
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA
(Before a Referee)

THE FLORIDA BAR, . Supreme Court Case Nos.
SC21-770 and SC21-1487

Complainant,
The Florida Bar File Nos.

v. 2020-00,146(2A); 2020-00,211(2A);

NAJAH NZINGA ADAMS,
2021-00,400(2A)

a
2 RI Respondent.

REPORT OF REFEREE ACCEPTING CONSENT JUDGMENT

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 May 25, 2021, The Florida Bar ("The Bar") filed its Complaint

against Respondent as well as its Request for Admissions in these

proceedings. AII of the aforementioned pleadings, responses thereto,

exhibits received in evidence, and this Report constitute the record in this

case and are forwarded to the Supreme Court of Florida.

On October 28, 2021, The Bar filed an additional Complaint against

Respondent, which was subsequently consolidated herein by Order dated

November 4, 2021.



II. FINDINGS OF FACT

A. 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.

B. Narrative Summary of Case.

COUNT I - TFB FILE NO. 2020-00,146 - TAVARA K. ANDREWS

1. On October 31, 2017, Tavara Andrews hired Respondent

for a small claims action in Alachua County, Florida. Respondent

was paid fees of $1,000.00 on November 1, 2017. Respondent

entered a Notice of Appearance on December 5, 2017.

2. On February 15, 2018, a final judgment was issued in

favor of Ms. Andrews. On February 16, 2018, Respondent advised

she will file an affidavit of costs so Ms. Andrews could be reimbursed

for attorney fees.

3. Ms. Andrews contacted Respondent monthly from May

2018 to April 2019 concerning updates on the affidavit and collection

of the judgment. On or around April 5, 2019, Ms. Andrews spoke to

Respondent, who indicated that she had been in an accident the prior

week; Respondent stated she would get Ms. Andrews the affidavit
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information to her on Monday, April 8, 2019. The following week, Ms.

Andrews did not receive additional information from the Respondent.

4. On April 17, 2019, Ms. Andrews contacted the defendant

in her case to inquire about payment. She was informed that payment

was sent to Respondent on November 15, 2018, and Respondent

tendered a satisfaction of judgment dated January 28, 2019.

5. Ms. Andrews forwarded the correspondence and

documentation to Respondent on April 17, 2019, and requested

payment, as well as the status of the affidavit of attorney's fees. On

April 18, 2019, Respondent told Ms. Andrews that a check would be

prepared and mailed the week of April 22, 2019. On April 23, 2019,

Ms. Andrews inquired about the status of the check and requested to

pick up the check in person. On April 24, 2019, she was advised the

check would be mailed. On April 30, 2019, Ms. Andrews again

inquired about the status of the check and the affidavit.

6. On May 1, 2019, Respondent asked to set up a meeting.

At the meeting held on May 7, 2019, Respondent advised of personal

issues that had transpired over the last year and indicated that her

trust account management had gone "awry". She told Ms. Andrews
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that she had fired staff as a result and requested 60 days to reconcile

the account.

7. Ms. Andrews subsequently made several inquiries, with

no responses and ultimately filed a complaint with The Bar. In April

2020, Ms. Andrews informed the The Bar that Respondent had finally

disbursed the funds to her, and that the Respondent requested she

withdraw her complaint.

8. On September 19, 2019, The Bar sent Respondent a 15-

day letter, requesting a response by October 4, 2019. Respondent

failed to respond to that letter or the subsequent reminder letter.

9. On April 13, 2020, the case went to the Grievance

Committee. After notification, Ms. Andrews contacted The Bar and

advised that the matter had been resolved and requested to withdraw

the complaint. The matter was not closed due to Respondent's

failure to respond to the complaint. Ultimately, upon notification in

July 2020 that the matter was set for grievance committee review,

Respondent provided information for the committee's consideration.

COUNT II - TFB FILE NO. 2020-00,211 - ALPHA PERRY

4



1. In November 2018, Alpha Perry hired Respondent to

represent her in a child support case. According to Ms. Perry, there

were ongoing communication issues throughout the representation.

2. On March 27, 2019, Ms. Perry's final court hearing was

held. Her child support was granted for the corrected amount of

$1,293.00 and arrearage of $3,822.58. The judgement was

supposed to be filed within 10 days following the hearing, along with

an income deduction order. During the final hearing, Ms. Perry's ex-

husband stated he was unemployed. However, Ms. Perry learned

this was not true. When she became aware of her ex-husband's

employment status, she called Respondent immediately to notify her.

Respondent informed her that she was recovering from a car

accident and could not talk, but her assistant would call to discuss the

matter. Respondent's assistant subsequently contacted Ms. Perry.

