 

any statements that were made by any witnesses using that terminology. 

Respondent honestly and genuinely apologized for some of the language that she 

used: 

RESPONDENT: Again, I regret the language that I used. That’s not 

me being the person or the professional that I strive to be. I will 

always be an advocate and a protector, but there is a right way to 

convey a message and there is a wrong way. And I did not use the 
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proper way. (T, p. 510.) 

 

Respondent apologized for the use of certain language during the course of these 

events. Surely, however, Respondent is not the first attorney to use swear words, 

particularly solely in the context of the attorney’s personal life, which are the only 

allegations at issue here. Further, The Bar and Referee have both failed to produce 

any case law, inside or outside of Florida, in which an attorney was suspended, let 

alone disbarred, solely due to their use of swear words solely in the context of the 

attorney’s personal life. Additionally, nothing in the record demonstrates that any 

conduct by Respondent could constitute an “attack.” Accordingly, Referee’s 

statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be 

considered. 

JJ. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 27.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. 

Respondent never stated or implied that she at any point lacked coping 

mechanisms. Respondent made several statements during her testimony regarding 

the development and growth of coping mechanisms, but nothing in the record 

supports Referee’s statement that Respondent lacked coping skills altogether at any 

point. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, substantial 
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evidence and should not be considered. 

KK. The Finding that “While she expressed some remorse for the social 

media posts she didn’t overtly apologize genuinely about the stress and 

damage she caused to Mr. Williams and Ms. Bacchus, nor the statements she 

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

public has of lawyers.” (ROR, p. 27-28.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 

not competent, substantial evidence in the record that Williams or Bacchus 

suffered stress or damage as a result of Respondent’s conduct. Further, there is no 

evidence in the record that Respondent’s conduct contributed to the negative 

impression the public has of lawyers. In fact, the conduct of Williams and 

Bacchus—bullying and tormenting opponents and relentlessly attacking them and 

misusing the procedures of the law to gain unfair leverage in cases—is conduct 

that actually does cast a dark shadow over this profession. However, Referee has 

completely disregarded the evidence that clearly demonstrates that it was in fact 

Williams and Bacchus who provoked and enflamed and dragged out the events of 

this case. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

LL. The Finding that “When asked directly by her lawyer Respondent 

specifically stated, ‘she would never do something like this again.’” (ROR, 
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p. 28.) 

Again, the use of quotation marks by Referee is baffling, and a search 

through the May 2019 evidentiary hearing transcript for several variations of that 

alleged quotation produces no results, indicating that no witness at any point made 

any statement of this nature. The exchange that actually occurred during the 

evidentiary hearing is as follows: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Is this ever going to happen again? 

 

RESPONDENT: Absolutely not. (T, p. 578.) 

 

Referee’s interpretation of that exchange and use of quotation marks does not align 

in any way with the testimony that was actually given. Respondent stating that a 

situation like this would never occur again is quite different from Referee’s 

paraphrasing. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported by competent, 

substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

MM. The Finding that “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.” (ROR, p. 29). 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is 
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no evidence in the record that Respondent’s behavior was “unstable,” nor is there 

evidence in the record that Dr. Castillo referred to Respondent’s behavior as 

“unstable.” Further, at no point did Dr. Castillo testify that Respondent had an 

“inability to cope with reality.” Even more concerning is that the only references in 

the May 2019 trial transcript to Respondent’s ability to “cope with reality” are 

references made only by The Bar during its closing argument. Those references are 

as follows: 

THE BAR: Ms. Krapacs initiated a war against her former boyfriend, 

all of the attorneys he needed to defend himself against her, and the 

court system of Florida. But this was a one-sided war with the 

factually-based reality that Ms. Krapacs was actually the aggressor 

and the perpetrator and the others were the victims. (T, p. 666.) 

 

THE BAR: She didn’t regret the post, the videos, the news articles. 

She still, and to this day, was maintaining excuse after excuse and her 

twisted view of the reality of the events that occurred here. (T, p. 

675.) 

 

Referee apparently chose to adopt The Bar’s language regarding “reality,” contrary 

to the competent, substantial evidence in the record, and even chose to insert that 

language in the context of testimony from Respondent’s expert witness, even 

though Dr. Castillo never made such a statement. Accordingly, Referee’s statement 

is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

NN. The Finding that “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 
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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 of Florida, 

and whether the act is a felony or a misdemeanor.]” (ROR, p. 30.) 

This finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. There is no 

evidence in the record that Respondent committed any unlawful acts, nor is there 

any evidence in the record that Respondent committed an act that was contrary to 

honesty or justice. In fact, as explained above, Respondent’s conduct in posting on 

social media was solely for the purpose of exposing conduct of other attorneys that 

was dishonest, contrary to justice, and at times unlawful. (T, p. 72.) Accordingly, 

Referee’s finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should 

not be upheld. 

OO. The Finding that Respondent be found guilty of: “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.]” (ROR, p. 30-31.) 

This finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. None of 

the events in this case pertain in any way to Respondent’s representation of clients. 

All the events at issue pertain solely to Respondent’s personal life. Respondent 



65 

 

never posted on social media regarding cases in which she represented clients. She 

posted solely about the events that were occurring in her personal life, events that 

just happened to involve an army of attorneys who were attacking her. Further, 

there is no evidence in the record that Respondent committed any act that was 

intended to embarrass, delay, or burden, or that Respondent used methods of 

obtaining evidence that violated the rights of another person. In fact, the only 

conduct in this case that fits 4-4.4(a) is the conduct of Williams and Bacchus. 

Williams’s actions, in refusing to accept service on behalf of his client while 

litigating freely in the domestic violence case Respondent filed against her former 

boyfriend, served only to unnecessarily delay the proceedings and to burden 

Respondent. Bacchus, while representing Williams, unlawfully sealed the civil 

lawsuit for several weeks (T, p. 235-237 & 266-268), the intent of which was 

clearly to cause delay and burden Respondent. Further, Bacchus’s demand that 

Respondent produce evidence that her father is deceased served absolutely no 

purpose other than to delay and burden Respondent. (T, p. 265; T, p. 365.) 

