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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

A. Nature of the Case. 

This is a reciprocal discipline action against Respondent Jason 

Edward Rheinstein based on the Maryland Court of Appeals order 

dated January 24, 2020 (the “Disbarment Order”),1 which disbarred 

Mr. Rheinstein from the practice of law.  (ROR at 2; Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 79-82).   

Mr. Rheinstein seeks review of the Report of Referee (the 

“Report”), entered May 5, 2021, which found Mr. Rheinstein guilty of 

multiple acts of misconduct and recommended that this Court disbar 

Mr. Rheinstein from the practice of law in Florida.  Mr. Rheinstein 

argues the referee erred by (1) finding him guilty under Rule 3-4.6(a) 

of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar (the “RRTFB”) without 

affording him a hearing; (2) adopting the Disbarment Order’s findings 

of fact and aggravating and mitigating factors regarding his conduct 

in Maryland; and (3) recommending his disbarment.    

                                           
1 Citations are to the record, including to the appropriate “Tab” 
number in the Index of Record.  Citations to “ROR” refer to the Report 
of Referee dated May 5, 2021 (Tab 27 in the Index of Record).  
Citations to “Tr.” are to the transcript of the final hearing on 
sanctions, which took place from March 29-31, 2021.  
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Because Mr. Rheinstein’s legal arguments lack merit, the 

referee’s findings of fact are supported by competent, substantial 

evidence, and the referee’s recommendation of disbarment has a 

reasonable basis in existing case law and the Standards for Imposing 

Lawyer Sanctions (the “Standards”), this Court should accept and 

adopt the Report and disbar Mr. Rheinstein from the practice of law 

in Florida. 

B. The Imagine Litigation. 

The Maryland Disbarment Order stems from Mr. Rheinstein’s 

conduct as counsel for Charles and Felicia Moore in litigation 

surrounding confessed judgments.  (ROR at 2; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 1, 3).  The Maryland courts entered confessed 

judgments against the Moores after they entered into a construction 

loan agreement with private lender Imagine and subsequently 

defaulted on the loan.  (ROR at 3; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 38).  The Moores retained Mr. Rheinstein after 

unsuccessfully filing two motions to open or vacate the judgments.  

(ROR at 3; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 38-39).   
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The Disbarment Order details Mr. Rheinstein’s course of 

conduct during his engagement as the Moore’s counsel, including but 

not limited to the following actions: 

• Filing a “motion to open, modify, or vacate confessed judgments, 

or in the alternative, motion for an order of satisfaction and 

motion to open, modify or vacate orders of garnishment and 

motion to enjoin further debt collection proceedings” and a 

memorandum of law alleging that the judgments were obtained 

through fraud (ROR at 3; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 39); 

• Filing a bar complaint against his opposing counsel, after which 

opposing counsel withdrew from the case (ROR at 3; see also 

Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 39); 

• Alleging “irrelevant and unsubstantiated accusations against 

Imagine . . . regarding an elaborate fraud scheme,” “leer[ing]” 

at” Imagine’s principal during a hearing, and “le[ading] the court 

to believe that Imagine and its officers were under investigation 

by the Department of Justice” (after which, the court vacated 

the confessed judgments) (ROR at 3; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 39); 
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• Threatening to file attorney grievances against Imagine’s 

appellate counsel unless Imagine dropped its appeal (ROR at 3; 

Tab 1, see also Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 39-40); 

• Sending multiple emails to opposing counsel during which Mr. 

Rheinstein attacked the character of Imagine’s principal and 

accused Imagine and its counsel of facilitating fraud (ROR at 3-

4; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 40-41); 

• Filing a frivolous writ of certiorari and multiple frivolous 

motions to dismiss the appeal, as well as a frivolous brief that 

violated the length requirements of Maryland Rule 8-503(d) 

(ROR at 4; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 41-43); 

• Emailing threats of a lawsuit to Imagine’s principal and 

emailing a “settlement offer” with numerous threats to 

Imagine’s counsel (ROR at 4; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 43); 

• Filing a frivolous state court complaint against 28 people 

alleging that Imagine and others engaged in an elaborate fraud 

scheme and seeking $17 million in damages (ROR at 4; see also 

Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 43-44); 
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• Filing two separate qui tam actions in the United States District 

Court for the District of Maryland naming dozens of defendants 

and sending threatening emails that “could be interpreted as 

threatening physical violence” (ROR at 3; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 44-47);  

• Writing a 16-page letter to the Chief Judge of the Maryland 

Court of Special Appeals accusing opposing counsel of having 

ex parte communications with the clerk’s office, attempting to 

manipulate the trial court, and manufacturing appellate 

arguments (ROR at 5; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order 

at 49); 

• Emailing Imagine’s counsel (while that counsel and Mr. 

Rheinstein were waiting for the state appellate court to call the 

case for oral argument) a copy of a frivolous emergency motion 

that Mr. Rheinstein intended to file seeking Imagine’s counsel’s 

disqualification in one of the federal qui tam cases (ROR at 5; 

see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 50);  

• Emailing Imagine’s counsel that Mr. Rheinstein intended to 

take depositions in the state court case and not advising 

opposing counsel that Mr. Rheinstein’s clients had filed for 
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bankruptcy, staying the state court case and removing any 

authority Mr. Rheinstein had to act in pending litigation (ROR 

at 5; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 51); 

• Failing to serve defendants in the first qui tam action, after 

which it was dismissed by the federal judge, who found that Mr. 

Rheinstein’s complaint was a “parasitic suit” filed in violation of 

the False Claims Act public disclosure bar, and persisting in the 

second qui tam action, despite the judge noting that Mr. 

Rheinstein was seeking to “promote his conspiracy theory and 

further his financial interest” (ROR at 5-6; see also Tab 1, Ex. 

A, Disbarment Order at 53-54). 

C. Maryland Disciplinary Proceedings. 

The Maryland Attorney Grievance Commission (the 

“Commission”) filed a Petition for Disciplinary or Remedial Action in 

the circuit court and served Mr. Rheinstein with discovery requests 

on April 22, 2016.  (ROR at 6; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 5).  Instead of responding to the discovery requests, Mr. 

Rheinstein in May 2016 filed a motion to dismiss and, before the 

circuit court ruled upon his motion, a notice of removal to federal 

court.  (ROR at 6; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 5).  The 
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federal court remanded the proceedings in March 2017.  (ROR at 6; 

see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 5-6).  On June 8, 2017, 

the circuit court heard argument on Mr. Rheinstein’s motion to 

dismiss.  (ROR at 6; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 7).  

The circuit court denied Mr. Rheinstein’s motion and announced the 

discovery deadline as August 8, 2017.  (ROR at 6; see also Tab 1, Ex. 

A, Disbarment Order at 7).   

The Commission filed a motion for sanctions, as a result of the 

outstanding discovery.  (ROR at 6; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 10).  Mr. Rheinstein argued in response that his removal of 

the case negated the April 2016 discovery requests and that the 

Commission needed to re-serve the same discovery requests to 

ensure their validity.  (ROR at 7; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 12).  By August 8, 2017, Mr. Rheinstein still had not 

responded to the Commission’s April 2016 discovery requests.  (ROR 

at 7; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 12).  On August 9, 

2017, Mr. Rheinstein moved for an extension of time to designate 

experts so that he could have an expert testify that his filings in the 

Imagine litigation were not frivolous.  (ROR at 7; see also Tab 1, Ex. 
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A, Disbarment Order at 12-13).  Mr. Rheinstein’s motion was denied.  

(ROR at 7; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 13).   

Mr. Rheinstein moved to clarify the circuit court’s scheduling 

order on August 23, 2017, which the court denied.  (ROR at 7; see 

also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 13).  Days before his trial was 

set to begin, Mr. Rheinstein filed a second notice of removal to federal 

court.  (ROR at 6; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 13).  

The Commission filed an emergency motion to remand the case back 

to circuit court, which the federal court granted on September 20, 

2017.  (ROR at 7; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 14).  

Mr. Rheinstein appealed the federal court’s remand order to remand 

the case, and in February 2019, the federal court of appeals affirmed 

the remand order.  (ROR at 7; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 14).  A hearing was ordered to be held as soon as possible, 

and it was noted by court order that “discovery in the Circuit Court 

was concluded in August 2017.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 

14-15).    

Nevertheless, in June 2019, Mr. Rheinstein’s new counsel 

requested 4 or 5 days to present the defense case at trial.  (ROR at 7; 

see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 15).  Counsel for the 
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Commission noted that Mr. Rheinstein had never responded to 

discovery requests identifying any witnesses, either individuals with 

personal knowledge or experts, and requested the immediate 

identification of Mr. Rheinstein’s witnesses.  (ROR at 7; see also Tab 

1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 15).  In response, Mr. Rheinstein’s 

counsel identified mainly witnesses involved with the underlying 

Imagine litigation and noted that the list was “preliminary” and did 

not include “expert witnesses, and other potential witnesses.”  (ROR 

at 8; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 15).   

