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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 

 There is no basis in law or fact to justify the relief requested by The Bar. By 

The Bar’s own admission, the extreme level of discipline The Bar seeks to impose 

against Respondent is “novel.” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief 

on Cross Appeal, p. 90.) The Bar has failed to cite any case law that would justify 

the emergency suspension Respondent has been subjected to since February 2019. 

The Bar has also failed to cite any case law that would support any sort of 

discipline against Respondent, let alone disbarment. The Bar’s Answer Brief and 

Initial Brief on Cross Appeal is rife with gross exaggerations, gravely inaccurate 

statements which are not supported by the record, and outrageous, inflammatory 

language. 

 Also of grave concern is that The Bar, despite being put on notice about the 

unethical, unlawful conduct of its own witnesses, Russell Williams and Nisha 

Bacchus, has taken no action against either of these attorneys for serious violations 

of the Rules Regulating the Florida Bar. In fact, by ignoring the violations of 

Williams and Bacchus and continuing to support the inaccurate, self-serving 

testimony given by both at the May 2019 evidentiary hearing in this matter, The 

Bar is condoning the violations of Williams and Bacchus that have occurred and 

are still occurring. This includes the very disturbing fact that Williams, under oath, 

has admitted to using his wife, Stacy Williams, a Domestic Violence Case Filer at 
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the Broward County State’s Attorney’s Office, to gain leverage in at least one 

private practice case. (T, p. 35.) This also includes the incredibly disturbing fact 

that to date, Bacchus continues to deceptively market legal services through an 

improper, defunct business entity, Florida Women’s Law Center. (T, p. 199-200, 

223, 284-285.) By condoning the conduct of attorneys Williams and Bacchus, 

conduct that that has caused great harm to the public, Bar Counsel has violated her 

obligations as a Florida Bar Attorney and has abandoned her role as a Florida Bar 

Attorney. The proceedings against Respondent in this case have been highly 

suspect from the outset, and, in the interests of justice, cannot be upheld. 

RESPONSES TO THE BAR’S ARGUMENTS 

I. THE RECORD IS DEVOID OF EVIDENCE SUPPORTING 

REFEREE’S FINDINGS. 

The record is devoid of any evidence that supports Referee’s findings. The 

bulk of Referee’s report was merely copied and pasted from The Bar’s initial 

petition. Referee’s findings in this matter are nothing more than a repetition of The 

Bar’s inflammatory rhetoric which paints a consistently false narrative regarding 

the facts of this case. 

A. THERE IS CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE THAT 

REFEREE’S JUDGMENT IN MAKING CREDIBILITY 

DETERMINATIONS WAS INCORRECT. 

The Bar, citing The Florida Bar v. Forrester, argues that “Referee is in the 

best position to judge the credibility of the witnesses and will defer to that 
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assessment.” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 

69.) However, The Bar failed to include the full citation from that case, which 

reads as follows: 

Because the referee is in the best position to judge the 

credibility of the witnesses, we defer to the referee’s 

assessment. See Fla. Bar v. Fredericks, 731 So.2d 1249, 1251 

(Fla.1999) (stating that “the referee is in a unique position to 

assess the credibility of witnesses, and his judgment regarding 

credibility should not be overturned absent clear and 

convincing evidence that his judgment is incorrect”); Fla. Bar 

v. Thomas, 582 So.2d 1177, 1178 (Fla.1991) (same). The 

Florida Bar v. Forrester, 916 So.2d 647 (Fla. 2005).  

 

Here, there is clear and convincing evidence that Referee’s judgment in assessing 

the credibility of the witnesses was incorrect. Referee found The Bar’s witnesses 

credible, despite that they both contradicted themselves while testifying and at 

times their testimony was contradicted by documentary evidence in the record, 

some of which was introduced by The Bar itself. Both The Bar and Referee have 

used terminology which implies that the events of this case were somehow one-

sided. This includes the following terms and phrases from various filings before 

this Honorable Court: 

• “Unilateral,” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 

Cross Appeal, p. 76); 

• “Unprovoked,” (ROR, p. 37); 

• “Unprovoked,” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 
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Cross Appeal, p. 51); 

• “Unprovoked,” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 

Cross Appeal, p. 84); 

• “Unprovoked,” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 

Cross Appeal, p. 89); 

• “One-sided,” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 

Cross Appeal, p. 51.) 

However, the record in this case contradicts the above assertions. These terms and 

phrases grossly mischaracterize the true version of the facts of this case. The 

extreme, unethical, and unlawful tactics used by Williams and Bacchus against 

Respondent have been completely disregarded by Referee and The Bar. 

Further, Referee found Respondent’s testimony credible only at certain 

times, but failed to indicate which times or why she made such a determination. 

(ROR, p. 27.) Additionally, Referee’s reasoning for finding witness Mach not 

credible is arbitrary and is not supported by the evidence in the record. Referee’s 

slanted credibility determinations did nothing more than enable her to conform her 

prejudged opinion about this case into her findings, as evidenced by the fact that 

she merely copied and pasted The Bar’s petition into her Report & 

Recommendation and failed to exercise any independent judgment. 
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i. Referee’s judgment that Williams was credible was incorrect. 

