IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA
(Before a Referee)
THE FLORIDA BAR,

Supreme Court Case
No. SC20-1777

Complainant,

The Florida Bar File
No. 2019-10,038(20A)

v.
RAYMOND B. MITCHELL,

Respondent.

REPORT OF REFEREE
I. SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS

Pursuant to the undersigned being duly appointed as referee to
conduct disciplinary proceedings herein according to Rule 3-7.6, Rules of

Discipline, the following proceedings occurred:
On December 8, 2020, The Florida Bar filed its Complaint against

respondent. The Supreme Court of Florida entered an Order dated
December 8, 2020, designating the Chief Judge of the Twelfth Judicial
Circuit of Florida, to appoint a referee to hear this case. Thereafter, on
December 9, 2020, the Honorable Kimberly C. Bonner, Chief Judge of the

Twelfth Judicial Circuit of Florida appointed the undersigned to serve as the

referee.

The final hearing was held on April 22, 2021 and April 23, 2021 on

the Zoom video conference platform. Respondent appeared pro se and Joi
Pearsall, bar counsel appeared on behalf of The Florida Bar.
On April 22, 2021, prior to the start of the final hearing, the

undersigned heard arguments regarding a number of pretrial motions
including the bar's motion to take judicial notice, respondent's motion to

take judicial notice, respondent's motion to dismiss, respondent's motion
for judgment on the pleadings and respondent's motion for summary
judgment. The undersigned granted the bar's motion to take judicial notice

and respondent's motion to take judicial notice on April 22, 2021.' The
undersigned denied the respondent's motion to dismiss, motion for
judgment on the pleadings and motion for summary judgment. In the

instant case, The Florida Bar's exhibits 1 - 20 were entered into evidence
and respondent's exhibits 1 - 15 and 17- 36 were also entered into

evidence.2

1 On April 27, 2021, respondent filed a second motion to take judicial notice, however, this second notice
was after the April 23, 2021 hearing concluded, thus its admissibility in these proceedings was not
addressed by the referee.
2 The Florida Bar's Exhibits will be referenced by the symbol "TFB" followed by the exhibit number and
respondent's exhibit's will be referenced by the symbol "R" followed by the exhibit number. This referee
also struck the affidavit of T. Campoli that respondent attached to his Answer to the Complaint.
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All items properly filed including pleadings, recorded testimony (if
transcribed), exhibits in evidence and the report of referee constitute the
record in this case and are forwarded to the Supreme Court of Florida.

II. FINDINGS OF FACT

Jurisdictional Statement. Respondent is, and at all times mentioned
during this investigation was, a member of The Florida Bar, subject to the
jurisdiction and Disciplinary Rules of the Supreme Court of Florida.
Narrative Summary Of Case

Respondent, Raymond B. Mitchell, was the lawyer for the husband in
a dissolution of marriage proceeding in the Circuit Court of Lee County, FL.
The matter of Varney v. Varney was already in progress when respondent

became attorney of record for the husband, Travis Varney. Sometime after
respondent entered the case, a new trial judge was assigned to the case.

Respondent testified that he wrote, signed, and filed the Motion to
Disqualify or Recuse Trial Judge and Affidavit (hereinafter referred to as
"Motion to Disqualify"), that was e-filed on May 25, 2018 in Lee County, FL

Case No. 17-DR-2190, Varney v. Varney, seeking to disqualify the newly
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assigned judge, Judge Amy Hawthorne. (TFB Ex. 3, R Ex. 20).3 Travis

Varney (hereinafter referred to as "Mr. Varney") also signed the Motion to
Disqualify. On June 1, 2018, Judge Hawthorne entered an order denying
the Motion to Disqualify. (TFB Ex. 4).

The Motion to Disqualify that was authored by respondent contained
statements which alleged the following:
• "Judge Hawthorne was biased against the parties and refused
to follow the laws of Florida apparently just to get the cases
done and completed to lessen the case load."
• "Judge Amy Hawthorne blatantly refuses to follow the laws or
order to have a trial or case completed or dismissed because it
would take too much work and far longer to resolve the case if
the laws of Florida were followed."

