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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

The F l o r i d a  Bar, Complainant ,wil l  be r e f e r r e d  t o  

as  "The Bar" or  "The F l o r i d a  B a r " .  Sheldon J .  Sanders,  

Respondent, w i l l  be r e f e r r e d  t o  as "Respondent". The 

symbol IITR" w i l l  be used t o  d e s i g n a t e  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  

of t h e  f i n a l  hea r ing  he ld  on June 2 6 ,  1 9 9 0 .  
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND OF THE FACTS 

On December 28,  1 9 8 9  The Florida Bar filed a Notice 

of Determination of Guilt. The Respondent duly filed a 

Motion to Modify. The Florida Supreme Court filed an 

Order dated February 27, 1 9 9 0  that suspended the Respondent 

from the practice of law nunc pro tunc to May 5, 1 9 8 0 .  A 

Petition for Reinstatement was filed on or about April 4, 

1 9 9 0 .  

Pursuant to Notice, a hearing was held before the 

Honorable Thomas H. Bateman, I11 circuit Judge/Referee on 

June 26, 1 9 9 0 .  

On October 1 2 ,  1 9 9 0  the Referee filed a report in which 

he recommended that Respondent be denied readmission to 

practice law in the State of Florida until such time as the 

State of New York readmits Respondent and further that 

Respondent be required to retake the Florida Bar Exam. 

The Respondent filed a Petition for Review on November 

2, 1 9 9 0 .  

This Brief is in support of 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The Referee exceeded his statutory authority. 

Reinstatement to The Florida Bar should not be 

conditioned upon reinstatement in New York. 

Respondent has complied with all of the criteria for 

reinstatement. 

Respondent should not be required to retake the 

Florida Bar Exam. 



ARGUMENT 

The decision of Thomas H. Bateman, 111, Judge/Referee 

should be reversed and the Petitioner should be reinstated 

to membership in the Florida Bar. 

ISSUE I 

THE REFEREE EXCEEDED 
HIS STATUTORY AUTHORITY 

A hearing on this matter was held on June 26, 1990 

before Thomas H. Bateman, 111, who acted on that day as a 

referee. 

The hearing was attended by James Watson, Esq. on 

behalf of the Florida Bar. Mr. Watson, acting on behalf of 

the Florida Bar, did not object to the position and contentions 

of your Petitioner. In fact, the record will indicate that 

Mr. Watson supported and concurred with my Petition. 

Judge/Referee Bateman's decision of October 12, 1990 

denied my application for readmission for membership in 

the Florida Bar. 

It is respectfully submitted that Judge/Referee Bateman 

not only erred in his decision, but exceeded the authority 

bestowed upon him pursuant to Section 3-7.9(g). 
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Section 3-7.9(g) is as follows: 

Determination of fitness by referee 
hearing. The referee to which the petition 
for reinstatement is referred shall conduct 
the hearing as a trial, in the same manner, 
to the extent practical, as proceedings are 
conducted under the rule concerning trials. 
The matter to decide shall be the fitness of 
the petitioner to resume the practice of law 
(Emphasis supplied.) 

(i) Prompthearing; report. The referee 
to whom a petition for reinstatement has been 
referred by the Chief Justice shall proceed 
to a prompt hearing, at the conclusion of 
which the referee shall make and file with 
the Supreme Court of Florida a report which 
shall include the findings of fact and a 
recommendation as to whether or not the 
petitioner is qualified to resume the practice 
of law .... (Emphasis supplied.) 

This Honorable Court is requested to note the portion 

of Judge/Referee Bateman's decision wherein he states, 

Given the Florida Supreme Court Nunc Pro 
Tunc suspension order; however, Petitioner has 
been effectively disbarred for over ten years. 
(Emphasis supplied. ) 

Judge Bateman clearly followed the guidelines as 

promulgated by this Court in The Florida Bar In Re Inglis, 

471 So.2d 38, 39 (Fla. 1985). 

The Supreme Court of Florida advises that the elements 

to take into account when considering a petition for 

reinstatement are: (1) Strict compliance with conditions 

imposed in the previous disciplinary judgment; (2) Unim- 

peachable character; (3) A reputation for professional 

ability; (4) Lack of malice toward those responsible for the 

-5- 



previous scip inary action; ( ) A repentant attitude 

concerning the earlier wrongdoing and a strong resolution 

to adhere to the principles of correct conduct; and (6) 

Restitution to persons harmed by the earlier misconduct. 