Accordingly, Referee’s finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence 

and should not be upheld. 

PP. The Finding that Respondent be found guilty of: “4-8.4(d) [A lawyer 

shall not engage in conduct in connection with the practice of law that is 

prejudicial to the administration of justice, including to knowingly, or 
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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.]” (ROR, p. 

31.) 

This finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The events 

at issue here pertain solely to the personal life of Respondent, not events that 

involved her practice of law. Further, there is no evidence in the record that 

Respondent engaged in conduct that was prejudicial to the administration of 

justice, or that she disparaged, humiliated, or discriminated against anyone. In fact, 

it is Respondent’s adversaries who engaged in such conduct. Williams’s conduct, 

refusing to accept service on behalf of his client and bringing his wife to hearings 

to gain an advantage before the judge since Mrs. Williams works at the Broward 

County State’s Attorneys’ office, was absolutely prejudicial to the administration 

of justice. (T, p. 35.) Bacchus’s conduct (unlawfully sealing the civil lawsuit on 

behalf of Williams [T, p. 235-237 & 266-268]; serving frivolous, voluminous, and 

humiliating discovery requests on Respondent [T, p. 265; T, p. 365]; harassing and 

threatening Respondent’s attorneys; and filing a frivolous domestic violence 

cyberstalking injunction against Respondent [T, p. 202 & p. 463.]) can be 
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described as nothing other than conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of 

justice. Accordingly, Referee’s finding is not supported by competent, substantial 

evidence and should not be upheld. 

QQ. The Finding that there was sufficient evidence of the following 

aggravating factor: “9.22(b) dishonest or selfish motive.” (ROR, p. 33.) 

There is no competent, substantial evidence to support this aggravating 

factor. There is no evidence that Respondent had a dishonest or selfish motive. In 

fact, the evidence demonstrates that Respondent’s purpose in posting about her 

situation on social media was to increase awareness regarding the difficulties that 

domestic violence survivors and other vulnerable populations suffer from in trying 

to navigate a fractured system and to highlight questionable, terroristic legal tactics 

used by attorneys like Williams and Bacchus who prey on such vulnerable 

populations. (T, Tp. 72.) The evidence also clearly demonstrates that, at the time 

The Bar took action against Respondent, she was selflessly representing Mach, a 

former client of Bacchus’s, and was desperately trying to aid Mach in putting the 

pieces of her life back together while she was suffering from the repeated attacks 

Bacchus was launching against her. (T, p. 316-367.) In fact, the only individuals 

with dishonest and selfish motives here are Williams and Bacchus, whose actions 

are clearly motivated by their personal animus towards Respondent for staunchly 

advocating for herself and blowing the whistle on the terroristic tactics that 
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Williams and Bacchus use against their opponents. Mach and Campagnuolo, 

former clients of Bacchus’s, were unfortunately not permitted to testify fully 

regarding their interactions with Bacchus due to repeated objections by The Bar 

which were improperly sustained by Referee. However, even the minimal 

testimony Mach was able to give paints a picture of the desperate situation 

Bacchus left Mach in due to Bacchus’s representation of Mach in her divorce. (T, 

p. 316-367.) Meanwhile, Bacchus testified that her interactions with her two 

former clients, Campagnuolo and Mach, were positive: 

BACCHUS: It does. And to see two former clients out in the hallway, 

you know -- when you represent somebody, you learn their life, you 

know, whether it’s – I’ve done criminal defense, I’ve done family law. 

You learn their life. You learn their high points, their low points, 

especially in family law, through them. So to know what I’ve been 

through with both of those clients that are in the hallway, and to know 

how Ms. Krapacs has poisoned that well, it’s very, very hurtful. It’s 

very hurtful. Because she has no idea what, as counsel, I have done 

for those two women and been through with them. (T, p. 286.) 

 

Bacchus made this statement, but then several weeks after this testimony continued 

to hammer Mach with burdensome litigation regarding liens that Bacchus had filed 

against Mach’s property due to a dispute over legal fees. The only poison here is 

the poison that Bacchus has spewed on anyone who dares to challenge the way that 

Bacchus conducts herself. What Bacchus has “done for” and “been through” with 

Mach is nothing short of predatory harassment, legal terrorism, and extortion. 

Accordingly, Referee’s finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence 
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and should not be upheld. 

RR. The Finding that there was sufficient evidence for the following 

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.” (ROR, p. 33.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

correspondence between The Bar and Respondent during that period of time at 

issue here likely numbers in the hundreds of pages, yet Referee did not in any way 

indicate which statement(s) that Respondent made to The Bar she found to be 

false. Even if Referee had indicated particular statement(s) she found to be false, 

there is still not competent, substantial evidence in the record that any 

correspondence that Respondent sent to The Bar was false or deceptive. 

Accordingly, Referee’s finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence 

and should not be upheld. 

SS. The Finding that there was sufficient evidence for the following 

aggravating factor: “9.22(g) refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of 

conduct.” (ROR, p. 33). 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. As 

explained above, Respondent apologized for certain language that she used in her 
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posts. However, Respondent had an ongoing obligation as a member of The 

Florida Bar to uphold the integrity of the profession, and the events Respondent 

was witnessing and was subjected to were so greatly disturbing to Respondent that 

felt a duty to speak up about what was happening. (T, p. 72.) Now, the attorneys 

who engaged in these unethical, questionable practices are being protected by The 

Bar, and Respondent is being further attacked for her advocacy. Again, 

Respondent expressed regret for some of the language used in her posts, but does 

not regret standing up for herself against the army of attorneys who have been 

attacking her for two years, and does not regret zealously advocating for others 

who have suffered similar attacks due to serious flaws in the legal system. 

Accordingly, Referee’s finding is not supported by competent, substantial evidence 

and should not be upheld. 

TT. The Finding that “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 Williams and Bacchus.” (ROR, p. 34.) 

