
 

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant, 

v. 

MARY MICHELE HUDSON, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case 
No. SC- 

The Florida Bar File 
No. 2019-50,659(17I)  

___________________________/ 

COMPLAINT OF THE FLORIDA BAR 

The Florida Bar, complainant, files this Complaint against Mary 

Michele Hudson, respondent, pursuant to the Rules Regulating The Florida 

Bar and alleges: 

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

of The Florida Bar, admitted on April 15, 2011 and is subject to the 

jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of Florida. 

2. In Supreme Court Case No. SC21-1734, respondent was 

suspended by this Honorable Court on February 2, 2022, having failed to 

respond to bar counsel inquiries regarding the instant matter.  Respondent, 

likewise, failed to respond to this Court.  That suspension is to remain in 

effect until responses are received and until further order of the Court. 
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3. Respondent practiced law in Palm Beach County, Florida, at all 

times material. 

4. The Seventeenth Judicial Circuit Grievance Committee “I” 

found probable cause to file this complaint pursuant to Rule 3-7.4 of the 

Rules Regulating The Florida Bar, and this complaint was approved by the 

presiding member of that committee. 

COUNT I 

5. Respondent represented the former husband in a family law 

matter case styled Cammarata v. Cammarata, Case No. 2009-DR-012269, 

in the Circuit Court in and for Palm Beach County, Florida. 

6. At a hearing occurring on April 6, 2016, the court admonished 

respondent for her frivolous handling of the case.  (Attached hereto and 

incorporated herein as The Florida Bar’s Exhibit 1 is a transcript of the 

hearing held on April 6, 2016.) 

7. At that hearing, the presiding judge said the following, among 

other things: 

The hearing is done. Out. Out now.  I have had it, 
Ms. Hudson.  You need to read the child support 
formula to determine what correct discovery you 
need.  You are pissing your client’s money away 
doing these frivolous discovery matters and coming 
to court.  You’re going to bankrupt your client based 
on your lack of knowledge about how to calculate 
child support and what discovery is relevant. Read 
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Woodward versus Berkery, memorize it and learn 
what discovery is relevant in a post-judgment 
matter. 

The Florida Bar’s Exhibit 1, at 30. 

8. On July 13, 2017, the court entered a Final Judgment Denying 

Former Husband’s Supplemental Petition for Modification, Denying Former 

Husband’s Motion for Contempt and Enforcement, and Granting Former 

Wife’s Supplemental Petition for Modification of Child Support.  (Attached 

hereto and incorporated herein as The Florida Bar’s Exhibit 2 is the Final 

Judgment dated July 13, 2017.) 

9. In the Final Judgment on Modification order, the court 

recounted denying the Former Husband’s Second Amended Supplemental 

Petition for Modification of Time-sharing, Parental Responsibility, Parenting 

Plan, Child Support and for Other Relief when it stated “Former Husband’s 

pleadings paint a glaringly deficient claim for modification not supported by 

Florida law and which caused the Former Wife to incur attorney’s fees to 

defend an action that was clearly untenable.”  (The Florida Bar’s Ex. 2, at 

6). 

10. The Final Judgment on Modification found the following when 

denying the Former Husband’s Amended Motion for Civil Contempt and 

Enforcement and Motion to Set Aside Quitclaim Deed for Fraud, and 
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Former Husband’s Motion for Indemnification and Permanent Injunctive 

Relief: 

[I]t is absolutely clear to the Court that the Former 
Husband pursued his claims in bad faith and over-
litigated this case in support thereof.  The Orders 
entered during the pendency of this modification 
action repeatedly warned the Former Husband and 
his counsel about their handling of this matter.  
Accordingly, the Court considers this case the 
epitome of vexatious and unnecessary litigation at 
the hand of the Former Husband. 

The Florida Bar’s Exhibit 2, at 9. 

11. The former wife sought attorney’s fees as she was the 

prevailing party in the matter and pursuant to Florida Statute 57.105. 

12. On January 17, 2018, the court granted the Former Wife’s 

Amended Motion for Attorney’s Fees and Costs against respondent and 

her client in the amount of $65,014.08.  (Attached hereto and incorporated 

here in as The Florida Bar’s Exhibit 3 is the Final Judgment Awarding 

Former Wife Attorney’s Fees and Costs.) 

13. Respondent appealed the Final Judgment Awarding the Former 

Wife Attorney’s Fees and Costs in equal portions between the former 

husband and the respondent. 
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14. On November 28, 2018, Florida’s Fourth District Court of 

Appeals affirmed the award of attorney’s fees and costs against respondent 

and her client. 

15. Shortly thereafter, it is believed that respondent closed her 

practiced and moved to an unknown location. 

16. On January 15, 2019, the former wife filed a Motion to Compel 

Former Husband and respondent to Execute Florida Rules of Civil 

Procedure Form 1.977 (Fact Information Sheet) in relation to the attorney’s 

fees owed to the former wife by respondent and her client. 

17. On March 25, 2019, the former wife filed Post Judgment 

Discovery Directed to respondent requesting financial documents. 

18. Respondent failed to respond to the former wife’s motion to 

compel or discovery requests and has not paid her attorney’s fees and 

Costs. 

19. Respondent did not file a motion to withdraw and is still the 

attorney of record in her client’s family law case. 

20. By the conduct set forth above, respondent violated R. 

Regulating Fla. Bar: 4-1.1 [A lawyer must provide competent representation 

to a client.]; and 4-8.4(d) [A lawyer shall not engage in conduct in 
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connection with the practice of law that is prejudicial to the administration of 

justice.]. 

