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INTRODUCTION 

Petitioners, Irain Alberto Gonzalez, Esq., Alexander C. Flint, 

Esq., and Ariel Rapaport, Esq. (collectively hereinafter referred to as 

“Petitioners”), pursuant to Article V, Section 15 of the Florida 

Constitution, Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.030(3), and Rule 

3-7.7(e) of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar, petition this 

Honorable Court for Writs of Mandamus and Prohibition (“Petition”) 

compelling The Honorable Michael A. Hanzman (“Judge Hanzman”) 

to retract his post-recusal bar complaint against Petitioners and 

precluding The Florida Bar from proceeding with any disciplinary 

proceedings against Petitioners on the basis of Judge Hanzman’s 

post-recusal bar complaint against Petitioners.  

Florida’s Code of Judicial Conduct, Canons 2A and 3, Florida 

law, and the fundamental right to fairness under the due process 

clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States 

Constitution (“Due Process Clause”) are all in place, in part, to ensure 

the fairness and impartiality of the judiciary. This Petition is 

necessitated by Judge Hanzman’s violations thereof.  

On December 1, 2020, at 8:16 a.m., less than two (2) hours 

before a hearing on Petitioners’ motion to withdraw in Miami-Dade 
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County Circuit Court Case No.: 2020-022425-CA-01 (“Chun Liu 

Derivative Action”), Judge Hanzman entered an Order to Show Cause 

against Petitioners, in which Judge Hanzman charges Petitioners, 

sua sponte, with numerous alleged violations of the Rules Regulating 

The Florida Bar, and orders Petitioners, among other things, to show 

cause why they should not be referred to the Florida Bar (“Order to 

Show Cause Against Petitioners”). Pursuant to its express terms, the 

Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners was to be heard on 

December 14, 2020 at 3:00 p.m.  

On December 11, 2020, Petitioners filed a Petition for Writ of 

Prohibition in Case No. 3D20-1846 (“Petition for Writ of Prohibition”) 

seeking, among other relief, that the Third District Court of Appeal 

(“Third District”) quash the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners.  

The Petition for Writ of Prohibition sought relief on the basis 

that the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners was entered 

without jurisdiction or authority in light of an order entered by the 

Third District on November 16, 2020 in Case No. 3D20-1629 (“Third 

DCA Order Granting Mandamus”), granting, in part, a Petition for 

Writs of Mandamus and Certiorari filed by Petitioners on behalf of 
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their former client, Florida Immigration Building Funding LLC 

(“FIBF”).   

The Third DCA Order Granting Mandamus states as follows: 

“The Petition for Writs of Certiorari and Mandamus is 
granted in part and denied in part. The trial court 
should not have conducted the show cause 
proceedings at issue after the filing of the motion to 
compel arbitration prior to, at a minimum, first issuing 
an order staying proceedings “on just terms” as 
required by statute…the trial court was placed on 
notice of the motion to compel arbitration and chose 
to conduct proceedings on the discovery issues first, 
and then stay later. This was procedurally improper 
and constitutes a departure from the essential 
requirements of the statute. The trial court also issued 
an order on November 10, 2020, purporting to 
discharge the show cause order, after this Court issued 
a stay of proceedings. Accordingly, all orders entered 
after the motion to compel arbitration was filed on 
November 2, 2020, are vacated. The trial shall stay all 
proceedings, in their entirety, until such time as it 
conducts a hearing and issues a ruling on the 
petitioner’s motion to compel arbitration……Petition 
granted in part and denied in part and remanded to 
trial court for proceedings consistent herewith.”  
 
On December 11, 2020, Petitioners filed Petitioners’ Emergency 

Motion to Enforce November 16, 2020 Third District Court Of Appeal 

Order And For Temporary Stay Of Proceedings In Lower Tribunal As 

Against Petitioners in Case No. 3D20-1629 (“Emergency Motion to 

Enforce Third DCA’s Mandate”). 
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On December 14, 2020, less than three (3) hours before the 

hearing on the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners, the Third 

District entered an order in Case No. 3D20-1629 cancelling the 

December 14, 2020 hearing on the Order to Show Cause Against 

Petitioners and staying any proceedings as against Petitioners, 

stating as follows: 

“The Motion for Temporary Stay is granted pending 
further order of the Court, and the hearing set by the 
trial court for December 14, 2020, at 3:00 p.m., on the 
Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners is hereby 
cancelled.” (emphases added) (“Third DCA December 14, 
2020 Order Staying Proceedings and Cancelling Hearing”) 

 
On December 14, 2020, the Third District entered an order in 

Case No. 3D20-1846, stating as follows: 

“The party, if any, opposing the relief requested in the 
Petition for Writ of Prohibition shall, and the respondent 
judge may, file a response within ten (10) days of the date 
of this Order to the Petition for Writ of Prohibition. 
Petitioner’s Motion to Stay is denied as moot in light of the 
granting of the motion to stay in Case No. 3D20-1629, 
without prejudice to refiling.” (“Third DCA Order 
Regarding Responses to Petition for Writ of Prohibition”).  

 

Judge Hanzman did not respond to the Petition for Writ of 

Prohibition. On December 28, 2020 – the same day on which any 

response to the Petition for Writ of Prohibition was due - Judge 
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Hanzman, sua sponte, entered his Order of Recusal on Matters 

Involving Former Counsel (“Order of Recusal”), stating as follows:  

“THIS CAUSE is before the Court Sua Sponte. This Court 
believes: (a) that its Order to Show Cause directed at 
Defendants’ former counsel addresses non-arbitrable 
completely collateral to the case and, for that reason, the 
issuance of that Order [to Show Cause Against Petitioners] 
was not a violation of the Third District’s Order staying the 
case pending the Court’s ruling on Defendants’ Motion to 
Compel Arbitration; and” (emphasis in the original); and  
 
(b) that its Order to Show Cause is warranted and should 
be addressed on the merits. Nevertheless, in light of recent 
inflammatory (and accusatory) appellate filings in this 
case, a reasonable person could question this Court’s 
ability to dispassionately and objectively preside over 
any matters involving FIBF’s former counsel and 
recusal therefore mandated as to any such matters. 
See Canon 3(E)(1)(a). The Court therefore recuses itself 
from any further proceedings involving former 
counsel.” (emphasis added); and 
 
“Because the issuance of an Order to Show Cause against 
former counsel raises issues that are completely unrelated 
to the substantive case and never “subject to…arbitration” 
§ 682.03(6), Fla. Sta., this Court did not even consider the 
possibility that the issuance of that Order reasonably 
could be interpreted as violating the Third District’s stay, 
just as the Court (and presumably former counsel) did not 
consider the possibility that the stay was an impediment 
to the Court conducting a hearing on (and granting) former 
counsel’s Emergency Motion to Withdraw. Nor does the 
Court believe that the Third District’s Stay was intended 
to cabin its inherent authority to address matters of 
attorney misconduct…Former counsel now, however, 
takes the position that the issuance of the Order to Show 
Cause was in violation of the Third District’s stay, whereas 
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the Court’s decision to permit their withdrawal was not. In 
any event, this Court understands its obligation to 
dutifully comply with appellate orders/directives and it 
does not believe it violated the stay order. And as directed 
this Court fully adjudicated Defendant’s Motion to Compel 
Arbitration prior to addressing any further matters related 
to the case. But at this point the Court recognizes that 
it cannot objectively adjudicate its Order to Show 
Cause.” (emphasis added); and  
 
“As FIBF has formally withdrawn the prior Motion for 
Recusal filed by its former counsel, and all parties want 
this Court to continue hearing the merits of the case, the 
Court does not recuse itself from these consolidated 
matters. Its recusal is limited to any matter involving 
former counsel.”1 (emphasis added).  
 
On January 7, 2021, following Judge Hanzman’s Order of 

Recusal, the Third District entered an order in Case No. 3D20-1629 

(“Third DCA January 7 Order in Case No. 3D20-1629”), stating as 

follows: 

“Any remaining issues pending in this appeal have been 
mooted by the sua sponte recusal of the trial judge. 
Accordingly, the appeal is dismissed without prejudice 
and any pending motion is denied as moot.”  
 

 
1 To support his contention, Judge Hanzman points to the fact that 
FIBF’s then new counsel, Michael R. Tein, Esq., withdrew the motion 
for judicial recusal, verified by FIBF, that Petitioners filed on behalf 
of FIBF – a motion that Judge Hanzman had already denied well 
before Mr. Tein, who has since withdrawn, withdrew same.  
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On January 7, 2021, the Third District entered an order in Case 

No. 3D20-1846 (“Third DCA January 7 Order in Case No. 1846”), 

stating as follows: 

“Upon consideration of the trial court’s orders entered on 
December 28, 2020, it is ordered that the Petition for Writ 
of Prohibition is hereby denied as moot.”  
 
On April 28, 2021, one hundred and twenty-one (121) days after 

recusing himself from any matters involving Petitioners, Judge 

Hanzman entered his Sua Sponte Order (“Sua Sponte Order”),2 which 

pertains to Petitioners and states as follows: 

“THIS CAUSE is before the Court sua sponte. On 
November 3, 2020 this Court entered an “Order to Show 
Cause" (DE 58) directed at attorneys I. Albert Gonzalez, 
Alexander C. Flint, and Ariel Rappaport, based on this 
Court's finding probable cause to conclude that they had : 
(a) knowingly misrepresented material information to this 
Court, (b) knowingly failed to disclose material information 
to this Court and the Third District Court of appeal, and 
(c) knowingly submitted false testimony to this Court. The 
Court subsequently recused itself from this Show Cause 
proceeding only. Accordingly, the Clerk is directed, 
consistent with CBL procedures, to transfer the Show 

 
2 Judge Hanzman’s delayed entry of the Sua Sponte Order might 
explain why Judge Hanzman suddenly recused himself, sua sponte, 
as to any matters involving Petitioners without addressing the merits 
of Petitioner’s Petition for Writ of Prohibition. See Petition for Writ of 
Mandamus and Prohibition presently before the Third District.  
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Cause proceedings to the Honorable William Thomas for 
adjudication on the merits.”3  
 
On May 12, 2021, Petitioners were notified by The Florida Bar 

that Judge Hanzman had submitted a bar complaint against 

Petitioners dated April 28, 2021 (“Bar Complaint”). Judge Hanzman 

submitted the Bar Complaint on his judicial letterhead in his 

capacity as a Miami-Dade Circuit Court judge. Judge Hanzman’s Bar 

Complaint is based exclusively on the Order to Show Cause Against 

Petitioners,  and states, in pertinent part, as follows: “as set forth in 

the attached ‘Order to Show Cause’ this Court believes that these 

lawyers….” 