A six-day hearing was set for July 1, 2019.  (ROR at 8; see also 

Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 15).  Counsel for the Commission 

moved for sanctions on June 12, 2019.  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, 

Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 15-16).  Mr. Rheinstein had untimely 

disclosed that he intended to offer proof of a disability, ADHD, as 

affecting his impulsivity.  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 17-18).  He also objected to the Commission’s 

discovery requests regarding the mitigation factors that he planned 

to discuss at the hearing, stating that the Commission’s request 

“specifically seeks information protected by the work-product 

doctrine.”  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 18).  
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He then listed all the possible mitigation factors and added that he 

“reserve[d] the right to supplement this answer and introduce 

evidence regarding additional mitigating factors as the list is not 

exhaustive.”  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 

18).  Mr. Rheinstein had also rejected that he was obligated to provide 

additional documents because a privilege barred their disclosure and 

referred the Commission to documents he already provided in 2017 

and 2018.  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 

18).   

In response to the sanctions motion, Mr. Rheinstein again 

argued that his removal of the case to federal court eliminated any of 

the Commission’s pending discovery requests.  (ROR at 8; see also 

Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 18-19).  Mr. Rheinstein then 

moved for a 60-day continuance to give him additional time to 

conduct discovery.  (ROR at 9; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 19).  Counsel for the Commission argued that Mr. 

Rheinstein’s failure to disclose evidence during the three years the 

disciplinary case had been pending should preclude him from 

proffering evidence at the disciplinary hearing.  (ROR at 9; see also 

Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 19-20).   
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On June 27, 2019, the circuit court granted the Commission’s 

sanctions motion and entered a default against Mr. Rheinstein, 

which resulted in Mr. Rheinstein admitting the Commission’s 

averments against him.  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 20).  The circuit court concluded that Mr. Rheinstein’s 

failure to respond to or supplement his discovery responses was 

purposeful, willful, and without excuse.  (ROR at 8; see also Tab 1, 

Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 21).  In addition, Mr. Rheinstein’s two 

unsubstantiated removals and the appeal of the second removal 

constituted dilatory conduct.  (ROR at 9; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 21).  Mr. Rheinstein also sat on discovery for 

more than three years, and when he did respond, it was “too little, 

and much too late.”  (ROR at 9; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 21).  Because Mr. Rheinstein hid defense witnesses and 

documentary evidence, the circuit court found the Commission was 

severely prejudiced.  (ROR at 10; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 21).   

The circuit court held a hearing on its proposed findings of fact 

and conclusions of law.  (ROR at 10; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 22).  Mr. Rheinstein moved to reconsider the 
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circuit court’s order based on, in part, his ADHD, and the court 

denied his motion after a hearing.  (ROR at 10; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 22).  Mr. Rheinstein then moved to supplement 

the record and for another hearing, which the circuit court denied.  

(ROR at 10; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 21).  On 

August 19, 2019, the circuit court issued its findings of facts based 

upon the allegations Mr. Rheinstein admitted by default and 

concluded that Mr. Rheinstein violated Maryland Rules of 

Professional Conduct 1.1, 3.1, 3.4, 4.4, and 8.4.  (ROR at 10-11; see 

also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 55). 

The circuit court also concluded that Mr. Rheinstein “engaged 

in a persistent course of misconduct fueled by his conspiracy theories 

and disconnected from the facts and the applicable procedural and 

substantive law.”  (ROR at 11; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment 

Order at 69).  Moreover, Mr. Rheinstein had “wasted judicial 

resources and forced others to expend unnecessary resources to 

defend against frivolous allegations he presented” in at least six 

different courts, including the “Circuit Court, the Court of Special 

Appeals, the United States District Court, the United States Court of 

Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, the United States Bankruptcy Court, 
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and the Maryland Court of Appeals.”  (ROR at 11-12; see also Tab 1, 

Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 69-70).  The circuit court also concluded 

that Mr. Rheinstein “repeatedly sought to intimidate and harass his 

opponents to coerce a settlement contrary to the merits of any of his 

claims.”  (ROR at 12; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 70).  

Finally, the circuit court noted that Mr. Rheinstein filed five proofs of 

claim against his clients’ bankruptcy estate, seeking more than 

$85,000 in attorney’s fees that were “entirely the result of [Mr. 

Rheinstein’s] vexatiousness and frivolous filings, as well as his 

consistent harassment of opposing counsel.”  (ROR at 10; see also 

Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 70).   

Mr. Rheinstein appealed the circuit court’s findings of fact and 

conclusions of law to the Maryland Court of Appeals.  The Court of 

Appeals reviewed the sanctions order and held that the circuit court’s 

decision to deem the Commission’s averments as admitted and to 

preclude the testimony of witnesses “was consistent with 

[Maryland’s] jurisprudence.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 25-

38).  The Maryland appellate court permitted Mr. Rheinstein to 

proffer what his experts would have testified about in the trial court, 

had Mr. Rheinstein not been sanctioned and permitted to present 
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evidence.  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 4 n.9).  The Court of 

Appeals also reviewed the circuit court’s conclusions of law de novo 

and considered all of the exceptions filed by Mr. Rheinstein.  (Tab 1, 

Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 55-70 & n.22).  The Maryland Court of 

Appeals affirmed the circuit court’s conclusions of law and held that 

Mr. Rheinstein violated the following rules: 

• Md. R. Prof’l Conduct 1.1 (Competence): by filing repeated 

pleadings that “lacked merit” and “his significant unwillingness 

to explore the correct procedure and inability to comply with the 

rules in both federal and state cases”; 

• Md. R. Prof’l Conduct 3.1 (Meritorious Claims and Contentions): 

by filing “numerous frivolous papers and pleadings” and taking 

“positions unsupported by fact or law”; 

• Md. Rs. Prof’l Conduct 3.4(c) and (e) (Fairness to Opposing Party 

and Attorney): through “his attempt to prove his elaborate 

conspiracy theory and force a settlement” as well as 

“interject[ing] irrelevant and unsubstantiated accusations 

against Imagine and its members regarding an elaborate fraud 

scheme and le[ading] the court to believe that Imagine and its 

officers were under investigation of the Department of Justice”; 



 

 15 

• Md. R. Prof’l Conduct 4.4(a) (Respect for Rights of Third 

Persons): by “threaten[ing] to report Imagine’s new counsel and 

other attorneys to the Attorney Grievance Commission if they 

refused to drop the appeal or withdraw as counsel for Imagine” 

and “accusing new counsel of having an ex parte conversation 

with the clerk’s office to ‘manipulate the trial record’; Mr. 

Rheinstein’s “actions served no other purpose than an attempt 

to bully a dismissal of the appeal and withdrawal of counsel”; 

• Md. R. Prof’l Conduct 8.4(a) (Misconduct): for violating the bar 

rules; 

• Md. R. Prof’l Conduct 8.4(c) (Misconduct): for “advanc[ing] 

allegations of fraud against Imagine and represent[ing] to the 

circuit court that Imagine and its principals faced criminal 

charges, both of which lacked any substantiation”; 

• Md. R. Prof’l Conduct 8.4(d) (Misconduct): for negatively 

impacting the public’s perception of the legal procession 

through his conduct.  

(ROR at 10-11; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 23, 55-

70).   
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 The Court of Appeals then considered the Commission’s 

recommendation of disbarment, noting that “[t]he purpose of 

attorney discipline is the protection of the public, rather than 

punishment of the errant attorney.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order 

at 70 (internal quotation marks and citation omitted)).  The Court of 

Appeals rejected Mr. Rheinstein’s exceptions and affirmed the circuit 

court’s findings on the following aggravating factors: “[(1)] dishonest 

or selfish motive, [(2)] pattern of misconduct, [(3)] multiple offenses, 

[(4)] bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary proceeding by 

intentionally failing to comply with rules or orders of the disciplinary 

agency, [(5)] submission of false evidence, false statement, or other 

deceptive practices during the disciplinary process, [(6)] refusal to 

acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct, and [(7)] substantial 

experience in the practice of law.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order 

at 72-77).  The Court of Appeals also affirmed the circuit court’s 

finding of the presence of only one mitigating factor—the absence of 

prior attorney discipline—and rejected Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments 

that in fact, nine additional mitigating factors should be found.  (Tab 

1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 77-79).  The Court of Appeals imposed 

the sanction of disbarment against Mr. Rheinstein, noting that he 
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had “misrepresented facts to . . . intimidate his opponents; he 

advanced baseless and unsubstantiated claims of fraud against 

Imagine and led [the trial court judge] to believe that Imagine and its 

principals had been facing criminal charges, without bases.”  (Tab 1, 

Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 81-82).  He also attempted to disqualify 

his opposing counsel without bases and bullied opposing counsel 

“into settling the cases for ridiculous amounts.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 82).  He “misrepresented facts . . . with the 

intent to secure a favorable outcome, thereby, resulting in the use of 

abhorrent tactics in seeking settlement and subordinating his duty 

to his clients and the court.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 82).  

Moreover, he “also pursued litigation in a vexatious manner and 

intolerably delayed and sullied the ensuing disciplinary process.”  

(Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 82).  Thus, the Court of Appeals 

concluded that “[d]isbarment must follow.”  (Tab 1, Ex. A, 

Disbarment Order at 82).   