The Referee’s finding that Williams testified credibly is incorrect. 

Williams’s testimony was repeatedly contracted by documentary evidence in the 

record. Williams, under oath, admitted to using his wife, Stacy Williams, a 

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

gain an advantage at an April 12, 2018 hearing for his private practice client, the 

respondent in a domestic violence case. (T, p. 35.) Williams, attempting to justify 

this unethical and egregious conduct, alleged that Stacy’s presence at the hearing 

was to ensure witnesses were present, a statement which cannot be believed. (T, p. 

35.) Williams, an attorney with thirty-plus years of practice, surely is capable of 

handling a simple hearing on a motion to dismiss without an entourage of support. 

Further, he surely is aware that bailiffs are present in courtrooms. In addition to the 

entourage of attorneys Williams brought to the hearing, Williams had pre-arranged 

to have a court reporter present at the hearing, a step that was entirely unnecessary 

since the hearing was recorded by the court, but certainly provided a more than 

sufficient level of documentation of the events of the hearing. The presence of the 

court reporting company at that hearing is evidenced by the unofficial copy of a 

transcript of that hearing which was produced and was later introduced into 

evidence by The Bar. (TFB Exh. 6.) Williams’s claim that he brought a member of 

the Broward County State’s Attorney’s Office and a massive entourage of 
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attorneys to the April 12, 2018 hearing to have “witnesses” is contradicted by the 

record in this case and is his way of trying to explain away his despicable behavior 

and the aggressive, terroristic legal tactics that he utilizes against opponents. 

Referee failed to consider these contradictions in Williams’s testimony, and it is 

incorrect that she found him credible. 

Further, Williams repeatedly asserted that his intent was not to threaten, 

intimidate, or harass Respondent by sending her a defective, improperly drafted 

§57.105 letter. The letter in question was entered into evidence by The Bar during 

the May 2019 evidentiary hearing. (TFB Exh. 2.) This was the very first 

correspondence Respondent ever received from Williams. Prior to this letter, dated 

February 22, 2018, Respondent had never spoken to Williams and had never even 

heard of him. Despite alleging that his action in sending this letter as the first 

correspondence in the case was not to threaten, harass, or intimidate Respondent, 

Williams also admitted under oath at the May 2019 evidentiary hearing that it is 

not his normal practice to use such a tactic at the outset of a case: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Is it your practice to kind of 

withhold on using 57.105 motions as a motion of last resort? 

 

WILLIAMS: If I thought -- yes. To answer your question, yes. 

T, p. 136. 

 

If Williams’s typical practice is to utilize 57.105 motions as a last resort, it is 

contradictory for him to allege that his tactic in using this as a first communication 
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in the case against Respondent was appropriate in any way. Referee’s failure to 

acknowledge these grave inconsistencies is clear and convincing evidence that 

Referee’s finding Williams credible is incorrect. 

Additionally, Williams, in an apparent attempt to elicit sympathy, repeatedly 

asserted that Respondent had posted on social media about him around the time of 

Parkland, a statement which is false and is contradicted by documentary evidence 

introduced by The Bar. The Bar introduced a plethora of Respondent’s social 

media posts into evidence; however, none of which contain a post about Williams 

dated around the time of the Parkland shooting. This is because such a post does 

not exist. As explained above, the very first correspondence that occurred between 

Respondent and Williams was Williams’s first §57.105 letter, dated February 22, 

2018, which was eight days after the Parkland shooting, which occurred on 

February 14, 2018. Respondent recalls the date of the Parkland shooting vividly, as 

she has a crystal clear memory of sitting in the waiting room of the Nancy J. 

Cotterman Center, a certified rape crisis center, on Valentine’s Day 2018, and 

bursting into tears when another woman in the waiting room announced there had 

been a massive school shooting in Broward County. Williams’s attempt to use a 

horrific event like Parkland to elicit sympathy and damage Respondent is not only 

despicable, it demonstrates clearly that he gave false testimony that Respondent 

was posting about him around the time of the tragedy, which is an impossibility as 
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Respondent did not know Williams’s name or know of his involvement in her case 

at the time of the shooting. Referee’s failure to acknowledge the contradictions in 

Williams’s testimony is clear and convincing evidence that her judgment of his 

credibility is incorrect. 

Williams also repeatedly insisted that his intent was not to bully, threaten, or 

harass Respondent. This is contradicted by documentary evidence in the record. 

Williams repeatedly threatened, harassed, and taunted Respondent directly to The 

Bar, and, despite his intense incivility, faced absolutely no consequences for his 

conduct. Williams referred to Respondent in a direct communication to The Bar as 

a “psycho.” (T, p. 157-158; R Exh. 1.) The Bar took no action against Williams 

regarding this disparaging, humiliating name-calling. Williams also sent 

correspondence to The Bar that contained this statement: “I am currently in the 

process of preparing an all-out assault on all social media platforms against Ms. 

