
IN THE 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Complainant 

SUPREME 

VS. 

CURLEY R, DOLTIE, 

Respondent. 
I 

w 
COURT OF 

C, SE NOS.  77, 81 
7 8 ,  064 

INITIAL BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 

and  

An appeal o f  Report Of Referee rendered on November 22, 1991.  

Curley R. Doltie, Esquire 
A#,.' 118 N o r t h  Gadsden S t r e e t  

P.O. Box 1325 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(904)  224-9992 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

PAGE 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ii 

INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i i i  

STATEMENT OF CASE AND FACTS . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

ARGUMENT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
P O I N T I  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

POINT11 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 

CONCLUSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  13 



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

Rules Reaulatina The Florida Bar 

4-1.1 

4-1.2 (d )  

4-1.3 

4-1.4 ( a )  

4.1.4 (b) 

4-1.5 Id )  

4-3.4 (b) 

4-3 .4  ( c )  

4-4.1 ( a )  

4-8.4 ( a )  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

PAGE 

3 

1 

5 

5 

5 

2 . 3  

2 

2 

2 

2 



INTRODUCTION 

The  Respondent wi l l  a rgue t h a t  the  Report Of Referee f i led  in 

th is  cause i s  erroneous as t o  i t s  f ind ings  o f  fact  set o u t  in t h i s  cause. 

The  Respondent wi l l  a rgue t h a t  the  Report Of Referee f i led  in 

th i s  cause in unlawful  as t o  i t s  conclusions reached in th i s  cause. 

The  Respondent wi l l  a rgue tha t  the  Report O f  Referee f i led  in 

th is  cause is un jus t i f ied  inasmuch as the proposed disciplhne i s  

excessive under  the  circumstances o f  t h i s  matter.  

Reference to the  record  below wi l l  t o  be the  symbol ( R  ) ;  t he  

t ransc r ip t  of t he  hear ing  before t h e  Referee shall be  re fe r red  to  by ( T  ) ,  



STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

CASE No. 77, 812 

On May 31, 1990, Mr,  Dav id  L. People f i led a Bar  

Inqu i ry /Compla in t  Form (Complaint) w i t h  T h e  Flor ida Bar  al leging 

unethical conduct by the  Respondent in t h e  Respondent's representat ion 

of him in a p r o p e r t y  damage claim against a n  insurance company. 

Upon receipt  o f  t h e  Complaint and a request  for comments f rom 

The Flor ida Bar,  t h e  Respondent prov ided h is  wr i t t en  explanation of 

t he  circumstances su r round ing  h is  representat ion o f  Mr .  Peoples. 

The  Flor ida Bar ' s  S ta f f  Counsel did not  accept the  Respondent's 

commentslexplanation and, o n  J u l y  18,  1990, re fe r red  the  matter the  

Second Judicial  C i r c u i t  Grievance Committee. A member o f  t he  

gr ievance committee was assigned to  invest igate the  Complaint on 

Augus t  7, 1990. 

In i t s  Notice Of Review By A Grievance Committee f i led  on 

November 6, 1990,  the  gr ievance committee alleged t h a t  Respondent had 

violated the  Rules o f  Professional Conduct  O f  T h e  Flor ida Bar.  

Specif ically, t he  gr ievance committee alleged tha t  t h e  Respondent, 

during h is  representat ion of Mr .  Peoples, violated t h e  fol lowing ru les:  

Rules 4-1.2(d) (a  lawyer shall no t  counsel a c l ien t  t o  engage, o r  

assist a c l ient ,  in conduct tha t  the  lawyer knows o r  reasonably should 

know is  cr iminal o r  f raudulent .  However, a lawyer may discuss legal 
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consequences of any proposed course o f  conduct  w i th  a c l ien t  and may 

counsel o r  assist a c l ien t  t o  make a good f a i t h  e f f o r t  t o  determine the  

val id i ty ,  scope, meaning, o r  appl icat ion o f  the  law), 4-3.4(b) (a  lawyer 

shall no t  falsely, o r  o f fe r  an  inducement t o  a witness t h a t  i s  p roh ib i ted  

