
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA  
 

IRAIN ALBERTO GONZALEZ,  an Supreme Court Case  
individual, ALEXANDER C.  FLINT, No. SC21-849  
an individual, AND ARIEL  
RAPAPORT, an individual,  The Florida Bar File  Nos.  

2021-70,452 (11P)  
Petitioners,  2021-70,453 (11P)  

2021-70,454 (11P)  
v.  

THE FLORIDA BAR,  

Respondent.  

  

___________________________/  

THE FLORIDA BAR’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO  PETITIONERS’ 
EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS 

PENDING THIS HONORABLE COURT’S RULING ON PETITIONERS’ 
PETITION FOR WRITS OF MANDAMUS  AND PROHIBITION  

COMES NOW The Florida Bar and states its objection and opposition  

to the  emergency moti on to stay di sciplinary proceedings  pending the 

Florida Supreme  Court’s Ruling on Petitioners’  Emergency  Motion to Stay 

Disciplinary Proceedings and Writs of Mandamus and Prohibition. As 

grounds for its objection and op position, The Florida Bar states as follows:  

1.  As a preliminary matter, there  is no emergency here.  

2.  It is a well-established principle in Florida law that a writ of 

prohibition is very na rrow in scope, is preventive, and  is  not corrective. See  

Filing # 128731450 E-Filed 06/14/2021 06:35:22 PM
R

E
C

E
IV

E
D

, 0
6/

14
/2

02
1 

06
:3

6:
31

 P
M

, C
le

rk
, S

up
re

m
e 

C
ou

rt



 

English v. McCrary, 348 So.2d 293 (Fla . 1977). The purpose of a writ of 

prohibition “is  to prevent the doing of something, not to compel the undoing 

of something already done.” Id. at 297. "One seeking a writ of mandamus  

must show that he has a clear legal right to  the performance of a clear legal 

duty by a  public officer, and that he has no other available legal remedies.” 

Milanick v.  Town of Beverly Beach, 820 So. 2d 317, 319  (Fla. 5th DCA 

2001).  

3.  On April 28, 2021, the  Honorable Michael Hanzman referred 

Irain Alberto Gonzalez, Alexander Flint, and Ariel Rapport to The  Florida 

Bar for the investigation of possible rule violations arising from their 

representation of Immigration Building Fund, LLC, and  the company’s 

managing member.  

4.  Judge Hanzman  entered  an order to  show cause on December 

1, 2020, setting forth  grounds for the court’s  belief that the petitioners  

violated the Rules Regu lating The Florida Bar.  

5.  On May 12, 2021,  The Florida Bar emailed petitioners  with a 

letter requesting they respond to the  referral submitted by Judge Hanzman.  

The petitioners  were  allowed 15 days, pursuant to  Rule 4 -8.4(g) of  The 

Rules Regulating the Florida Bar,  to respond to the allegations made in 
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Judge Hanzman’s  Order to Show Cause.  The petitioners  were required to 

respond by May 27, 2021.  

6.  On May 24, 2021, petitioners  emailed bar counsel requesting  

an extension to June 28, 2021, to file their response.  

7.  Bar counsel responded that The Florida Bar,  as a matter of  

policy,  does not  grant such lengthy extensions  but agreed to extend the 

time for their response to June 10, 2021.   

8.  Although petitioners submitted a response to the grievances 

against them on June 10, 2021, they declined to provide a substantive 

response to the allegations ag ainst them until the Third District Court of 

Appeal and Supreme Court have  adjudicated the petitions filed in cases 

3D21-1164 and SC21-849.  

9.  On June 4,  2021, petitioners  filed a motion requesting that this 

Court stay bar pr oceedings and petitioned for writs of mandamus and 

prohibition.  

10.  As to the propriety  of Judge Hanzman’s referral to the bar, 

petitioners’ arguments are baseless  as Judge Hanzman  was  and is under a 

professional obligation to report misconduct.  

11.   “A  lawyer who knows that another lawyer has committed a  

violation of  the Rules of Professional co nduct that raises a substantial 
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question as to that lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness, or fitness as a l  awyer  

in other respects shall inform the appropriate  professional authority.”  R. 

Regulating Fla. Bar. 4-8.3(a).  

12.  This Court  has made clear  that “[a]ll Florida judges are, first and 

foremost, attorneys and members of The Florida Bar.  As such, Florida judges,  

just like every other Florida attorney, have an obligation to maintain the 

integrity of the legal profession and report to The Florida Bar any professional  

misconduct of a fellow attorney.”  5-H Corporation v. Padovano,  708 So.  2d 

244 (Fla. 1997).  