Krapacs, as well as her lawyer.” (R Exh. 4.) The Bar took no action against 

Williams for this horrific threat, including failing to inform Respondent or her 

lawyer that Williams was planning to “assault” her. Additionally, Williams wrote 

in a direct communication to The Bar that a motion written by Respondent was 

“just the ramblings of a scorned woman.” (R Exh. 5.) The Bar took no action 

against Williams for this sexist, demeaning statement. In that same 

communication, Williams made the following statement: “And now the rest of the 
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story. Hell hath no fury like a woman scorned.” (R Exh. 5.) Again, The Bar took 

no action against Williams for his sexist, demeaning statement. Further, it is also 

clear from the record that Williams believes that such treatment of female 

opponents is proper, professional, and appropriate: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Do you think, Mr. Williams, 

that using an expression like “Hell hath no fury like a woman 

scorned,” in reference to someone who is self-identified as a 

sexual assault victim is degrading? 

 

WILLIAMS: No. T, p. 178-179. 

 

The Bar claims to take a hard stance against lawyer incivility, yet took no action to 

counsel or correct the plethora of heinous, degrading, harassing, and completely 

unprofessional statements Williams made directly to The Bar about Respondent 

over an extended period of time. Further, all the above information is contained 

clearly within the record, yet Referee failed to consider it when making a 

credibility determination regarding Williams. Referee’s failure to consider the 

falsity of Williams’s testimony—his claim that he was not harassing, tormenting, 

and terrorizing Respondent despite the documentary evidence contained in the 

record—is clear and convincing evidence that Referee’s judgment regarding 

Williams’s credibility is incorrect. 

Referee’s failure to consider the contradictions within Williams’s own 

testimony and her failure to consider the contradictions between his testimony and 

the documentary evidence in this case is clear and convincing evidence that 
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Referee’s judgment in finding Williams credible was incorrect. 

ii. Referee’s judgment that Bacchus was credible was incorrect. 

Bacchus contradicted herself while testifying and at times gave testimony 

that is contradicted by documentary evidence in the record. Bacchus alleged that 

she begged for a resolution in the defamation case while representing Williams. (T, 

p. 281-282.) In contrast, documentary evidence in the record demonstrates the 

vicious, unethical, unlawful tactics Bacchus used against Respondent for months, 

demonstrating clearly that Bacchus was not in any way handling the case amicably. 

For an extended period of time, Bacchus had the defamation case unlawfully 

sealed, in violation of Respondent’s constitutional rights. Bacchus described her 

actions, saying: 

BACCHUS: But nothing that was done was outside of the 

normal course of litigation. T, p. 237. 

 

However, Bacchus never identified what content in the case that she deemed was 

legally confidential, and she never at any point provided any sort of legal 

justification for her conduct in sealing a basic, standard civil case. In fact, Bacchus 

spent nearly two pages of babbling testimony attempting to justify the aggressive, 

unlawful action she took against Respondent. (T, p. 235-237.) Referee, who is 

surely familiar with basic constitutional concepts and protocols in basic civil 

lawsuits, failed to acknowledge the unlawful nature of the action taken against 

Respondent and the fact that Bacchus dishonestly testified that the action she took 
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in sealing the case was in any way legal normal or standard, and that she was 

handling the case professionally and amicably. Accordingly, Referee’s 

determination that Bacchus is credible is incorrect. 

Further, in addition to unlawfully sealing the case which prevented 

Respondent from having any access to the case file for weeks, Bacchus used the 

despicable, terroristic tactic of requiring Respondent to produce evidence that her 

father is deceased. Counsel for Respondent attempted to introduce this evidence 

during the May 2019 evidentiary hearing, but was improperly prevented from fully 

questioning Bacchus on this point and was prevented from introducing the Request 

to Produce. (T, p. 263-266.) Mach, however, did allude to the horrendous tactic 

Bacchus used against Respondent. (T, p. 356.) Bacchus’s testimony that she 

handled the defamation case professionally and amicably is directly contradicted 

by the evidence in the record, and by evidence that was improperly kept out of the 

record. Referee finding Bacchus credible despite these inconsistencies is clear and 

convincing evidence that Referee’s credibility judgment is incorrect. 

Further, Bacchus also stated, under oath:  

BACCHUS: And the truth is, I never even filed the complaint. I 

never filed a complaint against her. That all got wrapped into 

what was going on with Mr. Williams. It all became one big 

case. So I never even initiated anything with the Florida Bar. T, 

p. 237. 

 

However, Bacchus also admitted, under oath, that she did contact the Florida Bar 
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regarding Respondent, which directly contradicts her statement that she never 

initiated anything against Respondent with The Bar: 

BACCHUS: I actually reached out in a desperate attempt to the 

Florida Bar when she started citing to the vehicle that I was 

driving, which absolutely terrified me. T, p. 237. 

 

In fact, Bacchus was in frequent communication with The Bar regarding 

Respondent for an extended period. The Bar, in response, failed to require Bacchus 

to follow protocol and file a complaint against Respondent, but did Bacchus’s 

bidding for her, a major departure from the procedures required of all others who 

have complaints about attorneys. 

