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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT FOR THE
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
Miami Division

CASE NO. 07-21256-CIV-JORDAN

JOHN B. THOMPSON,
Maintiff,
VS,

THE FLORIDA BAR and DAVA J. TUNIS,

Defendants.

MOTION TO DISMISS SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT
AND MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT THEREOF

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(1), Defendant, The Honorable Dava J. Tunis, Judge of the
Circuit Court of theEleventh Judicia Circuit,inand for Miami-Dade County, Florida(heresfter, “ Judge
Tunis’), through her undersigned attorneys, in both her officiad andindividua capacities, movestodismiss
the Second Amended Complaint For Declaratory Judgment, For InjunctiveRelief, For Attorney’ sFees,
And For A Writ Of Mandamus filed against her, and in support thereof statesas follows:

PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL SUMMARY

Plaintiff, in hisSecond Amended Complaint for Declaratory Judgment, For InjunctiveRelief For
Attorney’ sFeesAnd For A Writ Of Mandamus (hereafter “ 2d Amended Complaint”) allegesthat Judge
Tuniscurrently servesastherefereein F oridaBar discipli nary proceedings against the Plaintiff. (2d

Amended Complaint, {3). Only onecount of the2d Amended Complaintisagainst Judge Tunis, that
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entitled, “ Judge TunisAnd Her Ongoing Federal Civil RightsViolations.” Plaintiff contendsthat Judge
Tunisisawarethat thereal reason for the bar disciplinary proceedings against himisthat he has had
successin protecting the public agai ng the marketing of adult entertainment to children, not discipline. (2d
Amended Complaint, 87). Healleges,inaconclusory fashion, that Judge Tunishasdenied Plaintiff due
process(2d Amended Complaint, 1188) and al so all egesthat shehasviolated hisright to equal protection
by denying discovery rel evant to the defenseof selective prosecution. (2d Amended Complaint, §89).
Headllegesthat Judge Tunislabeled Plaintiff’ sdefensivepleadings* propaganda’ and allegedly refused to
recuse herself, without providing abasisfor suchrefusal. (2d Amended Complaint, 90). Shedso
allegedly denied Plaintiff acontinuance based ontheexistence of aseriousmedica conditioninhisfamily.
(2dAmendedComplaint, 191). Shehasa legedly denied Plaintiff any meaningful discovery and has
refusedto addresstheallegedly SL APP(Strategic Litigation Againg Public Participation) natureof the
proceedings. (2d Amended Complaint, §92). Judge Tunishasallegedly collaborated with TheFlorida
Bar todeny Plaintiff hisbasic procedural and other constitutional rights. (2d Amended Complaint, 194).
Therefore, Plaintiff requestsaninjunction againg Judge Tunishalting theongoing disciplinary proceedings

againg himunder 42U.S.C. 81983 and Pulliamv. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984). (2d Amended Complaint,

1195-99). Healso requests attorney’ sfeesagaing Judge Tunis, personally, pursuantto42U.S.C. §
1988. (2d Amended Complaint, 11 95-99).

MOTION TO DISMISS

This action should be dismissed against Judge Tunis based upon the following grounds:

1. Abstention pursuanttoY ounger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37,91 S.Ct. 746, 27 L .Ed.2d 669 (1971).




2. Abstention pursuant toBurfordv. Sun Qil Co., 319U.S. 315, 63 S.Ct. 1098, 87 L .Ed. 1424

(1943).

3. Abstention pursuant to Railroad Commission of Texasv. Pullman Co., 312 U.S. 496, 61 S.Ct.

643, 85 L.Ed.2d 971 (1941).
4. Thereisno claim for an injunction against ajudicial officer under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
5. Judiciad Immunity.
6. Qudified Immunity in Judge Tunis individua capacity.
7. The Amended Complaint fails to state a cause of action.

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

1. Younger Abstention Applies.

The Supreme Court, in Y ounger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37,91 S.Ct. 746, 27 L .Ed.2d 669 (1971)

held that the federal courts cannot enjoin pending criminal prosecutions in state courts except in
extraordinary circumstances where irreparable injury would otherwise occur.

TheSupremeCourt,in Middlesex County Ethics Committeev. Garden StateBar Ass n, 457 U.S.