D. Florida Disciplinary Proceedings. 

1. Formal Complaint for Reciprocal Discipline 

On November 3, 2020, TFB filed a Formal Complaint for 

Reciprocal Discipline.  (Tab 1).  A referee was appointed.  (Tab 3).  The 
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referee held a case management conference in December 2020, 

during which time Mr. Rheinstein argued that exceptions to the 

reciprocal discipline rule, Rule 3-4.6(a) of the RRTFB, applied in his 

case.  (Tab 5 at 2).  The referee ordered Mr. Rheinstein and TFB to 

file briefing memoranda addressing the application of Rule 3-4.6(a).  

(Tab 7).  Mr. Rheinstein filed a 74-page Answer in December 2020 

(Tab 5) and a Verified Statement of Facts on January 22, 2021, along 

with 22 exhibits spanning nearly 400 pages (Tab 9). 

After requesting and receiving an extension of time, Mr. 

Rheinstein on February 17, 2021, filed a 307-page “Opening Brief 

Regarding the Application of Florida Bar Rule 3-4.6(a).”  (Tab 14).  On 

March 11, 2021, TFB filed a 9-page memorandum of law in response 

addressing Rule 3-4.6(a).  (Tab 16).  On March 24, 2021, Mr. 

Rheinstein filed a 20-page reply.  (Tab 20).  On March 25, 2021, Mr. 

Rheinstein filed his pretrial statement, attaching dozens of additional 

pages of argument, including a copy of his petition to the District of 

Columbia Court of Appeals requesting rehearing of that court’s 

decision to disbar him, and a 7-page report from Dr. Richard A. 

Ratner, who opined in 2019 on Mr. Rheinstein’s ADHD.  (Tab 21).  
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The Friday before the hearing began, on March 26, 2021, Mr. 

Rheinstein filed two requests that the Court take judicial notice of 

hundreds of pages of documents, including records of transcripts in 

other judicial proceedings and a DVD recording of a December 11, 

2011 hearing in the Imagine litigation.  (See Tabs 22 & 23).   He also 

requested that the referee take judicial notice of “specific matters” 

that Mr. Rheinstein alleged were “apparent” from the biography of the 

Maryland circuit court judge who made the findings of fact and 

conclusions of law considered by the Court of Appeals, as well as the 

December 11, 2011 transcript.  (Tab 23).  On March 29, 2021, Mr. 

Rheinstein filed two additional requests for judicial notice of 

additional court records and rules.  (Tabs 24 and 25).  

2. Sanctions Hearing 

At the beginning of the sanctions hearing, the referee stated that 

he had read through the voluminous documents provided by counsel 

(with the exception of some of Mr. Rheinstein’s most recent filings) 

and concluded that Maryland “had a proper basis for issuing a 

disbarment.”  (Tr. 4:16-5:6).  The referee understood the arguments 

presented by TFB and Mr. Rheinstein, and the referee found that 

Maryland did not violate Mr. Rheinstein’s due process rights.  (Tr. 
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4:20-5:9).  The referee then applied Rule 3-4.6 of the RRTFB and 

found that the Disbarment Order was “conclusive proof of [Mr. 

Rheinstein’s] misconduct.”  (ROR at 12; see also Tr. 5:16-25).  The 

referee proceeded with the hearing on sanctions.   

TFB called only one witness: Mr. Rheinstein.  (Tr. 16-49).  

During questioning, Mr. Rheinstein denied that he committed 

misconduct, though he admitted that he made some “mistakes,” and 

insisted that Maryland would not have disbarred him if the circuit 

court had not defaulted him.  (Tr. 16-49).   

The referee then allowed Mr. Rheinstein to testify in the 

narrative for at least eight to nine hours spanning the course of three 

days.  (Tr. 61-315, 320-440, 498-519, 530-49, 565:16-20).  TFB 

counsel subsequently cross-examined Mr. Rheinstein.  (Tr. 549-67, 

581-606, 615-32).  Afterward, the referee granted Mr. Rheinstein’s 

request to make “a few more points on the record.”  (Tr. 632-43).   

Rather than present evidence, however, Mr. Rheinstein used his 

time for testimony to repeatedly make arguments about the merits of 

the Maryland disbarment proceedings and the Imagine litigation 

underlying the Disbarment Order.  (See, e.g., Tr. 76-81, 100-31, 133, 

199-03, 226, 235, 242-48, 251, 334-35, 565:16-20).  For example, 
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Mr. Rheinstein argued that Maryland was incorrect; he never misled 

the Imagine court because Mr. Rheinstein noted he had informed the 

court that the witness “could be” facing criminal charges and did not 

state on the record that the witness was facing criminal charges.  (Tr. 

296).  Mr. Rheinstein argued his disciplinary matter “would not have 

been a disbarment case in Maryland but for” the misrepresentation 

to the Imagine court regarding the opposing party’s potential criminal 

liability.  (Tr. 432:13-14).  The referee, however, noted that “out of all 

the reasons [Mr. Rheinstein] got disbarred,” the referee was “the least 

impressed . . . with what [Mr. Rheinstein] said or did not say to Judge 

Brown on December the 7th, 2011,” adding that it was “the least 

concerning thing in the whole deal to me.”  (Tr. 431:2-6).   

Mr. Rheinstein conceded that he did not answer the 

Commission’s discovery requests during the Maryland disciplinary 

proceeding, and he admitted that he took the position that removal 

of the case nullified those requests for “strategic reason[s],” including 

that the Commission’s counsel was being “very difficult about trying 

to get discovery.”  (Tr. 381:6-9; see also ROR at 15).   

Mr. Rheinstein also conceded that the Disbarment Order did 

not err in finding that he acted for a selfish or financial motive.  (Tr. 
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399:7-9 (agreeing with the referee and acknowledging that acting for 

a financial motive was “one inference that could be drawn” about his 

actions).  He added that “if getting paid for the work you do is selfish, 

yeah, I was selfish because I wanted to get paid for the work I did.”  

(Tr. 401:15-17).   

After the first day, the referee just accepted that Mr. 

Rheinstein’s testimony would include argument and, over objection, 

permitted Mr. Rheinstein to talk for as long as he wanted to about 

any issue Mr. Rheinstein had with the Maryland or current 

disciplinary proceedings.  (Tr. 334:5-11).  The referee was clear 

during the sanctions hearing: he wanted to make sure that Mr. 

Rheinstein was heard and stated he would “entertain[] every 

argument [Mr. Rheinstein] ma[d]e.”  (Tr. 315; see also id. 373-74, 

643-44).  Furthermore, the referee understood that this matter was 

“obviously very personal” to Mr. Rheinstein.  (Tr. 440:3-4).  During 

the sanction hearing, the referee allowed Mr. Rheinstein at least two 

separate opportunities to try to play the video of the December 2011 

Imagine litigation hearing, even though the referee had a copy of the 

transcript.  (Tr. 68-73, 498-512).  The referee also granted Mr. 

Rheinstein’s four requests for judicial notice of numerous 
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documents, filed the weekend before the sanctions hearing.  (Tr. 52-

60).      

Mr. Rheinstein thanked the referee for “spending the time to at 

least allow [him] to be heard and tell the story” and noted that the 

sanctions hearing was “the first time [he had] really been heard in 

this case.”  (Tr. 315; see also id. 440).  Indeed, Mr. Rheinstein 

appreciated the referee’s attention during the hearing “tremendously” 

and stated: “You have given me more process, sir, than anybody in 

ten years, so I do appreciate it.”  (Tr. 643:16-18; see also id. 644:3-7 

(“I just appreciate your taking the time to listen to me. . . . I haven’t 

had that before, so thank you.”)).   

In addition to his testimony, Mr. Rheinstein called six 

witnesses, including Dr. Ratner, who testified about Mr. Rheinstein’s 

ADHD.  (Tr. 443-468; see also ROR at 12-13).  Dr. Ratner testified 

that Mr. Rheinstein did not suffer from any psychological or cognitive 

issues (Tr. 459:25-460:9) and that ADHD did not cause a person to 

be dishonest or greedy (Tr. 465:13-466:2; see also ROR at 12).  Mr. 

Rheinstein’s five other witnesses “did not provide any evidence that 

altered the outcome” of the Report.  (ROR at 13; see also Tr. 480-98, 

521-30, 568-80, 606-15). 
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The referee did not announce his sanction recommendation at 

the close of evidence and instead asked the parties for proposed 

findings of fact and sanctions recommendations within two weeks.  

(Tr. 655-56).    

3. Report of Referee 

The referee issued the Report on May 5, 2021, and found that, 

pursuant to Rule 3-4.6 of the RRTFB, the Disbarment Order “is 

conclusive proof of [Mr. Rheinstein’s] misconduct in this disciplinary 

proceeding,” adding that “Maryland established more than enough to 

justify its action disbarring [Mr. Rheinstein].”  (ROR at 12).  The 

referee found that the State of Maryland gave Mr. Rheinstein 

sufficient due process, the circuit court “appropriately exercised 

discretion,” and the Court of Appeals affirmed the circuit court’s 

findings.  (ROR at 15).  The referee then adopted the Maryland circuit 

court’s findings.  (ROR at 15).   