COUNT II 

21. In or about March 2019, a grievance was filed against 

respondent by respondent’s client’s mother, Helen Cammarata. 

22. Respondent then failed to respond to The Florida Bar’s 

investigative inquiries concerning the grievance filed by Ms. Cammarata.  

23. The Florida Bar made multiple attempts to locate respondent 

using a staff investigator with telephone calls, emails, and personal visits to 

respondent’s last known addresses. 

24. On November 19, 2021, the grievance committee found that 

respondent did not show good cause for failing to respond to official bar 

inquiries. The grievance committee also found that the non-compliance was 

willful after the respondent failed to provide any response to the notice of 

hearing on non-compliance which was sent to the respondent’s record bar 

email. That email returned the notice as undeliverable. 

25. The respondent has failed to provide any updated contact 

information to The Florida Bar. 
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26. On December 21, 2021, The Florida Bar filed its Petition for 

Contempt and Order to Show Cause with the Florida Supreme Court 

pursuant to the grievance committee’s findings of willful conduct. 

27. On December 21, 2021, the Florida Supreme Court issued an 

order to show cause requiring respondent to respond by January 5, 2022. 

28. Respondent failed to respond to the Florida Supreme Court’s 

order to show cause. 

29. On February 2, 2022, the Florida Supreme Court found 

respondent in contempt and suspended her, as well as requiring her to 

remain suspended until she fully responded to the bar’s official inquiry.  

(Attached hereto and incorporated herein as The Florida Bar’s Exhibit 4 

is the Order of the Florida Supreme Court suspending the respondent.) 

30. By the conduct set forth above, respondent violated R. 

Regulating Fla. Bar:  4-8.4(d) [A lawyer shall not engage in conduct in 

connection with the practice of law that is prejudicial to the administration of 

justice.] and 4-8.4(g) [A lawyer shall not fail to respond, in writing, to any 

official inquiry by bar counsel or a disciplinary agency, as defined 

elsewhere in these rules, when bar counsel or the agency is conducting an 

investigation into the lawyer’s conduct. A written response shall be made: 

(1) within 15 days of the date of the initial written investigative inquiry by 
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bar counsel, grievance committee, or board of governors; (2) within 10 

days of the date of any follow-up written investigative inquiries by bar 

counsel, grievance committee, or board of governors; (3) within the time 

stated in any subpoena issued under these Rules Regulating The Florida 

Bar (without additional time allowed for mailing); (4) as provided in the 

Florida Rules of Civil Procedure or order of the referee in matters assigned 

to a referee; and (5) as provided in the Florida Rules of Appellate 

Procedure or order of the Supreme Court of Florida for matters pending 

action by that court. Except as stated otherwise herein or in the applicable 

rules, all times for response shall be calculated as provided elsewhere in 

these Rules Regulating The Florida Bar and may be extended or shortened 

by bar counsel or the disciplinary agency making the official inquiry upon 

good cause shown. Failure to respond to an official inquiry with no good 

cause shown may be a matter of contempt and processed in accordance 

with rule 3-7.11(f) of these Rules Regulating The Florida Bar.]. 

31. WHEREFORE, The Florida Bar prays respondent will be 

appropriately disciplined in accordance with the provisions of the Rules 

Regulating The Florida Bar as amended. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 
Randi Klayman Lazarus, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
Ft. Lauderdale Branch Office 
Lake Shore Plaza II 
1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130 
Sunrise, Florida 33323 
(954) 835-0233 
Florida Bar No. 360929 
rlazarus@floridabar.org 
smiles@floridabar.org 

 
Patricia Ann Toro Savitz, Staff Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
651 E. Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5839 
Florida Bar No. 559547 
psavitz@floridabar.org 

mailto:rlazarus@floridabar.org
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that this document has been e-filed with The Honorable John 
A. Tomasino, Clerk of the Supreme Court of Florida, with a copy provided 
via email to Mary Michele Hudson, at mavericklawllc@aol.com; and that a 
copy has been furnished by United States Mail via certified mail No. 7020 
1810 0000 0813 8575, return receipt requested to Mary Michele Hudson, 
whose record bar address is 4440 PGA Blvd., Ste. 600, Palm Beach 
Gardens, FL 33410-6542, and via email to Randi Klayman Lazarus, Bar 
Counsel, rlazarus@floridabar.org and smiles@floridabar.org, on this 6th 
day of June, 2022. 

 
Patricia Ann Toro Savitz 
Staff Counsel 

NOTICE OF TRIAL COUNSEL AND DESIGNATION OF 
PRIMARY EMAIL ADDRESS 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the trial counsel in this matter is Randi 
Klayman Lazarus, Bar Counsel, whose address, telephone number and 
primary email address are The Florida Bar, Ft. Lauderdale Branch Office, 
Lake Shore Plaza II, 1300 Concord Terrace, Suite 130, Sunrise, Florida 
33323, (954) 835-0233 and rlazarus@floridabar.org and 
smiles@floridabar.org.  Respondent need not address pleadings, 
correspondence, etc. in this matter to anyone other than trial counsel and 
to Staff Counsel, The Florida Bar, 651 E Jefferson Street, Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-2300, psavitz@floridabar.org. 

MANDATORY ANSWER NOTICE 

RULE 3-7.6(h)(2), RULES REGULATING THE FLORIDA BAR, 
PROVIDES THAT A RESPONDENT SHALL ANSWER A COMPLAINT.  

mailto:rlazarus@floridabar.org
mailto:smiles@floridabar.org
mailto:smiles@floridabar.org
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