In light of Judge Hanzman’s Order of Recusal, wherein he 

admits actual bias towards Petitioners, the legal issues before this 

Honorable Court are: (1) whether Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal 

submission of his Bar Complaint is a judicial act that is legally null 

and void under Florida law; (2) whether Judge Hanzman’s post-

 
3 Judge Hanzman did not enter the Order to Show Cause Against 
Petitioners on November 3, 2020, as the Sua Sponte Order states, 
but on December 1, 2020. On November 3, 2020, Judge Hanzman 
entered the Order to Show Cause against Defendants FIBF and Wai 
Kin Benny Lam, which order was vacated by the Third District in the 
Third DCA Order Granting Mandamus.  
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recusal submission of the Bar Complaint is a judicial act in violation 

of Canons 2A and 3, Florida Code of Judicial Conduct; (3) whether 

Judge Hanzman’s submission of his Bar Complaint, subsequent to 

his self-recusal on the basis of actual bias, is a judicial act in violation 

of Petitioners’ fundamental right to fairness under the Due Process 

Clause; and (4) whether Petitioners can be afforded due process in a 

Florida Bar disciplinary proceeding initiated by Judge Hanzman’s 

post-recusal submission of his Bar Complaint in violation of Florida 

law and Canons  2A and 3 of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct.  

Petitioners respectfully submit to this Honorable Court that 

Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal submission of his Bar Complaint is: 

(1) a judicial act that is legally null and void under Florida law; (2) a 

judicial act in violation of Canons 2A and 3 of the Florida Code of 

Judicial Conduct; and (3) a judicial act in violation of Petitioners’ 

fundamental right to fairness under the Due Process Clause. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

 

On October 22, 2013, Chun Liu and FIBF entered into a Limited 

Membership Interest, Sale, and Purchase Agreement pursuant to 

which Chun Liu became a member of FIBF (the “Subscription 

Agreement”). Section 4.12 of the Subscription Agreement states as 

follows: 

“[A]ny dispute, controversy or claim arising out of or 
relating to this Agreement, any relationship created 
herein, any amendment hereof, or any breach hereof, 
including but not limited to all issues regarding 
jurisdiction, existence, scope, validity, performance, 
interpretation, and termination, shall be determined by a 
single arbitrator in an arbitration….” (the “Arbitration 
Clause”). App. 60. 
 
On October 18, 2020, notwithstanding the Arbitration Clause, 

Chun Liu, by and through his counsel, Alexis S. Read (“Attorney 

Read”), filed his complaint in the Chun Liu Derivative Action, which 

was assigned to Judge Hanzman. App. 65.  

On October 19, 2020, Chun Liu filed “Plaintiff’s Emergency 

Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction 

and Supporting Legal Memorandum” (the “Emergency Motion”).  App. 

90. 
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On October 27, 2020, Petitioners, on behalf of FIBF, filed its 

response to the Emergency Motion (“Response to the Emergency 

Motion”). App. 101. The Emergency Motion was heard by Judge 

Hanzman at a hearing on October 27, 2020 (“October 27 Hearing”). 

Other than the Emergency Motion, there were no other matters 

before Judge Hanzman at the October 27 Hearing. At the October 27, 

2020 Hearing, the following exchange took place: 

25   THE COURT:· I will hear your motion to compel 
 1    arbitration, as soon as it's filed. 
 2    MR. GONZALEZ:· So I could file one tomorrow? 
 3    THE COURT:· That can be your response to her 
 4    complaint. 
 5   No, you can't file it before she files her 
 6   lawsuit. I have to know what the claims are, that 
 7   you're seeking to compel arbitration of. 
 
App. 175-176. 

14   Now, if you file a motion to compel arbitration 
15   after she amends, then I am going to hear your 
16   motion to compel arbitration, and if these claims 
17   are arbitrable, that will be the end of it.·  
 
App. 178. 

19    The Court: Now, Ms. Read, will you, please 
20· ·prepare an order, circulate it to Mr. Gonzalez and 
21· ·circulate it to Mr. Flint, basically deferring 
22· ·ruling on this, requiring that you breakdown the 
23· ·case into two case numbers, one that will bring all 
24· ·direct claims that Mr. Liu wants to proceed with 
25· ·directly, the second case will bring all derivative 
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 1   claims that he wants to bring derivatively, on 
 2   behalf of the entity. You have five days to do that 
 3   from today. 
 4  Then the Defendant can immediately file 
 5  whatever motions they want, to compel 
arbitration or 
 6  otherwise, and I will have an immediate hearing. 

App. 179-180. 

At the conclusion of the October 27 Hearing, Judge Hanzman 

entered an order stating as follows: 

“ORDERED and ADJUDGED as follows: 
 
1. The Court hereby defers ruling on Plaintiff’s 
Emergency Motion pending the re-filing of derivative and 
direct claims, and the adjudication of Defendants' 
anticipated motions to compel arbitration. 
 
2. Within five (5) days from the date of this order, 
Plaintiff shall file an Amended Complaint which brings 
derivative claims only and shall separately file a new case 
for any direct claims sought by Mr. Liu individually. Both 
matters shall be assigned the this division and shall be 
consolidated for pre-trial purposes. 
 
3. The Company and Mr. Lam shall have three (3) days 
from the date of this order to produce a copy of Mr. Liu’s 
I-829 visa petition, filed by the Company on Mr. Liu's 
behalf, to Mr. Liu’s counsel if it is in their possession, 
custody, or control. In the event a copy of this immigration 
petition is not in the possession, custody, or control of 
either Defendant, each Defendant shall certify that they 
lack possession, custody or control of the visa petition. 
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DONE and ORDERED in Chambers at Miami-Dade 
County, Florida on this 28th day of October, 2020.”4   
 
(the “Discovery Order”). App. 197. 

 

On November 2, 2020, the same day that the discovery ordered 

by Judge Hanzman was due to be produced by FIBF, Petitioners, on 

behalf of FIBF, filed its Emergency Motion to Compel Arbitration and 

Stay Proceedings, and to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint 

(“Emergency Motion to Compel Arbitration and Stay Proceedings”) 

and submitted same to the trial court via CourtMap. App. 200. Based 

on the automatic stay required by § 682.03(6), Florida Statutes 

(2020) upon the filing of the Emergency Motion to Compel Arbitration 

and Stay Proceedings, FIBF did not produce what it would otherwise 

have been required to produce, pursuant to the Discovery Order, on 

November 2, 2020.  

On November 3, 2020, Chun Liu filed Plaintiff’s Ex Parte Motion 

for Order to Show Cause Why Defendants Should Not be Sanctioned 

and to Compel Turnover (“Plaintiff’s Motion for Order to Show 

 
4 At the time of the October 27 Hearing, Chun Liu had only filed a 
lawsuit derivatively on behalf of FIBF. He had not filed an action on 
his own behalf.  
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Cause”), and Petitioners, on behalf of FIBF, filed its response to same. 

App. 230, 232.  

In response to Petitioners’ filing of the Emergency Motion to 

Compel Arbitration and Stay Proceedings, Judge Hanzman’s judicial 

assistant sent Petitioners an email on November 3, 2020,  stating as 

follows: “Judge Hanzman has reviewed your request and does not 

consider this to be an emergency. This case is set for 11/9/2020 at 

10:00 re: Order to Show Cause.” App. 265. 

That same day, Judge Hanzman granted Plaintiff’s Motion for 

Order to Show Cause and entered an Order to Show Cause Why 

Defendants Should Not Be Sanctioned and Held in Contempt for 

Failure to Comply With This Court's October 28, 2020 Order, stating 

as follows:  

“1. The Motion is GRANTED. 
2. Defendants, FLORIDA IMMIGRATION BUILDING 
FUNDING LLC and WAI KIN BENNY LAM shall appear 
before the Court on November 9th, 2020 at 10 am to show 
cause why they should not be sanctioned and held in 
indirect civil/criminal contempt for failure to comply with 
this Court's October 28th 2020 Order. At said hearing the 
Court will arraign Respondents, afford them an 
opportunity to present evidence of innocence, and afford 
them the opportunity to present any mitigating/excusing 
circumstances that might bear on guilt or any sentence 
the Court might impose should they be adjudicated guilty 
of criminal contempt. Respondents have a right to be 
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represented by counsel at this hearing, a right to examine 
witnesses, and a right to present evidence and argument. 
Respondents may purge themselves of this Order and 
avoid any sanctions/contempt by complying with this 
Court's October 28th, 2020 Order in ALL respects prior to 
the show cause hearing.” (“Order to Show Cause or Be 
Held in Criminal Contempt”). App. 266. 
 

Subsequently, on November 5, 2020, Petitioners, on behalf of 

FIBF, filed a Petition for Writs of Certiorari and Mandamus with the 

Third District, which was assigned Case No. 3D20-1629 (“Petition for 

Writs of Certiorari and Mandamus”), seeking, among other relief, to 

compel Judge Hanzman’s application of the automatic stay required 

by § 682.03(6), Florida Statutes (2020). App. 268. 

