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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 
Compla inan t ,  

Supreme C o u r t  Case 
NO. 8 2 , 7 7 6  

The F l o r i d a  Bar File 
NO. 93-50,256(15F) 

vs. 

DOMENIC LEONARD GROSSO, 
Responden t .  

/ 

REPLY TO ANSWEH BRIEF OF %HE: FLORIUA BAH 

1. On la J u n e ,  1994, Responden t  f i l e d  a B r i e f  in S u p p o r t  of 

R e s p o n d e n t ' s  Petition for Review (copy e n c l o s e d  as Exhibit 1). In 

a d d i t i o n ,  on t h e  same da te  and time, a Motion to Accep t  t h e  B r i e t  

as Timely Filed w a s  s e n t  t o  t h e  c o u r t .  A R e q u e s t  for Oral Argument 

was f i l e d  on 1c3 J u n e ,  1994 ( c o p i e s  e n c l o s e d  as Exhibits 2 and 3 

r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  

2. On June 20, 1994, Responden t  received f rom the Supreme 

C o u r t  of Florida an acknowledgment  of receipt of all of t h e  above 

documents  (copy e n c l o s e d ) .  

3. The Responden t  is n o t  a r g u i n g  r e f e r e n c e  the S t a t e m e n t  of 

Case and F a c t s  as s t a t e d  by The F l o r i d a  Bar, more p a r t i c u l a r l y  Mr. 

B a r n o v i t z .  Responden t  u n d e r s t a n d s  t h e  reasons why h e  is b e f o r e  

t h e  Supreme C o u r t .  

4 .  The R e p o r t  of t h e  Heteree was filed back  on January 2 4 ,  

1994 ,  i n  which a recommendat ion was made tor a suspension of: 6c3 

days. It  r u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  Responden t  meet c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s  

and  t h a t  Responden t  pay the Bar's costs. 
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5. The Report was considered by the Board of Governors of 

The F l o r i d a  Bar at a February 1994 meeting. By letter sent to the 

court, the Bar indicated at that point in time they were not 

seeking review. 

6. Respondent filed a response to the Schneelock grievance 

on May 13, 1994. Respondent attended a meeting before the 

Grievance Committee. Whatever the situation is in reference to 

Schneelock as to the pending matter has  nothing to do w i t h  this 

particular case. 

HEBU 'I'TAL 

As to the Bar's Arqument, P o i n t  1, the bar recommended a t e n  

(10) day suspension. Respondent believes the bar would still go 

along with that recommendation and does not believe they are 

opposed to leaving the ten (10) days a s  I s .  A s  indicated in the 

bar's argument, "'the bar does not regard the length of suspension 

as crucial". The bar addresses the Situation that their concern 

has been and continues to be respondent address his problem by 

securing the requisite medical attention, which action will 

hopefully protect the public. Respondent has no objection to 

submitting to a psychological evaluation. 

To alleviate any future problems and to conclude this matter, 

Respondent agrees to go with the ten (10) day suspension if the 

Supreme Court so dictates. Respondent  will a l s o  submit to a 

psychiatric evaluation, and upon successful completion he will be 

reinstated. 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

has been furnished by U.S. mail to: David Barnovitz, Esq., The 

Florida Bar, 5908 N. Andrews A v c . ,  Suite 835, Ft. Lauderdale, FL 

33309: John A .  Boggs, Director of Lawyer Regulation, The Florida 

Bar, 650 Apalachee Parkway, Tallahassee, FL 32399-2300; and John 

T. Berry, Staff C o u n s e l ,  The Florida Bar, 6 5 0  Apalachee Parkway,  

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2308 t h i s  38th day of August, 1994. 

DOMENIC L. GROSSC),  E S Q U I R E  
Boca Reflections, S u i t e  428 
900 N. Federal Highway 
Boca Haton, FL 33432 
( 4 8 7 )  395 -5882  
FBN 259837 
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' n  :he ?iorida B a r ,  
Complainant 

v s .  
Supreme Court No. 8 2 , 7 7 6  

The F l o r i d a  Bar File No. 
93-50,256(i5?) 

BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF 
RESPONDENT'S PETITION FOX REVIEN 

- ~ e v i e w ,  su3secticn (1). 

1. On Marc;? 7, 1934 Zesponde--L p e t i t i o r , c d  f o r  a r e v i e w  of 

tke Ze2scrt 02 t h e  Xieferee by addressing a i e t t e r  to Kr. ;oh; A .  

.- 2 .  On Farch -3, i994, z e s 3 o n d e n t  received a i e t t e r  from ~ r .  

- s o g g s  (Exhikit 3) indicating t h e  cierk's office d i d  n o t  t r e a t  

. . .  GZ can;loz redcce the referee's recommenced disciplinary 
sz.r \ .c~: jon.  0i1ly the court may 20 s o .  