by law), 4-3.4(c) (a lawyer shall n o t  knowl ing disobey an obl igat ion 

under  the  ru les  of a t r i buna l  except fo r  a n  open refusal  based on an 

assert ion tha t  no  val id  obl igat ion ex is ts ) ,  4-4.1 (a)  ( i n  the  course o f  

represent ing a c l ien t  a lawyer shall no t  knowing ly  make a false 

statement of material fact o r  law t o  a third person),  4-8.4(a) (a  lawyer 

shall no t  violate o r  attempt to  violate t h e  Rules o f  Professional Conduct,  

knowingly assist o r  induce another t o  do so, o r  do so t h r o u g h  the  acts 

o f  another) ,  of t he  Rules o f  Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar.  

In i t s  Amended Notice Of  Review By A Grievance Committee f i led  

o n  November 26, 1990, the  gr ievance committee alleged t h a t  Respondent 

had violated the  Rules O f  Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar.  

Specif ically, the  gr ievance committee alleged tha t  t h e  Respondent, 

during h is  representat ion o f  Mr .  Peoples, violated the  fol lowing ru les:  

Rules 4-1.1 (a lawyer shall p rov ide  competent representat ion t o  a 

cl ient.  Competent representat ion requ i res  the  legal knowledge, sk i l l ,  

thoroughness, and preparat ion reasonably necessary for  the  

representat ion) ,  and 4-1.5(d) (Contracts o r  agreements fo r  a t to rney 's  

fees between a t to rney and c l ien t  wi l l  o rd ina r i l y  be enforceable according 

to  the  terms of such contracts o r  agreement, unless found t o  be i l legal, 

p roh ib i ted  by th i s  rule, o r  c lear ly  excessive as def ined by t h i s  ru le ) ,  

o f  t he  Rules O f  Professional Conduct of The  Flor ida Bar.  
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On Februa ry  7, 1991, t he  gr ievance committee issued i t s  Notice Of 

Finding Of  Probable Cause For Further Disciplinary Proceedinqs al leging 

probable cause t h a t  Respondent had violated the  Rules Of Professional 

Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar .  T h e  Committee alleges t h a t  Respondent 

had violated Rule 4-1.5(d) (Cont rac ts  o r  agreements fo r  a t to rney ’s  fees 

between a t to rney  and  c l ien t  wi l l  o r d i n a r i l y  be enforceable according to 

the terms o f  such contracts o r  agreement, unless found to  be i l legal, 

p roh ib i ted  by t h i s  ru le,  o r  c lear ly  excessive as def ined by t h i s  ru le ) ,  

o f  t he  Rules o f  Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar .  

On  March 28, 1991, t h e  gr ievance committee issued a second Notice 

Of Findinq Of Probable Cause For Disciplinary Proceedings al leging 

probable cause t h a t  Respondent had violated t h e  Rules Of Professional 

Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar .  T h e  committee alleges t h a t  Respondent 

had violated Rules 4-1.1 (a lawyer shal l  p rov ide  competent 

representat ion to a c l ient .  Competent representat ion requ i res  the  legal 

knowledge, sk i l l ,  thoroughness, and  prepara t ion  reasonably necessary 

f o r  t he  representat ion) ,  a n d  4-1.5(d) (Cont rac ts  or agreements f o r  

a t to rney ’s  fees between a t to rney  and c l ien t  wi l l  o r d i n a r i l y  b e  

enforceable according to  the  terms o f  such cont rac ts  o r  agreement, 

unless found t o  be i l legal, p roh ib i t ed  by t h i s  ru le,  o r  c lear ly  excessive 

as def ined by t h i s  ru le ) ,  of t he  Rules of Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  

Flor ida Bar .  

On  A p r i l  23, 1991, T h e  Flor ida B a r  f i led  i t s  Complaint w i t h  t h i s  

C o u r t  a l leg ing violat ion of Rules 4-1.1 and  4-1.5(d) o f  the  Rules o f  

Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar.  
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T h e  Flor ida B a r  also f i led  i t s  Request For Admissions on  A p r i l  23, 

1991. 