This is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. Respondent never 

stated she was going to apologize in writing to Williams and Bacchus. Counsel for 

Respondent stated during his closing argument: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: An apology, and I put ‘proof 

of’ if we had sent an apology in writing beforehand it was 
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going to be brought in here and we were going to be accused 

that this was manipulative and fake and other sorts of things. 

We’re in the process of doing that and we will show the Court 

proof that that has been accomplished. (T, p. 725.) 

 

Unfortunately, this statement was made on behalf of Respondent without 

Respondent’s permission and without Respondent even being informed that this 

statement would be made during closing argument. Accordingly, Referee’s finding 

is not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

UU. The Finding that “Krapacs potentially committed a felony when she 

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

(ROR, p. 36.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

evidence demonstrates that Respondent’s former boyfriend, along with his army of 

attorneys, launched a full-blown assault campaign against Respondent in 

retaliation for Respondent confronting former boyfriend about past abuse and for 

Respondent breaking up with former boyfriend. No evidence in the record 

demonstrates that Respondent ever committed a crime, nor that she even 

“potentially” committed a crime. Surely, given the number of times former 

boyfriend contacted law enforcement in several different jurisdictions regarding 

Respondent, if a crime had been committed, law enforcement would have acted. 

Additionally, as explained below, the text messages were improperly admitted into 

evidence and should not be considered. Accordingly, Referee’s finding is not 
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supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

VV. The Finding that “The instant matter, which formed the basis for the 

order of emergency 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.” (ROR, p. 36.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

record is clear that instant matter concerned solely Respondent’s conduct on social 

media, and not elsewhere. The communication quoted by Referee is thus not 

relevant in any way, since it does not pertain to the allegations launched against 

Respondent in this matter, and it occurred well outside the period of time at issue 

in The Bar’s allegations against Respondent. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is 

not supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

WW. The Finding that “It is important to note that Respondent argued she 

was ‘sandbagged’ by the Bar’s presentation of the extortionate text message. 

I note, however, that the Petition for Emergency Suspension did reflect in 

two places the underlying grievances, one of which was the grievance filed 

by Ms. Krapacs’ former boyfriend which included the extortionate text 

message.” (ROR, p. 37.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The two 

initial grievances, filed by former boyfriend and Williams against Respondent, 
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contain frivolous allegations against Respondent which are separate and 

completely different from the allegations in The Bar’s February 20, 2019 Petition. 

The Bar’s entire Petition pertains solely to Respondent’s conduct on social media. 

The implication that The Bar can reference two complaints filed against 

Respondent in its petition which pertains to completely different, separate 

allegations and then use content from those complaints in their case against 

Respondent is irrelevant and improper. The competent, substantial evidence 

demonstrates that The Bar’s allegations against Respondent in its Petition have 

absolutely nothing to do with the allegations hurled against Respondent in the two 

initial bar complaints filed by former boyfriend and Williams more than eight 

months before The Bar took any action against Respondent, thus any reference to 

those complaints is highly improper. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not 

supported by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

XX. The Finding that “The 9-month social media unprovoked attack 

against two barred attorneys is the central focus of this case.” (ROR, p. 37.) 

This statement is not supported by competent, substantial evidence. The 

evidence clearly demonstrates that Respondent ceased all social media activity in 

hopes of resolving the situation around August 2018, but that attacks against her by 

Williams and Bacchus escalated at that time, causing Respondent to resort again to 

social media. (T, p. 432 & p. 445 & p. 563). Thus, Referee’s statement that the 
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conduct occurred for nine months is patently incorrect and is not supported by 

competent, substantial evidence. Further, nothing in the record indicates that 

Respondent’s conduct constituted “an attack.” Additionally, the record clearly 

demonstrates that Respondent’s postings on social media were provoked 

repeatedly due to the harassment, terrorism, torment, and bullying she was being 

subjected to by an army of attorneys nationwide, including Williams and Bacchus, 

as explained extensively above. Accordingly, Referee’s statement is not supported 

by competent, substantial evidence and should not be considered. 

II. Referee’s evidentiary rulings were erroneous. 

The record in this case demonstrates that Referee made numerous, erroneous 

evidentiary rulings which favored The Bar and damaged Petitioner, 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 Petitioner to introduce evidence which would refute and discredit The 

Bar’s evidence. Even more concerning, much of this evidence that Petitioner was 

not permitted to rebut or argue against appears in Referee’s ROR 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 
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advantage of The Bar. 

A. Referee repeatedly made erroneous evidentiary rulings during witness 

testimony. 

Referee found that The Bar’s witness, Bacchus, “testified credibly.” (ROR, 

p. 25.) However, although Bacchus’s credibility was a relevant issue during the 

proceedings, Referee prevented Respondent from introducing evidence regarding 

Bacchus’s lack of credibility. When Petitioner’s witnesses, Leila Campagnuolo 

(hereinafter, “Campagnuolo”) and Judith Mach (hereinafter, “Mach”) testified, The 

Bar repeatedly objected to the questions Petitioner 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 witnesses, yet neither was permitted 

to testify fully regarding their interactions with Bacchus. The following is an 

excerpt from the May 2019 evidentiary hearing: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: And in what context were you 

introduced to her [Respondent] through Leila? 

 

MACH: Well, Leila called me while I was meeting some friends. It 

was really early this year, or late December. She called me on my 

phone and she said she found me because I had filed a small claims 

against my former divorce attorney, Nisha. And she told me that she 

had a similar experience, a horrible experience -- 

 

THE BAR: Objection; relevance, Your Honor. 

 

MACH: -- with this attorney. 
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REFEREE: Okay. What’s the relevance? 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I was just trying to get the context 

as to how she got to know my client, and she was answering. 

 

THE BAR: Your Honor, we are not here on the prosecution of Nisha 

Bacchus, and that's where it sounds like this is going. We are here on 

the prosecution of Ashley Krapacs. So the further disparaging of 

Nisha Bacchus on this record, I think is really inappropriate. 

 

REFEREE: Where are you going with this witness, Mr. Hopkins? 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I have nothing to say about Nisha 

Bacchus with this witness. She brought it up. 