.. 0 5. ?;Lesponde,-,r i n  LurZ w r o t e  a ietter to Kr. S i d  White, C l e r k  

0: r 2 e  S u z r e m  Cour-, (Zxhibit C )  o n  March 2 5 ,  1994 anci fiied h i s  - .  
.. 

?eetici,on f o r  fieview ir, t h e  proper format (Zxhibit D ) .  
. I  

4 :  On A ? . r i i  26, i994, Resgondent r ece ived  a copy of a letter 

f r o m Q a v i d  M. Barnovitz, which was addressed to the Eoz. s i d  White ,  

C i e r k ; ' r S i G ? r e m e  Court of ?'lorida (Zxhibit Z ) ,  a l o n g  with the Qar's 

Motion to Dismiss Zespondeat's Petition for Zeview (Xxhibit F). 

. 
: &  . * ,. 

@ 

5 .  On May i7, i994, Respondent  filed a Response to t h e  

Motion t o  Dismiss Petition for Review (Exhibit G). . 



f -- 6. :ne 3 - . & ' s  Motion t o  3ismiss 3es.  .:&ent's ?@tition f o r  

- .  xe-ziew s t a z e s  in paragraph 7, ?age 2, 

i n  51s letter to t h e  D i r e c t o r  cf Lawyer Zeguiation, 
resoondent r e p r e s e n t e d :  

Also, just to Ge-, chis monkey 0 x 1  xy back, 1 w i i ;  
f i i e  a response  t3 ~ r ,  SzhFAee iock ' s  complaint seven 
d a y s  from t h e  &ate of t k i s  i e t y e r .  

- c  

- 7 .  -ara,-ra?'n 8 s t a t e s :  

* *  ,n zis Z e t i t i o n  for r e v i e w ,  res2o:cier.r r e c i t e s :  

- t  P A n E  co show t h a r  A zave qottez over t5is gripping 
saraiysis in r e f e r e r i c e  t o  t h e  Schzeelcck compiai?,:. 
t k a t  I f i l e  23 i m e 6 i a t e  r = s p a ~ c  thereto. ( p a g e  
3). 

a .  2 'araSraph 9 c la ims:  

3ss?ondent, to date, ?.as n o t  teneered a r e s 2 o n s e  to the 
3 m ,,.r.eelock *- 

5 s f o z e  rhe gr ievance  c o i m i k c e e .  
. .  , . I ,  gr ievance  ~ e c e s s z e a ~ i ~ ~  EL~: 26 b e  subpoer?aed 

..* . 

com.s ia ic t  h a  b e e n  renedied by t h e  r e s T o c s e  fiied by sespondent on 

Hay i3, i994. 

1.1.. A rneeting was sche6uid b e f o r e  the Siorida 3ar Grievance 

Committee o n  Hay 20, 1994, and Respondent believes the Bar is d o i z s  

a r~ i !ow-c :3  o n  that reference atdirioxal doc~nearation. 
.C 

- ,  

ii. Ziesponcent requests t h e  Florida Supreme Court review h i s  

Responden t  understands it is incumbent upon h i m .  to respond to 
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comgiaiats. i i e s s o n l e n t  has j e e n  p r a c t i c i n g  law f o r  i j  years in t h e  

S t a t e  of  Florida. P r i o r  to t h e  Schnselock matter, Respondent had 

a cleaz r e c o r 2  with 7Y.e T l c r l d a  3ar. Corn2laLzts w e r e  zi:ez i g a i n s t  
- 4 .  . 

Respondent in the geseral ccurse of  p r a c t i c e ,  but t h e r e  xere no 

reprimands, r o  sanctigns, no Gisbarment, 2 3  sus2e2sions. The 

compiair , ts  were unfouzded. ?,@soondent reaiizes h d  h e  i2itially 

. -  . b z s s c  02 the fact that t h e  attorney j u s t  CLd n o t  res2one. 
+. * 

31cri.da i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  a t t o r n e y s  kave to n o l c i  t h e m e i v e s  o u t  as 

.officers of the ccurt, a c t  accordinFly, and. respond.  
.. 

0 .  . * i3. Xespczdent is n o t  saying that he s h o u l d  not be ? m i s h e d ;  I. 

rk-2 rc ies  a z l  reTuiations skozld be lived b y .  ?,ies?ondent 

r e p r e s e n t e d  Mr. Arturo Schneelock in an eight-day t r i a l  a!or,g with 

Garc ia ,  ? r o v l d i n g  L L  
LLle b e s t  legal reFresentation 

p o s s i b l e  under t h e  circumstances. It was a situation where you a r e  

d e a l t  c e r t a i n  c a r d s  and you  glay your b e s t  band. Respondent 
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believes he and M r .  Garcia did. t h a t .  