The referee found that Mr. “Rheinstein was disbarred by 

Maryland due to his own self-inflicted wounds, recalcitrance, and 

stubbornness until it was too late.”  (ROR at 15).  He “abused legal 

process” and committed “similar conduct” in the Florida disciplinary 

proceedings, showing that Mr. Rheinstein “learned little to nothing 
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from his Maryland cases[,] . . . . overly complicates everything[,] and 

he still cannot meet deadlines without extensions.”  (ROR at 15).  The 

referee found that Mr. Rheinstein “employ[ed] bullying tactics in his 

emails with opposing counsel which he did for pecuniary gain.”  (ROR 

at 15).  In addition, Mr. Rheinstein showed during the sanctions 

hearing that he “could not differentiate between arguing the merits 

of his underlying cases versus providing mitigation testimony” and 

“did not appear to know the difference.”  (ROR at 15-16).  The referee 

also found that “Mr. Rheinstein’s conduct cannot be attributed to 

youthful indiscretions or a lack of maturity.”  (ROR at 16).   

Prior to recommending Mr. Rheinstein’s disbarment, the referee 

considered the following Standards: Standard 4.4 Lack of Diligence; 

Standard 4.5 Lack of Competence; Standard 4.6 Lack of Candor; 

Standard 6.1 False Statements, Fraud, and Misrepresentation; 

Standard 6.2 Abuse of the Legal Process; and Standard 7.1 Deceptive 

Conduct or Statements and Unreasonable or Improper Fees.  (ROR 

at 14-15).   

The referee also found the following aggravating factors: 

Standard 3.2(b)(2)- dishonest or selfish motive; Standard 3.2(b)(3)- a 

pattern of misconduct; Standard 3.2(b)(4)- multiple offenses; 
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Standard 3.2(b)(5)- bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary process; 

Standard 3.2(b)(6)- submission of false evidence, false statements, or 

other deceptive practices during the disciplinary process; Standard 

3.2(b)(7)- refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct; and 

Standard 3.2(b)(9)- substantial experience in the practice of law.  

(ROR at 18-19).  The referee found only one mitigating factor, 

Standard 3.3(b)(1)- absence of a prior disciplinary record.  (ROR at 

19).   

Mr. Rheinstein’s request for a review of the Report followed. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Mr. Rheinstein engaged in serious violations of a number of Bar 

rules in Maryland and was disbarred by the Maryland courts after 

continuing to engage in dilatory and willful misconduct in the 

Maryland disciplinary proceedings for several more years.  In these 

Florida disciplinary proceedings, the referee properly applied Rule 3-

4.6 to consider the Maryland Disbarment Order conclusive proof of 

Mr. Rheinstein’s misconduct.  The referee also correctly 

recommended disbarment, which is supported by the Standards and 

case law.   

Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments to the contrary are without merit.  
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Pursuant to the explicit language in the comment to Standard 2.9 

and the application of Rule 3-4.6, Mr. Rheinstein is not entitled to a 

hearing on guilt.  Mr. Rheinstein also failed to demonstrate that any 

of the Wilkes2 exceptions applied to his Maryland disciplinary 

proceedings.  Moreover, even if he was entitled to a hearing on guilt, 

which he is not, Mr. Rheinstein cannot show any actual deprivation 

of due process, as he was permitted to file all the exhibits he 

requested to file, his requests for judicial notice were granted, and he 

was given extreme leeway during the three-day final hearing to 

discuss any and all subjects he desired and present witness 

testimony before the referee.   

Mr. Rheinstein’s challenges to the referee’s findings of fact are 

also without merit, as he has not showed an absence of competent 

substantial evidence in the record supporting those findings.  His 

argument that the referee instead should have reached other 

conclusions based on his judicially noticed documents is insufficient 

to disregard the referee’s findings of fact.  

Finally, Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments regarding the appropriate 

                                           
2 Fla. Bar v. Wilkes, 179 So. 2d 193, 197 (Fla. 1965). 
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disciplinary sanction fall flat.  The referee’s recommendation of 

discipline is supported by the Standards and the existing case law.  

Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments to the contrary rely on older cases or 

cases involving significantly less severe conduct with fewer 

aggravating factors and more mitigating factors.  He has cited no case 

law involving a sister state’s disbarment with the same number and 

severity of aggravating factors present here which did not also result 

in disbarment in Florida.  

Because Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments lack a basis in fact and 

law, this Court should accept the referee’s report and disbar Mr. 

Rheinstein from the practice of law in Florida.   

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

This Court engages in a very limited review of a referee’s findings 

of fact.  See Fla. Bar v. Frederick, 756 So. 2d 79, 86 (Fla. 2000).  In 

fact, this Court is “precluded from reweighing the evidence and 

substituting [its] judgment for that of the referee” if the findings of 

fact “are supported by competent, substantial evidence in the 

record.”  Id. (internal quotation marks and citation omitted).   

“The party contending that the referee’s findings of fact and 

conclusions as to guilt are erroneous carries the burden of 
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demonstrating that there is no evidence in the record to support 

those findings or that the record evidence clearly contradicts the 

conclusions.”  Fla. Bar v. Lange, 711 So. 2d 518, 520 n.5 (Fla. 1998).  

A party will “not meet the burden of showing that a referee’s findings 

are erroneous simply by pointing to contradictory evidence where 

there is also competent, substantial evidence in the record that 

supports the referee’s findings.”  Frederick, 756 So. 2d at 86 (internal 

quotation marks and citation omitted).   

Moreover, a referee’s “judgment regarding credibility” of 

witnesses “should not be overturned absent clear and convincing 

evidence that [the referee’s] judgment is incorrect.”  Fla. Bar v. 

Tobkin, 944 So. 2d 219, 224 (Fla. 2006). 

This Court’s review is more broad when reviewing a referee’s 

recommended discipline, as “ultimately, it is the Court’s 

responsibility to order the appropriate sanction.”  Fla. Bar v. Altman, 

294 So. 3d 844, 847 (Fla. 2020).  “At the same time, this Court will 

generally not second-guess the referee’s recommended discipline, as 

long as it has a reasonable basis in existing case law and the 

standards.”  Id.  

In addition, Florida lawyers have long been on notice that 
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“since . . . [1994], the Court has moved toward imposing stronger 

sanctions for unethical and unprofessional conduct.”  Fla. Bar v. 

Rosenberg, 169 So. 3d 1155, 1162 (Fla. 2015); see also Altman, 294 

So. 3d at 847 (“Significantly, this Court has moved towards imposing 

harsher standards.”).  The Court has also advised that “cumulative 

misconduct of a similar nature warrants an even more severe 

discipline than might dissimilar conduct.”  Fla. Bar v. Picon, 205 So. 

3d 759, 766 (Fla. 2016) (internal quotation marks and citation 

omitted.  

ARGUMENT 

I. THE REFEREE CORRECTLY APPLIED RULE 3-4.6, AS 
THE DISBARMENT ORDER IS CONCLUSIVE PROOF OF 
MR. RHEINSTEIN’S MISCONDUCT.   

Mr. Rheinstein’s Initial Brief challenges the referee’s application 

of Rule 3-4.6 of the RRTFB and misconstrues the facts of the 

Maryland and Florida disciplinary proceedings to argue that he did 

not receive adequate due process.  For the reasons below, the referee 

correctly applied Rule 3-4.6 of the RRTFB and found that the 

Disbarment Order is conclusive proof of Mr. Rheinstein’s 

misconduct.    
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A. Mr. Rheinstein Received Adequate Due Process Under 
Rule 3-4.6 of the RRTFB.   

Mr. Rheinstein’s Initial Brief first argues that he was denied due 

process because TFB filed an “untimely request for partial summary 

judgment” in violation of the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and that 

the referee erred by applying Rule 3-4.6 of the RRTFB without 

affording him a hearing on the guilt phase of the proceedings.  (Initial 

Brief at 33-35).  Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments lack merit.   

First, the referee is not obligated to hold a hearing during the 

guilt phase of a reciprocal discipline case simply because Mr. 

Rheinstein wants to rehash the Maryland courts’ adjudication of his 

Maryland disciplinary proceedings.  Rule 3-4.6 states, inter alia: “A 

final adjudication in a disciplinary proceeding by a court or other 

authorized disciplinary agency of another jurisdiction, state or 

federal, that a lawyer licensed to practice in that jurisdiction is guilty 

of misconduct justifying disciplinary action will be considered as 

conclusive proof of the misconduct in a disciplinary proceeding under 

this rule.”  RRTFB 3-4.6(a) (emphasis added).   

Under the application of Rule 3-4.6, “[p]roof of guilt of the acts 

of misconduct adjudicated in the sister state is accomplished by 
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simply proving the entry of the foreign judgment.”  Wilkes, 179 So. 

2d at 197.  The admission of the foreign judgment “eliminates any 

necessity to retry the bare issue of guilt and makes unnecessary the 

production in Florida of testimony and evidence on this issue.”  Id.   

