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STATEMENT OF CASE AND FACTS

On August 15, 2006, The Florida Bar (aternatively “The Bar”) filed a
petition with this Court seeking to amend the rules regulating it by adding a new
Chapter 20 establishing the Florida Registered Paralegal Program (hereinafter the
“Proposal”). The Bar’s Proposal seeks to create a two-tiered, bifurcated regulatory
system for paralegals working in this state; it would authorize The Florida Bar to
be the sole arbiter of the Proposal by promulgating eligibility requirements for
admission into that program, by setting ethical rules for members of the program,
and by regulating and overseeing the discipline of the paralega profession.
Numerous public comments have been filed both in support of and against the
Proposal. This Court has directed the parties that filed timely comments on the
Proposal to submit briefs addressing the jurisdictional authority of this Court and
of The Florida Bar to regulate non-lawyers who are not engaged in the unlicensed
practice of law.

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The South Florida Paralegal Association (* SFPA™) addresses the following
three areas for review by this Court when considering the issue of jurisdiction to

regul ate a non-attorney not engaged in the unlicensed practice of law.



Separation of Powers

The regulation of the employment of private citizens within this state is
generally afunction for the Florida Legislature. The separation of powers among
the executive, legidative, and judicia branches is a well-established doctrine
which this Court has strictly applied to preclude each branch of government from
encroaching upon the powers of another. Strict application of the separation of
powers doctrine precludes this Court or The Florida Bar from imposing the
regulatory system contained in the Proposal upon professional paralegals, since no
authority to do so has been delegated to the Court either under the Florida
Constitution or through enactment of an enabling statute by the Florida
Legidature.

Court’s Jurisdiction over the Enforcement of UPL

This Court’s jurisdiction over the admission to the practice of law, and over
the discipline of persons admitted to legal practice implicitly empowers this Court
to enforce the laws and rules regarding the unlicensed practice of law (“UPL").
However, proof of a violation is a prerequisite to the exercise of jurisdiction over
an enforcement proceeding, and the class of non-attorney legal professionals which
the Proposal seeks to regulate have neither engaged in UPL nor violated any

related rule or regulation, but are probably the least likely to violate these rules.



Court’s Jurisdiction over the Prevention of UPL

Jurisdiction to enact the Proposal cannot be supported as a means of UPL
prevention, pursuant to this Court’s delegation of authority to The Bar over UPL
investigations, since the Proposal is not limited to UPL, but seeks to impose an
entire regulatory scheme over a separate and distinct profession. Moreover, even
assuming the inherent authority to prohibit UPL confers jurisdiction to regulate the
paralegal profession on this Court, there exists no basis for the Court to delegate
that authority to The Florida Bar in the absence of a plan analogous to the
“integration rule” governing The Bar. The Court should, instead, retain that
jurisdiction itself and adopt a regulatory system that would serves as an effective
deterrent to UPL — a system including salf-regulation and mandatory membership
as set out in the modifications to the Proposal previously suggested by SFPA.

ARGUMENT

Separation of Powers
Asthis Court stated in Bush v. Schiavo, 885 So. 2d 321 (Fla. 2004):

The cornerstone of American democracy known as
separation of powers recognizes three separate branches
of government — the executive, the legidative, and the
judicial — each with its own powers and responsibilities.
In Florida, the Constitutional doctrine has been
expressly codified in article 11, section 3 of the Florida
Congtitution, which not only divides state government
into three branches but aso expressy prohibits one
branch from exercising the powers of the other two
brancheq[.]



This Court has traditionally applied the separation of powers doctrine
strictly. See Sate v. Cotton, 769 So. 2d 345, 353 (Fla 2000). That strict
separation of powers doctrine “encompasses two fundamental prohibitions. The
first is that no branch may encroach upon the powers of another. The second is
that no branch may delegate to another branch its constitutionally assigned power.”
Chilesv. Children A, B, C, D, E, & F, 589 So. 2d 260 (Fla 1991); See also Florida
Department of Sate, Division of Elections v. Martin, 916 So. 2d 763 (Fla. 2005).
As this Court has observed, “[t]he power to legidate belongs not to the judicial
branch of government, but to the legidative branch.” See Penelas v. Arms
Technology, Inc., 778 So. 2d 1042 (Fla. 2001).