T h e  Respondent f i led  h i s  Answer To Request For Admissions on  

May 23, 1991. 

On  November 1, 1991, the  hear ing  in t h i s  cause was conducted 

before the  Referee. T h e  Report Of  Referee was issued in t h i s  cause. 

T h e  Respondent f i led  h i s  Petition For Review in t h i s  cause on  

Februa ry  7, 1992. 

Case No. 78, 064 

On June 29, 1990,  Ms. Sabrina Sk ipper  f i led  a B a r  

w i t h  T h e  Flor ida Bar  a l leg ing I nqu i r y lComp la in t  Form (Complaint] 

unethical conduct  by t h e  Respondent 

of her  in a unemployment compensatior 

- 4- 

n the  Respondent's representat ion 

case. 

Upon receipt  of t he  Complaint and  a request  f o r  comments f rom 

The Flor ida Bar ,  t h e  Respondent p rov ided  h i s  w r i t t en  explanat ion of 

t he  circumstances s u r r o u n d i n g  h i s  representat ion o f  Ms. Sk ipper .  

T h e  Flor ida B a r ' s  S t a f f  Counsel did no t  accept t h e  Respondent 's 

comments/explanation and,  o n  Augus t  16, 1990, r e f e r r e d  the  matter to  

the  Second Judic ia l  C i r c u i t  Grievance Committee. A member o f  t he  

gr ievance committee was assigned t o  invest igate the  Complaint on  

Augus t  23, 1990. 

In i t s  Notice Of  Review By A Grievance Committee f i l ed  on  

Februa ry  5, 1991, the  gr ievance committee alleged t h a t  Respondent had 

violated the  Rules O f  Professional Conduct  of T h e  Flor ida Bar .  



Specif ical ly,  the  gr ievance committee alleged tha t  t h e  Respondent, 

during h i s  representat ion of Ms. Sk ipper ,  v io lated the  fol lowing ru les :  

Rules 4-1.3 (a  lawyer shall act  w i t h  reasonable di l igence and 

promptness in represent ing  a c l ien t ) ,  4-1.4Ia) (a lawyer shal l  keep a 

c l ien t  reasonably in formed about t he  s ta tus  o f  a mat ter  and prompt ly  

comply w i th  reasonable requests fo r  in format ion) ,  and  4-1.4(b) (a  

lawyer shall exp la in  a mat ter  t o  t h e  ex ten t  reasonably necessary to  

permi t  the  c l i en t  t o  make informed decisions rega rd ing  the  

representat ion)  of t he  Rules o f  Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida 

Bar .  

On June 10, 1991, T h e  Flor ida Bar  f i led  i t s  Complaint w i t h  t h i s  

Cour t  a l leg ing violat ion of Rules 4-1.3, 4-1.4(a) and  4-1.4(b) of t he  

Rules o f  Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar .  T h e  Flor ida B a r  also 

f i led  i t s  Requests For Admissions o n  June 10, 1991. 

T h e  Respondent f i led  h i s  Answer To Request For Admissions on  

J u l y  2, 1991. 

On  November 1, 1991 I t he  hear ing  in t h i s  cause was conducted 

before the  Referee. T h e  Report O f  Referee was issued in t h i s  cause. 

T h e  Respondent f i led  h i s  Petition For Review in t h i s  cause on  

Februa ry  7, 1992. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

Case No. 77, 812 

The  Respondent argues t h a t  the  Referee's Report  in c o n t r a r y  t o  

the facts and testimony adduced a t  t he  hear ing  in th i s  cause and tha t  

t h e  recommended disc ip l ine is  excessive in light o f  t h e  facts o f  t h i s  

cause. 

The  facts and testimony in t h i s  cause do no t  suppor t  the  

allegations set ou t  in the  Complaint t h a t  t h e  Respondent did no t  p rov ide  

competent representat ion t o  Mr .  Peoples no r  do the facts and evidence 

suppor t  t he  allegations set o u t  in the  Complaint t h a t  t he  a t to rney fee 

paid t o  the  Respondent was excessive. 