This testimony is also directly contradicted by The Bar’s statement in its 

Answer Brief, which reads: “Ms. Krapacs also falsely accused Nisha Bacchus of 

conduct that did not occur. In a November 5, 2018 letter to the Executive Director 

of The Florida Bar, she accused both Russell Williams and Nisha Bacchus with 

initiating and participating in ex parte communications. No support was provided 

for this serious allegation.” (The Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross 

Appeal, p. 80.) Bar Counsel making this statement, under oath, with this Honorable 

Court, is astonishing. In the November 5, 2018 letter (which The Bar refers to as 

“The Florida Bar Exhibit 21,” but a review of the transcript indicates the letter may 

not have been properly entered into evidence), Respondent begged The Bar to 

make Respondent privy to back-door conversations that were occurring between 
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her opponents and The Bar. The Bar denied Respondent’s request. Eventually, 

through discovery in the instant case, Respondent did ultimately receive a plethora 

of emails during that evidenced ongoing communications about Respondent 

between Bacchus and Lazarus, and Bacchus and Williams, which occurred over 

the course of many months. None were ever made available to Respondent until 

discovery, yet The Bar now alleges that, despite the proof, ex parte 

communications were not occurring. For Bar Counsel to indicate that no 

communications were occurring about Respondent, despite the documentary proof 

that there were volumes of emails being sent about Respondent without her 

knowledge, is completely and entirely inaccurate. Referee’s failure to consider all 

of these inconsistencies in the record is clear and convincing evidence that 

Referee’s determination that Bacchus is credible is incorrect. 

Further, Bacchus repeatedly referenced The Florida Women’s Law Center 

throughout her testimony. Not only did she refer to it as a law firm, she also 

referred to it as “legal aid” and implied that she is running a charitable 

organization: 

REFEREE: Right. And is anything that she said – I’m sure I 

know the answer to this, but is anything she said in any of the 

posts, is there truth to any of those statements about you and 

your firm and about the fact that you are against women and the 

fact that you don’t support women and all of those comments 

that she made with regard to your firm? 

 

BACCHUS: No. And it’s been extremely hurtful because when 
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Ms. Navarro and I started the Florida Women’s Law Center, 

our intention behind that was to help women and ban the 

community together. Broward County didn’t have anything like 

that, they didn’t have a law firm like that that represented 

women. There were law firms that represented men, but there 

wasn’t really like a family law law firm that represents women, 

and specifically children. So we had felt that we had hit a niche 

in the community, and it was the hope that it would continue to 

grow and grow and grow, and really, we could work with other 

organizations, like the Playhouse School For Girls and Women 

in Distress and help these organizations provide, in addition to 

like Legal Aid. But we would be kind of like Legal Aid and be 

able to alleviate the other government-funded entities by 

representing different women and children and the community 

who really needed our help. T, p. 284-285. 

 

Florida Women’s Law Center is not and never has been a law firm. Further, it is 

not a charitable organization. It is nothing more than a now-defunct LLC that was 

registered and then dissolved the following month. Despite this, Bacchus was and 

still is marketing legal services, targeting women and children, through a business 

entity that is not a law firm and in a manner that gives the appearance Bacchus is 

running a legal aid charitable organization. In fact, all of these concerns were 

voiced in Respondent’s August 2018 blog article, which is contained in an exhibit 

entered into evidence by The Bar. (TFB Exh. 17.) The idea that Bacchus would 

make such false statements to the judiciary, in the presence of The Bar, is shocking 

and disturbing. 

Further, Respondent’s witnesses Mach and Campagnuolo were not permitted 

to testify about their experiences with The Florida Women’s Law Center, even 
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though such testimonial evidence was directly relevant to Bacchus’s credibility. 

Such testimony would have revealed the true nature of how The Florida Women’s 

Law Center operates. Bacchus abandoned Campagnuolo’s divorce case abruptly 

after a botched mediation, while continuing to bill Campagnuolo. When 

Campagnolo stated she would not pay, Bacchus threatened to file a lien against 

Campagnuolo’s property. Mach also retained Bacchus for a divorce. Bacchus 

failed to properly advance the case for months, so Mach fired Bacchus. Bacchus 

continued to bill Mach and filed a series of liens against Mach’s property. 

After the May 2019 evidentiary hearing in the instant case, Bacchus 

continued to hammer Mach with litigation, despite Bacchus’s assertion during her 

testimony that her relationships with both former clients had been 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’s representation of both Mach and Campagnuolo occurred long before 

Respondent met Mach and Campagnuolo. Their impressions about Bacchus’s 

integrity and professional abilities were formed long before Respondent met either 

woman. Yet Bacchus alleged under oath that their animus towards her is attributed 
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to Respondent. This is factually incorrect. 

In fact, both women sought out Respondent seeking help after the poor, 

inept representation they received from Bacchus in their respective divorces. 

