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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 
 
 

INQUIRY CONCERNING A JUDGE,    SC20-605 
THE HONORABLE BARBARA KAYE HOBBS 
JQC NO. 2019-409 
___________________________________________/ 
 

REPLY OF JUDGE HOBBS TO THE FLORIDA JUDICIAL 
QUALIFICATIONS COMMISSION’S REPLY TO HER RESPONSE  

TO THE COURT’S ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 
 

 COMES NOW, the Honorable Barbara Kaye Hobbs, by and through her 

undersigned counsel, and files her Reply to the Florida Judicial Qualifications 

Commission’s Reply. 

 In this matter, an evidentiary hearing was conducted by the Hearing Panel of 

the Judicial Qualifications Commission (Hearing Panel) regarding charges brought 

against Judge Hobbs for allegedly violating certain Canons in the Florida Code of 

Judicial Conduct.1  At the evidentiary hearing, witness testimony was presented, 

 
1 The Preamble to the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct states, among other things: 

 The Code of Judicial Conduct establishes standards for ethical 
conduct of judges.  It consists of broad statements called 
Canons, specific rules set forth in Sections under each Canon, a 
Definitions Section, an Application Section and Commentary… 

*     *     * 
 The Canons and Sections are rules of reason.  They should be 

applied consistent with constitutional requirements, statutes, 
other court rules and decisional law and in the context of all 
relevant circumstances.  The Code is not to be construed to 
impinge on the essential independence of judges in making 
judicial decisions. 

*     *     * 
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exhibits were received into evidence, and argument was made by counsel for the 

Judicial Qualifications Commission (JQC) and Judge Hobbs.  Following the 

evidentiary hearing, the Hearing Panel filed its Findings of Fact, Conclusions of 

Law, and Recommendations with the Florida Supreme Court (Court).  In judicial 

disciplinary proceedings, charges must be proven by “clear and convincing 

evidence.” 

 Explaining the requirements of “clear and convincing evidence,” the 

Hearing Panel stated, among other things, that:2 

  

 
 The text of the Canons and Sections is intended to govern 

conduct of judges and to be binding upon them.  It is not 
intended, however, that every transgression will result in 
disciplinary action.  Whether disciplinary action is appropriate, 
and the degree of discipline to be imposed, should be 
determined through a reasonable and reasoned application of 
the text and should depend on such factors as the seriousness of 
the transgression, whether there is a pattern of improper activity 
and the effect of the improper activity on others or on the 
judicial system. . . . 

 
 The Definitions to the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct states, among other 
things: 

 “De minimis” denotes an insignificant interest that could not 
raise reasonable question as to a judge’s impartiality. 

 
2 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Recommendations of the Hearing 
Panel, Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission, page 23. 
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 “This [clear and convincing evidence] is an intermediate 
standard requiring more than a ‘preponderance of the evidence,’ 
but less than ‘beyond and to the exclusion of a reasonable 
doubt.’  Inquiry Concerning Graziano, 696 So.2d 744, 753 (Fla. 
1997).  It is both qualitative and quantitative; ‘clear and 
convincing’ evidence requires the evidence to be credible, the 
facts to which the witnesses attest to be distinctly remembered, 
the testimony to be precise and explicit, and the sum of the 
evidence to be of sufficient weight to convince the trier of fact 
without hesitancy.  Inquiry Concerning Davey, 645 So.2d 398 
(Fla. 1994).” 

 
Further, the Hearing Panel is in a position “to evaluate the testimony and evidence 

first-hand.”  In re Graziano, 696 So.2d 744, 753 (Fla. 1997). 

 The JQC does not argue that the Hearing Panel failed to understand the 

standard of “clear and convincing” and agrees that the Hearing Panel appropriately 

applied the standard of “clear and convincing”to the charges to which Judge Hobbs 

was found guilty.  However, the JQC argues that the Hearing Panel failed to 

appropriately apply the standard to the charges that the Hearing Panel found to not 

meet the standard of “clear and convincing evidence.”  As a result, the JQC 

requests the Court to overturn the findings of the Hearing Panel on the charges that 

the Hearing Panel found to not have met the standard of “clear and convincing.” 