423, 432, 102 S.Ct. 2515, 2521, 73 L.Ed.2d 116 (1982), determined that a three-part test should be
appliedtodetermineif Y ounger abstentionisappropriate: (1) if stateproceedingsareongoing, (2) if the
state proceedingsimplicateimportant stateinterests, and (3) if thestate proceedings afford adequate
opportunity toraisefedera questions. Oncethesed ementsaremet, thefederal court must abstain, except

inthemaost extraordinary circumstances. See Colorado River Water Conservation Dist. v. United States,

424U.S.800, 816 n. 22,47 L.Ed.2d 483,96 S.Ct. 1236 (1976); Old Republic Union Ins. Co. v. Tillis

TruckingCo., 124 F.3d 1258, 1261 (11th Cir. 1997). Weknow thiscan beapplied to Bar Disciplinary



Proceedingswhereindeed, Middlesex, itsdlf, involved attorney disciplinary proceedings. Rooker-Feldman.

All that isrequired under the Y ounger abstention doctrineis* theopportunity to present their federal claim

in the state proceedings.” Judicev. Vail, 430 U.S. 327, 337 (1977).

Paintiff’ sinferencethat Pulliamv. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984) somehow overruled Y ounger (2d
Amended Complaint, 1195-97, 99), isunavailingwhere Y ounger isonly mentioned twiceinthedecision,
bothtimesinfootnotesand bothtimeswithapprovd. Itwasnot acaseinwhichY ounger abstentionwas
anissuewhereit waslimited to judicial immunity for attorney’ sfees after successfully obtaining an
injunction. Noappedl of theinjunctionwastakenand thereisnoindicationthat Y ounger abstentionwas
ever raised as adefense, in Pulliam.

Therefore, sinceFloridaBar disciplinary proceedings againg the Plaintiff areongoing, Y ounger
abstention applies.

2. Abstention pursuant to Burford v. Sun Oil May Also Be Appropriate.

Federal courts should invoke Burford abstention to avoid interfering with astate's effortsto

"establish coherent policy with respect to amatter of substantial publicconcern.” Heritage Farms, Inc. v.

Solebury Township, 671 F.2d 743, 746 (3d Cir. 1982), cert. denied 456 U.S. 990, 73 L. Ed. 2d 1285,

102 S. Ct. 2270 (1982). Burford v. Sun Qil Co., 319 U.S. 315, 63 S.Ct. 1098, 87 L.Ed. 1424 (1943)

established theprinciplethat federal courtsshould exercisetheir discretionary power torefuseto hear cases
that wouldimpair theindependenceof stategovernmentsin carrying out their domestic policy. 1d. at 318,
63 S.Ct. at 1099. Thus, Burford abstentionisappropriatewhen exerciseof federal review of thequestion
inacasewould be disruptive of state effortsto establish acoherent policy with respect to amatter of

substantial publicconcern. SeeRindley v. Galagher, 929 F.2d 1552 (11th Cir. 1991) (quoting Colorado
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River Water Conservation Dist. v. United States, 424 U.S. 800, 814, 96 S.Ct. 1236, 1244, 47 L .Ed.2d

483 (1976)). A case concerningto what extent atorneys may criticize Judges with impunity would
certainly appear to be such a matter. Therefore, Burford abstention may well be gpplicable, as
well.

3. Pullman Abstention Applies.

Proper exerciseof federal jurisdiction requiresthat controversiesinvolving unsettied
guestionsof statelaw be decided inthestatetribunalspreliminary to afederal court’s
consderation of theunderlyingfedera condtitutiona questions. SeeRailroad Commission
of Texasv. Pullman Co., 312U.S.496, 61 S.Ct. 643,85 L.Ed.2d 971. Thatisespecidly
desirablewherethequestionsof statelaw areenmeshed withfederal questions. Spector
Motor Service, Inc.v. McLaughlin, 323U.S. 101, 105, 65 S.Ct. 152, 154, 89 L .Ed. 101

Insuch case, whenthestatecourt’ sinterpretation of thestatuteor evaluation of itsvaidity
under the state constitution may obviateany need to consider itsvaidity under the Federd
Congtitution, thefederal court should holditshand, lest it render aconstitutional decision
unnecessarily. Railroad Commission of Texasv. Pullman Co., supra, 323U.S. 104105,
65 S.Ct. 154. (other citations omitted).