Bacchus claims to advocate for women and children, yet she dragged Mach 

through senseless litigation for many months. Mach is the single mother of a 

special needs child and has suffered substantial harm due to the actions of 

Bacchus. Mach had a complaint filed against her real estate license after she 

testified on behalf of Respondent at the May 2019 evidentiary hearing in this 

matter. Referee preventing the testimony of Campagnuolo and Mach, testimony 

which directly contradicts Bacchus’s statement that she runs a legal aid law firm 

and that she advocates for women and children, was completely improper and is 

clear and convincing evidence that her credibility judgment regarding Bacchus was 

incorrect. 

Referee’s failure to consider the contradictions within Bacchus’s own 

testimony, and Referee’s failure to consider the contradictions between Bacchus’s 

testimony and the documentary evidence in this case is clear and convincing 

evidence that Referee’s judgment in finding Bacchus credible was incorrect. 

iii.  Referee’s judgment that witness Mach was not credible was 

incorrect. 

Referee’s finding Mach not credible is arbitrary and incorrect. Referee stated 

that Mach “was not particularly forthcoming with answers when questioned.” 
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(ROR, p. 26.) Mach’s testimony, which appears on pages 316-367 of the May 2019 

evidentiary hearing transcript, demonstrates that Mach was indeed very 

forthcoming and straightforward when answering questions, but was constantly 

interrupted and badgered by Bar Counsel throughout the testimony. It is quite clear 

from the transcript that any attempt to expose defects in Bacchus’s credibility was 

attacked immediately and repeatedly by Bar Counsel. Mach was as forthcoming as 

she could possibly have been given that Bar Counsel objected during Mach’s 

testimony (which was not lengthy, as it takes up just 52 pages of the 783-page 

transcript) twelve separate times. 

Further, Referee stated that Mach “didn’t have a clear memory of the posts 

the Respondent made on social media.” (ROR, p. 26.) However, Mach stated at the 

start of her testimony that she was not connected to Respondent on social media: 

COUNSEL FOR RESPONDENT: Did you communicate with 

her electronically, whether via text or social media or 

otherwise? 

 

MACH: Not social media. Text. T, p. 326. 

 

Referee criticizes Mach and finds her not credible because she does not recall 

things that she had already stated she had never seen. Referee’s judgment of 

Mach’s credibility accordingly is incorrect. It is incorrect for Referee to deem 

Mach not credible due to her inability to recall Respondent’s social media posts, as 

Mach made it perfectly clear early in her testimony that she was not connected to 
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Respondent on social media and would thus have never even viewed Respondent’s 

social media posts in the first place. This is clear and convincing evidence that 

Referee’s judgment in finding Mach not credible is incorrect. 

The Bar argues, “Ms. Mach admitted that she was untruthful to the Bar’s 

investigator when asked about her initial introduction to Ms. Krapacs.” (The 

Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 69.) The Bar fails 

to quote that portion of the transcript, or even reference a page number. The reason 

for that is obvious: The Bar’s statement is patently false. This is yet another 

example of The Bar’s consistently false portrayal of the facts of this case. This is 

the portion of Mach’s testimony that mentions the Florida Bar investigator: 

THE BAR: Do you remember speaking to an investigator with 

the Florida Bar that called you on January 25, 2019? Do you 

remember that? 

 

MACH: I don’t remember the exact date, but I remember 

speaking to someone. 

 

THE BAR: Do you remember telling him when he asked you, 

after you filed your grievance which you just mentioned to the 

judge, against Nisha Bacchus, that you told him you were 

contacted by four complete strangers who had similar 

complaints about Nisha Bacchus? Do you remember that? 

 

MACH: I never said four. 

 

THE BAR: Okay. So it’s your testimony today that you never 

told the Bar’s investigator -- 

 

MACH: I don’t remember saying four. 
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THE BAR: Do you remember what number you said? 

 

MACH: I told him that there were others and I -- they asked me 

for the name. At that point, Leila didn’t want -- because she was 

going through a divorce, and because of the nature of her case, 

she didn’t want to be disclosed. So I said there were others. 

And there are others that have complaints. We were trying to 

reach another one that had a similar -- you know, it was a 

Google review online. So there are others. But I don’t 

remember saying a specific number. 

 

THE BAR: So you don’t remember telling him that you were 

contacted by four complete strangers, and using those words? 

 

MACH: I said other strangers. I don’t believe I said a number. 

T, p. 342-343. 

 

Mach never in any way admitted to lying to an investigator. Mach never gave any 

false information to The Bar. In fact, that investigator contacted Mach immediately 

after a hearing that had occurred in the frivolous domestic violence case that 

Bacchus had filed against Respondent. The investigator badgered and interrogated 

Mach in an inappropriate attempt to discredit statements Respondent had made 

earlier that day during the hearing, which he was unable to do since Respondent 

had made no false statements at that hearing, nor has she done so at any hearing. 