• " Judge Amy Hawthorne had absolutely no concern whatsoever
about how unjust, unfair, illegal her ruling was and had no
regard whatsoever that her rulings clearly and blatantly violated
crystal clear statutes, laws, and ruling of Florida and had no
concern at all how much her illegal and unlawful rulings
destroyed and ruined people's lives, welfare, assets or had
wasted all their time and money paid to attorneys because the
attorney had advised the client to follow a certain strategy
based on the laws of Florida but at the hearing with Judge
Hawthorne the Judge refused to follow the laws at all because it
would take too much time to correct the issue or be too
complicated if the laws were followed."
• "Husband greatly fears that since Judge Amy Hawthorne is a
woman she would be very biased and prejudicial in favor of the
3 Paragraph 1B. of the Motion to Disqualify states that on May 16, 2018, respondent and his client Mr.
Varney first learned that Judge Thompson was no longer assigned to the case and that Judge Hawthorne
was the newly assigned judge. (TFB Ex. 3).
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female Wife who is a woman/female and grant large amounts of
alimony to Wife based on bias and prejudice for women."
• "Judge Amy Hawthorne totally ignores the laws of Florida and
rules against them and ignores the evidence and facts in her
cases."
TFB Ex. 3.
The Florida Bar filed a complaint charging the respondent with
violating R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-1.6 (confidentiality); 4-8.2(a) (impugning

the integrity of the judiciary); and 4-8.4(d) (engaging in conduct prejudicial
to the administration of justice). On April 7, 2021, the bar filed a Notice of
Voluntary Dismissal as to Rule 4-1.6. The complaint alleges that the Motion

to Disqualify, authored by respondent, contained language that disparaged
Judge Hawthorne. During the final hearing, the bar called the following
witnesses in this matter: Travis Varney and respondent. Respondent called
the following witnesses in this matter: Douglas Spiegel, Caridad Moulton,

and Celeste Jones.
The only order that Judge Hawthorne issued in the Varney case prior

to respondent filing the Motion to Disqualify was the May 17, 2018 order

granting the parties' joint motion to continue a trial that had been previously
scheduled to begin on May 22, 2018. (TFB Ex. 2). On May 17, 2018, the

parties in the Varney case filed a joint motion to continue the May 22, 2018
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trial and that motion was signed by respondent and Mr. Varney on May 16,
2018 and May 17, 2018, respectively. (TFB Ex. 1). In or about May of 2018,
Judge Hawthorne was assigned to the Varney case. The Varney case had
previously been presided over by Judge Nicholas R. Thompson. Once
Judge Hawthorne was assigned to the Varney case, respondent notified his

client, asked the court to continue the trial in the dissolution of marriage
case and began the process of attempting to have Judge Hawthorne
disqualified or recused from the Varney case.4
The testimony and the evidence revealed that respondent's client Mr.
Varney did not have any role in preparing the Motion to Disqualify and he
did not have any role in deciding what phrases and language would be
included in the pleading. (TFB Ex. 20, pp. 18-19). Mr. Varney could not
recall whether he had even attended a hearing before Judge Hawthorne

prior to him signing the Motion to Disqualify. (TFB Ex. 20 p. 10). All the
claims about Judge Hawthorne in the Motion to Disqualify including her
case rulings, any claims about actions that Judge Hawthorne took to lessen
her case load, any allegations about Judge Hawthorne totally ignoring the

4 After his first Motion to Disqualify Judge Hawthorne in the Varney case was denied as legally
insufficient, respondent filed a second motion to the disqualify Judge Hawthorne which was also denied
as legally insufficient. Respondent also filed a Petition for Writ of Prohibition, which was denied by the
Florida Second District Court of Appeal on December 12, 2018, Varney v. Varney, Case No. 2D18-4853.
(See TFB Ex. 6,8,9,10 and 11).
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law of the state of Florida were written by Mr. Varney's attorney,
respondent Raymond Mitchell. Mr. Varney spoke with respondent who told
him that he thought Judge Hawthorne did not follow the laws of the state of
Florida. Mr. Varney only spoke to respondent; he did not speak with any of
the parties from the other cases mentioned in the Motion to Disqualify
before he signed the affidavit. Mr. Varney had no knowledge about Judge
Hawthorne's case load. Mr. Varney testified that he did tell respondent that
he was fearful that a woman judge would be more favorable towards his

wife and that he had consulted the internet to look for statistics about the
different case outcomes for the parties in a divorce case if the judge on the
case was a woman. During the final hearing, Mr. Varney agreed it would
have been beneficial if he had known that the appellate court had upheld
Judge Hawthorne's ruling in one of the cases listed in the Motion to