The Florida Bar In Re Sickmen, 523 So.2d 154 (Fla. 1988)  

and cases cited therein. The criteria was summed up in 

The Florida Bar In Re Inglis, 471 So.2d 38,39  (Fla. 1 9 8 5 ) ,  

As being embodied in two components; (1) Good 
moral character, personal integrity, and 
general fitness for a position of trust and 
confidence, and (2) Professional competence 
and ability. 

He further states in Point IV of his decision, 

I find that Petitioner has a reputation of 
good character and a good professional 
reputation. I believe he has rehabilitated 
himself and that he has shown a sincere 
intent to avoid wrongdoing. 

Your Honors, Judge/Referee Bateman ruled that I am fit 

to resume the practice of law. (Emphasis supplied.) 

He then denied my application. 

Your Honors, it is respectfully submitted that Judge/ 

Referee Bateman exceeded his authority in the reasoning he 

applied to conclude that my petition should be denied. 

Judge/Referee Bateman apparently denied my application 

based upon the concurring opinion of Judge Ehrlich in matter 

of Sickmen-The Florida Bar In Re Sickmen, 523 So.2d 154 

(Fla. 1 9 8 8 ) .  At this point, Judge/Referee Bateman deviated 
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fr m his statutory authority as set forth in Section 3-7.9(9). 

The matter to decide shall be the fitness 
of the Petitioner to resume the practice of law.. . 

Section 3-7.9 (i) 

.... a report which shall include the 
findings of fact and a recommendation as to 
whether or not the Petitioner is qualified 
to resume the practice of law ....( Emphasis 
supplied. ) 

This Court has held in In Re Inglis, 471 So.2d 3 8 ,  

(Fla. 1985) 

.... with regard to legal conclusions 
and recommendations of a Referee, this 
Court's scope of review is somewhat broader 
as it is ultimately our responsibility to 
enter an appropriate judgment. (Emphasis 
supplied . ) 

In other words, this Court reemphasized that the Referee 

is a trier of the facts and this Honorable Court is a trier 

of the - law. 

ISSUE I1 

REINSTATEMENT TO THE FLORIDA BAR 
SHOULD NOT BE CONDITIONED UPON 
REINSTATEMENT IN NEW YORK 

This Court held that Sickmen should be reinstated since 

his disbarment in New York was based upon the same misconduct 

as the Florida suspension, not further or separate misconduct. 
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This Court further ruled, 

.... the fact that another jurisdiction 
imposed a more severe sanction for the same 
misconduct does not justify our placing any 
greater burden on the Petitioner than those 
already imposed. 

In the original Order of Suspension of Sickmen on 

December 1 3 ,  1983,  Judge Ehrlich dissented and voted for 

disbarment. In the Order of April 7, 1988 ,  Judge Ehrlich 

concurred with the Court's opinion to reinstate Sickmen. 

Judge Ehrlich could have dissented but however chose 

instead to concur. 

This Court's attention is respectfully referred to the 

similarities and differences between Sickmen's case and mine. 

Sickmen was formally disbarred in New York subsequent 

to his suspension in Florida. It is interesting to note 

that this Court could have disbarred Sickmen for his felony 

conviction but chose merely to suspend him for three years. 

(Judge Ehrlich dissented and chose disbarment.) 

As a matter of law, however, Sickmen was not disbarred 

in New York subsequent to his suspension in Florida. Section 

90 subdivision 4A of the Judiciary Law of New York State: 

Any person being an attorney and counselor- 
at-law who shall be convicted of a felony, as 
defined in paragraph E of this subdivision, 
shall upon such conviction cease to be an attorney 
and counselor-at-law, or to be competent to 
practice law as such. 
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Subdiv is ion  e, 

For purposes  of t h i s  subd iv i s ion ,  
t h e  t e r m  f e lony  s h a l l  mean any c r i m i n a l  
o f f e n s e  c l a s s i f i e d  as a f e lony  under t h e  
l a w s  of  t h i s  s t a t e ,  o r  any c r i m i n a l  o f f e n s e  
committed i n  any o t h e r  s t a t e ,  d i s t r i c t ,  o r  
t e r r i t o r y  of t h e  United S ta tes  and c lass i -  
f i e d  as  a f e lony  t h e r e i n ,  which i f  committed 
w i t h i n  t h i s  s t a t e ,  would c o n s t i t u t e  a f e lony  
i n  t h i s  s t a t e .  

