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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

 

THE FLORIDA BAR,  
 

            Petitioner, 

SUPREME COURT CASE NO.:   

vs.        SC21-1675 

 

MELANIE L JOHNSON,     FLORIDA BAR FILE NO: 

        2021-30, 198 (5A) (CES) 

Respondent. 

___________________________________/ 

 

ANSWER & AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

 

 

 COMES NOW the Respondent, Melanie L. Johnson, and files this Answer and Affirmative 

Defenses to Petitioner’s Petition for Emergency Suspension (“Petition”) and states as follows:   

ANSWER 

1. Respondent is without knowledge as to who authorized the filing of the Petition, and 

therefore denies. 

2. Admits.  

3. Admits. 

4. Admits as to the filing of the complaint by Debbie Geer but denies all further 

allegations. 

5. Respondent is without knowledge as to the auditing and reviewing of her Regions 

accounts as she had no notice of such and therefore denies. 

6. Denies.  

7. Denies. 

8. Admits. 

9. Admits as to the execution of the documents but denies all other allegations. 
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10. Admits. 

11. Respondent is without knowledge as to the substance of the interview but admits as to 

what is purported to have been stated. 

12. Respondent is without knowledge as to the substance of the interview but admits as to 

what is purported to have been stated. 

13. Respondent is without knowledge as to the substance of the interview but admits as to 

what is purported to have been stated. 

14. Denies.  Respondent stated that the funds from the settlement had been spent by Mr. 

Johnson and Respondent asked that Mayfield reach out to Mr. Johnson for payment as 

he took possession and control of the proceeds.  

15. Admits that Respondent did not formally notify the Florida Bar of the circumstance but 

denies all other representations made. 

16. Admits. 

17. Denies, as the client himself knowingly deposited his own settlement check into the 

operating account. 

18. Admits that payments for household expenses and Florida Bar dues were made from 

the operating account, but denies the payments were solely for her own benefit. 

19. The bank statements should stand for themselves, therefore Respondent neither admits 

nor denies.  

20. Denies. 

21. Admits. 

22. Admits. 

23. Admits.  
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24. Admits. 

25. Denies. 

26. Denies. 

27. Denies. 

28. Admits. 

29. Denies. 

30. Admits. 

31. Admits. 

32. Respondent is without knowledge as to what the bar’s audit revealed.  

33. Admits. 

34. Admits. 

35. Respondent is without knowledge as to what C.S. advised the bar, but admits that a 

$3,000 settlement was obtained, but denies that C.S. does not recall receiving any 

money as this allegation is inconsistent with what the bar investigator stated in his 

affidavit.  

36. Admits. 

37. Admits that the $3,000 settlement check was deposited into the Regions trust account 

but denies all other allegations.  

38. Denies.  

39. Admits.  

40. Respondent is without knowledge as to what A.A. advised but admits recovering $300.  

41. Respondent is without knowledge as to what the bar’s audit revealed. 

42. Denies. 
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43. Denies. 

44. Denies. 

45. Admits that the $300 was paid to A.A. but denies all other allegations.  

46. Admits. 

47. Denies, as K.C. did not retain Respondent to obtain her security deposit but rather to 

break her lease.  

48. Admits that Respondent received the security deposit check but denies all other 

allegations.  

49. Admits. 

50. Denies.  

51. Respondent is without knowledge as to the bar’s audit but admits that it was 

Respondent’s belief supported by email communications that the fees were earned fees 

and therefore not payable to K.C.  

52. Respondent is without knowledge as to what K.C. stated to the bar investigator, and 

therefore denies.  

53. Admits that no fee agreement was provided, but otherwise denies.  

54. Denies. 

55. Denies. 

Furthermore, Respondent denies that the Florida Bar has met the burden of establishing 

that Respondent is causing immediate and serious harm to the public.   The allegations presented 

in the petition occurred more than two years ago, and the initial complaint was filed by a third party 

over one year ago.  Therefore, there is no immediate and serious harm to the public.  Also pursuant 

to Florida Bar Rule 3-5.2 in order for an emergency suspension to be granted the petition must be 
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supported by one or more affidavits which provide facts that are personally known to the affiant in 

order to support the petition.    In this petition there are two affidavits attached, one by a Florida 

Bar auditor, and another by a Florida Bar investigator.  Neither of these affiants have personal 

knowledge as to the alleged facts in their affidavits.   Therefore, the Florida Bar has not complied 

with the requirements set forth under Rule 3-5.2, to petition for an emergency suspension.   

AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSES 

This complaint resulted from a contractual dispute over the payment of a client’s debt, and 

was only initiated by Mayfield because Respondent refused to comply with their extortion attempts.  

