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ARGUMENT 

The Bar's reliance on The Florida Rar v Crowder , 585 So.2d 

935 (Fla. 1991) is misplaced. In Crowder the attorney misappro- 

priated 'la considerable amount of money.'I Flowers received no 

personal gain. Furthermore, the mitigating circumstances dis- 

cussed in Crowder is the fact the attorney was 71 years old, 

hardly comparable to the physical impairment Flowers was under. 

Granted the facts in The Florjda B a r  v m  , 3 8 7  So.2d 947 

(Fla. 1980) are similar to the case at bar. However, no 

mitigating circumstances were apparent. 

The case of The Florida Bar v Lawless , 640 So.2d 1098 (Fla. 

1994) is clearly distinguishable. In Lawless this court ordered a 

90-day suspension to a lawyer for his services in an immigration 

case. The lawyer had been contacted by a client who paid him 

$2,500.00. The client was then referred to a paralegal who made 

additional charges and totally failed to properly perform the 

necessary services. This is certainly far more egregious than the 

situation at bar wherein the immigration consultant was the one 

contacted by the client, who received the only monies involved and 

where Flowers had no client contact whatsoever. Certainly if 

Lawless deserved a 90-day suspension, Flowers should receive no 

more. 

In The Flor jda  B a r  v Pnl la-JIorma , 5 8 3  So.2d 307 (Fla. 1989) 

the attorney was disciplined for clearly charging an excessive fee 
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and restitution was made a condition f o r  readmission. The referee 

found that the attorney was motivated by personal and financial 

aggrandizement. No such motivation was found in the case at bar. 

Wherefore, for the reasons set f o r t h  in Respondent's I n i t i a l  

Brief, Respondent prays this Honorable Court will reject the 

referee's recommendation of a 91-day suspension, and restitution 

to Shirley Frances-Lopez in the amount of $750.00. 

y submitted, 

NEILL GRIFFIN JEFFRIES & LLOYD 
Post Office Box 1270 
Ft. Pierce, Florida 34954 
Fla. Bar No. 104679 
Attorney for Respondent 
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