Therefore ,  Sickmen ceased t o  be an a t t o r n e y  i n  N e w  

York p r i o r  t o  h i s  suspension by t h e  S t a t e  of  F l o r i d a .  

I ,  however, w a s  suspended by t h i s  Court  Nunc Pro Tunc 

f o r  t e n  y e a r s .  This  suspension exceeded t h e  three-year  

l i m i t a t i o n  pursuant  t o  Rule 3 . 5 . l ( e )  and t h e  l a s t  sen tence  

of t h a t  paragraph s ta tes ,  

N o  suspension s h a l l  be ordered  f o r  a 
s p e c i f i c  pe r iod  of t i m e  i n  excess  of  t h r e e  
y e a r s .  

Even Judge Bateman agreed t h a t  t h i s  suspension had 

t h e  e f f e c t  of  disbarment.  

I r e s p e c t f u l l y  inform t h i s  Court  t h a t  t h e  S t a t e  of 

F l o r i d a  a l s o  punished m e  f o r  t h e  same misconduct as  t h e  

S t a t e  of N e w  York and n o t  a new, f u r t h e r ,  or d i f f e r e n t  

misconduct. 

A s  i n  Sickmen, t h e  Referee found t h a t  I have e s t a b l i s h e d  

my r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and t h a t  I have m e t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  set  f o r t h  

i n  p a s t  cases and I have demonstrated my f i t n e s s  t o  resume 

t h e  p r a c t i c e  of  l a w .  I hope Your Honors w i l l  ag ree  t h a t  t h e  

r eco rd  suppor t s  t h e  R e f e r e e ' s  f i n d i n g .  A s  a m a t t e r  of t i m e  
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r e f e r e n c e ,  h e r e f o r e ,  N e w  York and F l o r i d a  punished m e  

s imultaneously.  

On February 2 7 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  t h i s  Court  suspended m e  Nunc Pro 

Tunc t o  May 5 ,  1980 upon t h e  cond i t ion  t h a t  I s u c c e s s f u l l y  

complete t h e  readmission p rocess  under R u k  3-7.9 of t h e  

r u l e s  r e g u l a t i n g  t h e  F l o r i d a  B a r .  

This  Court  d i d  n o t  p l a c e  any o t h e r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  upon 

my re ins t a t emen t .  This  Court  could have ordered  i n  i t s  

Suspension Order t h a t  I can on ly  be r e i n s t a t e d  t o  t h e  

F l o r i d a  Bar upon t h e  cond i t ion  t h a t  T ' m  r e i n s t a t e d  t o  t h e  

B a r  i n  t h e  S t a t e  of  N e w  York. Again, t h i s  Honorable Court  

set  - NO c o n d i t i o n s  upon my re ins t a t emen t  except  t h a t  I 

comply wi th  Rule 3-7.9. ( I t  i s  i n t e r e s t ' i n g  t o  no te  t h a t  

Judge E h r l i c h  concurred i n  t h i s  Order . )  See TR June 2 6 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  

page 6 ,  l i n e  2 2 ,  

THE COURT: One i s  s t r i c t  compliance wi th  
any d i s c i p l i n a r y  o r d e r s  t h a t  have b e e n m t e r e d .  
And I -- I ' m  going t o  assume t h a t ' s  N e w  York as  
w e l l  a s  -- or  some f o r e i g n  ba r  a s  w e l l  as  The 
F l o r i d a  B a r .  Is t h a t  t r u e ?  

Your Honor. 
MR. WATSON: I t ' s  j u s t  t h e  F l o r i d a  suspension,  

THE COURT: J u s t  t h e  F l o r i d a  suspension.  
MR. WATSON: Right .  And t h a t  o r d e r  re la tes  

THE COURT: A l l  r i g h t .  
on ly  t o  t h a t  he prove h i s  r i g h t  t o  readmission.  