 

THE BAR: I can’t hear him. I’m sorry. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I have nothing to say about Nisha 

Bacchus with this witness, other than perhaps for her to say that was a 

source of the connection. I don’t know where the Bar is getting a 

concern that I’m going to put on a prosecution of Nisha Bacchus, but 

that’s not –  

 

REFEREE: Let me just see where this goes, and if it’s an issue, I 

won’t -- you can object again and I’ll determine where this is going. 

 

THE BAR: Thank you. 

 

REFEREE: But I’m sure Mr. Hopkins did not put this witness on just 

to malign Nisha Bacchus. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I did not. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: So go ahead, please, finish your 

answer. 

 

MACH: So basically she was a stranger, and she introduced herself. 

She said that she saw that -- she read over everything online, what’s 
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going on with her. You know, she lied to her, too. She told me she had 

hired her -- 

 

THE BAR: Objection, Your Honor. 

 

MACH: -- and she took advantage of her -- 

 

REFEREE: Yes. 

 

MACH: -- extorted her -- 

 

THE BAR: Objection. 

 

MACH: -- exploited her. 

 

REFEREE: Hold on. Hold on. 

 

THE BAR: Again, she is actually continuing to malign Nisha 

Bacchus. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. 

 

LAZARUS: I mean, if there is a -- if she is here to serve as a character 

witness, and she wants to say positive things about -- that was my 

understanding. It was unclear -- I mean, when I asked what the 

purpose, I heard aggravating or mitigating. So if she is here as sort of 

a character witness, let her talk about the good character of Ashley 

Krapacs. 

 

REFEREE: I think the bottom line is, if this witness is going to – just 

like we talked about the other prior bad acts, it’s the same thing. And I 

don’t know that the prior -- first of all, the prior bad acts of Nisha 

Bacchus are not at issue here, nor any bad acts of Nisha Bacchus. 

 

THE BAR: Right. 

 

REFEREE: But if this witness wants to testify about, you know, 

credibility, about some issues of credibility, I possibly could consider 

that in terms of -- because I have to consider Nisha Bacchus’ 

credibility. But where are you going with this witness? 
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COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: My question was something along 

the lines of the -- the record will be more clear, but my question was 

somewhere along the lines of “How did you meet?” And she gave the 

answer that she gave. I didn’t introduce the topic. I didn’t expand 

upon the topic. So the Bar’s concern has nothing to do with -- 

 

REFEREE: Well, I understand, but she is your witness. So 

presumably you would be able to direct her. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I could, but I can’t cut my witness 

off when she is giving me an answer. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. 

 

THE BAR: So I would have to object to the witness just continuing on 

and on with this narrative without specific questions -- 

 

REFEREE: Okay. 

 

THE BAR: -- or she could keep going on and on. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. Mr. Hopkins is going to direct her more precisely. 

Does that sound good? 

 

THE BAR: Thank you, Your Honor. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: What was my question? 

 

(Thereupon, a portion of the record was read by the reporter.) 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Let me ask you the question again. 

And if you could, be concise about it. 

 

MACH: Of course. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: What context were you introduced 

to my client through Leila? 

 

MACH: Basically she -- the reason for her call was that she wanted to 
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share stories and support each other with what we were going through 

in our lives. We both had a divorce. And actually, Ashley wasn’t 

introduced to me for some time. I was just talking to Leila. She 

happened to mention, Leila, that she found someone else who had also 

some, you know, dealings, like unjust dealings and bad experiences 

with the same person, Nisha. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: So let me just stop you right there. 

And I’m going to use the word ‘Nisha,’ but I’m going to try to see if I 

can compact this, and then we can move on to a different topic. So 

just to summarize, you and Leila were strangers. She contacted you 

because you had a mutual experience, one of which -- and there may 

be more -- one of which you were former clients of Nisha Bacchus. 

 

THE BAR: Objection to leading the witness. 

 

REFEREE: I think he is directing the witness more. I’m going to 

allow it for now, so we keep it concise. (T, 318-324.) 

 

If The Bar chose to use an affiant and witness whose credibility could rightly be 

attacked by members of the community who have been significantly harmed by 

that affiant/witness, the Respondent was well within her rights to bring testimony 

that demonstrated the lack of credibility and integrity of that affiant/witness. The 

Bar chose to call Bacchus as a witness in the above-styled case. The Bar’s Petition 

was, in large part, based upon a sworn affidavit of Bacchus’s. Bacchus’s credibility 

was therefore a very important and relevant issue here. Further, The Bar alleged 

that Respondent was on a “crusade” against Bacchus. Yet every attempt to elicit 

testimony regarding Bacchus, her credibility or lack thereof, and the true nature of 

Respondent’s relationship with Mach, was attacked by The Bar. Referee’s 

entertainment of The Bar’s numerous, baseless objections clearly impeded counsel 
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for Respondent’s ability to elicit full, clear testimony on these issues. 

 The Bar’s voluminous, baseless objections continued again during the 

testimony of Respondent’s witness, Campagnuolo: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: There is an allegation that Ms. 

Krapacs is -- and I’m quoting, “Her fury has no bounds with her bulk 

promise of retaliation against Nisha Bacchus.” 

 

THE BAR: Your Honor -- 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Have you seen evidence of that? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: No. 

 

THE BAR: Objection. Your Honor, this is the third time that Mr. 

Hopkins is quoting from the Bar’s petition, and basically asking this 

witness to address whether those allegations have merit. I don’t think 

it’s appropriate to be asking this witness those things. (T, p. 378.) 

 

In fact, the sole purpose of any respondent in calling witnesses is to disprove 

allegations in a petition. Instead of overruling the objection, Referee again 

entertained this frivolous objection, even though The Bar did not even provide any 

basis for the objection. Despite a lack of basis for the objection, Referee required 

Counsel for Respondent to justify his line of questioning:  

REFEREE: Mr. Hopkins, what do you say? 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Let me pause for a second. The 

petition are the allegations against my client. We bring in witnesses to 

establish whether there are facts that prove or disprove the allegations. 