On November 5, 2020, Petitioners, on behalf of FIBF, also filed 

an Emergency Motion for Reconsideration of Order to Show Cause 

and Renewed Motion to Stay Proceedings Pending this Honorable 

Court’s Ruling on Defendant’s Emergency Motion to Compel 

Arbitration and Stay Proceedings, and to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended 

Complaint (“Emergency Motion for Reconsideration and Renewed 

Motion to Stay”) with the trial court. App. 307.  

On November 6, 2020, Petitioners, on behalf of FIBF, filed 

Petitioner’s Emergency Motion for Temporary Stay of Proceedings in 

Lower Tribunal Pending this Honorable Court’s Ruling on Petitioner’s 
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Petition for Writs of Certiorari and Mandamus (“Emergency Motion 

for Stay”) with the Third District. App. 391. 

On November 6, 2020, Petitioners also filed, on behalf of FIBF, 

Defendant’s Emergency Motion to Dismiss Order to Show Cause Why 

Defendants Should Not be Sanctioned and Held in Contempt for 

Failure to Comply with this Court's October 28, 2020 Order 

(“Emergency Motion to Dismiss Order to Show Cause or Be Held in 

Criminal Contempt”) with the trial court. App. 572. The Emergency 

Motion to Dismiss Order to Show Cause was based on: a) the trial 

court’s Order to Show Cause or be Held in Criminal Contempt’s 

failure to comply with the requirements of Florida Rule of Criminal 

Procedure 3.840; and b) the fact that the trial court’s entry of the 

Order to Show Cause or be Held in Criminal Contempt was violative 

of the automatic stay required by § 682.03(6), Florida Statutes 

(2020). 

On Saturday, November 7, 2020, at 2:13 p.m., Judge Hanzman 

denied the Emergency Motion to Dismiss Order to Show Cause or Be 

Held in Criminal Contempt, stating as follows:  

“1. The Emergency Motion is DENIED.” (emphasis in the 
original); and 
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“2. Parties are ordered to appear for the hearing 
currently scheduled on Monday, November 9, 2020 at 
10:00 a.m., on the Order to Show Cause, at the Richard 
E. Gerstein Justice Building, 1351 NW 12 Street, 
Courtroom 4-1, Miami, Florida 33125. Respondents 
shall be personally present, and Respondent, Florida 
Immigration Building Funding LLC, shall appear through 
its controlling Manager Member. 
4. On October 28, 2020 this Court entered a clear and 
unequivocal order requiring Respondents to produce a 
single non-privileged document (i.e., Plaintiff’s visa 
application) – an order Respondents easily could have 
complied with. Instead of simply complying Respondents – 
for some unknown reason – have elected to inundate this 
Court and the Third District with baseless emergency 
filings and have apparently continued to disregard this 
Court’s Order. Respondents are advised that they have 
until midnight tonight, November 7, 2020, to comply with 
this Court’s Order and purge themselves of this Court’s 
Order to Show Cause. In the event Respondents fail to 
comply by this deadline the Court will proceed with its 
Order to Show Cause as to why Respondents should not 
be found to be in indirect criminal contempt, regardless of 
subsequent compliance. Furthermore, and as a separate 
Order, in the event Respondents elect not to comply with 
this Court’s Order and instead proceed with the Order to 
Show Cause hearing, they are ordered to bring with them 
to the Show Cause Hearing a copy of Plaintiff’s visa 
application. A failure to comply with this Order may result 
in a separate Order to Show Cause as to why Respondents 
should not be held in indirect civil/criminal contempt. 
Respondents are reminded that in the event they are 
adjudicated guilty of indirect criminal contempt the 
Court may impose a sentence including a term of 
incarceration. Respondents are also reminded that 
they are obligated to comply with this Court’s Orders 
whether they believe those orders to be correct or 
erroneous. See Vizzi v. State, 501 So. 2d 613 (Fla. 3d 
DCA 1986).” (emphasis added). (the “Order Denying 
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Emergency Motion to Dismiss Order to Show Cause or Be 
Held in Criminal Contempt”). App. 586. 
 
Vizzi is a case in which an attorney was incarcerated. 

On Saturday, November 7, 2020, before midnight, Petitioners, 

on behalf of FIBF, served Attorney Read with the I-829 Petition, filed 

by the Company on Mr. Liu's behalf, as required by the Discovery 

Order, the Order to Show Cause or be Held in Criminal Contempt, 

and the Order Denying Emergency Motion to Dismiss Order to Show 

Cause or Be Held in Criminal Contempt.  

On Saturday, November 7, 2020, FIBF filed a Notice of 

Compliance in the trial court. App. 589.  

On Sunday, November 8, 2020 at 12:43 a.m., Chun Liu filed 

Plaintiff’s Notice of Defendant’s Non-Compliance with Court Order. 

App. 592.  

On Sunday, November 8, 2020, the Eleventh Judicial 

Circuit of Florida issued the following press release in light of 

Tropical Storm Eta: “All hearings, including remote hearings, 

scheduled for Monday, November 9th, are cancelled with the 

exception of bond/first appearance hearings.” (emphasis added) 

App. 594. 
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Nevertheless, on Sunday, November 8, 2020, at 11:35 a.m., the 

trial court sent counsel for the parties an email advising that the 

hearing on November 9, 2020, at 10:00 a.m. on the Order to Show 

Cause or be Held in Criminal Contempt would be going forward. App. 

596.  

On Sunday, November 8, 2020, at 4:14 p.m., the trial court sent 

counsel for the parties an email advising that the hearing on 

November 9, 2020, at 10:00 a.m., on the Order to Show Cause or be 

Held in Criminal Contempt would be going forward via Zoom. App. 

597. On Sunday, November 8, 2020, at 7:40 p.m., FIBF filed its 

Response to Order to Show Cause or be Held in Criminal Contempt 

with the trial court. App. 598.  

On Monday, November 9, 2020, at 10:04 a.m., Petitioners, on 

behalf of FIBF, filed Declaration of Wai Kin Benny Lam, Pursuant to 

Section 92.525, Fla. Stat. (2020) and 28 U.S. Code Section 1746. 

Paragraph 11 thereof states as follows: “FIBF is not in possession, 

custody, or control of any documents that were filed in addition to 

the I-829 Petition, which was produced to Mr. Chun Liu’s counsel 

before midnight on November 7, 2020.” App. 621.  
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On Monday, November 9, 2020, Judge Hanzman held a hearing 

on the Order to Show Cause or Be Held in Criminal Contempt 

(“November 9 Hearing”), wherein Judge Hanzman compelled FIBF’s 

local accountant, Jacob Zhang, to appear and give testimony.  

At the November 9 Hearing, Judge Hanzman brandished his 

judicial power to incarcerate: 

16· · · · THE COURT:· Now, you're free to file -- 
17· ·you're free to file whatever motions you want, 
18· ·wherever you want.· You can file emergency motions 
19· ·with me, you can file emergency motions with the 
20· ·Third DCA, you can file any pleading that's 
21· ·authorized. 
22· · · · But when I enter an order, if it is not 
23· ·stayed either by this Court or by a higher court, 
24· ·that order is to be complied with.· Do you 
25· ·understand me? 
·1· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Absolutely, Your Honor.· And I 
·2· ·just want to -- 
·3· · · · THE COURT:· Okay.· And let me say something 
·4· ·else to you, okay? 
·5· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Yes. 
·6· · · · THE COURT:· I take my orders very seriously. 
·7· ·And next time I enter an order, I'm just giving 
·8· ·you fair warning, and it's not complied with, 
·9· ·there is not going to be a purge period and there 
10· ·certainly is not going to be two purge periods or 
11· ·opportunities. 
12· · · · Next time my orders are not complied with I'm 
13· ·going to issue an Order to Show Cause as to why 
14· ·the noncompliant party should not be held in 
15· ·indirect criminal contempt.· I am not going to 
16· ·give them any opportunity to cure or purge the 
17· ·criminal contempt charge. 
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18· · · · Next time I enter an order and it's not 
19· ·complied with, I'm going to issue an Order to Show 
20· ·Cause.· If I have a hearing and I find the person 
21· ·guilty of indirect criminal contempt, I have the 
22· ·ability to sentence them to up to six months of 
23· ·incarceration.· Do you understand me?  
24· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Absolutely, Your Honor. 
(emphasis added). App. 652-653. 
 
13· · · · THE COURT:· Because there is not going to be 
14· ·anymore second chances to purge.· There is not 
15· ·going to be any purge opportunity. 
16· · · · If I enter an order and it's not complied 
17· ·with and I have a hearing and I find there was 
18· ·willful noncompliance, somebody is going to be 
19· ·incarcerated, understand? App. 658. 
 
 
·5· · · · THE COURT:· There are not going to be anymore 
·6· ·second chances.· I'm not going to be entering any 
·7· ·second orders, I'm not going to be entering any 
·8· ·third orders.· I'm going to enter one order, and 
·9· ·if it's not stayed by either myself or by a higher 
10· ·court, and it's not complied with, then whoever 
11· ·doesn't comply is going to be risking six months 
12· ·in the Dade County Jail.· Is that understood? App. 

657. 
 

Judge Hanzman also threatens Petitioners with jail time:  

THE COURT:· Mr. Gonzalez, I'm not interested 
14· ·in your position right now.· I've ordered a 
15· ·representative of Florida Immigration Building 
16· ·Funding, LLC to be at this order. 
17· · · · My order was very clear, and I'm getting 
18· ·tired -- 
19· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· I understand. 
20· · · · THE COURT:· I'm getting tired in this case of 
21· ·my orders being ignored. 
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22· · · · Now, I don't know whether he's in China, I 
23· ·don't care whether he's in China, but I ordered a 
24· ·representative of that company to be at this 
25· ·hearing this morning. 
·1· · ·Now, what is this company, where is it, who 
·2· ·are its members, and is there a representative in 
·3· ·the State of Florida?· And I better start getting 
·4· ·answers to my questions or else more than 
the 
·5· ·client is going to be ending up in jail.· Do 
you 
·6· ·understand me? (emphasis added) 
 7· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Your Honor, by no means – 
App. 628-629. 
 