City of Meridianv. SouthernBell Tel. & Tel. Co., 358 U.S. 639, 79 S.Ct. 455, 456-57, 3 L.Ed.2d 562

(1959).

Here, wherethereare obviousissuesof discretionto grant or deny continuances, motionsto recuse
and state discovery issues (2d Amended Complaint, 1 89-94), Pullman abstention applies.

4. There Is No Claim For An Injunction Against A Judicial Officer Pursuantto 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983.

Further, thestatutethe Plaintiff isrelyingon exemptsjudicial officersfrom being the subject of
injunction unlessadeclaratory judgment that they areviolatingisaready in place. §1983 providesfor an

actionagaing personswho deprivecitizensof federal constitutional rights, “...except thatinany action



brought againg ajudicid officer for anact or omissiontakeninsuch officer’ sjudicial capacity, injunctive
relief shall not begranted unlessadeclaratory decreewasviolated or declaratory relief wasunavailable.”
The United States D.C. Circuit, in interpreting this language, held:

We agreewith Superior Court appellantsthat the District Court erred in holding that
appelleesmight be ableto obtaininjunctiverelief. 42 U.S.C. § 1983, asamendedin
1996 by theFedera Courtsimprovement Act, explicitlyimmunizesjudicid officersagaingt
suitsforinjunctiverelief. Thestatutestatesthat, "inany action brought againg ajudicid
officer for anact or omissiontakeninsuch officer'sjudicia capadity, injunctiverelief shall
not be granted unless a declaraory decree was violated or declaratory relief was
unavailable." Federa Courtslmprovement Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-317, 8 309(c),
110 Stat. 3847, 3853 (codified as amended at 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2000)). Neither
statutory limitation appearsto apply inthiscase, and appellees complaint saysnothing to
the contrary.

Roth v. King, 449 F.3d 1272, 1286 (D.C. Cir. 2006).

Thishasspecifically beenappliedto statejudicial officers. See Smithv. City of Hammond, Indiana, 388
F.3d 304, 307 (7th Cir. 2004) (held to bar injunctive action against judge of state’s city court).

Plaintiff’ sinferencethat Pulliamv. Allen, 466 U.S. 522 (1984) has somehow rendered the above

gatutory languageimpotent (2d Amended Complaint, 195-97, 99) isinapplicablewhere Pulliam isa1984
case and the Federal Court Improvement Act, adding the above language, was enacted in 1996.
There can be no daim for an injunction against Judge Tunis.
5. Judicial Immunity Applies To Any Damage Claims Or Attorney’s Fees.
Thelawis"firmlysettled” that judgesareabsol utdy immunefrom civil liability for damages*for their

judicial acts, evenwhen such actsarein excessof their jurisdiction, and arealleged to have been done

maliciously or corruptly.”” Wahl v. Mclver, 773 F.2d 1169, 1172 (11th Cir. 1985), quoting Bradley v.

Fisher, 80 U.S. (13 Wall.) 335, 351, 20 L.Ed. 646 (1871).



Judicia immunity, likeother typesof official immunity, isanimmunity fromthe
actual lawsuit and cannot be negated by claimsof maliceor badfaith. Mireles, 502 U.S.
at11,112 S.Ct. at 288 (citationsomitted). Judicial immunity isovercomeonlywhena
judicial officerisnot actingwithin hisor her capacity, or whenthejudicial officer acts
completdy without any jurisdiction. Mireles, 502 U.S. at 11-12, 112 S.Ct. at 288
(citationsomitted). “ Suchimmunity applies* however erroneousthe act may havebeen
and however injuriousinitsconsequencesit may haveprovedtotheplaintiff.”” Cleavinger
v. Saxner, 474 U.S. 193, 199-200, 106 S.Ct. 496, 500, 88 L .Ed.2d 507 (1985) (quoting
Bradley, 13Wall. at 347). Determination of whether anactis“judicia,” dependson“‘the
natureof theactitsdlf, i.e., whether itisafunctionnormally performed by ajudge, andto
the expectation of the parties, i.e., whether they dealt with the judge in hisjudicia
capacity.”” Mireles, 502 U.S. at 12,112 S.Ct. at 288 (quoting Stumpv. Sparkman, 435
U.S. 349, 362, 98 S.Ct. 1099, 1108, 55 L.Ed.2d 331 (1978) and citing Forrester v.
White, 484 U.S. 219, 227-29, 108 S.Ct. 538,544-45 98 L.Ed.2d 555 (1988)). The
United States SupremeCourt, explainingitsrulinginacaseinvolvingasuit againg officias
of the Department of Agriculture, explained:

Wethink the Court of A ppeal splaced undue emphasisonthefact that the
officidssued hereare. . . employeesof theExecutive Branch. Judges
haveabsol uteimmunity not becauseof their particular locationwithinthe
Government but because of the specid nature of their responsibilities

Thecluster of immunitiesprotecting thevarious participantsinjudge-
supervised trialsstemsfrom the characteristics of thejudicial process
rather thanitslocation. Asthe Bradley Court suggested. . . controversies
sufficiently intense to erupt in litigation are not easily capped by a
judicial decree. The loser in one forum will frequently seek another,
charging the participants in the first with unconstitutional animus.

Butz v. Economou, 438 U.S. 478, 512, 98 S.Ct. 2894, 2913 57 L.Ed.2d 895 (1978) (first citations

omitted; then citing Bradley at 13 Wall., at 348-349) (emphasis added).
As the Eleventh Circuit has stated:

TheSupremeCourt has set forth atwo-part test for determiningwhenajudgeis
entitled toimmunity from money damagesliability when sued under section 1983. Stump
V. Sparkman, 435U.S. 349,98 S. Ct. 1099, 55 L. Ed. 2d 331 (1978). Thefirst part of
thetestiswhether thejudge dealt withtheplaintiff inajudicial capacity. Id. at 362, 98
S. Ct. at 1107. If thejudgewasnot dealing with theplaintiff inajudicial capacity, then



thereisnoimmunity. If thejudgewasdealing with theplaintiff in hisjudicial capacity,
however, the second part of thetestiswhether thejudgeactedinthe* ‘ clear absence of
aljurisdiction.” ” Id. at 357,98 S. Ct. at 1105 (quoting Bradley v. Fisher, 80 U.S. (13
Wall.) 335, 351, 20 L. Ed. 646 (1872).

Simmons v. Conger, 86 F.3d 1080, 1084-1085 (11th Cir. 1996).

It should benoted that judicial immunity isanimmunity from suit and not just fromtheultimate

assessment of damages. Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, 11, 116 L.Ed.2d 9, 112 S.Ct. 286 (1991).

Plaintiff’ sclaimfor attorney’ sfeesagaing Judge Tunis, “ personaly” (Amended Complaint, pg. 14) may
well bedeemed aclaimfor damagesand, therefore, bebarred by judicial immunity. See SupremeCourt

of Virginiav. ConsumersUnion of United States, Inc. 462 U.S. 1137, 103S.Ct. 3124, 77 L .Ed.2d 1375,

1377 (1983) (Justice Burger, dissenting) (noting that an award of attorney’ sfeesisno lessathreat to
judicial independence than an award of damages).
Further, even were that not true, 42 U.S.C. § 1988 provides:
thecourt, initsdiscretion, may alow theprevailing party, other thanthe United States, a
reasonabl eattor ney'sfeeaspart of thecosts, except that in any action brought against
a judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such officer's judicial capacity such

officer shall not be held liable for any costs, including attorney's fees, unlesssuch
action was clearly in excess of such officer's jurisdiction.

42 U.S.C. § 1988 (emphasis added).

Thus, it has been held that:
Furthermore, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1988(b) precludes the award of attorney's fees against a
judicial officer "for anact or omissiontakeninsuch officer'sjudicial capacity .. . unless
suchactionwasclearlyinexcessof suchofficer'sjurisdiction.” ... Thus, thedistrict court

didnot abuseitsdiscretioninfinding that Shelton'sclamfor attorney'sfeesalsomust fail.

Shelton v. Seay, 1999 U.S. App. LEXIS 32062 (10th Cir. 1999) (unpublished case).