Disqualify.5

5 In his deposition, Mr. Varney stated that he was not aware of and he did not recall respondent providing
him with information about Judge Hawthorne's ruling in the Miran n/ka Moulton v. Miran case being
appealed. Additionally, although the point is moot because it was not considered in this Referee's
decision in the recommendation of guilt, Mr. Mitchell acknowledged that he did not believe Judge
Hawthorne possessed a gender bias. It was unclear whether Mr. Mitchell counseled his client on the
dangers of internet research in assessing the credentials of a jurist based on gender. It is also unclear
the lengths to which Mr. Mitchell advised Mr. Varney of his belief that Judge Hawthorne did n_qt have a
gender bias. Ironically, it should also be noted that Mr. Varney testified that the rulings from Judge

Hawthorne in his case were fair.
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Respondent made several references in the Motion to Disqualify
about two unrelated cases that Judge Hawthorne presided over, the Miran
case and the Rabedeau case.6
Respondent was appellate counsel for the wife in the Miran case.
(TFB Ex. 18). The wife's trial counsel Douglas Spiegel testified during the

final hearing. Douglas Spiegel acknowledged that he represented the wife,

Caridad Miran in a dissolution of marriage trial before Judge Hawthorne.
Mr. Spiegel confirmed that the wife, the wife's mother, the husband, and a
witness to the signing of a deed involving a home that was the subject of
the litigation, all testified at the Miran trial.7 Mr. Spiegel also confirmed that
during the Miran trial, the husband's counsel introduced husband's exhibit
18B, which was a copy of a separation/settlement agreement that was
notarized and signed by both the husband and wife on February 22, 2011.
Notably, during the Miran trial the husband's counsel not only questioned
the wife and husband about the separation/settlement agreement that had
been filed in a prior dissolution proceeding, but she also asked the court to
take judicial notice of the Case No.11-DR-3524, which the court granted

6 Miran n/k/a Moulton v. Miran, Lee County, FL Case No. 11-DR-3833.
7 On the first day of trial in the Mjran case, counsel for the wife told the trial judge that the only matter at
issue was the home and potential attorney's fees and there were no other matters for equitable
distribution. Husband's counsel confirmed that the only issue in the case was the marital home and a car.
(R Ex. 13, pp. 8-10).
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with no objection from the wife's counsel. (R Ex. 13 pp. 81-82). The trial
judge inquired of both counsel for the wife and husband and they both
informed the court that the separationisettlement agreement had not been
set aside. Mr. Spiegel stated that after listening to the evidence in the Miran

trial, Judge Hawthorne ruled on it and sent out a final judgment.

In the instant proceeding, respondent testified that as appellate
counsel for the wife in the Miran case, he filed an Amended Notice of

Appeal in March of 2016, seeking review of the final judgment order and
the order on the former wife's motion for rehearing. (TFB Ex. 16 and18).
Respondent also acknowledged that he had received notice that the
appellate court had filed an opinion on December 15, 2017, which Per
Curiam Affirmed Judge Hawthorne's ruling in the Miran case, prior to him
filing the Motion to Disqualify in the Varney case. (TFB Ex. 17). The Motion
to Disqualify did not include any reference to the fact that Judge
Hawthorne's ruling in the Miran case had been Per Curiam Affirmed by the

appellate court or that respondent knew before he filed the Motion to
Disqualify, that the appellate court had already addressed and disposed of

the appeal he had filed in the Miran case.
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In the Rabedeau case, respondent represented Celeste Jones in a
post-dissolution of marriage motion for relief from judgment.8 Judge
Hawthorne did not preside over the Rabedeau divorce case. The
magistrate had a hearing to address the motion and at the close of the
hearing, the magistrate reserved on ruling. (R Ex. 31, p.37). Respondent
filed exceptions to the magistrate's report.9 Judge Hawthorne held a
hearing on the exceptions and subsequently filed an order adopting the

magistrate's report and incorporating it into the court's order. (R Ex. 36).
Although respondent made claims in the Motion to Disqualify and in the
instant case that he believed Judge Hawthorne's ruling in the Rabedeau
case blatantly ignored the laws, neither respondent nor his client sought
review from a higher court.