Judge Hanzman’s own statements at the November 9 Hearing 

contradict numerous charges set forth by Judge Hanzman in his 

Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners:  

· · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Your Honor, we would 
·5· ·vigorously object to Ms. Read's representation, 
·6· ·right now. 
·7· · · · First of all, I believe Mr. Zhang, in this 
·8· ·hearing, has a right to counsel. 
·9· · · · Second of all, the insinuation that G&F Law 
10· ·Group has, in any way, filed anything that was 
11· ·done years ago, when we were retained by the 
12· ·company five weeks ago, is ludicrous. 
13· · · · And Ms. Read continues, not only orally here, 
14· ·but on paper which has been submitted to this 
15· ·Court numerous times, to make false and baseless 
16· ·accusations against fellow members of the Florida 
17· ·Bar. 
18· · · · And as we asked Your Honor in our response to 
19· ·the Order to Show Cause, we ask Your Honor to 
20· ·instruct Ms. Read to cease and desist from this, 
21· ·and we, at this point, feel we have no choice to 



Page 23 of 60 

 

22· ·bring this to the attention of the Florida Bar. 
23· · · · THE COURT:· Okay.· Well, you bring whatever 
24· ·you want to the Florida Bar, Mr. Gonzalez, but let 
25· ·me say a couple of things here, okay? 
·1· · · · First of all -- 
·2· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Of course, Your Honor. 
·3· · · · THE COURT:· First of all, I have never dealt 
·4· ·with your firm before, so this is my first 
·5· ·encounter, but let me explain a couple of things 
·6· ·to you. 
·7· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Yes, Your Honor. 
·8· · · · THE COURT:· Number one, I don't know how you 
·9· ·practice in front of other judges, but when I 
10· ·enter orders I expect them to be complied with. 
11· ·My orders are not suggestions.· They are not 
12· ·requests.· They are not aspirations.· When I enter 
13· ·an order, it is to be complied with; do you 
14· ·understand me? 
15· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Absolutely, Your Honor.  
App. 651-652. 
 
25· · · · THE COURT:· Okay.· So -- 
·1· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· May I say something to the 
·2· ·Court, Your Honor?· May I? 
·3· · · · THE COURT:· Sure. 
·4· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Yes.· So, Your Honor, this is 
·5· ·our firm's first opportunity to be before Your 
·6· ·Honor.· I just want to start off by saying, first 
·7· ·and foremost, we have the utmost respect for Your 
·8· ·Honor. 
·9· · · · Second, we respect every court order by every 
10· ·single court, whether it's in the State of Florida 
11· ·or anywhere else.· We would never suggest that 
any 
12· ·court order should not be complied with. 
13· · · · Once we receive a court order form Your 
14· ·Honor, we do what we are dutybound to do as 
15· ·counsel for whatever party we are representing in 
16· ·that action.· In this case, it happens to be the 
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17· ·company defendant, Florida Immigration Building 
18· ·Fund. 
19· · · · We communicate the orders and the substance 
20· ·thereof to our clients, and absolutely I agree 
21· ·with Your Honor that orders are not suggestions 
22· ·and they are not to be taken, obviously, lightly. 
23· ·They are to be respected and adhered to, 
24· ·absolutely.· We are in complete agreement, Your 
25· ·Honor. 
·1· · · · And I just want to make clear to this Court 
·2· ·that if there's any suggestion, and I'm not sure 
·3· ·that there has been, that Counsel for the 
·4· ·Defendant has somehow participated in the 
·5· ·furtherance of maybe, you know, whatever might 
be 
·6· ·deemed to be noncompliance with a court order is 
·7· ·just asinine.· We would never do that.· We 
·8· ·obviously respect Your Honor. (emphasis added) 
THE COURT:· Okay.· Well, let's go through 
10· ·what happened.· I entered an order -- 
11· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Yes, Your Honor. 
12· · · · THE COURT:· -- and gave your client three 
13· ·days to produce a very simple document.· There is 
14· ·no privilege to this document.· It's a petition 
15· ·for visa application.· I gave your client three 
16· ·days.· Your client did not comply with my order. 
17· · · · I, then, had to deal with Emergency Motions 
18· ·for Reconsideration.· I denied those.· Your client 
19· ·still didn't comply with my order. 
20· · · · Your client, then, filed an Emergency 
21· ·Petition in the Third District for mandamus, 
22· ·etcetera, without any argument, credibly, that 
23· ·there is irreparable harm in producing this visa 
24· ·application. 
25· · · · Then, I get an Emergency Motion to Dismiss 
·1· ·over a weekend, filed by the firm.· Your client 
·2· ·still hasn't produced the document.· As a result, 
·3· ·I have to work on Saturday and enter another order 
·4· ·giving them until midnight to, again, produce the 
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·5· ·document. 
·6· · · · So now, I have had to enter two orders, and I 
·7· ·gave them two opportunities to purge indirect 
·8· ·criminal contempt, which I would normally never 
·9· ·do.· See, I don't have to give anybody the 
10· ·opportunity to purge indirect criminal contempt. 
11· ·I have to give them an opportunity to purge civil 
12· ·contempt, but when my orders are violated I don't 
13· ·have to give people an opportunity to cure it. 
14· · · · See, my orders are either violated or they 
15· ·are not, and I didn't have to give anybody the 
16· ·opportunity, a second chance, and I certainly 
17· ·didn't have to give anybody a third chance. 
18· · · · So the point I'm making to you is that, when 
19· ·I enter an order, this case may not be in front of 
20· ·me very long, maybe it will go to arbitration, 
21· ·maybe it won't, but if I enter orders in a case I 
22· ·expect them to be complied with. 
23· · · · And from this point forward in this case, 
24· ·nobody is getting any second chances.· I just want 
25· ·you and your client to understand that.· So if I 
·1· ·enter an order and you don't comply with it, 
·2· ·whoever doesn't comply is doing it at their own 
·3· ·peril. 
·4· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· That's understood, Your Honor. 
·5· · · · THE COURT:· There are not going to be anymore 
·6· ·second chances.· I'm not going to be entering any 
·7· ·second orders, I'm not going to be entering any 
·8· ·third orders.· I'm going to enter one order, and 
·9· ·if it's not stayed by either myself or by a higher 
10· ·court, and it's not complied with, then whoever 
11· ·doesn't comply is going to be risking six months 
12· ·in the Dade County Jail.· Is that understood? 
13· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· That is understood, Your 
14· ·Honor.· And the only thing that I'm stating to 
15· ·Your Honor is there has never been a question that 
16· ·Counsel for the Defendant has the utmost respect 
17· ·for this Court and its orders. 
18· · · · And I'm just, in a way, responding to any 
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19· ·insinuation that Counsel has participated in, you 
20· ·know, somehow disrespecting the Court -- 
21· · · · THE COURT:· I'm not suggesting that for one 
22· ·second, Mr. Gonzalez. 
23· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Okay. 
24· · · · THE COURT:· I will tell you this.· You have 
25· ·been very professional in front of me.· I think 
·1· ·your papers are very well done.· Although I don't 
·2· ·think much of the arguments that were raised, I 
·3· ·think they are well-written. (emphasis added) 
·4· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Thank you, Your Honor. 
·5· · · · THE COURT:· And I have respect for your firm, 
·6· ·but I'm just giving you fair warning that, from 
·7· ·now on, when I enter an order, unless you get a 
·8· ·stay from me, or unless your client gets a stay 
·9· ·from a higher court, if they don't comply, they 
10· ·are doing it at their own serious peril, 
11· ·understood? 
12· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· It is understood, Your Honor. 

App. 653-658 
 

At the November 9 Hearing, the following exchange also took 

place:  

THE COURT:· Very good. 
15· · · · Now, what is the status with -- I assume you 
16· ·had some matters pending in the Third District 
17· ·that are still pending; is that correct? 
18· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Yes, Your Honor.· There are 
19· ·pending matters in the Third District Court of 
20· ·Appeals. 
21· · · · THE COURT:· Okay.· And you don't believe 
22· ·those matters have been mooted by this hearing 
or 
23· ·no? (emphasis added) 
24· · · · MR. GONZALEZ:· Your Honor, I'm not -- to be 
25· ·perfectly frank with the Court, in the last couple 
·1· ·of days, I've gotten, I think a total of four 
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·2· ·hours of sleep.· I don't believe I'm in a position 
·3· ·to answer that question. 
·4· · · · THE COURT:· Okay.· Very good. 
 App. 699-700. 
 

On Monday, November 9, 2020, Judge Hanzman entered his 

Order On November 9, 2020 Special Set Hearing (“Order Extending 

Show Cause Hearing”). App. 702.  

Judge Hanzman’s Order Extending Show Cause Hearing 

required FIBF and its local accountant, Jacob Zhang, to produce 

documents filed “in conjunction with” Chun Liu’s I-829 Petition to 

Attorney Read by 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 10, 2020, or face 

the continuation of contempt proceedings. The Order Extending 

Show Cause Hearing set a hearing for November 10, 2020, at 10:00 

a.m. to determine compliance therewith.  