Moreover, the comment to Standard 2.9 guides referees that 

“[r]eciprocal discipline can be imposed without a hearing . . . .”  

Standard 2.9 cmt. (emphasis added).  The Standards also make clear 

that the referee may (but is not required to) “provide the lawyer with 

an opportunity to raise a due process challenge or to show that a 

sanction different from the sanction imposed in the other jurisdiction 

is warranted.”  Standard 2.9 cmt.   

Rather than address the comment to Standard 2.9, however, 

Mr. Rheinstein’s Initial Brief ignores it.  Instead, the Initial Brief 

points to other cases involving different circumstances and different 

facts where referees exercised their discretion in different manners.  

(Initial Brief at 35-36).  But whether or not another lawyer facing 

reciprocal discipline received a hearing in the guilt phase of his or 

her disciplinary proceedings has no bearing on whether the referee 

was required to afford one to Mr. Rheinstein in this case.  Under Rule 

3-4.6 and Standard 2.9, the referee plainly did not err by denying Mr. 
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Rheinstein a hearing during the guilt phase of the proceedings.   

Second, TFB did not file a “motion for partial summary 

judgment . . . only six days prior to the hearing.”  (Initial Brief at 34).  

Rather, it appears that Mr. Rheinstein wants this Court to construe 

TFB’s Preliminary Statement and Memorandum of Law Regarding 

Evidence in Bar Matters as a summary judgment motion.  (See Initial 

Brief at 33 n.49 (citing Tab 18)).  But Mr. Rheinstein analogizing a 

preliminary trial statement in attorney disciplinary proceeding to a 

summary judgment motion in a civil case does not make it so.  It also 

does not rewrite the plain language of the comment to Standard 2.9 

(and the operation of Rule 3-4.6) and suddenly force the referee to 

grant Mr. Rheinstein a hearing during the guilt phase.   

Mr. Rheinstein’s reference to “six days prior to the hearing” also 

is a red herring, as the referee is not constrained by the timeframes 

in Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.510(c).3  See RRTFB 3-7.6(c) 

                                           
3 The 40-day requirement found in Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 
1.510(c) cited by Mr. Rheinstein (Initial Brief at 34) was not effective 
until May 1, 2021; Mr. Rheinstein’s hearing was held March 29-31, 
2021.  Regardless of the version of Rule 1.510(c) that was in effect, 
however, TFB maintains that the parties are bound by the schedule 
set by the referee and not provisions to the contrary which might be 
found in the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure.      
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(stating that the referee will conduct a pretrial conference within 60 

days of the assignment order and “set a schedule for the proceedings, 

including discovery deadlines and a final hearing date”); see also 

RRTFB 3-7.6(f)(1) (“The Florida Rules of Civil Procedure apply except 

as otherwise provided in this rule.” (emphasis added)).  Were this 

Court to accept Mr. Rheinstein’s argument that the provisions of Rule 

1.510 trump a referee’s scheduling order, attorneys would begin 

making similarly flawed arguments that other rules, such as 

discovery timeframes, negate referee scheduling orders.  This is not 

the law in Florida, nor should it be.   

Moreover, as early as December 2020, Mr. Rheinstein agreed to 

the referee’s briefing schedule on the applicability of Rule 3-4.6.  (See 

Tab 5, Answer to Compl. at 2-3 (admitting that, during the December 

2020 scheduling conference held more than three months before the 

final hearing, Mr. Rheinstein was aware of and argued against the 

applicability of Rule 3-4.6); see also id. (conceding in his Answer that 

Mr. Rheinstein agreed to file an “initial briefing memo” before TFB 

that would argue the applicability of the Wilkes exceptions and 

whether the Disbarment Order should be considered conclusive proof 

of guilt, and agreed that TFB would file a response to Mr. Rheinstein’s 
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brief two weeks later).   

Mr. Rheinstein also has long been on notice of the potential 

application of Rule 3-4.6 in these proceedings.  Repeatedly over the 

span of numerous months, Mr. Rheinstein argued that the referee 

should not apply Rule 3-4.6 to hold that the Disbarment Order was 

conclusive proof of his misconduct.  (See, e.g., Tab 1, Compl. at 25 

(¶ 5); Tab 5, Answer Compl. at 2 (denying the applicability of Rule 3-

4.6); Tab 7, Amended Order on Case Management Conferences 

(noting that the referee ordered briefing memoranda from Mr. 

Rheinstein and TFB on reciprocal discipline of the Disbarment 

Order); Tab 14, Respondent’s 307-page Opening Brief Regarding the 

Application of Florida Bar Rule 3-4.6(a); Tab 20, Respondent’s Reply 

to TFB’s Memorandum of Law; Tab 21, Respondent’s Pre-Trial 

Statement).  Thus, Mr. Rheinstein cannot reasonably claim any sort 

of surprise, as he knew (and agreed that) that the parties would 

address the application of Rule 3-4.6 in briefs filed with the referee 

prior to the final hearing.   

Finally, Mr. Rheinstein has failed to demonstrate that he was 

actually deprived of due process.  The referee noted that Mr. 

Rheinstein filed thousands of pages of documents involving 
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numerous proceedings Maryland—which the referee reviewed prior 

to the final hearing (see Tr. at 4-5)—and filed additional exhibits 

spanning hundreds of pages during the final hearing (ROR at 1).  The 

referee ultimately permitted Mr. Rheinstein to use the sanctions 

hearing to address any matters that Mr. Rheinstein wished to 

address during the three-day hearing, even when those matters 

consisted of testimony rather than evidence and even when Mr. 

Rheinstein repeatedly went behind the findings of the Disbarment 

Order to argue that the Maryland courts were wrong and he was not 

guilty of the rule violations therein.  The referee granted every request 

for judicial notice and admitted every piece of evidence Mr. 

Rheinstein requested.  Mr. Rheinstein even repeatedly thanked the 

referee for “spending the time to at least allow [him] to be heard and 

tell the story,” stating that it was “the first time [Mr. Rheinstein had] 

really been heard in this case.”  (Tr. 315; see also id. 440).  Mr. 

Rheinstein continued, stating: “You have given me more process, sir, 

than anybody in ten years, so I do appreciate it.”  (Tr. 643:16-18; see 

also id. 644:3-7 (“I just appreciate your taking the time to listen to 

me. . . . I haven’t had that before, so thank you.”)).  Indeed, Mr. 

Rheinstein has not identified any evidence that the referee rejected 
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to consider or any argument that the referee ruled he could not make.   

The comment to Standard 2.9 and the application of Rule 3-4.6 

support that the referee was not obligated to give Mr. Rheinstein a 

hearing as to his guilt.  Moreover, Mr. Rheinstein was aware of the 

potential application of Rule 3-4.6 and given numerous opportunities 

prior to and during the final hearing to address the Rule, the 

Disbarment Order, and the Maryland disciplinary proceedings.  Mr. 

Rheinstein’s ultimate disagreement with the referee’s findings of fact 

and recommendations to this Court does not equate to a denial of 

due process.   

B. None of the Wilkes Exceptions are Present in Mr. 
Rheinstein Disciplinary History.   

The referee also did not err in denying Mr. Rheinstein a hearing 

because Mr. Rheinstein failed to show that any of the Wilkes 

exceptions were applicable to the Maryland disciplinary proceedings.   

Under Wilkes, a foreign judgment imposing discipline is 

conclusive proof that the attorney committed the misconduct, unless 

the sister state’s proceedings suffered from one of three maladies: (1) 

the attorney had no notice or opportunity to be heard; (2) there was 

such an infirmity or paucity of proof that the court could not accept 
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the judgment as final; and (3) some other grave injustice which would 

result from concluding that the foreign judgment was conclusive 

proof of guilt.  See Wilkes, 179 So. 2d at 198    

As the accused attorney, Mr. Rheinstein bears the burden to 

show the deficiency in the foreign judgment.  See Fla. Bar v. 

Friedman, 646 So. 2d 188, 190 (Fla. 1994); see also Wilkes, 179 So. 

2d at 198 (“[T]he burden of showing why a foreign judgment should 

not operate as conclusive proof of guilt in a Florida disciplinary 

proceeding is on the accused attorney.”).   

Mr. Rheinstein was obligated to “come forward with 

counterevidence sufficient to reveal a genuine issue.”  Fla. Bar v. 

Mogil, 763 So. 2d 303, 307 (Fla. 2000).  Contrary to Mr. Rheinstein’s 

argument that he “raised” the issue of the Wilkes exceptions (see 

Initial Brief at 32), “[i]t is not enough for the opposing party merely to 

assert that an issue does exist.”  Mogil, 763 So. 2d at 307.  Unsworn 

assertions, memoranda of law, and legal arguments are insufficient 

to meet this heavy burden.  See id (noting that the attorney must 

“come forward with competent evidence revealing a genuine issue of 

fact” (internal quotation marks and citation omitted)).   

Here, Mr. Rheinstein offered only his subjective beliefs and 
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failed to show any competent evidence revealing a genuine issue of 

fact as to whether any of the Wilkes exceptions applied.   

