
Exhibit A

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant, 

V. 

HANNA MARY RENNA, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case 
No. SC-

The Florida Bar File 
No. 2021-10,329 (13E) 

-------------' 
CONDITIONAL GUil TY PLEA FOR CONSENT JUDGMENT 

The undersigned respondent, Hanna Mary Renna, and files this 

Conditional Guilty Plea pursuant to Rule 3-7.9 of the Rules Regulating The 

Florida Bar. 

1. Respondent is, and at all times mentioned herein was, a 

member of The Florida Bar, subject to the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court 

of Florida. 

2. As to The Florida Bar Case No. 2021-10,329 (13E), there has 

been a finding of probable cause by the grievance committee. 

3. Respondent is acting freely and voluntarily in this matter, and 

tenders this Plea without fear or threat of coercion. Respondent is 

represented in this matter. 
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4. The disciplinary measures to be imposed upon respondent are 

as follows: 

A. Ninety-day Suspension from the practice of law; 

B. Attend Ethics School and Professionalism Workshop 

within 6 months of the date of the Supreme Court of Florida's order 

accepting this consent judgment and pay the $1,000.00 fee 

associated with these programs; and 

C. Payment of the bar's disciplinary costs. 

5. Respondent acknowledges that, unless waived or modified by 

the Court on motion of respondent, the court order will contain a provision 

that prohibits respondent from accepting new business from the date of the 

order or opinion and shall provide that the suspension is effective 30 days 

from the date of the order or opinion so that respondent may close out the 

practice of law and protect the interest of existing clients. 

6. The following allegations and rules provide the basis for 

respondent's guilty plea and for the discipline to be imposed in this matter: 

Respondent self-reported to the bar her actions during the October 15, 

2020, deposition of a minor child witness in a criminal matter. Previously, on 

January 10, 2020, the witness identified respondent's client as the 

perpetrator by picking him from a photo pack of 6 individuals. The witness 
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placed his signature underneath the photograph that he identified, which was 

the third photograph in the sequence of six unnumbered photographs. Prior 

to the October 15, 2020, deposition, respondent printed out a copy of each 

of the photographs from the January 10, 2020, photo pack and added 

numbers to each in a different order than the original photo pack, to test the 

witness's identification of her client. Respondent did not want the witness to 

see his signature on the bottom of the photo he previously identified, so prior 

to printing the photos, she removed the portion of the page where his 

signature would have been. Removing this portion of the page and adding 

numbers did not alter the images of the individuals on the pages. 

Respondent did not advise the State nor witness that she had removed the 

portion of the page where the witness' signature was nor that she had applied 

numbers to the photos in a different order than they were presented in the 

original photo pack. Respondent did not provide a copy of the newly 

numbered photo shown to the witness to the State until the conclusion of the 

deposition. During the deposition, unbeknownst to the State and to the 

witness, respondent used a photograph of a different person than who was 

identified by the witness when questioning the witness about the 

identification. During the deposition, respondent only showed the witness the 
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photo that she had marked as number three which was the sixth photo in the 

sequence of the original photo pack. The following exchange occurred: 

Q: Now, do you recall what number you picked? 
A: Number three. 
Q: Okay. And what made you pick number three? 
A: The eyes. 
Q: Okay. 
A: And the nose. 
Q: All right. So I'm showing you what the State 
provided me and I'll enter it in as a deposition exhibit, 
and there's numbers on the bottom here. So when 
you say 11three11 that's number three here. Is that the 
individual that you identified? 
A: Yes. 

Following the deposition, respondent filed a Defendant's Motion to 

Suppress Out of Court Identification and Any In-Court Identification Not 

Based on Independent Recollection on October 27, 2020. The motion is 

based on the identification made in the deposition and on a recorded 

statement of the witness that had been produced to respondent after the 

deposition. The witness said in the statement that he "could not really see 

his face" and "could not identify him again" in reference to the perpetrator. 

On the same day, the Assistant State Attorney filed State's Motion in Limine 

to Preclude the Use of the "Misidentification" of the Defendant During 

Deposition moving to prevent respondent from questioning the witness about 
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the misidentification made during the deposition as her actions were 

impermissible pursuant to Florida case law. 