13.  Moreover, In re Cohen, 99 So. 3d 926 (Fla. 2012), a case which 

petitioners cite in their motion,  specifically notes what “appropriate action” 

means in the context of Judicial Canon 3D(2); said Canon instructing judicial 

officers to take appropriate action when they possess actual knowledge of a 

substantial likelihood that a lawyer has violated a Rule Regulating The Florida 

Bar.  The comment to the Canon advising that amongst other options, 

appropriate action includes reporting the lawyer at  issue to the appropriate 

authority or other agency.  In the instant matter, The Florida Bar is clearly the  

appropriate authority and agency.    

14.  In the  underlying civil proceedings,  Judge Hanzman sua sponte 

recused himself from the civil proceedings citing “the recent inflammatory and 

accusatory appellate filings in” the case of Chin Liu v. Florida Immigration 
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Building Funding, 2020-022425-CA-01.  Petitioners  argue that  Judge 

Hanzman’s order of recusal is  a basis to order his retraction of  his referral to 

The Florida Bar, in essence amounting to a  dismissal of any bar disciplinary  

proceedings. This contention is also erroneous.    

15.  When a judge disqualifies himself from a case, the central 

question is whether there is  cause to believe that a  litigant  will be  treated  

unfairly. It is immaterial whether a  judge could treat a  litigant fairly  in spite 

of the  alleged facts. As the  Supreme Court explained  “the question of 

disqualification focuses on  those matters  from which a litigant may 

reasonably question a judge's impartiality rather than the  judge's perception 

of his ability to ac t fairly  and impartially.”  Livingston v. State, 441 So. 2d 

1083, 1086 (Fla. 1983).  It is axiomatic that a judge’s impartiality is essential to  

the proper administration of justice as it is the judge who possesses 

adjudicatory authority.   

16.  While Petitioners would have this Honorable Court  direct Judge 

Hanzman to retract his referral  to The Florida Bar, they fail to take note of the 

fact that Judge Hanzman is not a deciding party in any bar proceedings. He is 

simply a witness to the alleged ruled violations  that the  petitioners are now  

required to answer  for.  See  R. Regulating Fla. Bar. 3-7.4(i) (“The complaining 

witness is not a party to the disciplinary proceeding.”).   
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17.  Under Rule 3-7.3(b) of the Rules  Regulating The Florida Bar, “[i]f 

bar counsel decides to pursue an inquiry, a disciplinary file shall be opened 

and the inquiry shall be considered as a complaint, if  the form requirement of 

subdivision (c) is met. Bar counsel shall investigate the allegations in the 

complaint.”  

18.  The substantive response  petitioners  are required to make  to the 

bar’s initial inquiry, due on June 10, 2021, is part of bar counsel’s investigation  

into the matter Judge Hanzman referred to the bar.  

19.  Finally, petitioners  have failed to establish  any due process 

violation  by virtue of the  bar’s inquiry into Judge Hanzman’s referral of their 

possible misconduct.  Petitioners  have  been provided notice and an 

opportunity to be  heard. See The Florida Bar v. Swickle, 589 So. 2d 901, 

904 (Fla. 1991).  

20.  The Petitions for Writ of Mandamus and Prohibition are  an 

attempt by petitioners to delay these proceedings  and circumvent  the  

disciplinary process, as is the motion to stay disciplinary proceedings in the 

matters brought to this Court’s attention.  

WHEREFORE, The Florida Bar request that this Court  deny  

Petitioners’ Emergency Motion to Stay Disciplinary Proceedings and Writs 

of Mandamus and Prohibition.  
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_______________________________ 

Respectfully submitted, 

Rita Florez, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
Miami Branch Office 
444 Brickell Avenue 
Rivergate Plaza, Suite M-100 
Miami, Florida 33131-2404 
(305) 377-4445 
Florida Bar No. 1011307 
rflorez@floridabar.org 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE  

I certify that this document has been Efiled using the Efiling Portal 
with The Honorable John A. Tomasino, Clerk of the  Supreme Court of 
Florida; with a copy provided to Irain Alberto Gonzalez, Petitioner, via email 
at iagflbar@gflawgroup.com; and to Alexander C. Flint, Petitioner, via email 
at acf@gflawgroup.com; and to Ariel Rapaport, Petitioner, via email at 
arap@gflawgroup.com; and to Arlene Kalish Sankel, Chief Branch 
Discipline Counsel, The Florida Bar, via email at asankel@floridabar.org; 
and to Patricia Ann Toro Savitz,  Staff  Counsel, The Florida Bar, via email at 
psavitz@floridabar.org, on this  14th day of June, 2021.  

Rita Florez, Bar Counsel 
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