The Proposal before this Court seeks authorization for the Florida Bar to
implement and impose regulatory guidelines and disciplinary mechanisms upon a
profession of non-attorney personnel who are not engaged in the unlicensed
practice of law. The imposition of any sort of regulation upon a person, entity, or
profession is a legidative function of government. The strict separation of powers
doctrine as delineated in Cotton would clearly classify the pending Proposal as a
“regulatory act,” for which jurisdiction lies with the legidative branch.

Although this Court does regulate some professions — including, most
sdiently, lawyers — it does so only pursuant to an express grant of authority, either

constitutional or legidative. Indeed, this Court’s authority to regulate lawyers is



founded both on the Florida Constitution, Art. V, 815, and on a grant of authority
from the Florida Legidature, Florida Statute 8454.021. Absent this grant of
constitutional authority and enabling legidation, the regulation of the lega
profession would be a matter within the authority of the legidative branch. Seeln
re Clifton, 155 So. 324 (Fla. 1934).

The Florida Legidature has also delegated to this Court the authority to
establish rules, disciplinary procedures, and certification criteria over court
reporters and foreign-language court interpreters through enabling legidation. See
Fla. Sat. 88 25.283, 25.386. However, without the legidative branch first
providing sufficient and adequate guidelines in the form of enabling legidation, the
judiciary branch would have no jurisdiction over these or any other professions.
The non-delegation doctrine “requires that fundamental and primary policy
decision ... be made by members of the legidature who are elected to perform
those tasks, and [that the] administration of legidative programs must be pursuant
to some minima standards and guidelines ascertainable by reference to the
enactment establishing the program.” Florida Department of State, Division of
Elections v. Martin, 916 So. 2d at 763 (internal quotations omitted). Without clear,
concise legidation — smilar to Florida Statutes 88 25.283 and 25.386 — expressy

authorizing either an agency or another branch of government to perform a specific



function, that agency or branch of government is without jurisdictional authority to
exercise regulatory authority.

Paralegals, by definition, are not engaged in “the practice law” as that term
is used in Article V, 815 of the Florida Congtitution and 8§454.021 of the Florida
Statutes. Consequently, in the absence of enabling legidation, this Court has no
greater jurisdiction to regulate the paralegal profession than it would to regulate
court reporters or foreign-language interpreters without the grant of authority in
Florida Statutes 88 25.283 and 25.386. The exercise of such jurisdiction would,
thus, encroach upon the legidative branch’s authority in contravention of the strict
separation of powers doctrine.

In its Petition, The Florida Bar states that the authority to submit and
implement the Proposal is found in Rule 1-12.1 of the Rules Regulating the Florida
Bar. Nowherein that rule, or in any other of the Rules Regulating the Florida Bar,
Is authority granted to The Bar to regulate anyone who is not a member of The Bar,
an attorney from another state practicing in Florida, or a person engaged in the
unlicensed practice of law. The Horida Bar is not an agency created by the
legidative branch; nor has the Florida Legidature statutorily assigned it the
authority to regulate any entity, person, or profession outside of those specified
above. Minus such all-important legidatively-delegated authority, The Florida Bar

lacks the jurisdiction necessary to implement and administer the Proposd.



Based on the strict separation of powers doctrine and in the absence of the
constitutional authority or appropriate enabling legidation, both the Supreme Court
of Florida and the Florida Bar lack authority to promulgate, implement, discipline,
or impose guidelines of any sort upon the paralegal profession as requested in the
pending Proposal.

Court’s Jurisdiction over the Enforcement of UPL

This Court has Congtitutional jurisdiction over the admission to practice law,
and over the discipline of persons admitted to legal practice, pursuant to the
Florida Constitution Article V, 815 (1968 Rev.). See The Florida Bar v. Sperry,
140 So. 2d 587 (1962). Also, since “the authority to regulate the practice of law by
those not admitted to the Bar is vested in this Court under the cited section of the
constitution, it follows that the power to issue writs necessary to enforce its rules
and orders applies to matters affecting the practice of law as much as to any other
rule or order within itsjurisdiction to enter.” The Florida Bar v. Sperry, 140 So. 2d
a 589. This includes the inherent authority to enjoin persons engaged in the
unlicensed practice of law. 1d.; accord The Florida Bar v. Smania, 701 So. 2d 835
(Fla. 1997).