I asked this witness, after building a foundation of her knowledge of 

Ms. Krapacs, if she has personal knowledge of three, and incidentally, 

this would be the last one, of three of the allegations. My 

understanding is that’s what I’m supposed to be doing. 
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REFEREE: Okay, but you -- I don’t know exactly, because you 

stipulated to most of the posts and most of the evidence that came in -- 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I did. 

 

REFEREE: -- as having come from your client. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Correct. 

 

REFEREE: So -- 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: That question didn’t have anything 

to do with posts. It had to do with, ‘Do you know what was in her 

mind?’ And she is a friend. 

 

REFEREE: How could she know what’s in anybody’s mind? 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: If it’s been expressed to her. It was 

a bold promise, so clearly she said it to somebody. 

 

REFEREE: I don’t see how you could know what is in anyone’s head. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: I asked her if she knew if she had 

seen any evidence of that. That’s all I’m asking. She knows the 

respondent. There has been an allegation. Have you seen anything that 

supports that allegation? I mean, that seems straightforward. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. I’ll allow you some latitude. Go ahead. (T, p. 378-

380.) 

 

Again, despite The Bar providing no legitimate basis for the objection, Counsel for 

Respondent was forced to justify his line of questioning, which took up nearly two 

pages of transcript. Counsel for Respondent was permitted to continue, but The 

Bar’s baseless objections continued, interrupting the flow of Respondent’s 

presentation of her defense, and greatly impeding Counsel for Respondent’s ability 
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to elicit testimony: 

CAMPAGNUOLO: I think the keyword would be ‘evidence’; right? 

Because I have not seen any evidence. 

 

THE BAR: Objection, Your Honor. I think the -- I don’t know if this 

witness was told about evidence. I’m concerned about that, given the 

testimony of the prior witness. It’s just very concerning in 

conjunction, that that word was just used. 

 

REFEREE: Okay. All right. Overruled. Next, Mr. Hopkins, please. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Okay. Let me go directly to this 

issue. Are you aware that Ms. Bacchus filed for an injunction for 

cyberstalking against Ms. Krapacs? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes. 

 

THE BAR: Objection; relevance. 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes. 

 

REFEREE: Overruled. I mean, obviously that was brought up by Ms. 

Bacchus. Go ahead. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Were you aware that that was 

going on back in -- that there was a hearing and that this injunction 

was being sought back in February of 2019? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Are you aware that there was a 

hearing where Ms. Bacchus testified against Ms. Krapacs? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Okay. Are you aware that Ms. 

Bacchus said that she was fearful of Ms. Krapacs and was concerned 

to the point that she was afraid to take the trash out? 
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THE BAR: Objection, Your Honor. Now he is telling her the 

testimony from another proceeding. 

 

REFEREE: No. Overruled. Go ahead. You can ask. 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: You’ve heard that before? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Not specifically about the trash, but that she was 

afraid. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Okay. What capacity do you know 

Nisha in? 

 

REFEREE: What was the question? What capacity -- (T, p. 380-384.) 

 

At this stage of the testimony, without even an objection by The Bar, Referee 

paused the questioning to challenge Counsel for Respondent’s line of questioning, 

a line of questioning that was clearly proper and relevant. This again disrupted the 

flow of Respondent’s defense and greatly impeded Counsel for Respondent’s 

ability to elicit testimony. 

 Further, as explained above, even without objection by The Bar, Referee 

stopped Campagnuolo from saying negative things about Bacchus, even though, as 

explained above, Bacchus’s credibility was critical to Respondent’s defense: 

REFEREE: Do you think that some of the frustration towards Mr. 

Williams and Ms. Bacchus was due to the fact that she wasn’t able to 

present her case of sexual abuse and violence? 

 

CAMPAGNUOLO: Yes, because I was in the same, similar situation, 

but mine was about domestic violence and, you know, a firearm and 

surrender of the firearm. And it was -- you know, I was being told that 
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-- you know, my husband was threatening to murder me. So the irony 

of this is really something that I think, you know, is quite astounding 

to me because I struggled so much when Nisha was my attorney, to 

make sure that my husband was gun compliant and surrendered his 

gun to BSO, to no avail. She never afforded me that. 

 

REFEREE: I don’t mean to cut you off, but I want to deal with the 

matters at hand. (T, p. 388-389.) 

 

Additionally, Referee found that Respondent posted a photo of a “shotgun” 

on social media, but systematically prevented Respondent from introducing 

evidence that clearly demonstrated that allegation is patently false. (ROR, p. 18).  

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? 

 

BACCHUS: Yes. 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Did you see that movie before you 

saw this meme? 

 

THE BAR: Objection, Your Honor. This is really silly. (T, p. 273-

274.) 

 

Respondent notes that “this is really silly” is not a legitimate legal basis for an 
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objection, yet Referee permitted the objection without a basis. Assuming it was 

implied that The Bar’s objection was based on relevant, the context of the movie 

was incredibly important and relevant here. In the moments before the still image 

included in the meme at issue contained in TFB Exh. 17, Kevin McAlister had shot 

one of the perpetrators with that same gun in the groin. If it was not clear from the 

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

it crystal 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 have been a PG-rated children’s movie. However, 

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

objection. 

REFEREE: 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. 

 

REFEREE: Where she came up with it? 

 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Yes, why she thinks it was a 

shotgun. 

 

REFEREE: 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 
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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. 

 

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. 

 

REFEREE: Sustained. We don’t need to go down this road. (T, p. 

274-275.) 

 

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

even admitted it she did not know what the proper one was, but Referee 

immediately sustained the objection. Such erroneous evidentiary rulings 

demonstrate clearly the defects in the proceedings upon which the ROR is based. 

Accordingly, the ROR should not be upheld. 

Referee’s evidentiary rulings, in entertaining objections by The Bar without 

requiring The Bar to provide a legal basis for the objection, and even interrupting 
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the testimony without objection from The Bar, is clearly erroneous and improper. 

Accordingly, the proceedings upon which the ROR are based are defective and 

should not be upheld in any regard. 

B. Referee’s rulings on introduction of certain documentary evidence were 

erroneous. 