On Tuesday, November 10, 2020, at 9:25 a.m., FIBF again 

produced Chun Liu’s I-829 Petition, along with 611 pages worth of 

additional documents. On Tuesday, November 10, 2020, at 10:15 

a.m., the trial court proceeded with the hearing on the Order to Show 

Cause or Be Held in Criminal Contempt, wherein Attorney Read 

contended that she was uncertain as to whether FIBF had produced 

the documents at issue.  
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On Tuesday, November 10, 2020, the Third District issued an 

Order staying the Chun Liu Derivative Action (“Third DCA November 

10, 2020 Order”). App. 707. 

On Tuesday, November 10, 2020, at 4:59 p.m., Judge Hanzman 

entered his Order Discharging Order to Show Cause (“Supplemental 

Show Cause Order”), stating as follows:   

“1.The Order to Show Cause Why Defendants Should Not 
Be Sanctioned and Held in Contempt for Failure to Comply 
with this Court’s October 28, 2020 Order, entered by this 
Court against Defendants on November 3, 2020 is hereby 
DISCHARGED. 
2. In the event it is later determined that Defendant FIBF 
did not produce to Plaintiff a full and complete copy of all 
the materials, attachments and/or supplements in its 
possession, custody, or control, including its local 
accountant, that were submitted to USCIS in conjunction 
with Mr. Liu’s I-829 visa application, in violation of this 
Court’s Order on November 9, 2020 Special Set Hearing, 
entered on November 9, 2020, Plaintiff may come back 
before the Court to address the matter accordingly. 
3.Plaintiff may submit its motion for attorneys’ fees and 
sanctions to be determined by the Court. 
4. As the Court stated previously, this matter is now 
stayed pending the Court's ruling on Defendants' motion 
to compel arbitration.” App. 708. 
 
On November 16, 2020, the Third District entered the Third 

DCA Order Granting Mandamus.5  App. 711. 

 
5 In the November 16, 2020 Order Granting Mandamus, the Third 
District noted the following with respect to the Supplemental Show 
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By November 19, 2020, Judge Hanzman had not complied with 

the directive set forth in the Third DCA Order Granting Mandamus 

by entering an order staying “all proceedings, in their entirety,” nor 

had he conducted a hearing and issued a ruling on the Emergency 

Motion to Compel Arbitration and Stay Proceedings. As a result, 

Petitioners filed a Motion for Judicial Recusal in the Chun Liu 

Derivative Action on November 19, 2020, within ten (10) days6 of 

Judge Hanzman’s threat of incarceration at the November 9 Hearing. 

App. 713. 

On November 22, 2020, Judge Hanzman entered an order 

denying FIBF’s Motion for Judicial Recusal, stating as follows: 

“The Motion, which is based entirely upon rulings of the 
Court Defendant takes issue with, and the Court’s 
warning that it will not tolerate violations of its Orders, is 
DENIED as legally insufficient. See, e.g., Jackson v. State, 
599 So. 2d 103, 107 (Fla. 1992) (“[t]he fact that a judge 
has previously made adverse rulings is not an adequate 
ground for recusal”).” App. 785. 
 

 

Cause Order: “The trial court also issued an order on November 10, 
2020, purporting to discharge the show cause order, after this Court 
issued a stay of proceedings.” App. 711-712. 
6 Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.330 provides that a motion 
to disqualify shall be filed within a reasonable time not to exceed 10 
days after discovery of the facts constituting the grounds for the 
motion and shall be promptly presented to the court for an immediate 
ruling. 



Page 30 of 60 

 

On November 24, 2020, Judge Hanzman scheduled the 

Emergency Motion to Compel Arbitration and Stay Proceedings for 

hearing on December 7, 2020, at 5:00 p.m.  

On November 27, 2020, after being discharged earlier that day 

by FIBF, Petitioners filed their Emergency Motion to Withdraw as 

counsel for FIBF, which was scheduled for hearing for December 1, 

2020, at 10:00 a.m., as directed by the trial court. App. 787-790. 

On December 1, 2020, at 8:16 a.m., less than two (2) hours 

before the hearing on Petitioners’ Emergency Motion to Withdraw, 

Judge Hanzman entered his Order to Show Cause against 

Petitioners, which was to be heard on December 14, 2020 at 3:00 

p.m., as required by its express terms. App. 793. 

On December 1, 2020, at 10:00 a.m., Judge Hanzman 

proceeded with a hearing on Petitioners’ Emergency Motion to 

Withdraw, and subsequently entered an order granting Petitioners’ 

withdrawal. In his order granting Petitioners’ withdrawal, Judge 

Hanzman solely retained jurisdiction over Petitioners to adjudicate 

his Order to Show Cause Against Petitions on December 14, 2020. 

App. 807, 809. 
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On December 7, Judge Hanzman held the hearing on, and 

denied, the Emergency Motion to Compel Arbitration and Stay 

Proceedings. App. 812. 

Thereafter, on December 11, 2020, Petitioners filed their 

Petition for Writ of Prohibition, seeking, among other relief, that the 

Third District quash the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners. 

App. 828. 

On December 11, 2020, Petitioners filed an emergency motion 

to enforce Third DCA Order Granting Mandamus in Case No. 3D20-

1846. App. 1314. 

On December 11, 2020, Petitioners filed the Emergency Motion 

to Enforce Third DCA’s Mandate in Case No. 3D20-1629. App. 886. 

On December 14, 2020, the Third District entered the Third 

DCA December 14, 2020 Order Staying Proceedings and Cancelling 

Hearing, and the Order Regarding Responses to Petition for Writ of 

Prohibition.  App. 917, 919. 

On December 16, 2020, in Case No. 3D20-1629, Chun Liu filed 

his response to the Emergency Motion to Enforce Third DCA’s 

Mandate in Case No. 3D20-1629 (“Response to Emergency Motion to 

Enforce Third DCA’s Mandate”). App. 921. 
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On December 22, 2020, in Case No. 3D20-1629, Petitioners 

filed their reply to the Response to Emergency Motion to Enforce 

Third DCA’s Mandate. App. 945. 

On December 28, 2020, Judge Hanzman entered his Order of 

Recusal. App. 987. 

On January 7, 2021, the Third District entered the Third DCA 

January 7 Order in Case No. 3D20-1629, and the Third DCA January 

7 Order in Case No. 1846. App. 990, 991. 

On April 28, 2021, Judge Hanzman entered his Sua Sponte 

Order. App. 992. 

On May 5, 2021, following Judge Hanzman’s entry of the Sua 

Sponte Order, Petitioners filed Petitioners’ Renewed Emergency 

Motion to Enforce November 16, 2020 Third District Court of Appeal 

Order, for Temporary Stay of Proceedings in Lower Tribunal as 

Against Petitioners, and for Sanctions  with the Third District in Case 

No.: 3D20-1629. App. 995. 

On May 7, 2021, the Third District entered an order in Case No. 

3D20-1629, stating as follows: 

“This Court’s January 7, 2021, Order dismissed this 
Petition without prejudice. Accordingly, the petitioners’ 
“Renewed Emergency Motion to Enforce November 16, 
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2020, Third District Court of Appeal Order, for Temporary 
Stay of Proceedings in the Lower Tribunal as Against 
Petitioners, and for Sanctions” is hereby denied.” App. 
1077. 

 
On May 12, 2021, Petitioners were notified by Rita Florez, Esq. 

(“Attorney Florez”), Bar Counsel for The Florida Bar, that Judge 

Hanzman had submitted the Bar Complaint dated April 28, 2021. 

App. 1079, 1082, 1085. 

On May 20, 2021, Petitioners filed their Petition for Writs of 

Mandamus and Prohibition with the Third District, which was 

assigned Case No. 3D21-1164 (“Petition for Writs of Mandamus and 

Prohibition”). App. 1088. The Petition for Writs of Mandamus and 

Prohibition seeks, among other relief, that the Third District quash 

the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners and preclude Judge 

Hanzman or any Miami-Dade County Circuit Court judge, including 

but not limited to The Honorable William Thomas (“Judge Thomas”), 

from conducting a hearing on the Order to Show Cause Against 

Petitioners.7 

 
7 As set forth in footnote 3 of the Petition for Writs of Mandamus and 
Prohibition: “Although Judge Hanzman’s submission of the Bar 
Complaint is also an attempted “end run” around this Honorable 
Court’s orders and Judge Hanzman’s own orders, including his Order 
to Show Cause Against Petitioners, his Sua Sponte Order, and his 
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On May 20, 2021, Defendant Wai Kin Benny Lam filed a Notice 

of Filing Transcripts for Purposes of Appeal (“Lam Notice of Filing 

Transcripts”). App. 1203. 

On May 24, 2021, Petitioners sent Attorney Florez an email 

requesting an extension, through June 28, 2021, to respond to the 

Bar Complaint. App. 1158, 1163, 1167. On May 25, 2021, Attorney 

Florez sent an email to Petitioners indicating that The Florida Bar 

would only grant an extension through June 10, 2021. App. 1158, 

1163, 1167. 

On May 25, 2021, the Third District entered an order in case 

number 3D21-1164, stating, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“Respondents are ordered to file a response within ten (10) 
days from the date of this Order to the Petition for Writs of 
Mandamus and Prohibition. Further, a reply may be filed 
five (5) days thereafter.” App. 1171. 

 
 On May 27, 2021, Judge Hanzman, by and through Patricia 

Gladson, Esq. (“Attorney Gladson”), general counsel for the Eleventh 

 

Order of Recusal, Petitioners recognize that they must seek relief 
from the Florida Supreme Court, with respect to Judge Hanzman’s 
Bar Complaint, pursuant to Rule 3-7.7(e) of the Rules Regulating the 
Florida Bar.   
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Judicial Circuit of Florida, filed his Motion for Clarification in case 

number 3D21-1164, stating, in pertinent part, as follows: 

“1. On May 25, 2021 this Honorable Court entered an 
Order requiring the Respondents in this matter to file a 
response within ten (10) days from the date of the Order.  