Further, if The Bar was aware that Respondent was representing Mach in the bar 

complaint Mach had filed against Bacchus, it was entirely inappropriate for them 

to contact Mach at all. The Bar’s continued pattern of making false allegations 

against Respondent and anyone aligned with her is unprofessional and 

unconscionable and demonstrates clearly that Bar Counsel is abusing the 
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regulatory authority of The Bar to advance her own vendetta against Respondent 

and anyone who chooses to support her. 

iv.  Referee’s judgment that Respondent was not credible is 

incorrect. 

Referee’s finding that Respondent “at times was credible and other times not 

credible” is incorrect. (ROR, p. 27.) The Bar cites The Florida Bar v. Norkin in its 

argument that Referee’s judgment of Respondent’s credibility was proper. (The 

Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 71.) However, 

that case has absolutely no relevance to the instant case. In Norkin, the 

Respondent, who was accused of yelling at opposing counsel and a judge in open 

court, testified that “his voice is naturally loud, he speaks loudly when he feels he 

is not being heard, and he is working with a behavioral therapist to correct his 

behavior,” and the referee found his explanation unbelievable. The Florida Bar v. 

Norkin, 132 So.3d 77, 83 (Fla. 2014). The referee specifically identified which 

portion of Norkin’s testimony she found not credible, and she explained 

thoroughly her basis for that determination, since Norkin’s testimony was directly 

contradicted by other witness testimony and court transcripts. Id. Here, Referee has 

made a blanket statement that she found Respondent credible only at certain times, 

but has not identified specifically which times those were, and she has failed to 

provide any basis for making such an arbitrary split determination regarding 

Respondent’s credibility. 
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The Bar further cites The Florida Bar v. Gross arguing that “referee has the 

authority not to believe a respondent’s testimony.” (The Florida Bar’s Answer 

Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 71.) However, this case is also 

inapplicable to the instant case. In Gross, this Honorable Court held that it was 

proper for the Referee not to believe Respondent’s testimony that money he 

accepted was not a bribe but was repayment for a past-due debt, since Respondent 

was unable to provide any documentation regarding the alleged debt. The Florida 

Bar v. Gross, 610 So.2d 442, 444 (Fla. 1992). Here, Referee has found Respondent 

credible at times but not at other times, but has failed to provide any basis for her 

determination and has failed to point to any inconsistencies within Respondent’s 

testimony or any inconsistencies between her testimony and other evidence in the 

record. 

The Bar also cites The Florida Bar v. Hayden arguing that a Referee may 

“make a credibility determination based on the demeanor of the witness and other 

factors.” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 71.) 

Hayden is also inapplicable to the case at hand. In Hayden, the respondent gave 

testimony that was directly contradicted by other witness testimony and 

documentary evidence in the record, which formed the basis for the referee finding 

the respondent not credible. The Florida Bar v. Hayden, 583 So.2d 1016, 1016-

1017 (Fla. 1991). Here, Referee made a blanket statement that she found 
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Respondent credible at times but no other times and failed to provide any 

justification or basis for making such a determination. Unlike the testimony given 

by The Bar’s witnesses Williams and Bacchus, Respondent’s testimony contained 

absolutely no contradictions, and there is no documentary evidence that contradicts 

any testimony given by Respondent. 

The Bar has failed to produce any case in which this Honorable Court 

accepted a referee’s credibility judgment where a referee makes an arbitrary, split 

credibility determination, finding a witness credible only at certain times, without 

specifically identifying those times or providing any sort of basis for making such 

a determination. As Respondent has argued in previous filings, Referee improperly 

prejudged the case from early on, and her slanted credibility judgments are further 

evidence of this prejudgment. Deeming Respondent credible only at certain times 

enabled her to cherry-pick through Respondent’s testimony, completely 

disregarding the bulk of Respondent’s testimony, particularly the parts that did not 

conform with Referee’s prejudgment. Accordingly, there is clear and convincing 

evidence that Referee’s judgment that Respondent was not credible is incorrect. 

B. THERE IS NO REASONABLE BASIS IN EXISTING LAW AND IN 

THE FLORIDA STANDARDS FOR IMPOSING LAWYER 

SANCTIONS TO JUSTIFY ANY DISCIPLINE AGAINST 

RESPONDENT, LET ALONE DISBARMENT. 

The Bar has failed to cite any case law that would warrant any discipline of 

Respondent, let alone the outrageous level of discipline The Bar requests, 
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disbarment. The Bar has, in essence, admitted to this in referring to its own case as 

“novel.” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 90.) 

Throughout The Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, The Bar 

references case law that is completely irrelevant and inapplicable to the case at 

hand, fails to properly analyze the cited case law, and merely pulls out certain buzz 

words for dramatic effect in clear attempt to further the distorted narrative of this 

case that The Bar has provided from the outset. 