6. Qualified Immunity Applies In Judge Tunis’ Individual Capacity.
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Qudifiedimmunity will apply to givethegovernment agent the benefit of thedoubt solong asthe
conduct wasnot so obvioudyillegal inthelight of then-existing law that only anincompetent or onewho

wasknowingly violatingthelaw would have committed the actsconcerned. See Crosbyv. Paulk, 187

F.3d 1339 (11th Cir. 1999), rehearing and rehearing en banc denied by 226 F. 3d 650 (2000); GJR

Invs., Inc. v. County of Escambia, 132 F.3d 1359, 1366 (11th Cir. 1998). Intent and motivation are

insignificant to the wholly objective standard. See Crosby, supra, at 1344.
Oncequdifiedimmunity isasserted, theplaintiff bearsthe burden of demonstrating that thefederd
rightsallegedly violated wereclearly established. Floresv. Satz, 137 F.3d 1275, 1277 (11th Cir. 1998);

Foy v. Holston, 94 F.3d 1528 (11th Cir. 1996). This burden cannot be met by generally stating

congtitutiona rights. Crosby, supra, at 1345; Harbert International, Inc. v. James, 157 F.3d 1271, 1283-

85(11th Cir. 1998). ThePlaintiff must establishmorethanlega truisms, heor shemust demonstratethat
thelaw fixed thecontoursof theright so clearly that areasonabl e officia would haveunderstood hisor her

actswereunlawful. Dalihite v. Maughon by and through Videon, 74 F.3d 1027, 1040-41 (11th Cir.

1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 870, 117 S.Ct. 185, 136 L .Ed.2d 123 (1996). ThisCourt hasdescribed
the application of qualified immunity as follows:

~ That qualifiedimmunity protectsgovernment actorsistheusud rule; onlyin
exceptiona caseswill government actorshaveno shield againg clamsmadeagainstthem

intheirindividual capacities. (Footnoteomitted) Harlow, 457 U.S. at 818, 102 S.Ct. at
2738 (officials"generally areshielded fromliabilityfor civil damages'); Bartsv. Joyner,
865F.2d 1187,1190 (11th Cir.1989) ("TheHarlow decision setsup abright-linetest that
is a powerful constraint on causes of action under section 1983."); Dartland v.
Metropolitan Dade County, 866 F.2d 1321, 1323-24 (11th Cir.1989) (when "no
bright-line standard putsthe reasonabl e public empl oyer on notice of aconstitutional
violation, theemployer isentitled toimmunity except intheextraordinary casewhere[First
Amendment caselaw] wouldlead totheinevitableconclusionthat the[act taken againd]
theemployeewasunlawful™). Unlessagovernment agent'sactisso obviousywrong, in




thelight of pre-existing law, that only a plainly incompetent officer or one who was
knowingly violating thelaw would have done such athing, the government actor has
immunity from suit. See Malley v. Briggs, 475 U.S. 335, 341-43, 106 S.Ct. 1092,
1096-97, 89 L.Ed.2d 271 (1986). Becausequalifiedimmunity shieldsgovernment actors
inall but exceptional cases, courtsshouldthink long and hard beforestripping defendants
of immunity.

Lassiter v. Alabama A & M University, Bd. of Trustees, 28 F.3d 1146, 1149 (11th Cir. 1994).

Here, the Plaintiff has done no more than allege that Judge Tunis has made rulings that he
believes violated his constitutional rights. (Amended Complaint). Where hisattorney’s fees claim
against her, personally, could certainly be deemed aclaim against her in her individual capacity,
qualified immunity applies to protect her from such allegations.

7. The Amended Complaint Fails To State A Cause of Action.

Plaintiff hasfailedto alege any act or omisson that Judge Tunishasdonewith sufficient specifidty
to determinewhether Plaintiff’ srightswereviolated or not. (See, 2d Amended Complaint, 185-99).
Whileitistruethat acomplaint should not bedismissed for failureto stateaclaimunl essit gppearsbeyond
doubt that the plaintiff can proveno set of factsin support of hisclaimwhichwouldentitiehimtorelief,

(Conleyv. Gibson, 355U.S. 41 (1957)), factual allegationssupporting aclaim“ must be pleaded with

sufficient clarity soasto givethedefendant fair noticeof what theplaintiff'sclaimisand thegroundson

whichitrests’” Petersonv. AtlantaHousingAuthority, 998 F.2d 904, 912 (11th Cir. 1993) (emphas's

supplied by Circuit Court) guoting Conley, 355 U.S. at 47. Conclusory allegationsand unwarranted

deductionsof fact need not beaccepted astrue. Id., citing Assoc. Builders, Inc. v. AlabamaPower Co.,

505F.2d 97, 100 (5th Cir. 1974). Moreover, when no construction of thefactual alegationswill support

thecauseof action, dismissal of thecomplaintisappropriate. Marshall County Bd. of Educ. v. Marshall
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County Gas Distr., 992 F.2d 1171, 1174 (11th Cir. 1993).