See TR June 2 6 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  page 7 ,  l i n e  1 2 ,  

MR. WATSON: I t  wasn ' t  r equ i r ed .  The o r d e r  
of suspension was t h e  o r d e r  of de t e rmina t ion  of 
g u i l t ,  and t h e  on ly  cond i t ion  t h a t  w a s  p laced  i n  
t h a t  o r d e r  w a s  t h a t  he prove h i s  f i t n e s s  t o  be 
readmi t ted .  (Emphasis supp l i ed . )  
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ISSUE I11 

THE RESPONDENT HAS COMPLIED WITH 
ALL OF THE CRITERIA FOR REINSTATEMENT 

I have met the criteria for reinstatement as stated 

in the majority opinion and in the concurring opinion in 

the Sickmen and Inglis cases. I have now done all that 

the Order of Suspension required as a prerequisite to my 

reinstatement to the practice of law in this state. 

Your Honors, it is well settled and axiomatic that the 

law does not deal in trivialities. It is known as a Deminimis 

rule. Your Honors, I submit that it does not make any 

difference that New York disbarred me before Florida 

suspended me, or vice versa. As stated before, my punishment 

was effective the same day. 

It is again respectfully submitted that Your Honors 

were aware of my disbarment when you promulgated your Order 

dated the 27th day of February 2990, since your Order was 

based upon a Notice of Determination of Guilt which clearly 

set forth all of the facts of my case. Your Honors were 

also aware that Sickmen had to be automatically disbarred 

in New York upon his felony conviction. 

It is submitted that Judge/Referee Bateman abandoned 
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h i s  r o l e  as  Referee an1 became a Judge. H e  used a p o r t i o n  

of a concurr ing  opin ion  by Judge E h r l i c h  t o  deny my p e t i t i o n  

f o r  r e i n s t a t e m e n t .  H e  exceeded h i s  a u t h o r i t y  pursuant  t o  

Rule 3 - 7 . 9 ( g ) ( i )  i n  t h a t  he  r e s o r t e d  t o  c o n j e c t u r e  as t o  what 

t h i s  Court  might do or  might no t  do under a given set of 

f a c t s .  H e  f u r t h e r  ignored t h e  f a c t  t h a t  Judge E h r l i c h  d i d  

no t  d i s s e n t  i n  t h e  Sickmen opin ion ,  b u t  i n  f a c t  concurred.  

H e  exceeded h i s  a u t h o r i t y  i n  t h a t  Rules 3-7.9(g) (i) on ly  

g i v e  him power t o  determine my f i t n e s s  t o  p r a c t i c e  l a w .  I n  

f a c t ,  he found t h a t  I was f i t  t o  p r a c t i c e  l a w  aga in .  H i s  

a u t h o r i t y  i s  s t r i c t l y  l i m i t e d  t o  be a f i n d e r  of t h e  fac ts .  

Legal conclus ions  a r e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  t h i s  Honorable 

Court  ( I n  R e  I n g l i s ,  4 7 1  So.2d 3 8 ) .  

A s  i n  Sickmen, t h e  Referee found t h a t  I have e s t a b l i s h e d  

my r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  and t h a t  I have m e t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  set  f o r t h  

i n  p a s t  cases and I have demonstrated my f i t n e s s  t o  resume 

t h e  p r a c t i c e  of  l a w .  I hope Your Honors w i l l  ag ree  t h a t  

t h e  record  suppor t s  t h e  R e f e r e e ' s  f i n d i n g .  

ISSUE I V  

RESPONDENT SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED TO 
RETAKE THE F L O R I D A  BAR EXAM 

RESPONDENT I S  QUALIFIED TO PRACTICE 
LAW I N  THE STATE OF FLORIDA 
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Your Honors, Judge/Referee Bateman stated on page 

his decision, 

I find that Petitioner has a reputation of 
good character and a good professional 
reputation. I believe he has rehabilitated 
himself and that he has shown a sincere 
intent to avoid wrongdoing. 

of 

Your Honors, it is correct that I have not practiced 

law for ten years. It is respectfully submitted that this 

does not in and of itself mean that I am not qualified to 

practice law now. Your Honors, there is a huge difference 

between having knowledge and using that knowledge. I state 

humbly to this Court that I have the knowledge to practice 

law in the State of Florida. 

Would Your Honors consider a nonpracticiqg law professor 

as unqualified because he does not practicg law? Would Your 

Honors consider a judge unqualified because he does not 

actively practice law? 