1. Mr. Rheinstein Did Not Show the Maryland 
Proceedings Were Lacking in Notice or an 
Opportunity to be Heard.   

Mr. Rheinstein did not provide the referee with any evidence 

showing that the Maryland courts failed to give him adequate notice 

or an opportunity to be heard during the disciplinary proceedings.  

Rather, Mr. Rheinstein’s default and eventual disbarment was the 

result of “his own self-inflicted wounds, recalcitrance, and 

stubbornness until it was too late.”  (ROR at 15).  The Maryland 

circuit court’s default against Mr. Rheinstein gave the circuit court 

sufficient competent, substantial evidence upon which to base its 

findings.  See Fla. Bar v. Tipler, 8 So. 3d 1109, 1119 (Fla. 2009).  

Thus, Mr. Rheinstein cannot now complain about the allegations 

deemed admitted as a result of the default.  See id.  

Furthermore, Mr. Rheinstein’s Maryland disciplinary 

proceedings involved rulings by multiple courts at the state and 

federal levels and spanned the course of nearly four years.  And Mr. 

Rheinstein fails to acknowledge that the 82-page Disbarment Order 

itself is the result of the Maryland Court of Appeals’ thorough review 
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of the circuit court’s proceedings and findings of fact, including the 

circuit court’s decision to default Mr. Rheinstein based upon his 

dilatory conduct and purposeful, willful, and failure (without excuse) 

to respond to or properly supplement the Commission’s discovery 

requests.  (ROR at 8-10; see also Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 

21, 23-37).  Among other rulings, the Disbarment Order also rejects 

the very same arguments Mr. Rheinstein now raises in his Initial 

Brief regarding the charging document and Commission’s responses 

to his discovery requests.  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 65-68).  

As the Report notes, Mr. Rheinstein “took full advantage of all his 

appellate opportunities, including filing a writ of certiorari with the 

U.S. Supreme Court.”  (ROR at 12).  The fact that Mr. Rheinstein was 

afforded such a thorough appellate review “negates his claim that he 

was denied due process” in the Maryland disciplinary proceedings.  

See Tipler, 8 So. 3d at 1117.   

As a result, Mr. Rheinstein has failed to show that the Maryland 

courts did not give him adequate due process.   

2. Mr. Rheinstein Did Not Show the Maryland 
Proceedings Suffered from a Paucity of Proof.   

Mr. Rheinstein also did not provide the referee with any 
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evidence showing that the Maryland disciplinary proceedings 

suffered from a paucity of proof.  On the contrary, the Maryland 

circuit court’s default resulted in the admission of the Commission’s 

averments against Mr. Rheinstein, and these admissions provided  

the Maryland circuit court with more than sufficient competent, 

substantial evidence upon which to base its findings.  Tipler, 8 So. 

3d at 1119.  (See also ROR at 12 (“Maryland established more than 

enough to justify its action disbarring [Mr. Rheinstein].”)).  Mr. 

Rheinstein’s complaints about the allegations deemed admitted as a 

result of the default against him are those which this Court expressly 

prohibited in Tipler.  See 8 So. 3d at 1119.  

3. Mr. Rheinstein Has Not Shown Any Grave 
Injustice as a Result of the Application of Rule 
3-4.6.   

Finally, Mr. Rheinstein has not shown any evidence that a 

genuine dispute of fact exists regarding any grave injustice that will 

occur as a result of the referee’s application of Rule 3-4.6.  Mr. 

Rheinstein’s argument mainly rests upon his mistaken and 

subjective belief that the Maryland Court of Appeals would not have 

disbarred him but for his misleading statements to the Imagine court.   

(See Tr. 296 (arguing that he never misled the Imagine court because 
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he informed the court the witness “could be” facing criminal charges, 

not that he “was” facing criminal charges); 432:13-14 (arguing that 

the misleading statements were the only reason he was disbarred)).  

But the fact that Mr. Rheinstein subjectively believes he did not 

mislead the Imagine court based on flippant arguments and word 

nuances does not equate to evidence showing any grave injustice in 

the Maryland Disbarment Order.   

Mr. Rheinstein also ignores the other alarming conduct in 

which he engaged, both before and during the disciplinary 

proceedings, which led to his disbarment.  The Initial Brief’s 

argument that Mr. Rheinstein “further averred and proffered 

evidence” involving “many more instances” where he negated the 

facts as determined by the Maryland courts (Initial Brief at 53), 

without more, does not properly raise any arguments for 

consideration in this Court.  See Boudreaux v. State, 45 So. 3d 36, 

36 (Fla. 1st DCA 2010) (claims not specifically addressed in initial 

brief are waived).   

Mr. Rheinstein’s cited case law also does not help him, as 

Theard v. United States, 354 U.S. 278, 282 (1957), involved a 

determination that a federal court was not obligated to enforce a 
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state’s disbarment order based upon an attorney who 18 years earlier 

had forged a promissory note while suffering from mental insanity.  

Here, there is no evidence that Mr. Rheinstein suffers from a cognitive 

defect, and his case involves his own willful and dilatory misconduct 

in the manner in which he handled his cases and the Maryland 

disbarment proceedings.  To the contrary, Theard shows that Mr. 

Rheinstein has not met the very high burden of demonstrating a 

grave reason why this Court should not accept the Disbarment 

Order.   

Because Mr. Rheinstein has failed to show that any of the 

Wilkes exceptions apply, the referee did not err in applying Rule 3-

4.6 and determining that the Disbarment Order was conclusive proof 

of Mr. Rheinstein’s misconduct.   

II. COMPETENT, SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE SUPPORTS THE 
REFEREE’S FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING MR. 
RHEINSTEIN’S MISCONDUCT.  

Mr. Rheinstein next complains that the referee erred because 

he did not “account for” or “make findings about” the documents for 

which Mr. Rheinstein requested judicial notice.  (Initial Brief at 53-

56).  Mr. Rheinstein is wrong for multiple reasons.  
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First, Mr. Rheinstein is precluded from complaining about the 

factual findings which Maryland deemed admitted as a result of Mr. 

Rheinstein’s conduct for which he was defaulted.  See Tipler, 8 So. 

3d at 1119.  Second, even if Mr. Rheinstein could complain about the 

factual findings deemed admitted in Maryland, the referee was well 

aware and accounted for Mr. Rheinstein’s numerous judicially 

noticed documents, explicitly noting during the final hearing and in 

the Report that he was taking judicial notice of the additional 

documents Mr. Rheinstein wanted him to see.  (Tr. 52-60; Tabs 22-

25; ROR at 2).   

Third, Mr. Rheinstein ignores the fact that this this Court 

engages in a very limited review of the referee’s factual findings.  See 

Frederick, 756 So. 2d at 86.  He cannot “simply . . . point[] to 

contradictory evidence where there is also competent, substantial 

evidence in the record that supports the referee’s findings.”  Id. 

(internal quotation marks and citation omitted).  This Court has no 

obligation to reweigh the evidence, especially in reciprocal discipline 

matters.  Id.  Rather, Mr. Rheinstein must show there “is no evidence 

in the record to support those findings or that the record evidence 

clearly contradicts the conclusions.”  Lange, 711 So. 2d at 520 n.5.   
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Here, there is more than sufficient competent evidence in the 

record supporting the referee’s factual finding that Mr. Rheinstein led 

the Imagine Court to believe that the opposing party was under 

federal investigation.  (Tab 1, Ex. A, Disbarment Order at 39).  The 

Disbarment Order alone is sufficient competent evidence, but even if 

this Court were to go underneath the Disbarment Order, the 

transcript of the Imagine Court proceedings and Mr. Rheinstein’s 

concessions in the Florida disciplinary proceedings show that Mr. 

Rheinstein informed the court without a legitimate basis that the 

opposing party might be under investigation.  (See, e.g., Tab 23 & 

exhibits thereto; see also Tr. 296 (arguing that his statements that 

the opposing party “could be” subject to criminal liability were not 

misleading because he spoke of possibilities and not certainties)).   

Finally, Mr. Rheinstein requested judicial notice of hundreds of 

pages of documents and a video recording of the Imagine 

proceedings.  (See Tabs 22-25).  Contrary to Mr. Rheinstein’s 

arguments, the referee is under no obligation to sift through and 

make factual findings on each piece of paper that Mr. Rheinstein filed 

with the court.   

Moreover, Florida Bar v. Alters, 260 So. 3d 72, 79 (Fla. 2018) 
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(requiring a finding of fact for each item of misconduct), does not 

support Mr. Rheinstein’s argument, as the Disbarment Order was 

conclusive proof of Mr. Rheinstein’s misconduct.  In addition, the 

referee made numerous factual findings regarding Mr. Rheinstein’s 

purposeful and willful misconduct, including additional factual 

findings beyond those made in the Maryland disciplinary 

proceedings.  The referee not only considered the Disbarment Order 

as conclusive proof of Mr. Rheinstein’s misconduct, but also explicitly 

found after reviewing the record that Maryland had “justification” to 

disbar Mr. Rheinstein.  (ROR at 15).   