It is quite contrary to justice that the Florida Bar would pursue a complaint which was filed solely 

as a means to extort payment from Respondent. In fact even after filing the complaint Mayfield 

contacted Respondent and offered to withdraw the complaint if Respondent paid them.  Mayfield 

also contacted Respondent after the filing of this Petition to profess that the Florida Bar 

communicated to them that Respondent was at fault, was not unauthorized to practice law (yet 

Respondent’s suspension is not yet effective) and made criminal accusations against Respondent 

again in an attempt to extort money.   

During the pendency of the Florida Bar’s investigation it proceeded to obtain both trust 

account records as well as operating account records and conducted an audit of Respondent’s 

accounts without any form of notice to Respondent, thereby denying Respondent any opportunity 

to object to such audit.  Respondent only became aware of the audit after being confronted with 

such during Respondent’s sworn statement.  Based on the initial complaint, there was no probable 

cause in which to justify conducting an audit of Respondent’s accounts.  The Florida Bar seemed 

intent on exercising a fishing expedition to create additional “violations.”  None of the clients 

referenced in petition have ever made a complaint against Respondent.   
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With respect to C.S., C.S. authorized and signed the settlement agreement and release and 

signed the settlement statement showing the distribution of the proceeds of the settlement.  C.S. 

was informed by Respondent that her portion of the settlement money was mailed to her.  In the 

two and half years following the settlement never once did C.S. contact Respondent to inform her 

that the money was not received.  In fact in the bar investigator’s affidavit he states that C.S. 

believed that she did receive the settlement money from Respondent, yet apparently after further 

prodding the bar investigator claims she said she may not have.   

With respect to the K.C. matter, K.C. did not retain Respondent to obtain her security 

deposit back, in fact K.C. always represented to Respondent that she did not want to pursue any 

recovery of the security deposit, she only wanted out of her long-term lease, because she was 

purchasing her own home. It should be noted the bar investigator claimed K.C. wanted out of her 

lease after inspecting the home and finding it to be uninhabitable. Such representation is not 

accurate as K.C. had lived in this home for more than one year, and she had issues with her landlord 

fixing problems as they developed.  Respondent successfully arranged for the termination of her 

lease without the approximate $4,000 liquidated damage provision being invoked that the landlord 

was claiming and reversed automatic bank withdrawals for rent that the landlord was making.  

Respondent never advised K.C. to not go after the security deposit, in fact Respondent actually 

encouraged her to pursue it as well as a potential personal injury claim against her landlord.  K.C. 

was adamant that she did not want to pursue these actions, but specifically stated in an email that 

Respondent was welcome to pursue the security deposit and she would “leave it in my capable 

hands”.   

With respect to the A.A. matter, Respondent was retained to represent her in a landlord 

tenant dispute, where her landlord was attempting to enforce a lease extension that A.A. had not 
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yet executed. Respondent successfully ensured that the lease extension was invalidated and even 

obtained a recovery of her security deposit, which A.A. did not expect.  Respondent immediately 

informed A.A. of the return of her security deposit and mailed the same to her.  Sometime later 

A.A.’s husband inquired about it and Respondent discovered that the check had not been cashed, 

so a money order was issued to A.A. which was admittedly received by A.A.  During the pendency 

of the check being outstanding A.A.’s husband continued to use my legal services for his business.  

Even after the bar investigator interviewed A.A. her husband made an inquiry about having 

Respondent do additional collections work for his business.  However, due to the petition, 

Respondent had to decline the work.  

Respondent has acknowledged that there were some trust accounting errors, but those 

errors were inadvertent mistakes made within approximately six months of beginning business.  

Prior to establishing her own firm, Respondent never had to deal with trust accounting procedures, 

or even operating accounts.  Respondent had never owned her own business and had never been 

responsible for maintaining records for such.  These errors can be attributed to a new business 

owner who did not know all of the ins and outs of operating her own law firm.  These issues also 

occurred during a time in Respondent’s life where she had taken on the role of primary caretaker 

for her father who had become bedridden and under hospice care for his congestive heart failure.  

Respectfully submitted by Respondent this 29th day of December, 2021.  

 

        

 

       /s/ Melanie L. Johnson   

       Melanie L. Johnson 

       Florida Bar No.:  812161 

       4790 Longbow Drive 

       Titusville, Florida 32796 

       Tel. (321) 603-7582 

       mel.johnsonlaw@gmail.com 

mailto:mel.johnsonlaw@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was provided to all parties of record via 

the E-Portal filing system on this 29th day of December, 2021.  

        /s/ Melanie L. Johnson  

        Melanie L. Johnson  

      

       


