
I N  THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

(Before a Referee) 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant, 

V. 

SANDRA ALLEN, 

Respondent. 

Case N o :  71,019 

f '  

% '  

REPORT OF REFEREE 

I .  Summary of P roceed ins :  Pu r suan t  t o  t h e  unders igned  
b e i n g  d u l y  a p p o i n t e d  a s  r e f e r e e  t o  c o n d u c t  d i s c i p l i n a r y  
proceedings here in  according t o  a r t i c l e  X I  of the In t eg ra t ion  
R u l e  of The Flor ida Bar and Rule 3-7.5 R u l e s  of Disc ip l ine ,  a 
f i n a l  hearing was h e l d  on May 16, 1988. Hearing on Respondent's 
o b j e c t i o n  t o  c o s t s  was he ld  on J u l y  6, 1988. The  enc losed  
pleadings,  o rde r s ,  t r a n s c r i p t s  and e x h i b i t s  a r e  forwarded t o  t h e  
Supreme Court of Flor ida w i t h  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  and c o n s t i t u t e  the  
record i n  t h i s  case.  

The following a t to rneys  appeared a s  counsel fo r  the  p a r t i e s :  

For The Elor ida Bar: Thomas E. DeBerg 
Ass i s t an t  S ta f f  Counsel 

For the  Respondent: John A. Weiss, Esquire 

11. F i n d i n g s  of Fact a s  t o  Each Item of Misconduct of Which 
t he  Respondent is Charged : After considering a l l  t he  pleadings,  
t h e  statement of the  case by The Flor ida Bar, and t h e  Consent 
Judgment of fe red  on the  d a t e  of t he  f i n a l  hear ing,  based on the 
f o l l o w i n g  s t i p u l a t e d  f a c t s  and ev idence  p r e s e n t e d  I ' f i n d  t h e  
r e sponden t  has  v i o l a t e d  The F l o r i d a  Bar Code of P r o f e s s i o n a l  
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y :  On o r  a b o u t  O c t o b e r  11, 1984, r e s p o n d e n t  
a s s i s t e d  Frank L. Williams w i t h  preparing an a p p l i c a t i o n  for  an 
a l coho l i c  beverage l i c e n s e .  The app l i ca t ion  form was notarized 
by t h e  respondent and subsequently submitted t o  The Division of 
A l c o h o l i c  Beverages and Tobacco as p a r t  of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
process  t o  obta in  a l iquor  l i c e n s e .  On the  same d a t e ,  for  a 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of  $ 1 0 . 0 0 ,  F r a n k  L .  W i l l i a m s  g r a n t e d  t o  
r e s p o n d e n t ' s  husband t h e  f i r s t  r i g h t  t o  pu rchase  1 0 0 %  of t h e  
s tock i n  Soozi of F t .  Myers, Inc. during a ninety day (90) period 
following a da t e  t h r e e  yea r s  from t h e  commencement and opening of 
t h e  co rpora t ion ' s  business  fo r  r e t a i l  s a l e s  w i t h  Mr. Williams' 
new quota l iquor  license. The opt ion t o  purchase was notar ized 
by respondent. Respondent acted a s  t h e  a t torney  f o r  Frank L. 
Williams i n  submitt ing t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  t he  l iquor  l i c e n s e  and 
i n  o ther  mat ters  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  o rganiza t ion  of Soozi ' s .  



Respondent a l s o  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  the  f i n a n c i a l  a f f a i r s  of Soozi. 
On October 11, 1984 Frank L. Williams and respondent entered i n t o  
an agreement whereby t h e  respondent was g i v e n  a Power of Attorney 
t o  a c t  t h e r e a f t e r  f o r  Frank L. Wi l l iams  i n  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  and 
management of Soozi. Respondent a s s i s t e d  i n  t h e  incorporat ion of 
Soozi of F t .  Myers, doing s o  on or about October 19 ,  1984. 

T h e  l i q u o r  l i c e n s e  of S o o z i ' s  was used t o  pu rchase  a l c o h o l i c  
beverages w h i c h  were subsequently t r ans fe r r ed  t o  premises other  
than Soozi for  s a l e  and consumption thereon. I n  add i t ion ,  l iquor  
was t ransported from Soozi t o  o ther  c lubs  i n  veh ic l e s  not having 
t h e  proper l iquor  s t i c k e r s  a f f ixed .  t o  a minor e x t e n t ,  money 
from t h e  Soozi account was used t o  pay c o s t s  and expenses not 
r e l a t e d .  t o  the  management, opera t ion  or  expenses of Soozi. The 
p a r t i e s  s t i p u l a t e d  t h a t  respondent did not adequately monitor t h e  
opera t ion  of Soozi t o  enable  her t o  advise Frank L. Williams of 
i m p r o p r i e t i e s  o c c u r r i n g  t h e r e .  Respondent a l s o  adv i sed  a l l  
e m p l o y e e s  of  S o o z i  n o t  t o  p r o v i d e  any  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h  
i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  o p e r a t i o n  and management of any of her  
businesses ,  including Soozi, 