After adopting the Maryland circuit court’s factual findings as 

his own, and among other factual findings, the referee explicitly 

found that Mr. Rheinstein caused his own injuries, “abused legal 

process . . . caused chaos and untold expense for everyone else,” 

including opposing counsel, opposing parties, trial courts, bar 

referees, and appellate courts.”  (ROR at 15).  Mr. Rheinstein ignored 

discovery requests as a “litigation strategy” and “learned little to 

nothing from his Maryland cases.”  (ROR at 15).  He “employ[ed] 

bullying tactics in his emails with opposing counsel . . . for pecuniary 

gain.”  (ROR at 15).  He “overly complicated everything and . . . still 
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cannot meet deadlines without extensions.”  (ROR at 15).  Moreover, 

Mr. Rheinstein “could not differentiate between arguing the merits of 

his underlying cases verses providing mitigation testimony” and “did 

not appear to know the difference.”  (ROR at 15).  Ultimately, Mr. 

“Rheinstein was disbarred by Maryland due to his own self-inflicted 

wounds, recalcitrance, and stubbornness until it was too late.”  (ROR 

at 15).   

Here, it is quite clear based upon the Report and final hearing 

transcript that the referee listened to all of Mr. Rheinstein’s 

arguments and reviewed every document Mr. Rheinstein put before 

the referee.  The referee’s disagreement with Mr. Rheinstein’s 

subjective conclusions about the weight to be given those documents 

is no basis for error.   

Next, Mr. Rheinstein argues that the referee erred by adopting 

the aggravation and mitigation findings “without regard for whether 

those findings were consistent with Florida law” and the other 

evidence Mr. Rheinstein presented.  (Initial Brief at 56-59).  Mr. 

Rheinstein’s raises two examples of alleged error: (1) the refusal to 

acknowledge the wrongful nature of conduct aggravating factor, 

because Mr. Rheinstein has always maintained his innocence, citing 
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Florida Bar v. Corbin, 701 So. 2d 334, 337 n.2 (Fla. 1997) (holding it 

is “improper . . . to base the severity of a recommended punishment 

on an attorney’s refusal to admit alleged misconduct”); and (2) the 

“dishonest or selfish motive” aggravating factor, because other 

judicially-noticed documents allegedly showed Mr. Rheinstein had 

made valuable contributions on behalf of his clients.  (See Initial Brief 

at 58-59).  Again, Mr. Rheinstein is wrong.   

First, the referee based the refusal to acknowledge the wrongful 

nature of conduct aggravating factor on numerous findings, 

including that Mr. Rheinstein refused to admit that he violated Bar 

rules, even where he conceded that he committed the conduct upon 

which the violation is based.  (See, e.g., ROR at 19 (stating that 

although Mr. Rheinstein acknowledged several of his emails were 

unacceptable, he denied that those emails and other conduct violated 

Bar rules).  Admitting to the misconduct while still refusing to 

acknowledge its wrongful nature is very different than claiming 

innocence because Mr. Rheinstein did not perform the wrongful 

conduct in the first place.  As such, Corbin does not help Mr. 

Rheinstein.   
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In addition, the referee noted that Mr. Rheinstein advanced 

conspiracy theories and alleged that counsel for the Maryland 

Commission was using discovery requests to try the merits of his 

meritless federal qui tam suit.  (ROR at 19).  And, other factual 

findings and record evidence also support the presence of this 

aggravating factor, including Mr. Rheinstein’s repeated discovery 

violations and admissions that he ignored discovery requests as a 

litigation tactic.  See, e.g., In re Conduct of Davenport, 49 P.3d 91, 

104 (Or. 2002) (distinguishing Corbin and holding that “repetition of 

similar misconduct” shows a refusal to acknowledge the wrongful 

nature of conduct).  Thus, the record contained more than sufficient 

competent substantial evidence supporting the referee’s finding of 

the refusal to admit the wrongful nature of his conduct aggravating 

factor.   

Next, Mr. Rheinstein should not be permitted to challenge the 

referee’s finding of the dishonest or selfish motive aggravating factor, 

as Mr. Rheinstein actually conceded this factor during the final 

hearing.  (See Tr. 399:7-9 (agreeing with the referee and 

acknowledging that acting for a financial motive was “one inference 

that could be drawn” about his actions); see also Tr. 401:15-17 (“[I]f 
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getting paid for the work you do is selfish, yeah, I was selfish because 

I wanted to get paid for the work I did.”)).   

“[A] referee’s findings in aggravation carry a presumption of 

correctness that should be upheld unless clearly erroneous or 

without support in the record.”  Fla. Bar v. Ratiner, 238 So. 3d 117, 

123 (Fla. 2018) (internal quotation marks, and citation omitted). 

Even if this Court were to consider Mr. Rheinstein’s arguments on 

the merits, however, they still fail, as Mr. Rheinstein has not shown 

that the record contains no evidence supporting the referee’s 

findings—only that he disagrees with them.  See, e.g., Frederick, 756 

So. 2d at 86.  As the referee noted, Mr. Rheinstein “resorted to 

unacceptable and egregious tactics in an attempt to force settlement 

on a frivolous claim” and “pursued his clients for attorney’s fees, 

despite their bankrupt status, and for pursuing vexatious litigation, 

which did not benefit them.”  (ROR at 18).  The presence of other 

documents in the record from which Mr. Rheinstein argues different 

inferences should be made is an insufficient basis upon which to 

reject the referee’s findings of fact.  See, e.g., Frederick, 756 So. 2d at 

86.   
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Mr. Rheinstein has not raised any specific challenges to the 

other aggravating factors (or the absence of other mitigating factors), 

and thus, any other arguments regarding these findings are waived.  

See Hunter v. Hunter, 72 So. 3d 268, 268 (Fla. 2d DCA 2011) (alleged 

error by trial court waived on appeal when not addressed in initial 

brief).    

Competent, substantial evidence supports all of the referee’s 

factual findings on the aggravating factors (and the presence of only 

one mitigating factor).  Because Mr. Rheinstein has not shown—and 

cannot show—that no record evidence exists supporting these 

findings of fact, his arguments to the contrary should be rejected.    

III. THE REFEREE’S RECOMMENDED SANCTION OF 
DISBARMENT IS AUTHORIZED BY THE STANDARDS AND 
HAS A REASONABLE BASIS IN EXISTING CASE LAW.  

Mr. Rheinstein’s egregious misconduct led the referee to 

recommend that he be disbarred in the State of Florida.  (ROR at 17).  

The referee expressly considered the following Standards in making 

his recommendation: Standard 4.4—Lack of Diligence, Standard 

4.5—Lack of Competence; Standard 4.6—Lack of Candor; Standard 

6.1—False Statements, Fraud, and Misrepresentation; Standard 

6.2—Abuse of the Legal Process; and Standard 7.1—Deceptive 
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Conduct or Statements and Unreasonable or Improper Fees.  (ROR 

at 14-15).  The referee based this recommendation on his findings of 

seven aggravating factors: 

• Standard 3.2(b)(2)—dishonest or selfish motive; 

• Standard 3.2(b)(3)—pattern of misconduct; 

• Standard 3.2(b)(4)—multiple offenses; 

• Standard 3.2(b)(5)—bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary 

process; 

• Standard 3.2(b)(6)—submission of false evidence, false 

statements, or other deceptive practices during the 

disciplinary process; 

• Standard 3.2(b)(7)—refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of 

conduct; and 

• Standard 3.2(b)(9)—substantial experience in the practice of 

law. 

(ROR at 18-19).  The only mitigating factor the referee found was 

Standard 3.3(b)(1)—absence of a prior disciplinary record.  (ROR at 

19).   

In addition, the referee considered the following cases, which all 

provide a reasonable basis upon which to recommend disbarment: 
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Ratiner, 238 So. 3d at 126 (disbarment warranted where attorney’s 

“intentional and egregious misconduct continues to demonstrate an 

attitude that is wholly inconsistent with professional standards, and 

there is no indication that he is willing to follow the professional 

ethics of the legal profession”); Fla. Bar v. Norkin, 183 So. 3d 1018, 

1023 (Fla. 2015) (involving disregard for the court, unrepentant 

attitude, and intent to continue misconduct; “persistent course of 

unrepentant misconduct warrants permanent disbarment”); Fla. Bar 

v. Forrester (“Forrester II”), 916 So. 2d 647, 654 (Fla. 2005) (involving 

multiple disciplinary infractions, including knowingly making false 

statements to the court); Fla. Bar v. Sutton, No. SC 15-499, 2018 WL 

542324, at *1 (Fla. Jan. 24, 2018) (disbarring attorney in reciprocal 

discipline case where attorney, inter alia, disparaged judges, lawyers, 

witnesses, and court personnel; was not honest; made unsupported 

accusations; threatened others with physical harm; did not cooperate 

in his disciplinary case; and wasted time with delay tactics).  (ROR at 

16-17).  Because the referee’s recommended discipline has a 

reasonable basis in the case law and the Standards, this Court 

should not second-guess the referee’s recommendation and should 

disbar Mr. Rheinstein.  See Altman, 294 So. 3d at 847.   
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This Court should reject Mr. Rheinstein’s request for “short 

suspension followed by a period of probation.”  (See Initial Brief at 

60-73).  Mr. Rheinstein’s attempts to distinguish the cases upon 

which the referee relied shows that he still to this day does not 

appreciate the severity of his misconduct and continues to minimize 

its impact on his clients, opposing counsel, the courts, and the 

public.  (See Initial Brief at 61-66).  He tries to distinguish Ratiner in 

part by arguing that his own misconduct was limited to the Imagine 

litigation (see Initial Brief at 61-62), but ignores his own willful and 

dilatory conduct in the Maryland disbarment proceedings that 

followed.  He claims Norkin is inapposite because his case does not 

involve contempt proceedings or the practice law after being 

suspended (see Initial Brief at 62), ignoring that Norkin counsels that 

“persistent course of unrepentant misconduct warrants permanent 

disbarment.”  He tries to distinguish Forrester II for similar reasons 

(see Initial Brief at 63), ignoring that Forrester II supports permanent 

disbarment in cases involving multiple disciplinary infractions, 

including knowingly making false statements to the court.  Finally, 

he attempts to distinguish Sutton by claiming that it involved “far 

more extensive and egregious misconduct” (see Initial Brief at 64-66), 



 