 The Florida Constitution provides that, in a case of judicial misconduct, the 

Court “may accept, reject, or modify in whole or in part the findings, conclusions, 

and recommendations of the commission [JQC].”  Art. V, § 12(c)(1), Fla. Const.  

In judicial disciplinary proceedings, JQC’s findings are independently reviewed by 
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the Court to determine whether they are supported by clear and convincing 

evidence and the recommendations to determine whether they should be approved.  

In re Andrews, 875 So.2d 441, 442 (Fla. 2004). 

 Judge Hobbs submits that the Hearing Panel appropriately applied the 

standard of “clear and convincing” to the charges against her and that, therefore, 

the findings of the Hearing Panel should not be disturbed by the Court. 

 Regarding the Recommended Discipline by the Hearing Panel, the Hearing 

Panel stated, among other things, that:3 

 “ ‘[T]he object of disciplinary proceedings is not for the 
purpose of inflicting punishment, but rather to gauge a judge’s 
fitness to serve as an impartial judicial officer.’  Inquiry 
Concerning McMillan, 797 So.2d 560, 571 (Fla. 2001).  To 
make this determination, the Hearing Panel examines judicial 
misconduct for present fitness to hold office from two 
perspectives – ‘its effect on the public’s trust and confidence as 
reflected on the judge’s standing in the community, and the 
degree to which past misconduct points to future misconduct 
fundamentally inconsistent with the responsibilities of judicial 
office.’  Inquiry Concerning Decker, 212 So.3d 291, 308 (Fla. 
2017), quoting Inquiry Concerning Sloop, 946 So.2d 1046, 
1055 (Fla. 2007).” 

 
The Hearing Panel applied these requirements in making its determination of the 

recommended discipline.  Additionally, the Hearing Panel considered factors that 

 
3 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations of the Hearing 
Panel, Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission, page 30. 
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did not relieve Judge Hobbs of her responsibility for her actions but were factors of 

“substantial evidence in mitigation.”4 

 Moreover, the Hearing Panel, determining that “nevertheless, [Judge Hobbs] 

committed serious violations of the Code of Judicial Conduct, requiring equally 

serious discipline,”5 recommended a harsher penalty against Judge Hobbs.  

Heeding the Court’s caveat in In re Maxwell, 994 So.2d 974, 979 (Fla. 2008) “to 

the JQC, the judiciary, and the public” that “harsher sanctions, including but not 

limited to removal from office”6 would be considered in the future by the Court, 

the Hearing Panel recommended a harsher penalty against Judge Hobbs than had 

been administered in similar cases. 

 Consequently, for the foregoing reasons, Judge Hobbs requests that the 

Court accept in whole the Hearing Panel’s Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law 

and Recommendations. 

  

 
4 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations of the Hearing 
Panel, Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission, pages 30-31. 
5 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations of the Hearing 
Panel, Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission, page 32. 
6 Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Recommendations of the Hearing 
Panel, Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission, page 33. 
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 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 KNOWLES & RANDOLPH  
  
 /s/Roosevelt Randolph                          
 ROOSEVELT RANDOLPH, Esquire  
 Florida Bar No. 183446 
 rrandolph@krlawpa.com 
 ERROL H. POWELL, Esquire 
 Florida Bar No. 289124 
 epowell56@comcast.net 
 Knowles & Randolph, P.A. 
 3065 Highland Oaks Terrace 
 Tallahassee, Florida  32301 
 (850) 222-3768   FAX: (850) 561-0397 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing Reply of Judge Hobbs to the 

Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission’s Reply to Her Response to the 

Court’s Order to Show Cause has been efiled with the Clerk of the Supreme Court 

of Florida using the E-Filing Portal and that a true and correct copy has been sent 

via electronic service on this 5th day of August, 2021, to: 

Alexander J. Williams, General Counsel  
Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission 
awilliams@floridajqc.com 
 
Blan L. Teagle, Executive Director 
Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission 
bteagle@floridajqc.com 
 
 
 /s/Roosevelt Randolph                         
 ROOSEVELT RANDOLPH, Esquire  