For this Court to obtain any jurisdiction over an enforcement proceeding,
however, there must first be some offer of proof that a violation of the UPL rules

has occurred. Such evidence is a prerequisite to the invocation of jurisdiction by



the Court. In Sperry, the Respondent was an attorney licensed in another
jurisdiction who was not a member of The Florida Bar; a complaint was filed and
the due process provisions invoked.

In addressing The Bar’'s Proposal, the question before this Court is the
regulation of aclass of non-attorney legal professionals who has neither engaged in
the unauthorized practice of law nor violated any rule or regulation pertaining
thereto — the necessary prerequisite to invocation of this Court’s UPL jurisdiction.
Without an offer of proof that UPL has occurred, neither the Court nor The Bar
obtains jurisdiction to implement the standards set forth in pending Proposal.
Again, creating a preventative regulation is a legidative function properly within
the sole purview of the legidative branch of government.

Court’s Jurisdiction over the Prevention of UPL

By placing the Proposal on the UPL section of its website, The Bar
implicitly suggests that the pending regulatory Proposal is a means of preventing
the unlicensed practice of law — and that the Florida Bar, pursuant to the authority
delegated to it by this Court to investigate UPL, should be empowered to
promulgate regulations contained in the Proposal.  Although one aspect of the
Proposal would prohibit UPL by paralegals, that provision aone is insufficient to
justify The Bar’s jurisdiction, since the Proposal is not limited to UPL, but seeks

complete regulatory authority over a separate and distinct profession.



The Bar certainly cannot raise an inference that the regulation of non
attorney professionals through the proposed voluntary certification program will
somehow eliminate or prevent UPL. To the contrary, the paralegals who would
qualify under the certification system contained in the Proposal are aready the
least likely to engage in UPL, since they have attained the highest degree of
professional training, have attained a long record of work experience and, thus,
have the most to lose. Any such “back-door” regulatory tactic should fail, since it
would in no way serve the public or assst in the enforcement or prevention of
UPL, and thus provides no basis to contravene the well-established doctrine of
strict separation of powers as outlined above.

The Florida Bar was given exclusive authority by this Court to license and
regulate lawyers engaged in the practice of law in this State through the so-called
“integration rule.” See Petition of Florida Sate Bar Association, 40 So. 2d 902,
(1949). That “integration rule” does not extend to anyone but lawyers practicing
in this State, and no similar petition seeking the integration of paralegals —
supported by a smilar majority vote supported by the persons affected by the
petition (i.e., paralegals who would qualify for certification) — has ever been filed
with this Court.

Moreover, in July 2001, The Bar proposed changes to Rules 4-5.3, 10-

2.1(a)(2), and 10-2.1(b) of The Rules Regulating The Florida Bar in Case No.



SC01-1509. In its Petition supporting those rule changes, (attached hereto as
Appendix “A") The Bar submitted that the addition of the titles “paralegal” and
“legal assistant” to those rules would “protect the public by declaring that it is the
unlicensed practice of law for a nonlawyer to use the term ‘paralegd’ or ‘legal
assistant[.]"” It also submitted that the “[a]doption of these amendments should
deter a nonlawyer from misleading anyone into believing the nonlawyer may
provide legal services that the non-lawyer is not authorized to provide.” In that
petition, The Bar cited four cases as examples of (then) recent UPL rulings that
would have been impacted by the proposed rules change.

