
 IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

 The Florida Bar  ,  Case # SC2021-28 
 Petitioner, 

 v. 

 George Edward Ollinger, III 
 Respondent. 

 _________________________________/ 

 RESPONSE IN OBJECTION TO THE FLORIDA BAR’S 
 MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE AN AMICUS BRIEF 

 Respondent  George Edward Ollinger, III, through counsel, 

 responds in objection to The Florida Bar’s motion to appear as an amicus 

 in the above-referenced case, and states: 

 1.  There is not a Rule of Procedure, applicable to these 

 proceedings, that allow for an amicus brief in a proceeding like this. Our 

 9/17/2021 Petition for Review is proceeding under Chapter 3 of the Rules 

 Regulating The Florida Bar, and although Chapter 3 incorporates by 

 reference certain and limited parts of the Florida Rules of Appellate 

 Procedure, Chapter 3 has not incorporated, for Petitions for Review such 

 as this one, the appellate procedure rule allowing for amicus briefs. 
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 2.  A party forbidden by law to appear in a proceeding cannot 

 circumvent that law by calling itself an amicus. Rule 3-5.2(d)'s language 

 that "  The [Florida B]ar will not be a party to the proceeding  " should be 

 interpreted to mean that the Bar may not intervene as amicus. 

 3.  Even if the law did not forbid This Honorable Court from adding 

 The Florida Bar as an amicus, still, this is not the type of case where 

 amicus are contemplated. “Briefs from amicus curiae … are generally for 

 the purpose of assisting the court in cases which are of general public 

 interest, or aiding in the presentation of difficult issues.”  Ciba-Geigy Ltd. v. 

 Fish Peddler, Inc.  , 683 So. 2d 522, 523 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996). This case fits 

 neither category. 

 4.  This is not a case of general public interest. The Court lists at 

 https://www.floridasupremecourt.org/News-Media/High-Profile-Cases  all of 

 its high-profile cases. This is not one of them. Instead, this case began 

 with Mr. Rameshwar’s complaint dated August 12, 2019. In the two years 

 and two months since then, it has gathered zero media attention. Not a 

 single website on the World Wide Web makes any mention of it. 

 5.  This is not a case involving difficult issues. The amount in 

 controversy is under $15,000.00. Typically, such an amount in 
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 controversy would be tried before a Florida Circuit Court (and that is where 

 it was being tried, until This Honorable Court took jurisdiction). Circuit 

 Courts do not allow amicus, and This Honorable Court should not do so 

 either when taking over the trial of a Circuit Court’s case. 

 6.  The Bar’s interest in this case is based upon the pending 

 Petition for Review dated 6/9/2021. It seeks review of the disciplinary case 

 currently pending before This Honorable Court involving George Edward 

 Ollinger, III. 

 7.  The Bar's separate disciplinary case against Mr. Ollinger 

 remains pending, and filing a brief here as an amicus essentially gives the 

 Bar an additional brief there in that proceeding which is not allowed under 

 Rule 3-7.7 of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar. 

 8.  Such concerns are routinely cited in orders denying motions to 

 file amicus briefs. For example, in  Ciba-Geigy Ltd. v. Fish Peddler, Inc  ., 

 683 So. 2d 522 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996), the court noted: 

 In the present case, one of the amicus briefs appears to be nothing 

 more than an attempt to present a fact specific argument of the 

 same type as is contained in the appellants' 50 page brief. Since the 

 parties are limited as to the number and length of briefs, amicus 

 3 



 briefs should not be used to simply give one side more exposure 

 than the rules contemplate. We therefore deny the motion to file an 

 amicus brief…. 

 Id.  at  523. 

 9.  Just like in  Ciba-Geigy Ltd. v. Fish Peddler,  The Bar’s amicus 

 motion, if granted, gives the Bar more pages to argue the disciplinary case 

 than the disciplinary rules allow. 

 10.  This amicus motion also circumvents rules against The Florida 

 Bar practicing law on behalf of a private client, and spending Bar Dues 

 funds in such a practice. 

 11.  Although all Floridians including Mr. Rameshwar may seek pro 

 bono representation from those authorized to practice law in Florida, The 

 Florida Bar is not an organization authorized to practice law on behalf of a 

 client and cannot provide pro bono representation to Mr. Rameshwar, 

 especially not by hiring a private law firm like Holland and Knight and 

 paying that firm from mandatory Bar Dues revenues that we are all forced 

 to pay. 