The Bar’s reference to The Florida Bar v. Adams can only be described as 

shocking and inappropriate. (The Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross 

Appeal, p. 72.) Adams involved two attorneys who conspired to have a opposing 

counsel in a high-profile civil case arrested and used a paralegal and their 

connection to a local sergeant to fulfill the plan, which resulted in great harm to 

their opponent’s personal and professional life as well as his clients, and caused 

significant damage to the case that was pending. The Florida Bar v. Adams, 198 

So.3d 593 (Fla. 2016). This Honorable Court held, “The Respondents’ willingness 

to inflict and indifference to causing such harm is, in the words of the referee, quite 

‘stunning.’” Id. at 599. In the instant case, Respondent has in no way endeavored 

to have anyone arrested and has not attempted to use inside connections for 

personal benefit. In fact, it is Williams who used his inside connections at the 

Broward County State’s Attorney’s Office to gain leverage in his private practice 



27 

 

case. Further, Respondent has not at any point been involved in any conspiracy. In 

fact, the only conspiracy in this case is that which has been launched against 

Respondent by Gregory Knoop, Williams, Bacchus, Tynan, David Benowitz, and 

James Drakeley, who have gone to great lengths for nearly two years to destroy 

Respondent’s life simply because she chose to speak up about the injustices she 

was facing. The Bar’s reference to a case which has no applicability to the instant 

case, simply because Bar Counsel enjoys the use of certain buzz words like 

“beyond redemption,” is highly inappropriate and is a drain of the court’s 

resources. Adams is completely inapplicable here. 

The Bar’s reference to the Norkin cases is equally irrelevant and 

inappropriate. Norkin involved an attorney who disrupted court proceedings, 

disparaged the judiciary in open court, yelled and screamed in court when he did 

not get his way, threatened bar counsel, was disciplined repeatedly, and continued 

to practice while suspended. The Florida Bar v. Norkin, 132 So.3d 77 (Fla. 2014); 

The Florida Bar v. Norkin, 183 So.3d 1018 (Fla. 2015). The Bar cites this case, 

makes a blanket statement that Respondent’s conduct is far worse than Norkin, but 

fails to provide any sort of legal application of how Respondent’s conduct, in 

posting on social media about events pertaining solely to her personal life and an 

army of attorneys who were attacking her, aligns in any way with Norkin. The 

record is devoid of any evidence that Respondent disrupted court proceedings. In 
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fact, Williams disrupted court proceedings by packing the courtroom full of 

attorneys to stare down and intimidate Respondent. The record is also devoid of 

any evidence that Respondent disparaged the judiciary or was otherwise 

disrespectful in court proceedings. The record is devoid of any evidence that 

Respondent yelled at judges or opposing counsel during court proceedings or at 

any time. The record is devoid of any evidence that Respondent has any history of 

discipline. The record is devoid of any evidence that Respondent has practiced 

while suspended. The Bar’s attempt to align this case with Norkin is seriously 

flawed. 

The Bar refers to Respondent’s conduct as an “extreme level of incivility.” 

(The Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 98.) Respondent 

opts not to list out and repeat all the names and other degrading, harassing, and 

disparaging terms and phrases that Bar Counsel has used to describe Respondent 

during the course of these proceedings. However, the irony of such extreme 

incivility of Bar Counsel in a case on incivility is not lost on Respondent. 

The Bar has utterly failed to meet its burden that Respondent is deserving of 

any level of discipline, let alone disbarment. Further, the record is devoid of any 

evidence that would support Referee’s findings. 
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II. BIAS OF THE REFEREE HAS RESULTED IN RESPONDENT 

FAILING TO RECEIVE A FAIR TRIAL AND A FAIR HEARING OF 

HER MOTIONS. 

Respondent has previously filed two Writs of Prohibition with this 

Honorable Court regarding grave concerns over bias of the Referee for the duration 

of these proceedings. Due to page limitations of this Reply Brief, Respondent will 

provide a summary of those arguments and will fully address only The Bar’s 

response to those arguments in its Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal. 

Respondent again asserts that bias of Referee prevented her from receiving a 

fair trial and a fair hearing of her motions. The record demonstrates that Referee 

improperly prejudged the issues from early on. Referee improperly injected herself 

into the proceedings. Referee failed to exercise independent judgment. Referee 

made many erroneous evidentiary rulings for the full course of the proceedings of 

this case. 

The Bar takes issue with Respondent challenging Referee’s finding that 

“She regrets the words she used and that she ‘expressed herself incorrectly’ with 

her social media attacks.” (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 

Cross Appeal, p. 71.) Respondent’s August 20, 2019 Initial Brief made clear the 

basis for challenging this finding, as Referee was clearly paraphrasing the 

proceedings, but improperly used quotation marks, implying that the words within 

the quotations were words verbatim from Respondent’s mouth, which they were 
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not. Further, the manner of paraphrasing used by Referee in this finding 

completely mischaracterizes the facts of this case based upon the evidence in the 

record. Respondent did express remorse for the use of certain words. Respondent 

does not regret standing up to an army of attorneys, Williams and Bacchus 

included, who have been attacking and terrorizing her for nearly two years using 

some of the most unethical, unlawful, and despicable tactics which simply cannot 

be considered to be appropriate in the practice of law. Attorneys should not be 

permitted to exploit the death of a family member of an opponent to gain leverage 

in a case. Attorneys should not be permitted to utilize the Broward County State’s 

Attorney’s Office to gain an unfair advantage in a private practice case. Attorneys 

should not be permitted to send legally defective, threatening, harassing letters to 

opponents solely to scare and stifle the recipients. Respondent does not regret 

bringing attention to the tactics that are used against vulnerable populations. 