16. Xespondent  asks t h a t  The Supreme Court review 

Zesgondent's l e t t e r  to J'udge A b l e  in addition to the o t h e r  

e : i h i b i t s ,  and. x o u l d  r e q x e s t  Lhat -,he recormendat ion of The Suzreze  

CoLrt be t h a t  Xespondent  b e  suspenced f o r  a p e r i o d  of ter, days. 

Zespondent h a s  z c  0 3 j e c t i i o ~  t a  2:zdergoing a 2 s y c h i a t r i c  exari. 

?.:,ess,oncent is a s ~ i z : y  t h a t  XKZ Srr9rsrne Court go along with tke 

- - - g F ~ . a !  recoimendar ion  cf  he Y ' l c r i c a  3ar ,  w5ic';l was a zec-day 

scs2ens ion  and a reTrimand. h sixty-day scspens ior ,  would have a 

C e v a s t a t i n g  e r r e e t  on Resgozdent's ? r a c t i c e ,  and o n  h i s  family 13 

g e c e r a l .  Slespondent a s k s  The Supreme Court to ccrrsider a i i  t;?e 

iactors he has ? resen ted  arid review t h e  sanction t h a t  was 

* .  *- 

. .  _ w -  

- c  

Y'L 32399-1927 this \ o  Cey of  J ~ n a ,  1994. 

Lake Wyman P l a z a  
2 4 2 4  N. Federai Highway, Suite 360 
3oca ?.aton, IL 3 3 4 3 2  
( 4 0 7 )  395-5832 

FaN 259837 
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THE FLORIDA BAR, 
C o m p l a i n a n t ,  

v s .  

DOMENIC LEONARD GROSSO, 
R e s p o n d e n t  

/ 

Supreme Court No. 8 2 , 7 7 6  

The F l o r i d a  Bar F i l e  No. 
93-50,256(15F) 

R e s p o n d e n t ,  DOMENIC L .  GROSSO, r e s p e c t f u l l y  f i l e s  t h i s  mo t ion  

to r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  court accept  t h e  B r i e f  In S u p p o r t  o f  P e t i t i o n  

for Review as t i m e l y  filed. 

the F l o r i d a  Bar, which Responden t  c o n s i d e r e d  a P e t i t i o n  for Review, 

, *. . Review, and t h e  Responden t  could a d d r e s s  t h e  i s s u e  later, which has 

been  done, R e s p o n d e n t  is asking t h a t  t h i s  B r i e f  be a c c e p t e d  as 

t i m e l y  filed. 

C L. G R O S S O ,  ESQUIRE 
yman P l a z a  

2424 N. F e d e r a l  Hwy., S u i t e  360 
Boca Raton, FL 33431 
(407) 395-5802 
FBN 259837 
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?it ?lorida Bar ,  
Conplainant 

Xespondent 
I 

REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

under 3x1 e 3 - 7 . 7  Procedures B e f o r e  t h e  Suprere 

L ' c r ~ r t  of Florida, su5section 4 ,  is Sereby requesting oral argunect 

the Petitlo2 for ?.eview been filed. 

( t C 7 )  3 9 5 - 5 3 0 2  
2 3 2 8 3 7  7 - n  

C E R T I F I C A T E  = ._ OF SERVICE 



ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
PO0 N. FEDERAL HIGHWAY 

BOCA REFLECTIONS. SUITE 420 
BOCA RATON, FLORIDA 99492 

DOMENIC L. QROSSO 

DEENA LYNN 6ANI 

August 30, 1994 

F I L E D  
S1D J. VWffE 

SEP 1 1994 

CLERK, SUPREME COURT 

ct?tefw clefk 
w 

TELEPHONE (407) SDS-5802 
FACSIMILE (407) 9QI-9OP4 

MK. Sid J. White, C l e r k  
Supreme Court of Florida 
Supreme Court Building 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1927 

Re: The Florida Bar vs .  Domenic L. Grosso 
Supreme Court No. 82,776 
The Florida B a r  File No. 93-50,256(15F) 
Reply  to Answer Brief of The Florida Bar 

Dear Mr. White I 

Enclosed pleahie find an original and Beven copies of the 
Respondent’s Reply to t h e  Answer Brief  of The Florida Bar. 

Sincerely, 

DOMENIC L. G H O S S O ,  P . A .  

BY: 
DOMENIC L. G R O S S 0  
Florida Bar #259837 

DLG/wsp 

c c :  David Barnovitz, Esq. 
John Berry, E s q .  
John Harkness, Jr. 
John A .  Boggs, Esq. 