2. Judge HANZMAN removed himself from considering 
the Order to Show Cause entered against the 
Petitioner. That matter is presently before a different 
judge. Judge HANZMAN, however, retains jurisdiction to 
preside over the rest of this case in the trial court.  

3. Since he is not named as a Respondent in the Order, 
Judge HANZMAN does not with to violate this Court’s 
order by failing to file a response.  

4. Therefore, for clarification, Judge HANZMAN requests 
guidance from this Court as to whether he is required to 
file a response in this matter in compliance with this 
Court’s Order and, if not required to file a response, 
whether he may do so pursuant to Fla. R. App. P. Rule 
9.100(e)(2) and (3).  

5. If this Court would permit a response from Judge 
HANZMAN, undersigned would solely address the legal 
issue before this Court: whether the stay issued by this 
Court prohibited him from issuing an order to show cause 
directed to former counsel, which he believes to be a 
collateral matter.” (emphasis added) App. 1173. 

 
Petitioners had not and still have not received notice from the 

Miami-Dade Clerk of Courts or the Miami-Dade Circuit Court that 

the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners is in fact “presently 

before a different judge.” As a result, on May 27, 2021, following 
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Judge Hanzman’s filing of his Motion for Clarification, Petitioners 

filed Petitioners' Motion For Stay of Proceedings as Against 

Petitioners in Lower Tribunal Pending This Honorable Court's Ruling 

on Petitioners' Petition for Writs of Mandamus And Prohibition in 

Case No. 3D21-1164 (“Motion to Stay”). App. 1180. 

On May 27, 2021, Chun Liu filed Respondent’s Motion for 

Extension of Time to File Response to Answer Brief, seeking an 

extension through June 14, 2021 to respond to the Petition for Writs 

of Mandamus and Prohibition. App. 1177. 

Also on May 27, 2021, Petitioners filed Petitioners' Response to 

Respondent Chun Liu's Motion for Extension of Time to File Answer 

Brief, and Respondent Chun Liu filed Respondent's Reply to 

Petitioner's Response to Respondents' Motion for Extension of Time 

to File Response. App. 1186. 

On May 28, 2021, the Third District entered an order in Case 

No. 3D21-1164 granting Chun Liu’s request for an additional time to 

file a response to the Petition for Writs of Mandamus and Prohibition 

until June 14, 2021, App. 1198, and an order granting Judge 

Hanzman’s Motion for Clarification. App. 1200. 
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 On June 1, 2021, the Third District denied the Motion to Stay. 

App. 1202. 

 On June 3, 2021, Judge Hanzman filed his Response to Petition 

for Writs of Mandamus and Prohibition with the Third District 

(“Response to Petition for Mandamus and Prohibition”). App. 1296. 

 Petitioners shall be filing a reply to Judge Hanzman’s Response 

to Petition for Mandamus and Prohibition.  
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BASIS FOR INVOKING JURISDICTION 

This Honorable Court has exclusive jurisdiction over matters of 

attorney discipline pursuant to Article V, Section 15 of the Florida 

Constitution. Pursuant to Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure 

9.030(3), this Honorable Court has original jurisdiction to issue writs 

of prohibition to courts and all writs necessary to the complete 

exercise of its jurisdiction, and may issue writs of mandamus and 

quo warranto to state officers and state agencies.  Pursuant to Rule 

3-7.7 of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar, all applications for 

extraordinary writs that are concerned with disciplinary proceedings 

under the rules of discipline of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar 

must be made to this Honorable Court. 
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NATURE OF THE RELIEF SOUGHT 

Petitioners respectfully request that this Honorable Court issue 

a writ of mandamus compelling Judge Hanzman to retract his post-

recusal Bar Complaint, and a writ of prohibition precluding The 

Florida Bar from proceeding with any disciplinary proceedings 

against Petitioners on the basis of Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal Bar 

Complaint. 
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ARGUMENT 
 
I. Mandamus and Prohibition Should Issue Because Judge 

Hanzman’s Post-Recusal Submission of the Bar Complaint 
to The Florida Bar Violated Florida Law and Canons 2A and 
3 of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct 
 
Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal submission of his Bar 

Complaint is: (1) a judicial act in violation of Florida law, and is 

therefore legally null and void; and (2) a judicial act in violation of 

Canons 2A and 3 of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct.  

On December 28, 2020 – the same date on which any response 

to the Petition for Writ of Prohibition from Judge Hanzman was due 

to be filed with the Third District - Judge Hanzman entered his Order 

of Recusal. 

In his Order of Recusal, Judge Hanzman states, in pertinent 

parts, as follows:  

a)  “…But at this point the Court recognizes that it 
cannot objectively adjudicate its Order to Show 
Cause.” (emphasis added) 

 
b) “a reasonable person could question this Court’s 

ability to dispassionately and objectively preside 
over any matters involving FIBF’s former counsel 
and recusal is therefore mandated as to any such 
matters. See Canon 3(E)(1)(a). The Court therefore 
recuses itself from any further proceedings 
involving former counsel.[2]” (emphasis added) 
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c) “Its recusal is limited to any matter involving 
former counsel.” (emphasis added) 

 
Florida Judicial Canon 3(E)(1)(a), cited by Judge Hanzman in 

his Order of Recusal, states, in pertinent part, as follows: “…[a] judge 

shall disqualify himself or herself in a proceeding in which the judge's 

impartiality might reasonably be questioned, including but not 

limited to instances where…the judge has a personal bias or 

prejudice concerning a party or a party's lawyer, or personal 

knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts concerning the proceeding.” 

Four (4) months after conceding, in his Order of Recusal,8 that 

he could not objectively determine if Petitioners should be referred to 

 
8 In Petitioners’ Petition for Writs of Mandamus and Prohibition 
presently before the Third District, Petitioners request, among other 
relief, that the Third District issue a writ of mandamus ordering 
Judge Hanzman to quash the Sua Sponte Order on the basis that 
Judge Hanzman entered his Sua Sponte Order without jurisdiction 
or authority, four (4) months after his recusal.  In his Response to 
Petition for Mandamus and Prohibition, Judge Hanzman chooses not 
to address Petitioners’ aforementioned argument. Instead, Judge 
Hanzman, without factual or legal support, refers to his post-recusal 
entry of the Sua Sponte Order as a “ministerial sua sponte order,” 
which is simply not true. The Sua Sponte Order – entered four (4) 
months after the Order of Recusal - did not memorialize an earlier 
oral ruling and is a void order entered by a recused judge. See 
Campos v. Campos, 230 So. 3d 553, 557 (Fla. 1st DCA 2017).  



Page 42 of 60 

 

The Florida Bar for disciplinary proceedings,9 Judge Hanzman 

referred Petitioners to The Florida Bar for disciplinary proceedings.10  

Judge Hanzman submitted his Bar Complaint on his judicial 

letterhead in his capacity as a Miami-Dade County Circuit Court 

Judge.  

In Campos v. Campos, 230 So. 3d 553, 557 (Fla. 1st DCA 2017), 

the First District Court of Appeal stated that “…judicial action by a 

recused judge is void, with the exception of the judge’s 

memorializing in writing a ruling already rendered orally…[t]he 

‘proceedings’ subject to being voided are limited to judicial 

acts.” (emphasis added).  

 
9 Judge Hanzman’s Bar Complaint, which he submitted after 
admitting actual bias against Petitioners, is an attempt to circumvent 
the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners itself, the point of which 
was, in part, to determine whether cause existed to refer Petitioners 
to The Florida Bar for disciplinary proceedings. 
10 If valid, Judge Hanzman’s entry of the Sua Sponte Order and his 
submission of the Bar Complaint, both dated April 28, 2021, appear 
to create a jurisdictional issue under Rule 3-3.5 of the Rules 
Regulating the Florida Bar, which provides as follows: “The 
jurisdiction of the circuit courts is concurrent with that of The Florida 
Bar under these Rules of Discipline. The forum first asserting 
jurisdiction in a disciplinary matter retains jurisdiction to the 
exclusion of the other forum until the final determination of the 
cause.” 
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Judge Hanzman’s submission of his Bar Complaint constitutes 

judicial action under Canons 3A and 3D(3) of the Florida Code of 

Judicial Conduct. In regard to a judge’s judicial duties, Canon 3A, 

states as follows: 

“The judicial duties of a judge take precedence over all the 
judge's other activities. The judge's judicial duties include 
all the duties of the judge's office prescribed by law. In the 
performance of these duties, the specific standards set 
forth in the following sections apply.” 

  
In regard to judicial acts concerning disciplinary 

responsibilities, Canon 3D(3) states as follows: 

“Acts of a judge, in the discharge of disciplinary 
responsibilities, required or permitted by Sections 
3D(1) and 3D(2) are part of a judge's judicial duties and 
shall be absolutely privileged, and no civil action 
predicated thereon may be instituted against the 
judge.” (emphasis added) 
 
The expansion of the meaning of judicial acts in Canon 3D(3) to 

include any act by a judge in the discharge of his or her disciplinary 

responsibilities is in conformity with the United States Supreme 

Court’s landmark holding in Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349 

(1978). In Stump, the United States Supreme Court set forth a broad 

definition of a “judicial act” in expanding the doctrine of absolute 

judicial immunity: 
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“Because Judge Stump performed the type of act normally 
performed only by judges, and because he did so in his 
capacity as a Circuit Court Judge, we find no merit to 
respondents' argument that the informality with which he 
proceeded rendered his action nonjudicial and deprived 
him of his absolute immunity.” Stump v. Sparkman, 435 
U.S. 349 at 362-363. 
 
In support of its holding in Stump, the United States Supreme 

Court cited to In re Summers, 352 U.S. 561 (1945), where it found 

that a lack of formality in the Supreme Court of Illinois’ consideration 

of a petitioner's application for admission to the state bar did not 

prevent the proceeding from being a "judicial proceeding" presenting 

an actual case or controversy. Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349 at 

360. 