However, Respondent takes issue with Referee paraphrasing in a way that 

mischaracterizes the facts, and the use of quotation marks in a paraphrased 

statement, which implies a direct quotation, which was not the case here. 

The Bar argues, “The text message, together with the criminal statute, was 

properly considered by the Referee.” (The Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on 

Cross Appeal, p. 82.) Respondent’s argument in her Initial Brief was that the text 

messages were improperly entered into evidence because they were not 
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authenticated and were not relevant. The Bar cites The Florida Bar v. Davis in an 

attempt to support its argument. However, that case has no applicability to the case 

at hand. There, the respondent had been tried and acquitted of federal charges, and, 

during the disciplinary proceedings, the parties stipulated to evidence from the 

criminal trial being admitted in the disciplinary proceeding. The Florida Bar v. 

Davis, 657 So.2d 1135 (Fla. 1995). The instant case has absolutely no similarity to 

the case The Bar cites. Respondent absolutely did not stipulate to the admission of 

the text messages. They were not properly authenticated, and much of The Bar’s 

other evidence (the unofficial, inaccurate transcript of the April 12, 2018 hearing, 

and the inaccurate transcript of a YouTube video) was inaccurate and incomplete. 

Referee did not require The Bar to properly authenticate the text messages, thus 

they were improperly admitted and should not be considered in these proceedings. 

The Bar argues, “Respondent suggests that objections by the Bar should be 

prohibited therefore relieving the opposition of the need to respond.” (The Florida 

Bar’s Answer Brief and Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 85). This is a complete 

mischaracterization of the argument Respondent made in her Initial Brief. 

Respondent argued that throughout the proceedings, the manner in which Referee 

responded to objections was highly inappropriate and suspect. She often permitted 

The Bar to make the same objection over and over and over, forcing Counsel for 

Respondent to move to a new line of questioning even when objections by The Bar 
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were properly overruled. Referee in no way counseled or directed The Bar 

regarding how inappropriate and unprofessional it was to continue to disrupt 

proceedings and assert the same objection to the same question even after Referee 

had properly ruled multiple times. Further, as explained thoroughly in 

Respondent’s Initial Brief, Referee frequently made evidentiary rulings which 

were entirely incorrect. 

The Bar cites The Florida Bar v. Picon to argue that “referee is permitted to 

sign a report prepared completely by either party.” The Florida Bar v. Picon, 205 

So.3d 759 (Fla. 2016). However, that case is distinctly different from the case at 

hand. In Picon, the respondent challenged a report of referee arguing that the 

referee had merely adopted her opponent’s proposed report. Id. Here, Referee 

adopted not just a proposed report, but the bulk of The Bar’s initial petition. As 

Respondent has argued previously, such action clearly demonstrates prejudgment 

of the issues, lack of independent judgment, and is akin to a trial court judge 

copying and pasting the charging documents of a prosecutor into a conviction with 

no consideration of the trial record. 

The Bar insists that Respondent’s reference to the July 18, 2019 hearing on 

Respondent’s Motion to Dissolve the Emergency Suspension was improper and 

that that proceeding is not before this Court. (The Florida Bar’s Answer Brief and 

Initial Brief on Cross Appeal, p. 88). However, the bias exhibited from Referee 
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against Respondent has been prevalent in every proceeding, and the bias exhibited 

during the July 18, 2019 hearing certainly is relevant to the issues on review.  

CONCLUSION 

It is clear from the record in these proceedings that The Bar is abusing its 

regulatory authority to advance the personal agendas of adversaries of Respondent. 

The Bar alleges that Respondent, through recent filings, has continued to 

“disparage” the attorneys involved in the case. That could not be further from the 

truth. Respondent has done nothing more than defend and advocate for herself 

against the overreaching, baseless actions that have been taken against her.  

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 

findings are incorrect and cannot be upheld. 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 

relief: 

1) That this Honorable Court grant Respondent’s Motion to Dissolve the 



34 

 

Emergency Suspension; 

2) That this Honorable Court order a full investigation into the conduct of Bar 

Counsel Lazarus, Williams, Bacchus, and Tynan as it pertains to this case. 

The events of the above-styled case and the actions of the adversaries of 

Respondent warrant further investigation in the interests of justice; 

3) 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; and 

4) That this Honorable Court dismiss the above-styled case, dismiss case No. 

SC19-1284, and award attorney’s fees to Respondent accordingly. 

 

Date: October 28, 2019 

 

     Respectfully, 

 

/s/ Ashley Krapacs 

     Ashley Ann Krapacs 

     PO Box 21665 

     Fort Lauderdale, FL 33335 

      Phone: 202-341-1509 

     Email: KrapacsAA@gmail.com 
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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 Patricia 

Ann Toro Savitz, Esq., Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, 651 E. Jefferson Street, 
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        Ashley Ann Krapacs 
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