 12.  The Florida Bar’s enormous power includes the ability to force 

 you and I to be its members, to compel us to pay membership dues, and 
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 to deny us our livelihoods if we fail to pay. With that great power comes 

 great responsibility. The Supreme Court of the United States holds that 

 such power does not include allowing the Bar to spend that revenue on 

 whatever it wants. As This Honorable Court held in  The Florida Bar Re 

 Frankel  , 581 So. 2d 1294, 1297 (Fla. 1991), The Florida Bar is a: 

 compulsory state bar association [that] may constitutionally fund with 

 mandatory dues only those activities “germane” to its purpose, i.e., 

 activities necessarily or reasonably incurred for the purpose of 

 regulating the legal profession or improving the quality of legal 

 services. 

 Id.  at 1297. 

 13.  This Honorable Court reached this holding in  The Florida Bar 

 Re Frankel  because binding case law precedent from the Supreme Court 

 of the United States compels it to do so.  Frankel  cites, among other 

 decisions,  Keller v. State Bar of California  , 496 U.S. 1, 110 S.Ct. 2228, 110 

 L.Ed.2d 1 (1990);  Abood v. Detroit Board of Education  , 431 U.S. 209, 97 

 S.Ct. 1782, 52 L.Ed.2d 261 (1977); and  Ellis v. Brotherhood of Railway, 

 Airline, & Steamship Clerks  , 466 U.S. 435, 104 S.Ct. 1883, 80 L.Ed.2d 

 428 (1984), all of which tie the hands of The Florida Bar when it comes to 
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 how the Bar spends its money. 

 14.  The Florida Bar’s motion for permission to hire one of Florida’s 

 largest law firms to represent Mr. Nandallall Rameshwar, and to pay that 

 firm from revenue received from mandatory bar dues, is far too removed 

 from its limited power to fund “activities ‘germane’ to its purpose, i.e., 

 activities necessarily or reasonably incurred for the purpose of regulating 

 the legal profession or improving the quality of legal services.”  Frankel  , 

 581 So. 2d at 1297 (citing  Keller,  496 U.S. 1;  Abood,  431 U.S. 209; and 

 Ellis,  466 U.S. 435). 

 Wherefore  , Respondent through counsel respectfully requests that 

 The Florida Bar’s motion to appear as amicus be  denied  . 

 Certificate of Service 

 I Hereby Certify  that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

 Response was provided on  November 3, 2021  via email service using 

 the Statewide Portal, which will send emails to: (1) Patricia Ann Toro 

 Savitz, Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, 651 East Jefferson St., 

 Tallahassee, FL 32399 via email to psavitz@floridabar.org; and (2) 

 Kenneth Bryk, Bar Counsel, The Florida Bar, Orlando Branch Office, 1000 

 Legion Place, Suite 1625, Orlando, FL 33801 via email to 
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 kbryk@floridabar.org and orlandooffice@floridabar.org; and (3) Tiffany A. 

 Roddenberry, Holland & Knight, LLP, 315 S. Calhoun St., Ste. 600, 

 Tallahassee, FL 32301 via email to Tiffany.Roddenberry@hklaw.com and 

 jennifer.gillis@hklaw.com; (5) Tara R. Price, Holland & Knight, LLP, 315 S. 

 Calhoun St., Ste. 600, Tallahassee, FL 32301 via email to 

 tara.price@hklaw.com and shannon.veasey@hklaw.com; and (6) Kevin 

 Cox, Holland & Knight, LLP, 315 S. Calhoun St., Ste. 600, Tallahassee, FL 

 32301 via email to kevin.cox@hklaw.com , Shannon.Veasey@hklaw.com; 

 and (7) to my client, Mr. George Edward Ollinger, III (via his private email 

 address). Contemporaneously, it was served via U.S. Mail to: (8) Nandalall 

 Rameshwar, 1706 Ritzcraft St., Cocoa, FL 32922. 

 Respectfully Submitted by: 

 Law Office of Patrick John McGinley, P.A. 

 /s/ Patrick John McGinley  . 

 Patrick John McGinley, B.C.S. 
 FL Bar Board Certified in Appellate Practice 
 Bar Numbers 0085881 (FL) and 1045484 (D.C.) 
 2265 Lee Road, Suite 100, Winter Park, FL 32789 
 Patrick@McGinleyLaw.com 
 McGinleyLaw@McRED.org 
 As Attorney for Respondent George E. Ollinger, III 
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