Case No. 78, 064 

The  Respondent argues tha t  the  Referee's Report  i s  c o n t r a r y  t o  

the facts and evidence adduced a t  hear ing  in th i s  cause and tha t  the  

recommended disc ip l ine i s  excessive in light o f  t he  facts of t he  cause. 

The  facts and evidence in t h i s  cause do no t  suppor t  t he  allegations 

set ou t  in the  Complaint t h a t  t he  Respondent fai led to  act w i t h  

reasonable dil igence, o r  keep Ms. Skipper reasonably informed o r  

expla in the  matter t o  her .  
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ARGUMENT 

Case No, 77. 812 

THE REPORT OR REFEREE IS CONTRARY TO 
THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE ADDUCED AT 
THE HEARING IN THAT IT FAILS TO 
CONSIDER THE RESULTS OBTAINED BY THE 
RESPONDENT AND IT FAILS TO CONSIDER 
CONCURRENT LEGAL SERVICES RENDERED BY 
THE RESPONDENT ON BEHALF OF THE 
CLIENT. 

The  Respondent submits t h a t  t he  Report Of  Referee i s  c o n t r a r y  t o  

the  testimony and evidence received a t  t he  hear ing in t h i s  cause. 

The  Respondent fai ls to  find any  testimony o r  evidence in the  

record  tha t  he failed t o  prov ide  competent representat ion to  h is  c l ien t  

as concluded by the Referee in his repor t .  In fact, t he  Report O f  

Referee f i nds  tha t  Respondent secured two  ( 2 )  separate settlements on 

behalf o f  t he  c l ien t  f o r  which t h e  Respondent received a n  a t to rney fee 

in the  amount o f  One Thousand Dol lars ($1,000.00) o n  each claim. One 

of these claims invo lved a determinat ion tha t  insurance benef i ts  were 

due to t h e  c l ient  where the  insurance company alleged t h a t  no pol icy o r  

coverage existed. (T-18, 19 )  

Fu r the r ,  t he  Report Of Referee i s  erroneous in t h a t  it overlooks 

testimony from the  c l ien t  t h a t  t he  Respondent was engaged t o  represent  

him in three other  matters re la t ing  t o  a separate p r o p e r t y  loss claim, 

the  c l ient 's  breach of an installment loan cont rac t  w i th  GMAC and 

violat ion o f  hi5 felony probat ion in Gadsden County,  Flor ida. 
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The  legal services prov ided to  t h e  c l ient  by the  Respondent in 

these matters was c lear ly  established a t  t he  hear ing.  (T-25-30) 

The  Report O f  Referee, in summarizing the  evidence, f inds :  "It i s  

also clear t h a t  the  a t to rney actual ly  rendered legal services over  an  

above what  might  be considered indispensable t o  the  prosecution of t he  

insurance claim aspect o f  t h i s  matter.  However, it is unclear as t o  

exact ly  what the  par t ies had in mind when they  spoke of " insurance 

claim. I' 

0 

T h i s  summarization is  inconsistent w i t h  the  Referee's finding t h a t  

fee charged by the  Respondent was excessive. 

Fu r the r ,  it should be noted t h a t  t he  c l ien t  executed t h e  insurance 

d r a f t s  and signed settlement statements ' fo r  the  disbursement o f  the  

a t to rney fees; however, t h e  c l ient  fai led to  p a y  any of t he  d isbursed 

sums to  the  repa i r  shop fo r  t he  repa i r  o f  h is  vehicle.(T-10. 2 1 ,  34-29) 

As a d i rec t  resu l t  of t he  cl ient 's fa i lure to pay  f o r  the repa i r  of 

h is  vehicle, t he  vehicle was repossessed. T h e  Respondent submits t h a t  

t h i s  complaint f i led  against him by the  c l ien t  is t he  resu l t  of t he  c l ients 

resu l t  o f  mismanagement o f  insurance proceeds obtained 

Respondent's legal service rendered in those matters. 