In the instant case, respondent admitted that he authored the Motion
to Disqualify that was filed on May 25, 2018 in the Varney case.
Respondent acknowledged that when the Motion to Disqualify was filed
with the Lee County, Florida Clerk of Court, he was already aware that the
appellate court had upheld Judge Hawthorne's ruling in the Miran case and

that the appellate court had denied his motion for rehearing. During the

8 Rabedeau v. Rabedeau, Lee County, FL Case No. 13-DR-4270.
9 The magistrate's report from the Rabedeau case was not submitted into evidence in the instant
proceedings.
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final hearing respondent acknowledged that he had never heard Judge
Hawthorne state that she wanted to get cases done and lessen her case
load by not following the laws of the State of Florida. The Respondent did
testify that he had heard Judge Hawthorne comment during court
appearances that she "wanted to get cases done and lessen her caseload".
Respondent acknowledged that he did not hear Judge Hawthorne utter the
remaining part of the sentence "by not following the laws of the state of
Florida." Respondent articulates the statements he alleged Judge
Hawthorne uttered in his Answer filed in the instant case. But, this
knowledge is not reflected in the Motion to Disqualify that he authored, on
the contrary, respondent emphatically stated in the Motion to Disqualify that
"Judge Hawthorne was biased against parties and refused to follow the
laws of Florida apparently just to get the cases done and completed to
lessen the case load."
Analysis

The undersigned recognizes that it is permissible under Fla. R. Jud.
Admin. 2.330 for a party to seek to disqualify a county court judge or a
circuit court judge. However, a lawyer is not permitted to lay down his
ethical obligations and charge forth with reckless disregard to achieve that
lawyer's desired result of having a different judge assigned to preside over
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a case. During the final hearing, respondent argued that since Fla. R. Jud.
Admin. 2.330 is an available remedy under the Florida Rules of Judicial
Administration and because Rule 2.330 did not impose limits on the claims

he could make about Judge Hawthorne in the Motion to Disqualify, he
could not be in violation of the R. Regulating Fla. Bar. However,
respondent's argument is short sided and does not take into account his

obligations under the R. Regulating Fla. Bar. The complaint did not allege
that the mere filing of a motion to disqualify a judge is a per se violation of
the R. Regulating Fla. Bar. On the contrary, the complaint alleges that

respondent's decision to use language in the Motion to Disqualify that

disparaged a member of the judiciary, Judge Hawthorne is the conduct that
was not in keeping with the his obligation under the R. Regulating Fla. Bar.

R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-4.1 provides that every member of The
Florida Bar is charged with notice and held to know the provisions of this
rule and the standards of ethical and professional conduct prescribed by
the Florida Supreme Court.'0 And R. Regulating Fla. Bar 1-10.1 provides
that all members of The Florida Bar shall comply with the terms and the
intent of the Rules of Professional Conduct. Respondent, as a member of

10 A license to practice law is a conditional privilege that is revocable for cause. R. Regulating Fla. Bar 31.1.
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The Florida Bar is obliged to adhere to the Rules Regulating The Florida
Bar'¹

The bar has charged that respondent's conduct violated R.
Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.2(a) and 4-8.4(d).
R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.2(a) states as follows:

A lawyer shall not make a statement that a lawyer know to be false or
with reckless disregard as to its truth or falsity concerning the
qualifications or integrity of a judge, mediator, arbitrator, adjudicatory
officer, public legal officer, juror or member of the venire, or candidate
for election or appointment to judicial or legal office.
The applicable standard under R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.2(a) is "not
whether the statement is false, but whether the lawyer had an objectively

reasonable factual basis for making the statement." See, The Florida Bar v.
Patterson, 257 So. 3d 56, 62 (Fla. 2018); and The Florida Bar v. Ray, 797

So. 2d 556, 558-559 (Fla. 2001). Furthermore, "[t]he burden is on the

lawyer who made the statement to produce a factual basis to support the
statement." See, Patterson, 257 So. 3d at 62, citing, The Florida Bar v.
Ray, 797 So. 2d 556, 558-559 (Fla. 2001). It is undisputed, that respondent
was the author of the Motion to Disqualify. It is also undisputed that
respondent took personal issue with some of the rulings that Judge

11 In Chapter 4 of the R. Regulating Fla. Bar, the preamble states that the text of each rule is
authoritative, and the comments are only intended as guides to interpretation.
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Hawthorne made in two prior unrelated cases, Miran v. Miran and
Rabedeau v. Rabedeau. The undersigned finds that there is no objectively

reasonable factual basis for the statements that respondent made in the
Motion to Disqualify. Respondent made broad, overreaching claims about
Judge Hawthorne in the Motion to Disqualify such as:

• "Judge Amy Hawthorne totally ignores the laws of Florida and
rules against them and ignores the evidence and facts in her
cases."
and

• "Judge Hawthorne was biased against the parties and refused
to follow the laws of Florida apparently just to get the cases
done and completed to lessen the case load."
The Motion to Disqualify that respondent penned is replete with such
claims about Judge Hawthorne.
R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.4(d) states as follows:
A lawyer shall not engage in conduct in connection with the practice
of law that is prejudicial to the administration of justice, including to
knowingly, or through callous indifference, disparage, humiliate, or
discriminate against litigants, jurors, witnesses, court personnel, or
other lawyers on any basis, including, but not limited to, on account of
race, ethnicity, gender, religion, national origin, disability, marital
status, sexual orientation, age, socioeconomic status, employment, or
physical characteristic.
R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.4(d) is broad and it applies to conduct in
connection with the practice of law. The Court in The Florida Bar v.
Frederick, 756 So. 2d 79, 86 (Fla. 2000), stated that when Rule 4-8.4(d)
14

was amended to address discriminatory practices by members of the bar,

the amendment did not constrict said rule, but broadened it to address
more concerns. In The Florida Bar v. Patterson, 257 So. 3d at 64, the Court
addressed which conduct by a lawyer violated R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-

8.4(d). In Patterson, the Court determined that "by making inappropriate
and disparaging statements in court filings and in a letter distributed to
other members of the judiciary about opposing counsel and judges . . ." a

lawyer had violated Rule 4-8.4(d). Id. At 64. In the instant case, the
undersigned finds that respondent engaged in conduct which violates R.
Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.4(d). Moreover, because he served as the
appellate counsel in the Miran case, respondent knew or should have
known that the separation/settlement agreement was presented as an
exhibit by the husband in the Miran trial and any suggestion in the Motion

to Disqualify that the trial judge brought up that agreement sua sponte is
not in line with the transcript of those trial proceedings. This conduct by
respondent during the practice of law in combination with his authoring and
filing the Motion to Disqualify that contained disparaging language was

conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice. The "ethical rules that
prohibit attorneys from making disparaging statements impugning the
integrity of judges are not to protect judges . . .such rules are designed to
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preserve public confidence in the fairness and impartiality of our system of
justice." Ray, 797 So. 2d at 558-559.
After reviewing the evidence presented in this case, this referee finds
that the statements contained in the Motion to Disqualify that respondent
filed in the Varney case on May 25, 2018, were clearly disparaging and in

violation of the R. Regulating Fla. Bar. This referee finds that the
respondent prepared and filed the Motion to Disqualify which impugned the
qualifications and integrity of Judge Hawthorne, that respondent did not
have an objectively reasonable factual basis to make those statements,
that respondent knowingly made statements that were false or with

reckless disregard as to their truth or falsity concerning the qualifications or
integrity of Judge Hawthorne, and such conduct is prejudicial to the
administration of justice.

The undersigned previously ruled on respondent's affirmative
defense of venue. On January 28, 2021, the undersigned granted
respondent's request for venue to be in Lee County, FL. At a case
management conference on March 30, 2021, the undersigned informed the
parties that the final hearing would take place on the Zoom video
conference platform. All hearings in this case took place by Zoom video
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conference, without any objection from respondent. Therefore, the
undersigned finds that this affirmative defense is moot.
The undersigned also finds that respondent's affirmative defense of
laches is without merit. R. Regulating Fla. Bar 3-7.16(a)(1) states: "A
complainant must make a written inquiry to The Florida Bar within 6 years
from the time the matter giving rise to the inquiry or complaint is discovered
or, with due diligence, should have been discovered. The Florida Bar must

open an investigation initiated by The Florida Bar within 6 years from the
time the matter giving rise to the investigation is discovered or, with due
diligence, should have been discovered." The respondent filed the Motion
to Disqualify on May 25, 2018. The instant complaint that is before this
court was filed on December 8, 2020 and within the time required under
Rule 3-7.16(a)(1).

The undersigned finds that The Florida Bar has presented competent
and substantial evidence in this case and the bar has met its burden and
established that the respondent violated R. Regulating Fla. Bar 4-8.2(a)
and 4-8.4(d) by clear and convincing evidence.