Several times during the course of these proceedings, Referee permitted the 

introduction of evidence by The Bar that was improper. Referee permitted the 

introduction of a transcript that was inaccurate. On pages 9-10 of Referee’s ROR, 

Referee quotes from the unofficial, incorrect April 12, 2018 hearing transcript 

which she permitted to be introduced into evidence. (ROR, p. 9-10 & TFB Exh. 6.) 

That version of the transcript was provided to The Bar by Williams and contains 

serious inaccuracies. Respondent objected to the introduction of this evidence, and 

Referee improperly permitted it to be entered into evidence. (T, p. 43.) 

Additionally, audio of the same hearing was entered into evidence, and 

Referee insisted she would listen to the audio: 

REFEREE: I’m going to consider your transcript and whatever 

transcript they file, if they file an additional transcript, and I will listen 

to the audio and I’ll determine what the weight of the evidence is. (T, 

p. 44.) 

 

However, there is no reference anywhere in the ROR to the audio recording of the 

April 12, 2018 hearing. Referee’s failure to consider the recording, which was the 

best evidence regarding the events that transpired at the April 12, 2018 hearing, 
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was improper. Accordingly, Referee’s evidentiary ruling here was erroneous. 

Accordingly, the proceedings upon which the ROR are based are defective and 

should not be upheld in any regard. 

Additionally, Referee permitted the introduction of text messages between 

Respondent and Gregory Knoop, over Respondent’s objection. (T, p. 289.) The 

segments of text messages introduced into evidence by The Bar 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. (ROR, p. 35.) Allowing incomplete, 

unauthenticated communications into evidence is clearly erroneous and 

demonstrates that the proceedings upon which the ROR is based were defective. 

As such, the ROR should not be upheld. 

III. Referee exhibited bias against Respondent. 

Through the course of these proceedings, Referee exhibited bias against 

Respondent. Respondent has raised these arguments in two separate Writs of 

Prohibition which were previously filed with this Honorable Court. Respondent 

again raises some of these arguments to emphasize the deficiencies in Referee’s 

ROR. 
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A. Referee Prejudged the Case from Early On 

The 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 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 found that the judge’s comment “could reasonably be interpreted 
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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 

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 evidentiary hearing, Referee on many 

occasions made gratuitous remarks which were disparaging to Krapacs’s position 

before the close of evidence. Referee identified and referred to witnesses Williams 

and Bacchus as “victims.” (T, p. 736.) The evidence had not yet been fully 

reviewed and analyzed, so it is clear from this reference that Referee had crossed 

the line to from merely forming mental impressions to prejudging the case. 

Additionally, Referee repeatedly used language in characterizing 

Respondent’s conduct, before the full presentation of the evidence, that clearly 

demonstrated she had prejudged the issues. The Bar, in its opening statements, 

repeatedly used the term “attack” to describe Respondent’s conduct. Referee then 
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echoed that language in her questioning of witness Campagnuolo: 

REFEREE: Do you think that utilizing social media to attack 

somebody is a good idea? (T, p. 387.) 

 

Referee also used terminology in questioning witnesses that demonstrates clearly 

that she prejudged the issues: 

REFEREE: In other words, is the lashing out on social media going 

to assist with closure for her victimization? (T, p. 389.) (emphasis 

added) 

 

REFEREE: But do you think that an attorney should engage in name-

calling over social media? (T, p. 386.) (emphasis added) 

 

Referee’s language in making reference to Respondent during these proceedings 

demonstrates clearly that she prejudged the issues from early on. Accordingly, the 

proceedings upon which the ROR is based were defective, and the ROR should not 

be upheld. 

Additionally, 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 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 2019 evidentiary hearing and indicated that all evidence should have 
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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 

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 
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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 

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. Referee clearly prejudged the issues in this 

case, demonstrating the defects in the proceedings upon which the ROR is based. 

Accordingly, the ROR should not be upheld. 

B. Referee injected herself into the proceedings. 

In addition to prejudging the case from early on, the overwhelming evidence 

in this case demonstrates that Referee injected herself into the proceedings and 

acted as Counsel for the Bar on multiple occasions. Repeatedly and systematically, 

Referee stepped into the shoes of Counsel for the Bar and posed questions to the 

witnesses to improperly seek out additional evidence. Additionally, Referee 

repeatedly abandoned her role of impartiality and entered the fray of the 

proceedings by repeatedly echoing and mirroring language used by The Bar in its 

petition as well as language used by The Bar during the evidentiary hearing. 

The law is clear that where a judge injects herself into the proceedings, she 
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cannot remain impartial. The Fourth District Court of Appeal has held, 

“Obviously, the trial judge serves as the neutral arbiter in the proceedings and must 

not enter the fray by giving ‘tips’ to either side.” Chastine v. Broome, 629 So.2d 

293 ,295 (Fla. 4th DCA 1993). See also J.L.D. v. State, 4 So.3d 24 (Fla. 2d DCA 

2009); Evans v. State, 831 So.2d 808 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002). Chastine involved a 

first-degree murder case in which the trial judge passed a note to the prosecution 

that contained advice on trial strategy. Chastine, 629 So.2d at 294 (Fla. 4th DCA 

1993). The Court found that the judge improperly injected herself into the 

proceedings and that her conduct was sufficient to demonstrate bias. Id. at 295. 

In the instant case, Referee repeatedly, through questions posed to witnesses, 

injected herself into the proceedings to bolster and aid The Bar’s case. Referee did 

not even attempt to shield her assistance to The Bar through a private note, but 

repeatedly and systematically, on the record acting as Counsel for the Bar, posed 

questions to the witnesses which tended to disparage Respondent and damage her 

position while aiding The Bar’s position. Further, the nature of Referee’s questions 

demonstrates her attempt to actively seek out the presentation of additional 

evidence to aid The Bar. 

In Evans, a case involving battery on a law enforcement officer and 

disorderly conduct, the trial judge asked the defendant about her immigration 

status after the defendant had stated that she was a “law abiding citizen.” Evans v. 
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State, 831 So.2d at 809-810 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002). The Fourth District Court of 

Appeal held that it was not the judge’s role to make such an inquiry and reversed 

and remanded the case. Id. at 811-812.  