A carefu l  review o f  t h e  facts in th i s  cause wi 

as a 

I revea tha t  fees 

charged by t h e  Respondent were no t  excessive inasmuch as the  fees 

were no t  overreaching n o r  were the  fees charged an unconscionable 

demand made by the  Respondent. 
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Case No. 78. 064 

THE REPORT OF REFEREE IS CONTRARY TO 
THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE ADDUCED AT 
THE HEARING IN THAT IT ERRONEOUSLY 
ASSUMES THAT RESPONDENT HAD KNOWLEDGE 
OF THE NOVEMBER 10, 1988 UNEMPLOYMENT 
HEARING WHERE NOTICE OF THE HEARING 
WAS NOT RECEIVED BY THE RESPONDENT. 

T h e  Respondent submits t ha t  t he  Report Of Referee is  c o n t r a r y  t o  

the  test imony and evidence received a t  the  hear ing  in t h i s  cause. 

T h e  sole and cont ro l l ing  issue o f  t h i s  matter has been deemed to  

be  whether  t h e  Respondent knew of  an unemployment compensation 

hear ing  t h a t  was he ld  on  November 10, 1988. I t  is  a t  t h i s  hear ing  t h a t  

an  unemployment compensation Appeals referee determined that ,  as a 

resu l t  o f  vo lun ta r i l y  res ign ing  f rom h e r  job, t h e  c l ien t  was n o t  en t i t led  

t o  receive unemployment compensation benef i ts.  

T h e  Report Of Referee f i nds  t h a t  the  evidence a t  t h e  hear ing  is  in 

sharp  conf l i c t  as t o  whether  o r  n o t  Respondent knew o f  t h i s  November 

10, 1988 hear ing.  

The pre l im inary  facts in th i s  matter,  as set o u t  in the  Report Of 

Referee, are  clear and uncontested. T h e  facts are: 

a. t ha t  on September 13, 1988 the  Unemployment Appeals 

Commission remanded th i s  case to supplement t he  record  and  t h a t  

Respondent was served w i t h  said O r d e r  on September 13, 1988. 

b. that ,  upon remand, a hear ing  was scheduled f o r  October 12, 

1988 and tha t  there  is  no  indicat ion t h a t  Respondent was served w i t h  

such Orde r .  IT- 81 ) 
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c. t h a t  t h e  opposing p a r t y  ( C i t y  O f  Tallahassee) f i led a request  

fo r  continuance o f  t he  hear ing and t h a t  t h e  Respondent was served wi th  

a copy of t he  request  fo r  continuance. 

d. t h a t  the  Respondent became aware o f  t h e  subsequent notice 

reschedul ing t h e  matter fo r  October 27, 1988.  

e. the  opposing party requested another continuance and 

suggested a l ternat ive possible dates, inc lud ing November 10,  1988.  

f .  t he  Appeals referee sent a new not ice reschedul ing t h e  hear ing  

fo r  November 18,  1988,  but, again, there  is no cert i f icate t h a t  

Respondent was served by such notice. 

The  testimony f rom the  c l ient  was also clear tha t  she knew of t h e  

November 10, 1988 hear ing but chose n o t  t o  a t tend the  hear ing because 

she attended an all day  seminar o n  tha t  date. (T-73) Fu r the r ,  t h e  

c l ient  stated that ,  upon receiv ing not i f icat ion o f  t he  Appeal referee's 

decision, she wrote the  le t te r  to  the  Unemployment Appeals Commission 

o n  November 23, 1933 and of fered h e r  reason fo r  fa i l ing t o  a t tend the  

hearing. (T-75) 

The  Respondent submits and T h e  Flor ida Bar  acknowledges tha t  

t he  Respondent did not  receive not ice from t h e  Unemployment Appeals 

Commission t h a t  a hear ing in the  unemployment compensation matter had 

been scheduled fo r  November 10, 1988. (R- Bar 's  Exh ib i ts  3 and 4 )  

It was a f te r  t he  November 1 0 ,  1988 hear ing  t h a t  Respondent f i r s t  

learned t h a t  t he  hear ing  had been held. 