At the time of the misconduct, respondent was unaware of the law 

regarding the use of the photo pack in the deposition of the witness. Upon 

being notified that her questioning in the deposition amounted to an ethical 

violation, respondent removed herself from the case and self-reported her 

actions to the Local Professionalism Panel then ultimately to The Florida Bar. 

After reporting her actions to the Local Professionalism Panel, respondent 

had one on one meetings with her supervisor, every other week, to discuss 

rules of professionalism at each meeting prior to her leaving the Public 

Defender's Office in December 2020. She further began preparing a one-

hour CLE on Rule 4-8.4 and professionalism for the other attorneys in the 

Public Defender's Office, though she was not able to present it prior to her 

moving to New York. 

7. The following R. Regulating Fla. Bar provided the basis for the 

discipline imposed in the matter: 4-1.1 (Competence); 4-1 .3(Diligence), 4-

8.4(a)(Misconduct); and 4-8.4(d) Misconduct- A lawyer shall not engage in 

conduct in connection with the practice of law that is prejudicial to the 

administration of justice. 
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8. The following Standard for Imposing Lawyer Sanction is 

applicable: Lack of Diligence [Standard 4.4(b)(2)]. 

9. In addition to the above, the following mitigation is applicable in 

this matter: absence of a prior disciplinary record [Standard 3.3(b)(1 )]; 

timely good faith effort to make restitution or to rectify the consequences of 

the misconduct [Standard 3.3(b)(4)]; full and free disclosure to the bar or 

cooperative attitude toward the proceedings [Standard 3.3(b)(5)]; character 

or reputation [Standard 3.3(b )(7)]; and interim rehabilitation [Standard 

3.3(b)(10)]; and remorse [Standard 3.3(b)(12)]. Furthermore, respondent 

has had a career devoted to public service working in the State Attorney's 

Office and/or Public Defender's Office for more than ten years. 

10. The Florida Bar has approved this proposed plea in the manner 

required by Rule 3-7.9. 

11 . If this plea is not finally approved by the Board of Governors of 

The Florida Bar and the Supreme Court of Florida, then it shall be of no 

effect and may not be used by the parties in any way. 

12. Respondent agrees to eliminate all indicia of respondent's 

status as an attorney on email, social media, telephone listings, stationery, 

checks, business cards office signs or any other indicia of respondent's 

status as an attorney, whatsoever. 
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13. If this plea is approved, then respondent agrees to pay all 

reasonable costs associated with this case pursuant to Rule 3-7.6(q) in the 

amount of $1,752.25. These costs are due within 30 days of the court 

order. Respondent agrees that if the costs are not paid within 30 days of 

this court's order becoming final, respondent shall pay interest on any 

unpaid costs at the statutory rate. Respondent further agrees not to 

attempt to discharge the obligation for payment of the Bar's costs in any 

future proceedings, including but not limited to, a petition for bankruptcy. 

Respondent shall be deemed delinquent and ineligible to practice law 

pursuant to Rule 1-3.6 if the cost judgment is not satisfied within 30 days of 

the final court order, unless deferred by the Board of Governors of The 

Florida Bar. 

14. Respondent acknowledges the obligation to pay the costs of 

this proceeding and that payment is evidence of strict compliance with the 

conditions of any disciplinary order or agreement and is also evidence of 

good faith and fiscal responsibility. Respondent understands that failure to 

pay the costs of this proceeding will reflect adversely on any other bar 

disciplinary matter in which respondent is involved. 

15. This Conditional Guilty Plea for Consent Judgment fully 

complies with all requirements of the Rules Regulating The Florida Bar. 
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Dated this I y-VY'\day of s e. p\ QJ1\ \xv , 20_:_~ 

Hanna Mary Renna 
Respondent 
PO Box 188 
Elmira, NY 14902 
315/657-4273 
Florida Bar ID No.: 84605 
rennahm@gmail.com 

Dated this __ day of ________ , 20_. 

Counsel for Respondent 
PO Box 18685 
Tampa, FL 336798685 
813/344-3601 
Florida Bar ID No.: 508373 
Henry@henryleepaul.com 

Dated this __ day of ________ , 20_. 

Jennifer Robyn Dillon, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
Tampa Branch Office 
2002 N. Lois Ave., Suite 300 
Tampa, Florida 33607-2386 
(813) 875-9821 
Florida Bar ID No. 72643 
rdillon@floridabar.org 
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