3. The assistant informed Ms. Perry that they would send an

employment verification form to her ex-husband's job and then file an

income deduction order with the court and his employer. Ms. Perry

reached out to Respondent via phone and texts and stopped by her

office on several occasions, to no avail. Ms. Perry eventually went to
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the courthouse, only to be told nothing had been filed on her behalf,

after which she filed a complaint with The Bar.

4. On October 30, 2019, The Bar sent Respondent a 15-day

letter, requesting a response by November 14, 2019. Respondent

failed to respond to that letter or the subsequent reminder letter.

5. On April 13, 2020, the case went to the Grievance

Committee. Despite further requests for information from the

Investigating Member, Respondent failed to respond. On July 27,

2020, the case was noticed for review by the Grievance Committee.

Ultimately, upon notification in July 2020 that the matter was set for

grievance committee review, Respondent provided information for the

committee's consideration.

COUNT III - TFB FILE NO. 2021-00,400 - WADE NORRIS

1. In June 2020, Wade Norris consulted with Respondent.

about his legal matter. In September 2020, he signed a retainer

agreement and paid $2,550.00 for representation in an uncontested

divorce. He paid an additional $1,000.00 in October 2020.

2. Respondent stated that she would have the papers

completed for Mr. Norris' signature and ready to file within the week,

but failed to do so. According to Mr. Norris, the office phone always
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went to voicemail and communication issues with Respondent began

immediately after the retainer fee was paid. However, he also stated

that he was able to communicate with Ms. Lofland, the Respondent's

assistant, and with Respondent via text.

3. According to Mr. Norris, Resporident failed to attend

multiple Zoom meetings and/or telephone conferences to discuss his

case and did not provide an adequate explanation. Mr. Norris noted

that the office was always closed, and he was never able to see or

speak to anyone in person. On October 15, 2020, Mr. Norris sent a

lengthy email to Respondent expressing his frustration about the lack

of communication and her failure to atteñd scheduled appointments.

4. On October 27, 2020, Respondent filed Mr. Norris'

Petition for Dissolution of Marriage. According to Mr. Norris nothing

further was done on his case. In January 2021, Ms. Lofland

scheduled Mr. Norris for an office appointment with Respondent on

January 12, 2021. When he arrived, the office was locked, and no

one responded to his phone calls or texts. On January 14, 2021, Mr.

Norris terminated Respondent's services and requested a detailed

billing statement and refund of all fees, minus the filing fee. He hired

new counsel that same day. According to Mr. Norris, Respondent
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replied to Mr. Norris that she would refund any remaining retainer

balance and provide a detailed billing statement. However, he heard

nothing further from Respondent.

5. A review of the case docket reflects that all required

pleadings were filed, including a summons for the wife of Mr. Norris.

After no service was effectuated by the sheriff's office, on November

20, 2020, Respondent filed a motion to appoint a private process

server. That motion was granted on January 7, 2021, a week before

Mr. Norris terminated Respondent.

6. Respondent failed to respond to the initial complaint and

failed to contact the investigating member of the grievance committee

as requested in the notice of investigating member.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO GUILT

I recommend that Respondent be found guilty of violating the

following Rules Regulating The Florida Bar:

1. As to Count I: 4-1.3 (Diligence), 4-1.4 (Communication),

4-8,4(g) (Failure to Respond), 5-1.1(b) (Application of Trust Funds or

Property to Specific Purpose), 5-1.2(b) (Records may be maintained

in their original format or stored in digital media as long as the copies

include all data contained in the original documents and may be
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produced when required.), and 5-1.2(f) (A lawyer or law firm that

receives and disburses client or third-party funds, or property must

maintain the records required by this chapter for 6 years subsequent

to the final conclusion of each representation in which the trust funds

or property were received.).

2. As to Count II: 4-1.3 (Diligence), 4-1.4 (Communication),

4-3.2 (Expediting Litigation), and 4-8.4(g) (Failure to Respond).

3. As to Count III: 4-1.4 (Communication), 4-1.5 (Fees and

Costs), and 4-8.4(g) (Failure to Respond).

IV. STANDARDS FOR IMPOSING LAWYER SANCTIONS

I considered the following Standards prior to recomrnending

discipline:

3.2 Agaravation
(4) multiple offenses; and
(9) substantial experience in the practice of law.

3.3 Mitigation
(1) absence of a prior disciplinary record ; Respondent was
admitted in 2008 and has no prior discipline.
(2) absence of a dishonest or selfish motive; Respondent had
no ill intent and received no personal gain.
(3) personal or emotional problems; Respondent was the
victim of severe domestic violence, which resulted in
hospitalization.
(5) full and free disclosure to the Bar or cooperative attitude
toward the proceedings; Respondent admitted to her
shortcomings in handling the above-referenced cases.
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(8) physical or mental disability or impairment; Respondent is
currently under the care of medical providers for physical and
emotional injuries as a result ofpast domestic violence.
(12) remorse. Respondent has expressed remorse and a
desire to resolve this matter without a trial. Additionally,
Respondent is winding down her active cases and has
accepted a job with the state of Florida.