Here, Plaintiff hasfailedtoalegethat Judge Tunishasdoneanythingexcept ruleagaing himin
mattersthat hebelieved resultedinviolation of hiscongtitutiona rights, primarily by allegedly denyinghim
discovery and denying continuances. (2d Amended Complaint, 185-99). Itissubmitted that such
allegations are insufficient to state a cause of action.

Further, regardingtheinjunction claim (which appearsto bethe only remedy specifically requested
againg Judge Tunis), Plaintiff hasfailedto stateaclaim. Inorder toprevail onamotionfor injunctiverelief
pursuant to Federal Ruleof Civil Procedure Rule 65, the Plaintiff must demonstrate thefollowingfour
factors: (1) substantia likelihood of successonthemerits; (2) irreparableinjury will besuffered unlessthe
injunction issues; (3) the threatened injury to the movant outwei ghs whatever damage the proposed
injunction may causetheopposing party; and (4) if issued, theinjunction would not beadversetothe

publicinterest. SeeMcDonald'sCorp. v. Robertson, 147 F.3d 1301 (11th Cir. 1998). The Eleventh

Circuit hasal so stated that thegranting of aninjunction requiresdemonstration that thereisno adequate

remedy at law. See Keener v. Convergys Corp., 342 F.3d 1264, 1269 (11th Cir. 2003) (permanent

injunction requires success on the merits, continuing irreparable harm and no adequate remedy at
law).

“A preliminary injunctionisan extraordinary and drastic remedy not to be granted unlessthe
movant clearly established the burden of persuasion’ astothefour requisites.” |d. at 1306. A weakness
in proof on one of thefour factors may not be remedied by demonstrating strengthin another. United

Statesv. Jefferson County, 720F.2d 1511, 1519 (11th Cir. 1983) (movant bearsburden of persuasion

on each factor in preliminary injunction test).
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Courtswill not grantinjunctiverdief if the plaintiff demonstratesonly amerepossibility of injury.

SeeBaxter Int’l, Inc.v. Morris, 976 F.2d 1189, 1194 (8th Cir. 1992) (“[i]njunctiverelief must bebased

onareal apprehensionthat futureactsarenot j ust threatenedbut in a | probabi lity will becommitted”).
Here, thePlaintiff’ sallegationsareinsufficient to even dlegethe possibility that thesefactorscouldbe
fulfilled.

CONCLUSION

Based upon the above argumentsand authorities, the Second Amended Complaint should be
dismissed.

Dated: August 20, 2007 Respectfully submitted,
Fort Lauderdale, FL
BILL McCOLLUM
ATTORNEY GENERAL

[/ Charles M. Fahlbusch

Charles M. Fahlbusch

FlaBar No.: 0191948

Senior Assistant Attorney Genera
Charles.Fahlbusch@myfloridalegal.com
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Civil Litigation Division

110 S.E. 6th Street, 10th Floor

Fort Lauderdde, FL 33301

(954) 712-4600, FAX: (954) 712-4700
Attorney for Defendant, Judge Tunis
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that on this20th day of August, 2007, | dectronically filed theforegoing document
withtheClerk of the Court using CM/ECF. | also certify that theforegoing document isbeing servedthis
day onall counsdl of record or pro separtiesidentified onthe attached Service Listinthemanner specified,
ether viatransmission of Noticesof ElectronicFiling generated by CM/ECF or in someother authorized
manner for thosecounsel or partieswho arenot authorized to receivee ectroni cally Noticesof Electronic
Filing.

/s/ Charles M. Fahlbusch
Charles M. Fahlbusch
Senior Assistant Attorney General

SERVICE LIST

Thompson v. The Florida Bar
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United States District Court, Southern District of Florida
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John B. Thompson, Attorney
Plaintiff and Counsel

1172 South Dixie Hwy., Suite 111
Coral Gables, FL 33146

Karusha Y oung Sharpe

Greenberg Traurig, P.A.

Attorneys for Defendant, The Florida Bar
101 E. College Avenue

Tallahassee, FL 32301
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