The F l o r i d a  Bar dropped i t s  a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  a f i v e  thousand 
( $ 5 , 0 0 0 )  d o l l a r  amount paid a s  op t ion  money r e l a t e d  t o  Soozi of 
F t ,  Myers had been m i s r e p r e s e n t e d  t o  Frank L. Wi l l iams  as  a 
s e c u r i t y  depos i t .  

111. Recommendation a s  t o  Whether or Not t h e  Respondent 
Should be Found G u i l t y :  I recommend t h a t  t h e  Consent Judgment 
entered i n t o  by t h e  p a r t i e s  be accepted, and t h a t  i n  accord w i t h  
t h a t  Consent Judgment t h e  r e sponden t  be found g u i l t y  of t h e  
following v i o l a t i o n s  of t h e  code of Professional  Responsibi l i ty:  
Disc ip l inary  R u l e  1 - 1 0 2 ( A ) ( 6 )  (Conduct adversely r e f l e c t i n g  on 
one ' s  f i t n e s s  t o  p r a c t i c e ) ;  DR 5-101(A) (Accepting employment 
without f u l l  d i s c l o s u r e  of a c o n f l i c t  of i n t e r e s t ) ;  DR 5-104(A) 
( E n t e r i n g  a b u s i n e s s  t r a n s a c t i o n  w i t h  a c l i e n t  w i thou t  f u l l  
d i s c l o s u r e ) ;  DR 5-105(A) (Accepting employment when t h e  exerc ise  
of independent  judgment is l i k e l y  t o  be a d v e r s e l y  a f f e c t e d ) ;  
I n t e g r a t i o n  Rule 1 1 . 0 2 ( 3 )  ( a )  (Conduct c o n t r a r y  t o  hones ty ,  
j u s t i c e ,  or good morals) .  

I V .  Recommendation as t o  D i s c i p l i n a r y  Measures t o  be 
Applied: I n  accord w i t h  t h e  Consent Judgment entered i n t o  by the  
p a r t i e s ,  I recommend t h a t  Sandra E .  A l l e n  be d i s c i p l i n e d  by 
pub l i c  reprimand and t h a t  c o s t s  i n  t h e  amount of $1 ,616 .30  be 
assessed aga ins t  her .  

v. Personal History and Past  Disc ip l inary  Record: The 
f o l l o w i n g  p e r s o n a l  h i s t o r y  and p r i o r  d i s c i p l i n a r y  record  is  
r e l evan t  t o  the  recommended d i s c i p l i n e :  

(1) Age: 46  

( 2 )  Date Admitted t o  Bar: December 1 7 ,  1976 

( 3 )  Pr io r  Disc ip l inary  Record: None 

( 4 )  Mit igat ing Factors:  There is no c l e a r  evidence 
t h a t  t h e  respondent had a c t u a l  knowledge of t h e  
impropr ie t ies  occurr ing a t  Soozi of F t .  Myers a t  
the  time t h a t  t h e y  occurred. 



VI. Statement of Costs and Manner in Which Costs Should be 
Taxed: I find that the following costs  were reasonably incurred 
by The Florida Bar: 

A. Grievance Committee Level : 
1. Administrative Costs 
2. Staff Counsel Expenses 
3. Court Reporter Costs 

$150.00 
51.99 
43.07 

B. Referee Level: 
1. Administrative Costs 150.00 
2. Staff Counsel Expenses 478.62 
3. Branch Counsel Expenses 322.89 
4. Court Reporter Expenses (Depo) 289.30 

67 .40  5. Court Reporter Expenses (Final) 
6. Staff Investigator (W. Kreighbaum) 63.03 

TOTAL $ 1,616.30 

Of these costs, I recommend that Respondent be assessed 
$1,616.30. In making this recommendation, I have considered the 
specific language of Rule 3-7.5(k)(5) and the holding of the 
Supreme Court of Florida in The Florida Bar v Gold, 13 FLW 368 
(Fla. 1988). I am of the opinion that 104 1/2 hours 
investigation time is excessive and unreasonable. 

Dated this /wF day 

Circuit Judge (Retired) 
Referee 