Your Honors, I am a highly experienced title closer and 

do over five closings per day. In fact, on one given day I 

did eleven closings. I am called upon by major title companies 

to handle their most difficult closings. I respectfully 

urge you to refer to the letters of major title companies 

and from lawyers attesting to my legal competence and 

further to Judge/Referee Bateman's finding that I am 

legally competent. I am totally familiar with trusts, 
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estates ,  rea l  es ta te ,  bankruptcy, matrimonial  and l i t i g a t i o n  

i n  g e n e r a l .  

I have taken  t h i r t y  hours  of con t inu ing  l e g a l  educa- 

t i o n .  I read  t h e  N e w  York Law J o u r n a l  and t h e  F l o r i d a  Bar 

J o u r n a l  on a r e g u l a r  b a s i s .  

Judge/Referee Bateman recommended t h a t  I r e t a k e  t h e  

F l o r i d a  B a r  exam s o l e l y  upon t h e  f a c t  t h a t  I have no t  been 

an a t t o r n e y  f o r  t e n  yea r s .  

Your Honors, F l o r i d a  i s  unique i n  t h a t  it has  t w o  

classes of a t t o r n e y s  -- a c t i v e  and i n a c t i v e .  

The a c t i v e  lawyer pays $ 1 4 0  p e r  yea r  dues and t a k e s  

t h i r t y  hours  of cont inuing  l e g a l  educa t ion  every t h r e e  y e a r s .  

The i n a c t i v e  lawyer i s  n o t  pe rmi t t ed  t o  p r a c t i c e  i n  F l o r i d a .  

H e  need n o t  t a k e  t h e  t h i r t y  hours  of cont inuing  l e g a l  

educa t ion  and pays only  $ 1 2 0  pe r  yea r  i n  dues.  

L e t  u s  examine t h e  fo l lowing  h y p o t h e t i c a l ,  b u t  p o s s i b l e ,  

set of  f a c t s .  

John D o e  i s  a c a r p e t  salesman who passed t h e  F l o r i d a  

B a r  i n  1 9 7 7 .  (The yea r  i n  which I passed t h e  B a r . )  H e  has  

never  p r a c t i c e d  l a w  i n  any form, shape or  manner i n  any 

j u r i s d i c t i o n .  H e  now dec ides ,  i n  1 9 9 0 ,  t o  begin t h e  p r a c t i c e  

of l a w .  H e  pays an a d d i t i o n a l  $ 2 0  and l i s t e n s  t o  t h i r t y  

hours  of t a p e s .  H e  i s  now worthy and w e l l  q u a l i f i e d  under 

F l o r i d a  l a w  t o  be a f u l l - t i m e  a c t i v e  lawyer. Your Honors, 

i s  he? 



0 

Your Honors, I w a s  p r i m a r i l y  a l i t i g a t o r  and n e g o t i a t o r  

f o r  e igh teen  yea r s .  I w a s  counsel  t o  t h e  N e w  York S t a t e  

Teachers Assoc ia t ion ,  N e w  York S t a t e  Soc ie ty  of Orthopedic 

Surgeons, and t h e  Nassau Suf fo lk  Phys ic i ans  Guild.  A s  such,  

I n e g o t i a t e d  w e l l  over  one thousand hours  of l a b o r  negot ia -  

t i o n s  and never had a s t r i k e .  Your Honors, I could and can 

s t i l l  p repa re  Temporary Res t r a in ing  Notices by t h e  hour.  

Your Honors, no lawyer o r  judge knows a l l  of t h e  l a w  

a l l  of t h e  t i m e  (except  f o r  one hour a f t e r  t a k i n g  t h e  B a r  

exam). 

Your Honors, I know t h e  q u e s t i o n s  are d i f f i c u l t  and 

t h e  answers are  easy .  I know how t o  t h i n k  and I know how 

and where t o  f i n d  t h e  law. Your Honors, I submit t h a t  a 

n e g o t i a t o r  and t r i a l  lawyer i s  a t a l e n t  un to  i t s e l f .  Your 

Honors, I have t h a t  t a l e n t .  I f  I a m  given t h e  p r i v i l e g e  of 

be ing  readmi t ted  t o  t h e  F l o r i d a  B a r ,  I a s s u r e  you t h a t  I 

w i l l  on ly  p r a c t i c e  t h a t  which I know. 