 55 

while failing to acknowledge that he engaged in similar egregious 

misconduct, such as leering at opposing counsel, misleading the 

Imagine court, making unsupported accusations about the criminal 

liability of opposing counsel and the opposing party, threatening 

opposing counsel with physical harm; refusing to cooperate in his 

disciplinary case; and wasting the courts’ and others’ time with delay 

tactics.   

The cases Mr. Rheinstein cites are not applicable to the case at 

hand.  (See Initial Brief at 66-73).  First, none of the cases Mr. 

Rheinstein offers involve reciprocal discipline based upon a 

disbarment order from a sister state.  Although this Court is not 

bound to disbar Mr. Rheinstein based upon the Maryland 

Disbarment Order, it demonstrates the severity of Mr. Rheinstein’s 

misconduct.  Mr. Rheinstein has cited no cases showing an attorney 

who committed the same severity of misconduct, with the presence 

of the same of aggravating factors and absence of mitigating factors 

(save one), whom this Court elected to suspend instead of disbar.      

First, Florida Bar v. Committee (“Committee I”), 916 So. 2d 741 

(Fla. 2005), is not helpful to his arguments.  Although Mr. Rheinstein 

committed some of the same misconduct, the attorney in Committee 
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I did not mislead any courts by suggesting that the opposing party 

could be subject to criminal liability, did not send multiple 

threatening emails trying to bully his opposing counsel for financial 

gain, did not engage in willful and purposeful delay tactics, and did 

not cause the same level of abuse of legal process and untold expense 

as Mr. Rheinstein.  The referee here found more aggravating factors, 

including dishonest or selfish motive, bad faith obstruction of the 

disciplinary process, submission of false evidence, false statements, 

or other deceptive practices during the disciplinary process, and 

refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct.  (ROR at 18-19).  

The referee in Committee I also found more mitigating factors that are 

not present in Mr. Rheinstein’s case, including a full disclosure and 

cooperation in the disciplinary proceedings.  See Committee I, 916 So. 

2d at 744.  Here, Mr. Rheinstein’s conduct was far more severe, 

continued into multiple cases (including his own disciplinary 

proceedings), and the Standards counsel that disbarment is the 

appropriate sanction here.   

Second, Florida Bar v. Gwynn, 94 So. 3d 425 (Fla. 2012), also 

does not aid Mr. Rheinstein’s cause.  In Gwynn, the attorney’s 

multiple violations were less severe and found to have occurred in 
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one bankruptcy case.  See id.  The referee in Gwynn also found 

several mitigating factors not present here, including that the 

attorney had personal or emotional problems and the imposition of 

other sanctions.  See id. at 433.  Here, Mr. Rheinstein’s violations 

were more severe, and he continued his willful and purposeful abuse 

of legal process in multiple proceedings—not just the Imagine 

litigation but in the federal qui tam cases, the multiple removals and 

associated appeals of the removal and disciplinary proceedings.  He 

also admitted that he ignored the Commission’s discovery requests 

in the Maryland disciplinary proceedings as a litigation strategy and 

because he was upset with the Commission’s counsel and he 

threatened and bullied opposing counsel in multiple proceedings.  

Moreover, Gwynn does not change the fact that Standards 4.4, 4.5, 

4.6, 6.1, 6.2, and 7.1 recommend disbarment for conduct as severe 

as Mr. Rheinstein’s.   

Third, Florida Bar v. Committee (“Committee II”), 136 So. 3d 

1111 (Fla. 2014), also does not help Mr. Rheinstein for similar 

reasons; his conduct is more severe and the applicable Standards 

here counsel disbarment.  In addition, Committee II did not involve 

the same aggravating factors as are present here, including: a 
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dishonest or selfish motive, bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary 

process, and refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct.  

(See ROR at 18-19).   

Fourth, Florida Bar v. Hagendorf, 921 So. 2d 611 (Fla. 2006), is 

not helpful for similar reasons.  Mr. Rheinstein’s conduct was more 

severe and spread across multiple cases.  Here, the referee found the 

presence of more aggravating factors not present in Hagendorf, 

including a pattern of misconduct, multiple offenses, submission of 

false evidence, false statements, or other deceptive practices during 

the disciplinary process, and refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature 

of conduct.  In addition, the Hagendorf referee found the presence of 

mitigating factors not present here, including the free and full 

disclosure in the Florida disciplinary proceedings and the imposition 

of other penalties and sanctions.  See Hagendorg, 921 So. at 614.   

Fifth, Florida Bar v. Whitney, 132 So. 3d 1095 (Fla. 2013), does 

not help Mr. Rheinstein, as Mr. Rheinstein’s conduct was more severe 

and spread throughout multiple cases.  In addition, the referee here 

found the presence of more aggravating factors not present in 

Whitney, including bad faith obstruction of the disciplinary process, 

submission of false evidence, false statements, or other deceptive 
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practices during the disciplinary process, and refusal to acknowledge 

wrongful nature of conduct.  See id. at 1107.  The Whitney referee 

also found the presence of mitigating factors not present here, 

including the character or reputation, the imposition of other 

penalties and sanctions, and the length of time between the civil 

proceeding and the attorney’s ability to avoid disciplinary action.  See 

id.  

Sixth, Florida Bar v. Forrester (“Forrester I”), 818 So. 2d 477 (Fla. 

2002), does not help Mr. Rheinstein, as the misconduct in Forrester 

I involved the attorney’s hiding of and misrepresentations about one 

document.  See id. at 479-81.  In addition, the referee here found the 

presence of more aggravating factors not present in Forrester I, 

including a pattern of misconduct, multiple offenses, bad faith 

obstruction of the disciplinary process, submission of false evidence, 

false statements, or other deceptive practices during the disciplinary 

process, and refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of conduct.  See 

id. at 481.  It goes without saying that Mr. Rheinstein’s conduct was 

far more severe, spread across multiple cases, and injured far more 

parties, courts, and people.  Forrester I is also quite dated and thus 

cannot be relied upon in light of this Court’s trend toward imposing 
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more harsh sanctions for unethical behavior.  See Rosenberg, 169 

So. 3d at 1162; see also Altman, 294 So. 3d at 847. 

Finally, Florida Bar v. Rotstein, 835 So. 2d 241 (Fla. 2002), hurts 

Mr. Rheinstein more than it helps him.  In fact, this Court recently 

rejected Rotstein, holding in Florida Bar v. Parrish, 241 So. 3d 66 (Fla. 

2018), that the discipline in Rotstein was imposed more than 15 years 

earlier and was not sufficiently severe given the unethical and 

unprofessional misconduct in that case.  See Parrish, 241 So. 3d at 

80.  Furthermore, the referee in Rotstein did not find the same 

aggravating factors present here, including a pattern of misconduct, 

multiple offenses, and refusal to acknowledge wrongful nature of 

conduct.  (ROR at 18-19).  In fact, Rotstein is even more inapplicable 

to Mr. Rheinstein’s case because the referee there found the 

mitigating factors of timely good faith effort to make restitution or 

rectify consequences of misconduct and remorse, factors which are 

not present in Mr. Rheinstein’s case.  See Rotstein, 835 So. 2d at 243. 

The Standards and this Court’s case law make clear that, given 

the severity of Mr. Rheinstein’s violations, the number of aggravating 

factors, and his lack of multiple mitigating factors, disbarment is the 

only appropriate disciplinary result.   
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CONCLUSION 

The Referee correctly found the Disbarment Order to be 

conclusive proof of Mr. Rheinstein’s misconduct as a result of the 

rule on reciprocal discipline, and disbarment was the correct 

sanction.  For the foregoing reasons, this Court should approve the 

referee’s recommendations of guilt and disbarment, reject Mr. 

Rheinstein’s arguments to the contrary, and order payment of TFB’s 

disciplinary costs. 

Respectfully submitted on December 2, 2021. 
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