Here, Referee made voluminous inquiries of the testifying witnesses which 

went well beyond the judge’s role in these proceedings. For example, during the 

evidentiary hearing, Referee asked both witnesses called by The Bar, Williams and 

Bacchus, how this situation had affected their lives. (T, p. 190-193 & p. 285-286.) 

This line of questioning is not only irrelevant to the key issues in these 

proceedings, it demonstrates that Referee’s attempt to seek out additional evidence 

which would damage the Respondent and bolster The Bar’s case. Referee went 

well beyond giving tips to Counsel for the Bar and stepped into the shoes of Bar 

Counsel to act as an advocate for The Bar and elicit testimony that would damage 

the Respondent. 

In R.O. v. State, a criminal case involving possession of cocaine, the judge 

asked the defendant if he had cocaine on him three separate times, a question 

which went beyond the scope of the questions that had already been posed to the 

defendant. R.O. v. State, 46 So.3d 124, 125 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010). The Third District 

Court of Appeal stated, “When a judge enters into the proceedings and becomes a 

participant or advocate, a shadow is cast upon judicial neutrality.” R.O. v. State, 46 

So.3d at 162 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010), quoting Asbury v. State, 765 So. 2d 965, 966 
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(Fla. 4th DCA 2000). The Court further stated that, “The judicial neutrality 

becomes much more impaired when the trial court actively seeks out the 

presentation of additional evidence.” R.O. v. State, 46 So.3d at126 (Fla. 3d DCA 

2010), quoting Asbury v. State, 765 So. 2d 965, 966 (Fla. 4th DCA 2000). The 

Third District Court of Appeal found that the judge’s questions “went well beyond 

general fact finding required by the interests of justice, elucidation of evidence, or 

mere curiosity,” and the Court reversed and remanded for a new trial before a 

different judge. R.O. v. State, 46 So.3d at128 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010). 

In the instant case, Referee asked Respondent’s expert witness, Dr. Castillo, 

whether the Krapacs should be medicated, an inappropriate question that was 

clearly outside the scope of these proceedings and went beyond the evidence 

already presented. (T, p. 655.) By posing such a question to Dr. Castillo, Referee 

improperly injected herself into the fray, acted as an advocate for Bar Counsel, and 

attempted to improperly influence the witness to elicit additional testimony that 

would damage Respondent and bolster The Bar’s case. 

Additionally, while Dr. Castillo was testifying, Referee continued to ask Dr. 

Castillo about whether Krapacs would “snap back” into a PTSD state. (T, p. 652.) 

The Bar (and Counsel for Respondent) had already questioned Dr. Castillo on this 

issue extensively, and Dr. Castillo had provided full and thorough answers. 

Nonetheless, Referee, acting as an advocate for The Bar, improperly injected 
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herself into the proceedings and continued to ask the same question in an obvious 

effort to elicit a different answer than had been given previously. It is clear that 

Referee attempted to improperly influenced the witness to try to elicit different 

testimony than had been given previously. 

Referee also asked Dr. Castillo whether the Respondent suffered from any 

disorders other than PTSD, a question which went beyond the scope of the 

evidence that had been presented thus far and went well beyond general fact 

finding. Dr. Castillo had already testified extensively regarding the Respondent’s 

mental health and the results of the testing that Dr. Castillo had conducted with 

Respondent. Referee posing such a question to Dr. Castillo demonstrates that 

Referee improperly entered the fray in these proceedings, acting as an advocate for 

The Bar, to elicit additional testimony which would bolster The Bar’s case. 

Further, in J.L.D. v. State, the Second District Court of Appeal stated, 

“There is an understandable temptation for a trial judge to take over questioning at 

a hearing such as a restitution hearing where an inexperienced attorney is slowing 

down a busy docket. At the same time, there is an understandable hesitancy on the 

part of counsel to object to proactive questioning by a trial judge who will be the 

decision-maker at the end of the hearing.” J.L.D. v. State, 4 So.3d 24, 26 (Fla. 2d 

DCA 2009). In J.L.D. v. State, the Court found that “the trial judge in this case 

departed from a position of neutrality in attempting to elicit testimony in support of 
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the restitution award.” J.L.D. v. State, 4 So.3d 24, 26 (Fla. 2d DCA 2009). 

Here, as explained above, Referee, through the line of questioning that she 

posed to witnesses, repeatedly departed from her position of neutrality and 

improperly injected herself into the proceedings to attempt to elicit additional 

testimony in support of The Bar’s position. 

Further, multiple times during the evidentiary hearing, Referee went even 

beyond giving tips to The Bar and used The Bar’s own terminology, echoing and 

mirroring language which was being used by The Bar not only in its initial petition 

but also language The Bar used during the evidentiary hearing, clearly 

demonstrating that Referee injected herself into the proceedings and improperly 

acted as an advocate for The Bar. For example, during the evidentiary hearing, 

Referee referred to both of The Bar’s witnesses, Williams and Bacchus, as 

“victims,” echoing language that was repeatedly used by The Bar in its petition and 

during the evidentiary hearing. (T, p. 736.) In echoing and mirroring The Bar’s 

language and terminology, Referee abandoned her role of impartiality and injected 

herself into the proceedings. 

Additionally, as explained extensively above, during the May 2019 during 

the final hearing, Referee posed numerous questions to witness Campagnuolo. 

These questions not only went beyond the scope of the proceedings, the questions 

also contained language that echoed and mirrored The Bar’s language. By using 
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such terminology in her line of questioning to this witness, Referee improperly 

injected herself into the proceedings to act as an advocate for The Bar. 

The nature and volume of the questions posed to the witnesses, and the 

statements made by Referee at various stages of these proceedings which 

disparaged Respondent and echoed and mirrored The Bar’s language demonstrates 

that Referee abandoned her role of impartiality to act as an advocate for The Bar 

and improperly entered the proceedings. Accordingly, there are serious defects in 

the proceedings upon which the ROR is based, and as such, the ROR should not be 

upheld. 