4.4 Lack of Diligence
(c) Public Reprimand is appropriate when a lawyer is negligent,

does not act with reasonable diligence in representing a client,
and causes injury or potential injury to a client.

4.5 Lack of Competence
(c) Public reprimand is appropriate when a lawyer causes injury or

potential injury to a client and: (1) demonstrates failure to
understand relevant legal doctrines or procedures; or (2) is
negligent in determining whether the lawyer is competent to
handle a legal matter.

V. CASE LAW

I considered the following case law prior to recommending discipline:

In The Florida Bar v. Bischoff, SC17-580, by Court order dated
August 7, 2017, the Court approved a consent judgment imposing a
public reprimand for multiple violations including lack of diligence arid
communication with two unrelated clients and aggravating factor of
prior admonishment for similar misconduct. The attorney had a prior
disciplinary record of an admonishment. In the process of closing his
practice and transferring his cases to another attorney, two cases
slipped through the cracks. However, by the time the consent
judgment was entered into, the attorney had refunded the retainer fee
to both clients.

In The Florida Bar v. Biqqins, SC11-803, by Court order dated
October 29, 2011, the Court approved a consent judgment imposing
a public reprimand for multiple violations including lack of diligence
and communication; counsel failed to file discovery responses,
properly comply with court orders, and failed to respond to the Bar.
The attorney had two prior disciplinary actions for neglect and lack of
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communication with clients. In fact, during this disciplinary matter,
Biggins ceased to be a member in good standing to practice law in
the State of Florida for the failure to pay restitution for the previous
disciplinary matter. In addition to the public reprimand, the attorney
received 3 years' probation, had to enter into a FLA, Inc. contract and
pay restitution.

In The Florida Bar v. Randall Albert Werre, SC15-129, by Court order
dated June 25, 2015, the attorney received a public reprimand to be
administered by the referee, and agreed to pay restitution, for
neglecting three separate family law matters. The attorney had no
prior discipline history but had 3 cases pending before the Supreme
Court.

In The Florida Bar v. Scott Lowell Podvin, SC15-1445, by Court order
dated August 21, 2015, the Court approved the consent judgment
recommending public reprimand - pursuant to 16 open complaints -
LOMAS, and binding fee arbitration with certain clients for neglect
and inadequate communication resulting from the dissolution of his
former law firm, the unexpected need to relocate his new office, and
the termination of certain employees who stole client information,
client files, and hacked his server in an attempt to steal his clients.
The Bar website shows the attorney had no prior discipline history.
Subsequent to this case, The Florida Bar v. Scott Lowell Podvin,
SC17-115, the attorney received an 18-month suspension with fee
arbitration and a FLA, Inc. contract.

In The Florida Bar v. Kenneth Saint George Mair, SC15-1087, by
Court order dated December 31, 2015, the attorney received a public
reprimand for failing to diligently and competently represent his client
in a commercial foreclosure. The client sued the attorney for
malpractice and prevailed with a $50,000 judgment. The attorney
had no prior discipline history.

VI. RECOMMENDATION AS TO DISCIPLINARY MEASURES TO BE
APPLIED

I recommend that Respondent be found guilty of misconduct justifying

disciplinary measures, and that she be disciplined by:

11



A. Public reprimand by publication;

B. Ethics School; Respondent will attend Ethics School within 6
months of the date of the Court's order accepting this consent
judgment and pay the $750.00 fee associated with the
workshop; and

C. Payment of The Florida Bar's costs.

VII. PERSONAL HISTORY AND PAST DISCIPLINARY RECORD

Prior to recommending discipline pursuant to Rule 3-7.6(m)(1)(D), I

considered the following personal history of Respondent, to wit:

Age: 42

Date admitted to the Bar: May 22, 2008

Prior Discipline: None.

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 7.00

TOTAL $1,257.00

It is recommended that such costs be charged to Respondent and

that interest at the statutory rate shall accrue and that should such cost

judgment not be satisfied within thirty days of said judgment becoming final,

Respondent shall be deemed delinquent and ineligible to practice law,
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pursuant to R. Regulating Fla. Bar 1-3.6, unless otherwise deferred by the

Board of Governors of The Florida Bar.

DATED this 7th day of March 2022.

Brian Jerome Welke, Bar Referee

Original to:

Clerk of the Supreme Court of Florida, Supreme Court Building, 500 South
Duval Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1927

Conforméd Copies to:

Najah Nzinga Adams, Respondent, nadams@thealiqnlawqroup.com
Shaneé L. Hinson, Bar Counsel, shinson@floridabar.orq
Patricia Ann Toro Savitz, Staff Counsel, psavitz@floridabar.orq
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