In light of the foregoing, Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal Bar 

Complaint must be considered a judicial act. If Judge Hanzman’s 

submission of his post-recusal Bar Complaint was to be considered 

a nonjudicial act not subject to the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct, 

then it must necessarily follow that Judge Hanzman cannot enjoy the 

protections of judicial immunity with respect to same under the 

Florida Code of Judicial Conduct or judicial immunity jurisprudence. 

In that vein, it cannot be that Judge Hanzman’s judicial act of 

submitting his post-recusal Bar Complaint against Petitioners is 
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cloaked with judicial immunity pursuant to Canon 3(D)(3), thereby 

bestowing Judge Hanzman with immunity from suit by Petitioners, 

but not a judicial act subject to the objectivity and impartiality 

requirements of Canons 2A and 3. Ultimately, Judge Hanzman’s 

post-recusal submission of his Bar Complaint must either come 

cloaked with both judicial immunity and the legal requirements of 

objectivity and impartiality, or come bare. Petitioners submit to this 

Honorable Court that, in conformity with Stump and the Florida Code 

of Judicial Conduct, it is the former, and not the latter, that holds 

true. Accordingly, considering his Order of Recusal and Canon 3D(3), 

Judge Hanzman’s submission of his Bar Complaint is a judicial act 

carried out by a recused judge. Consequently, Judge Hanzman’s Bar 

Complaint is legally null and void under Campos. 

Furthermore, Judge Hanzman’s submission of the Bar 

Complaint is a violation of Canons 2A and 3 of the Florida Code of 

Judicial Conduct.  

 With respect to judicial acts, Florida Code of Judicial Conduct, 

Canon 3, states that a “…judge shall perform the duties of judicial 

office impartially and diligently.” (emphasis added). Florida Code of 

Judicial Conduct, Canon 2A states that “[a] judge shall respect and 
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comply with the law and shall act at all times in a manner that 

promotes public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of the 

judiciary.(emphasis added) 

The Preamble to Florida’s Code of Judicial Conduct states, in 

pertinent part, as follows: 

“Our legal system is based on the principle that an 

independent, fair and competent judiciary will 

interpret and apply the laws that govern us…[th]e Code 

of Judicial Conduct establishes standards for ethical 

conduct of judges…[w]hen the text uses "shall" or "shall 

not," it is intended to impose binding obligations the 

violation of which, if proven, can result in disciplinary 

action…[t]he 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.” (emphasis added) 

 

By carrying out the judicial act of submitting his Bar Complaint 

four (4) months after recusing himself on the basis of actual bias and 

an inability to objectively determine if Petitioners should be referred 

to The Florida Bar for disciplinary proceedings, Judge Hanzman 

breached his obligations, under the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct, 

to be fair, to perform the duties of his judicial office impartially and 

diligently, to comply with the law, and to act at all times in a manner 

that promotes the impartiality of the judiciary. 
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Lastly, Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal Bar Complaint is not 

justified by his stated belief that Petitioners engaged in misconduct.11 

 
11 As stated herein and in numerous filings with the Third District, 
Jude Hanzman’s “charges” of misconduct against Petitioners are 
meritless. See footnote 24 of Petition for Writs of Mandamus and 
Prohibition. In addition, as set forth in the Petition for Writs of 
Mandamus and Prohibition, the evidence suggests that Judge 
Hanzman’s Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners, entered without 
jurisdiction or authority and in violation of and in contravention to 
orders entered by the Third District, was retaliatory in nature. 
Petitioners genuinely believe that Judge Hanzman’s entry of the 
Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners and the Sua Sponte Order, 
and his submission of the Bar Complaint, are meant to punish 
Petitioners solely for exercising their legal rights and those of FIBF in 
Case No. 3D20-1629; See In re Eriksson, 36 So.3d 580, 593 (Fla. 
2010)(even when a judge believes that a defendant who is exercising 
a legal right is attempting to interfere with the orderly administration 
of justice, a judge cannot punish the defendant solely for exercising 
that legal right). Indeed, one of the “recent inflammatory (and 
accusatory) appellate filings” that Judge Hanzman refers to in his 
Order of Recusal as the reason for his self-recusal under Canon 
3(E)(1)(a) is the Emergency Motion to Enforce Third DCA’s Mandate, 
which resulted in the cancellation of the hearing on Judge 
Hanzman’s Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners, thereby 
essentially nullifying the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners, 
which, pursuant to its express terms, required that Petitioners 
appear before Judge Hanzman on December 14, 2020 at 3:00 p.m. 
No events that could give rise to the allegations made by Judge 
Hanzman against Petitioners took place between the time that Judge 
Hanzman stated, at the November 9 Hearing, that he was not 
suggesting “for one second” that Petitioners had somehow 
disrespected the trial court and referred to Petitioners as being “very 
professional in front of me,” and December 1, 2020, the date on 
which the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners was entered. See 
page 56 of Petition for Writs of Mandamus and Prohibition.  
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This Honorable Court has previously held that a judge’s purported 

justification of taking “appropriate action” cannot pass muster when 

said “appropriate action” violates Florida law or judicial canons. In 

that regard, in In re Cohen, 99 So.3d 926, 940 (Fla. 2012), this 

Honorable Court stated as follows: 

“Judge Cohen argued before the JQC that he 
questioned the defendants in Gibbs and Butler because 
he believed Melnick had engaged in misconduct. 
Canon 3D(2) provides: ‘A judge who receives 
information or has actual knowledge that substantial 
likelihood exists that a lawyer has committed a 
violation of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar shall 
take appropriate action.’ ‘Appropriate action may 
include direct communication with the judge or lawyer 
who has committed the violation, other direct action 
if available, or reporting the violation to the 
appropriate authority or other agency.’ Fla.Code of 
Jud. Conduct, Canon 3D cmt. We agree with the 
Hearing Panel that ‘appropriate action’ does not 
extend to conduct that constitutes a violation of the 
law or other canons. By holding evidentiary hearings 
on the motions to recuse in Gibbs and Butler, Judge 
Cohen violated the Code of Judicial Conduct.” 
(emphasis added) 
 
Here, like Judge Cohen in In re Cohen, Judge Hanzman’s  

“appropriate action” of submitting his Bar Complaint, four (4) months 

after recusing himself from “any further proceedings” against 

Petitioners on the basis of actual bias, violates Canons 2A and 3 of 
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the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct, and Florida law as set forth in 

this Honorable Court’s holding in In re Cohen.  

In In re Inquiry Concerning a Judge, J. Q. C. No. 77-16, 357 So. 

2d 172 (Fla. 1978), this Honorable Court elaborated on a judge’s 

duties to follow the law and apply it fairly and objectively irrespective 

of his or her personal beliefs: 

“There are, of course, limits that every judicial officer 
must observe. Judges are required to follow the law 
and apply it fairly and objectively to all who appear 
before them. No judge is permitted to substitute his 
concept of what the law ought to be for what the law 
actually is. He may exercise his judicial discretion 
conservatively or liberally, and he may temper justice with 
mercy, but he may not deny justice to any person…Every 
judge is answerable for excesses or abuse of his 
awesome power. There is no place in our system for 
justice by whim or capricious notion. Regardless of the 
philosophy to which a justice or judge subscribes, he is 
not permitted to conduct himself in a manner which is 
unbecoming to a member of the judiciary and which 
demonstrates an unfitness to hold office.”12 (emphasis 
added) 

 
12 The manner in which Judge Hanzman wields his awesome power 
is reflected by Judge Hanzman’s improper and unjustifiable threat to 
incarcerate Petitioners in proceedings over a simple discovery dispute 
between the parties that the Third District ruled should not have 
been conducted. In addition, the Lam Notice of Filing Transcripts 
reflects Judge Hanzman’s continued wielding of his awesome power, 
as follows: “Mr. Zhang, let me make it very clear to you. You seem 
like a nice man. I really don’t want to incarcerate you for six 
months. I don’t think you would do very well in the Dade County 
Jail. You understand me?” and “do not get yourself caught in the 
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Here, notwithstanding his stated personal beliefs that 

Petitioners engaged in misconduct,13 Judge Hanzman’s judicial act 

 

middle of this, Mr. Zhang, or you will find yourself in a very 
unpleasant place.” (emphasis added). Furthermore, the Lam Notice 
of Filing Transcripts reveals the following exchange: 
“THE COURT: Okay. I assume you have records that reflect that in 
your office, since you are their accountant? 
MR. ZHANG: Like I said, I don’t have the most recent bank 
statements.  
THE COURT: Okay.  
MR. ZHANG: But I will give Ms. Read what I have.  
THE COURT: You give her all the records, Mr. Zhang. Don’t trifle with 
me, okay? I’m not in the mood. And I’m telling you right now, I’m 
trying to be as direct with you as possible, if you don’t comply with 
this order to the letter, its not going to turn out well for you. You 
understand? So don’t trifle with me. Don’t hold back any records….” 
(emphasis added). App. 1241-1242. 
13 In re Inquiry Concerning a Judge, J. Q. C. No. 77-16, 357 So. 2d 172 

at 180 (“If we follow such a course in Judge Taunton's case, in which 

he was motivated by compassion, we would be obliged to condone the 

same judicial misconduct brought about by the opposite emotion if 

the subject judge were to have acted in the belief that he was right. 

There can be no condonation of judicial failure to follow the law or 

failure to obey the impartiality and objectivity required by the Code 

of Judicial Conduct, whether the judge be tough, tender or something 

in between.”); See also In re Eriksson, 36 So.3d 580, 593 (Fla. 2010) 

(“…[N]either the alleged misconduct of others nor the good motives of 

a judge excuse departure from the guidelines established in the Code 

of Judicial Conduct.”) (citing In re Barnes, 2 So.3d 166, 171 

(Fla.2009) (citing In re Shea, 759 So.2d 631, 638-39 (Fla.2000)). 
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of submitting his post-recusal Bar Complaint to The Florida Bar 

violated Canons 2A and 3 of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct.  