C. Referee failed to exercise independent judgment. 

The facts of this case make clear that Referee failed to properly utilize her 

independent judgment in drafting her ROR. In Ross v. Botha, the Fourth District 

Court of Appeal held that, “An order must reflect independent decision-making by 

the judge.” Ross v. Botha, 867 So.2d 567, 572-573 (Fla. 4th DCA 2004), quoting 

Perlow v. Berg-Perlow, 816 So.2d 210, 217 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002); Flint v. Fortson, 

744 So.2d 1217, 1220 (Fla. 4th DCA 1999). In Ross, a case involving a post-

dissolution order regarding child support and visitation, the Fourth District Court 

of Appeal held that by issuing a proposed order that was an “irregular, defective, 

one-sided submission verbatim,” the order issued by the judge had not 

demonstrated his utilization of any independent judgement. Ross v. Botha, 867 
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So.2d at 572-573 (Fla. 4th DCA 2004). 

Here, it is clear that Referee failed to utilize her independent decision-

making in issuing her ROR and that the ROR is irregular, defective, and one-sided. 

Going even beyond the improper conduct in Ross, where the trial judge adopted a 

proposed order, Referee copied and pasted large chunks of text, verbatim, directly 

from The Bar’s initial February 20, 2019 petition. Evidence of copying and 

pasting is apparent within the Report. On page 10 of the June 3, 2019 ROR, the 

numbering under subsection (4) as it appears in The Bar’s petition was not updated 

after the copy and paste was performed, so the first subsection under (4) starts with 

(e), although one would presume a subsection under a new heading would begin 

with (a). The subsections under (4) appear as (e) through (f), with a new number 

subsection of (1) under (f). Subsection (f), which begins on page 11 through page 

14, and all the content on these pages is largely verbatim directly from The Bar’s 

Petition for Emergency Suspension. 

Additionally, on page 14, section (2) begins with subsections (a) through (j) 

below, and those sections run through page 25. These 11 pages are also nearly 

verbatim taken from The Bar’s Petition. Referee did not even attempt to update the 

numbering to conform with her ROR and made no attempt to utilize any of her 

own unique language for at least fourteen pages of her forty-eight page ROR. By 

copying and pasting massive sections of The Bar’s Petition directly into her ROR, 
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Referee has demonstrated that she failed to exercise independent judgment, she 

prejudged the case from early on, and she has failed to consider the full scope of 

evidence presented during the evidentiary hearing in making her determination. 

Accordingly, the proceedings upon which the ROR is based are defective, and the 

ROR should not be upheld. 

CONCLUSION 

It is clear from the record in these proceedings that The Bar is using its 

regulatory authority to advance the personal agendas of adversaries of Respondent. 

Additionally, it is clear that the overreaching actions taken by The Bar against 

Respondent have been motivated solely by the dispute between Respondent and 

various attorneys, including Williams and Bacchus, which is clearly not a proper 

use of the regulatory function of The Bar. 

 Further, the defects in these proceedings demonstrate clearly that Referee’s 

recommendation of a two-year suspension should not be adopted, as it is not 

supported by the law or the facts of this case. The inflammatory 

mischaracterizations of The Bar and Referee regarding Respondent’s actual 

conduct is simply not supported by the evidence in the record. The record, as it 

stands, contains no scintilla of evidence that any Rules Regulating the Florida Bar 

have been violated by Respondent. 

 For the foregoing reasons, Respondent respectfully requests the following 
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relief: 

1) That this Honorable Court invalidate the ROR as defective, improper, and a 

grossly incomplete portrayal of the evidence in the record in this case; 

2) That this Honorable Court order a full investigation of Williams and his 

wife, Stacy Williams, regarding the improper “tag-teaming” work they have 

engaged in, wherein Williams, an attorney in private practice, enlisted his 

State’s Attorney wife to improperly support his private client, which has 

occurred on at least one occasion; 

3) That this Honorable Court order a full investigation of Bacchus, namely her 

questionable use of the now-defunct business entity, “Florida Women’s Law 

Center,” as well as her practice of filing questionable liens against former 

clients in disputes in attorney’s fees owed; 

4) That this Honorable Court order a full investigation into the true nature of 

the relationships and interactions between Bar Counsel Lazarus and 

Williams, Bacchus, and Tynan; 

5) That this Honorable Court issue an order preventing Bar Counsel Lazarus 

from filing any further litigation (in any existing cases as well as the filing of 

any new cases) against Respondent until a full investigation has been 

completed; 

6) That this Honorable Court stay the proceedings in this case and in case No. 
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SC19-1284 until a full investigation has been completed; and 

7) If it is discovered that Bar Counsel has engaged in improper conduct, that 

this Honorable Court dismiss the above-styled case, dismiss case No. SC19-

1284, and award attorney’s fees to Respondent accordingly. 

Respondent acknowledges that the relief requested is not the standard relief 

typically sought in such cases. However, the facts and circumstances of this case 

are so highly unusual and suspect, further investigation is clearly warranted. 

Although this case is undeniably unique, the events that have occurred are not 

exactly unprecedented. Just this month, The Honorable Jorge E. Cueto, who served 

as a referee in a disciplinary case, recommended full exoneration of Florida 

attorney, Ramon Manuel Rodriguez, in case No. SC17-36, recommended an award 

of attorney’s fees and costs to Rodriguez from The Bar, and raised questions 

regarding the conduct of Lewis Tein, a Florida attorney who was adverse to 

Rodriguez. The facts of case No. SC17-36 are not dissimilar to the case at hand, 

including the fact that Florida Bar Staff Counsel in case No. SC17-36, Allison C. 

Sackett, is the same staff counsel in the above-styled case. The events of the 

above-styled case and the actions of the adversaries of Respondent warrant further 

investigation in the interests of justice. 

 

Date: August 20, 2019 
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     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 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on August 20, 2019, a true and correct copy of 

the Initial Brief was served to the Clerk of Court via Florida’s e-Filing portal and 

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 

 

 