Your Honors, p l e a s e  t a k e  no te  t h a t  a t  my Hearing 

James Watson, E s q .  s p e c i f i c a l l y  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  F l o r i d a  B a r  

d i d  n o t  r e q u i r e  t h a t  I r e t a k e  t h e  B a r  exam. They only  

r e q u i r e d  m e  t o  a t t e n d  a three-day course  f o r  new lawyers.  

See TR June 2 6 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  page 8 ,  l i n e  5 ,  

MR. WATSON: H e  d o e s n ' t  have t o  w a i t .  
There w e r e  no o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n s  l i k e  I r e f e r r e d  
to .  Usually t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  w e ' r e  looking 
f o r  t o  be m e t  i n  t h e  o r d e r s  are l i k e  where t h e  
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resDondent is reauired to Dass the ethics 
portion of the Bar exam, complete so many 
haurs of CLE, restitution and whatever. 
There were no additional conditions Dlaced 
on his suspension by the Court -- (Emphasis 
supplied. ) 

See TR, page 64, line 10, 

MR. WATSON: Before I do that, Your Honor, 
one other option which is available, which we 
have begun recommending on reinstatement 
petitions, is that the Bar has an intensive 
course for new attorneys which -- 

Your Honors, I was suspended on February 27th, 1990 

Nunc Pro Tunc to May 5, 1980. I hereby ask that the 

beginning of my suspension be deemed February 27, 1990. 

Your Honors' attention is respectfully directed to 

Section 3-7.9 (k) . 
Your Honors, this section states in part that a 

reinstatement may be conditioned upon certification by 

the Florida Board of Bar Examiners. 

Your Honors, it is submitted that the word may is 

discretionary and not mandatory. If the statute was 

intended to be mandatory, the word "must" would have 

been substituted instead of the word I',,y". 

This section also refers to post-hearing procedures. 

The second is entitled "Judgment". It is solely in this 

Court's discretion, and I humbly ask that you use that 

discretion and allow my readmission without retaking the 

Florida Bar exam. 
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Your Honors, I submit that the sole question before 

you is, "Is Sheldon J. Sanders qualified to be a lawyer, 

and if so, what kind of lawyer would he be if he were 

readmitted to practice in the State of Florida?" 

Your Honors, I refer you to the age old Indian 

expression, "Walk a mile in my moccasins.'' Your Honors, 

I have been submitted to the depth of degradation and 

survived. I had my head shaved bald and was placed in 

a maximum security jail. 

Your Honors, I can truly understand a client's 

problems and concerns, just as an orthopedist who has 

had a bad back knows the meaning of pain. I know what it's 

like to be a client. Your Honors, I assure you that I 

will be an understanding, as well as a competent, lawyer. 

Your Honors, reversal of a Referee's decision is not 

new, unique or novel to this Court. This Court overruled 

the Florida Bar in In Re Sickmen and overruled the Referee 

in In Re Inglis. 

I'm sure that Your Honors are questioning why I have 

not been readmitted in New York. Judge/Referee Bateman 

asked me the same question. In the absence of an opinion 

by the Appellate Division of the State of New York, it is 

a question that cannot be answered. I also cannot answer 

why the New York State Grievance Committee will not answer 
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my questions as to whether or not their counsel acted with 

their knowledge and consent. There is a lot I cannot 

answer. I can, however, assure you that I will be a 

very good, understanding, knowledgeable lawyer. 

Your Honors, I repeat, Judge/Referee Bateman found me 

to be of qood moral character, professional integrity and 

general fitness for a position of trust and confidence, 

and that I have professional competence and ability. 

Your Honors, I ask you to grant my petition for 

readmission because I earned it -- the hard way. I beg 

to have my dignity restored after thirteen long years of a 

living hell. 
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CONCLUSION 

The decision of Judge/Referee Bateman dated October 

12, 1 9 9 0  should be reversed, and that the Respondent, 

Sheldon J. Sanders, be permitted to resume the practice of 

law in the State of Florida without retaking the Florida 

Bar exam. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SHELDON J. SA v 227 Lagoon Drive East 
Lido Beach, New York 11561 

Attorney number 0232793 
(516) 432-6660 
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