Ill. RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO GUILT
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I recommend that Respondent be found guilty of violating the
following Rules Regulating The Florida Bar: 4-8.2(a) (A lawyer shall not

make a statement that the lawyer knows to be false or with reckless
disregard as to its truth or falsity concerning the qualifications or integrity of
a judge, mediator, arbitrator, adjudicatory officer, public legal officer, juror
or member of the venire, or candidate for election or appointment to judicial
or legal office); and 4-8.4(d) (A lawyer shall not engage in conduct in
connection with the practice of law that is prejudicial to the administration of

justice, including to knowingly, or through callous indifference, disparage,
humiliate, or discriminate against litigants, jurors, witnesses, court
personnel, or other lawyers on any basis, including, but not limited to, on
account of race, ethnicity, gender, religion, national origin, disability, marital
status, sexual orientation, age, socioeconomic status, employment, or
physical characteristic.)

IV. STANDARDS FOR IMPOSING LAWYER SANCTIONS:
A sanctions hearing was held on May 18, 2021 at 10 a.m. I
considered the following Standards prior to recommending discipline:
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Chapter 600 VIOLATIONS OF DUTIES OWED TO THE LEGAL
SYSTEM, Section 6.1 FALSE STATEMENTS, FRAUD, AND
MISREPRESENTATION

CHAPTER 700 VIOLATIONS OF OTHER DUTIES OWED AS A
PROFESSIONAL, Section 7.1 DECEPTIVE CONDUCT OR
STATEMENTS AND UNREASONABLEORIMPROPERFEES

V. CASE LAW
I considered the following case law prior to recommending discipline:
The Florida Bar v. Patterson, 257 So. 3d 56 (Fla. 2018).

The Florida Bar v. Rosenberg, 169 So. 3d 155, 1162 (Fla. 2015).
The Florida Bar v. Norkin, 132 So. 3d 77 (Fla. 2013).
The Florida Bar v. Abramson, 3 So. 3d 964 (Fla. 2009).

The Florida Bar v. Parrish, 241 So. 3d 66, 79 -80 (Fla. 2018).
The Florida Bar v. Rosenberg, 169 So. 3d 155, 1162 (Fla. 2015).
The Florida Bar v. Parrish, 241 So. 3d 66, 79 -80 (Fla. 2018)

VI. RECOMMENDATION AS TO DISCIPLINARY MEASURES TO BE
APPLIED
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I recommend that Respondent be found guilty of misconduct justifying
disciplinary measures, and that be disciplined by:
A. Proposed Discipline

91 day rehabilitative suspension
B. Respondent will eliminate all indicia of respondent's status as an
attorney on social media, telephone listings, stationery, checks,
business cards, office signs, or any other indicia of respondent's
status as an attorney, whatsoever. Respondent will no longer hold
himself out as a licensed attorney.
C. Payment of The Florida Bar's costs in these proceedings.

Vll.

PERSONAL HISTORY, PAST DISCIPLINARY RECORD

Prior to recommending discipline pursuant to Rule 37.6(m)(1)(D), I considered the following:
Personal History of Respondent:
Age: 63
Date Admitted to the Bar: May 6, 1994

Aggravating Factors:
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I found the following aggravating factors in this case numbered

according to their numbering sequence on page 12 of Florida's
Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions(7) refusal to acknowledge the wrongful nature of the conduct;
(9) substantial experience in the practice of law.

Mitigating Factors:
I found the following mitigating factors in this case numbered
according to their numbering sequence on page 13 of Florida's

Standards for Imposing Lawyer Sanctions(1) absence of a prior disciplinary record

VIII. STATEMENT OF COSTS AND MANNER IN WHICH COSTS
SHOULD BE TAXED
I find the following costs were reasonably incurred by The Florida
Bar:

Administrative Costs

$1,250.00

Investigative Costs

$182.34

Court Reporter Fees

$1,325.54

TOTAL

$2,757.88
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It is recommended that such costs be charged to respondent and that
interest at the statutory rate shall accrue and be deemed delinquent 30
days after the judgment in this case becomes final unless paid in full or

otherwise deferred by the Board of Governors of The Florida Bar.

Dated this 3rd day of June, 2021.

/s/ Heather Doyle.
HEATHER DOYLE
County Judge/Referee
Manatee County Judicial Center
1051 Manatee Avenue West, 9th
Bradenton, Florida 34205
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