T h e  Respondent submits t h a t  he did not  have actual n o r  

const ruc t ive  not ice o f  t h e  November 10, 1988 hear ing,  It is important  
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t o  note that the  adverse decision rendered as a resu l t  o f  t he  November 

19 ,  1988 hear ing  was subsequent ly  vacated by the  Unemployment 

Appeals Commission on  the  basis o f  t h e  c l ient 's  assert ion tha t  she was 

unable t o  a t tend t h e  rescheduled hear ing  because he r  employer requ i red  

h e r  t o  a t tend  a n  al l  day  seminar on  t h a t  date. 

It is apparent  f rom the  unemployment compensation records  

prov ided to  the  Referee tha t  the  c l ien t  f i led subsequent p r o  se appeal 

on  Februa ry  9, 1990 of a January  18,  1990 Appeal Referee's decision 

- - 

that  she was n o t  en t i t led  t o  unemployment compensation benef i ts.  The  

Appeal Referee's decision o f  January  18,  1990 af f i rmed an  Examiner 's 

determinat ion of November 28,  1989 t ha t  the  c l ien t  had been pa id  

benef i ts  t o  which she was n o t  ent i t led.  T h e  Appeals Referee decision 

o f  January  19,  1989 which he ld  tha t  t he  c l ien t  was d isqual i f ied f rom the  

receipt  o f  benef i ts .  T h e  January  19, 1989 referee decision was not  

appealed by t h e  Claimant. 

T h e  Respondent did n o t  receive not ice of t he  January  19,  1989 

hear ing o r  a n y  subsequent hear ing  and,  in fact, t he  c l i en t  represented 

herse l f  in the  subsequent  proceedings. 

T h e  c l ien t  contacted the  Respondent on  January  29,  1990 and  a 

request  was made fo r  rev iew o f  t he  January  18 ,  1990 Appeal Referee's 

decision. On  March 29,  1990, t he  Unemployment Appeals Commission 

a f f i rmed the  Appeal Referee's January  18 ,  1990 decision. 

T h e  Respondent submits t ha t  t he  c l ient 's  unemployment 

compensation claim was adjudicated on  i t s  mer i ts  and tha t  the  hear ing  

he ld  on  November 10, 1988 had no  bear ing  on  the  ul t imate d isposi t ion o f  

t he  worker  compensation claim. 
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There fo re ,  t h e  Respondent  submi ts  t ha t ,  because he h a d  n o  

knowledge of t h e  November 10, 1988 h e a r i n g ’ h e l d  in t h i s  cause, h e  did 

n o t  fa i l  t o  ac t  w i t h  reasonable d i l i gence  n o r  did h e  fa i l  to  keep  Ms. 

S k i p p e r  reasonably  in fo rmed abou t  t h i s  mat ter .  
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CONCLUSION 

The Respondent submits tha t  based on t h e  foregoing argument the  

Report Of Referee is  con t ra ry  to  the  facts and testimony set f o r t h  in 

the  hear ing in t h i s  cause. 

The Report Of Referee erroneously concludes t h a t  t he  Respondent 

violated t h e  Rules O f  Professional Conduct  o f  T h e  Flor ida Bar.  

The  Respondent respect fu l ly  requests t h a t  t h i s  Honorable C o u r t  

en ter  i t s  o rde r  finding the  Respondent not guilty of those ru le  

violations set f o r t h  in the  Complaints f i led  herein. 

Respectful ly submitted, 

c+ R2hL 
Curley  . Doltie, Esqu i re  
118 North Gadsden St reet  
P.O. Box 1325 
Tallahassee, FL 32302 
(904 )  224-9992 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY t h a t  a t r u e  and co r rec t  copy o f  t h e  foregoing 

has been fu rn ished by U.S. Mail t o  The Honorable J .  Royce Agner,  

C i r cu i t  Judge, P.O. Box 1000, P e r r y  Florida; James N. Watson, Jr . ,  

Esquire, T h e  Flor ida Bar,  650 Apalachee Parkway, Tallahassee, FL 

32399-2300; and John T. B e r r y ,  Esquire, The Flor ida Bar,  650 

Apalachee Parkway, Tallahassee, F L  32399-2300 th is  d5-t day of June, 

1992. 

Cur ley  RctJ Doltie, Esqu i re  
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