For the reasons set forth above, mandamus and prohibition 

should issue because Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal Bar Complaint: 

a) is legally null and void pursuant to Campos; b) is a judicial act in 

violation of Canon 2A of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct, which 

requires that …“[a] judge shall respect and comply with the law and 

shall act at all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in 

the integrity and impartiality of the judiciary.”; and c) is a judicial act 

in violation of his binding obligation to perform his judicial duties 

impartially as required by Canon 3 of the Florida Code of Judicial 

Conduct.14   

 

 

 

 

 

 
14 “The requirement in the Code of Judicial Conduct that ‘[a] judge 
should perform the duties of his office impartially’[2] is basic to our 
system of jurisprudence.” In In re Inquiry Concerning a Judge, J. Q. 
C. No. 77-16, 357 So. 2d 172 at 182 (citing to Canon 3, Code of 
Judicial Conduct.). 
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II. Mandamus and Prohibition Should Issue Because Judge 
Hanzman’s Submission of his Post-Recusal Bar Complaint 
to The Florida Bar Violates Petitioners’ Right to 
Fundamental Fairness Under the Due Process Clause 
 
The Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution provides, 

in pertinent part, as follows: 

“[n]o state shall make or enforce any law which shall 
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the 
United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of 
life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor 
deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal 
protection of the laws.”  

 

The Due Process Clause guarantees basic fairness by protecting 

the substantive and procedural rights of individuals. See, e.g., Prater 

v. City of Burnside, Ky., 289 F.3d 417, 431 (6th Cir. 2002) (“This 

Clause clothes individuals with the right to both substantive and 

procedural due process.”) (citation omitted).   

Procedural due process rules are meant to protect persons not 

from the deprivation, but from the mistaken or unjustified 

deprivation of life, liberty and property.” Carey v. Piphus, 435 U.S. 

247, 259 (1978). In The Florida Bar v. Fussel, 179 So. 2d 852 (Fla. 

1965), this Honorable Court stated that a license to practice law has 

characteristics of property “which should not be withdrawn by a 
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governing authority save by proper application of traditional concepts 

of due process.”  

The required elements of due process are those that “minimize 

substantively unfair or mistaken deprivations” by enabling persons 

to contest the basis upon which a state proposes to deprive them of 

protected interests. Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 81 (1972). 

Precisely what procedures are needed to satisfy due process depend 

on the circumstances of a case. Hagar v. Reclamation Dist., 111 U.S. 

701, 708 (1884). In civil contexts, the currently prevailing standard 

is that formulated in Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976), which 

concerned termination of Social Security benefits. “Identification of 

the specific dictates of due process generally requires consideration 

of three distinct factors: first, the private interest that will be affected 

by the official action; second, the risk of erroneous deprivation of 

such interest through the procedures used, and probable value, if 

any, of additional or substitute procedural safeguards; and, finally, 

the Government’s interest, including the function involved and the 

fiscal and administrative burdens that the additional or substitute 
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procedural requirements would entail.” Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 

U.S. 319 at 335. 

Irrespective of which procedures are needed to satisfy due 

process in any given case, there are no procedures that can satisfy 

due process in proceedings that are initiated by a judge with actual 

bias. Due process guarantees “an absence of actual bias” on the part 

of a judge. In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133, 136 (1955). Such a 

requirement protects citizens from arbitrary exercise of government 

power. Marchant v. Pennsylvania R.R., 153 U.S. 380, 386 (1894).  

Indeed, there are strict due process requirements as to the 

neutrality of officials performing judicial functions. Tumey v. Ohio, 

273 U.S. 510 (1927); Ward v. Vill. of Monroeville, Ohio, 409 U.S. 57 

(1972). These requirements are codified by the Florida Code of 

Judicial Conduct to act as procedural safeguards against unfair or 

mistaken deprivations of protected interests.  

In this case, after conceding that he could not objectively 

adjudicate the Order to Show Cause Against Petitioners, the purpose 

of which was, in part, to determine whether Petitioners should be 

referred to The Florida Bar, Judge Hanzman chose to make that 

http://cdn.loc.gov/service/ll/usrep/usrep153/usrep153380/usrep153380.pdf
http://cdn.loc.gov/service/ll/usrep/usrep153/usrep153380/usrep153380.pdf
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determination subjectively, with actual bias, through his post-

recusal submission of the Bar Complaint. “The neutrality 

requirement helps to guarantee that life, liberty, or property will not 

be taken on the basis of an erroneous or distorted conception of the 

facts or the law.” Marshall v. Jerrico, 100 S.Ct. 1610 (1980).  

In that regard, even when it comes to prosecutors, who are 

advocates of the State and are not subject to the rigid neutrality 

requirements applicable to members of the judiciary, the United 

States Supreme Court has stated that “[a] scheme injecting a 

personal interest, financial or otherwise, into the enforcement 

process may bring irrelevant or impermissible factors into the 

prosecutorial decision and in some context raise serious 

constitutional questions.” Marshall v. Jerrico, 100 S.Ct. 1610 at 

1616. 

Here, "…under a realistic appraisal of psychological tendencies 

and human weakness," Withrow v. Larkin, 421 U. S. 35, 421 U. S. 

47 (1975), and taking into account that a judge’s submission of a bar 

complaint carries a presumption of great weight and legitimacy, 

Petitioners cannot possibly be afforded due process in disciplinary 
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proceedings initiated by Judge Hanzman’s Bar Complaint, 

irrespective of its procedures, when the fundamental procedural 

safeguards of neutrality and impartiality under the Due Process 

Clause, as codified in the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct, were 

breached by Judge Hanzman’s initiation of the disciplinary 

proceedings in the first place.  

In that respect, the fact that Petitioners would have the right to 

appeal any finding in the disciplinary proceeding to this 

Honorable Court is of no consequence to and would not cure the 

constitutional infirmity created by Judge Hanzman’s 

submission of the Bar Complaint in violation of Canons  2A 

and 3 of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct. 

In Ward, the United States Supreme Court stated as follows: 

“Respondent also argues that any unfairness at the 
trial level can be corrected on appeal and trial de 
novo in the County Court of Common Pleas. We 
disagree. This "procedural safeguard" does not 
guarantee a fair trial in the mayor's court; there is 
nothing to suggest that the incentive to convict would 
be diminished by the possibility of reversal on appeal. 
Nor, in any event, may the State's trial court procedure 
be deemed constitutionally acceptable simply because 
the State eventually offers a defendant an impartial 
adjudication. Petitioner is entitled to a neutral and 
detached judge in the first instance. Accordingly, the 
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judgment of the Supreme Court of Ohio is reversed, 
and the case is remanded for further proceedings not 
inconsistent with this opinion.” (Emphasis added). 
Ward v. Vill. of Monroeville, Ohio, 409 U.S. 57 at 61. 
 
See also Marshall v. Jerrico, 100 S.Ct. 1610 at 1616 (“Moreover, 

the decision to enforce – or not to enforce – may itself result in 

significant burdens on a defendant or a statutory beneficiary, even if 

he is ultimately vindicated in an adjudication.”).  

In Ward, the United States Supreme Court held that the facts 

of the case were sufficient for there to be a presumption of bias, and 

on that basis, held that the petitioner was denied a trial before a 

disinterested and impartial judicial officer as guaranteed by the Due 

Process Clause. Here, this Honorable Court need not determine 

whether a presumption of bias exists. Judge Hanzman conceded to 

actual bias in submitting the Bar Complaint that initiated the 

disciplinary proceedings against Petitioners.    

As a result, the impartiality and neutrality requirements that 

serve as the ultimate guarantee of fair and meaningful proceedings 

in the constitutional framework cannot be afforded to Petitioners in 

this case.  
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For the reasons set forth above, mandamus and prohibition 

should issue because Judge Hanzman’s post-recusal Bar Complaint 

violates Petitioners’ right to fundamental fairness under the Due 

Process Clause.  

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
G&F Law Group, LLP 
15807 Biscayne Blvd., Suite 217 

     North Miami Beach, Florida 33160 
     Telephone: 305-503-9073 

      Telefax: 305-397-2716 
iag@gflawgroup.com 
acf@gflawgroup.com 

      arap@gflawgroup.com    
 

     /s/ I. Albert Gonzalez 
I. Albert Gonzalez, Esq. 

      FBN: 695971 
 

     /s/ Alexander C. Flint 
     Alexander C. Flint, Esq. 
     FBN: 117715 
     

/s/ Ariel Rapaport 
Ariel Rapaport, Esq. 

     FBN: 1011939 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

was served via electronic mail this 4th day of June, 2021, on: Rita 

Florez, Esq., in her capacity as Bar Counsel, (rflorez@floridabar.org), 

Arlene K. Sankel, Esq., in her capacity as Chief Branch Discipline 

Counsel, (asankel@floridabar.org), The Florida Bar, 444 Brickell 

Avenue, Suite M-100, Miami, Florida 33131, Patricia L. Gladson, 

Esq. (pgladson@jud11.flcourts.org), and the Honorable Michael A. 

Hanzman (11thFC43@jud11.flcourts.org, cbl43@jud11.flcourts.org, 

mhanzman@jud11.flcourts.org), The Circuit Court of the Eleventh 

Judicial Circuit in and for Miami-Dade County, Florida. 

/s/ I. Albert Gonzalez 

I. Albert Gonzalez, Esq. 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that this Petition for Writs of Mandamus 

and Prohibition complies with the applicable font and word count 

limit requirements in the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure. 

/s/ I. Albert Gonzalez 

I. Albert Gonzalez, Esq. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