Interestingly, only one of the cases cited by The Bar specifically involved a
person saf-identifying as a “paralegal,” The Florida Bar v. Catarcio, 709 So. 2d
96 (Fla. 1998) (paraegal found to be engaging in the unlicensed practice of law by

providing legal services directly to the public).? Nevertheless, relying on that one

' Petition obtained from:
http://www.floridasupremecourt.org/clerk/brief52001/1401-1600/01-1509 Pet.pdf

? The other cases cited in the petition were The Florida Bar v. Moses, 380 So. 2d
412 (Ha 1980) (joint petition filed by The Florida Bar and Respondent non-
attorney requesting this Court to determine whether respondent’s appearance in a
representative capacity before a hearing officer in unfair labor practice
proceedings, pursuant to a rule adopted by the Public Employees Relations
Commissions (PERC) constituted the unlicensed practice of law.); The Florida Bar
v. Davide, 702 So. 2d 184 (Fla. 1997) (finding respondents, Salvador Davide and
Florida Law Center, Inc. to be engaged in the unlicensed practice of law); and The
Florida Bar v. Miravalle, 761 So. 2d 1048 (Fla. 2000) (enjoining respondents,
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case, The Bar argued in open court that the proposed rule would deter paralegals
from engaging in UPL.

During oral arguments before this Court in 2002, Karen McLead, a paraega
speaking on behalf of The Florida Alliance of Paralegal Associations, argued that
simply referring to the titles of these two professions would “leave a gaping hole in
the interpretation and enforcement” of the proposed rule amendment. See Florida
Sate University’s audio recording of proceedings of SC01-1509 dated January 7,
2002, http://mww.wisu.org/rafiles/archives/01-1509v.ram ®  Additionally, it was
predicted at that time that neither paralegals nor any other member of the legal
profession would look to either one of these rules for guidance in how to regulate
the paralegal profession — a prediction which, the SFPA submits, has been borne
out astrue.

Further into the proceedings, the (then) Presdent of The Florida Bar,
Terrance Russell, addressed the Court and acknowledged that The Bar had been
aware of public confusion over the definition of the term “paralegal” since 1997.
Indeed, The Bar had conducted studies showing a significant misperception by the

public — as high as 97 percent in some areas — that “paraegals’ and “lega

Candice L. Miravalle and Express Legal Services, Inc. from engaging the in the
unlicensed practice of law).

3 SFPA is having a certified transcript of that hearing prepared and will submit that
transcript as a supplementa appendix upon its completion.
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assistants’ are “formally trained, perhaps licensed, and operating under the
supervision of alawyer.” Yet it was not until four years later, in 2001, that The
Bar took the initiative to make the wholly-inadequate proposal in SC01-1509, of
requiring persons using the titles “paralegal” and “legal assistant” to be under the
supervision of an attorney. Even then, there was no proposed requirement for
specialized training, formal education, continuing education, or formalized ethics
instruction.

After discussion of the definitional confusion, Justice Anstead stated that:

My observation that the unlicensed practice of law, of
course, has been a mgor problem and continues to be a
major problem, and a maor part of that problem is
definitional. That is that ... at least in sort of an over-
smplistic way of superficial response ... it does seem
like a scheme or regulation in some way would be a far
better way to deal with the definitional side of that. That
isthat if you actually had a group that, as here in Florida
that we are proud of that there is an association that
makes this attempt to do this very thing but that, by the
regulation of paralegals and legal assistants, it would
seem like would go a long way towards solving this
continuing, very difficult problem of unlicensed practice
of law.

Even more importantly for present purposes, Mr. Russell stated regarding
paralegals who belong to professional associations and who had gone to the effort
to obtain national certification: “[t]hose are not the people that we are getting the
complaints about. The oneswho do not belong to that organization, do not comply

with any of their requirements, don't take any of their training and ssmply are out
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there to make a quick dollar and are there to harm the public, those are the ones
that thisrule is directed at.”

The Proposal now before this Court would merely amplify the public’'s
confuson by bifurcating (and thereby weakening) the meaning of the title
“paralega.” Further, as noted by Mr. Russell in 2002, the paralegals who would
qualify under this Proposa do not violate the UPL regulations. The current
Proposal as now written not only further dilutes the title of “paralegal” and “lega
assistant” but also fails to address the true concern of UPL prevention, which can
be accomplished by mandating that all who perform paralegal related services meet
the necessary certification guidelines.

To the contrary, the current Proposal, by giving sole control to The Bar and
without any judicia oversight, and affording no meaningful self-governance to
qualified paralegas, will simply continue to perpetuate the illusion at the heart of
the problem: that all paralegals under an attorney’ s supervision are formally trained
and adhere to a (non-existent) set of standards. The Bar’'s efforts, both past and
current, fall well short of any substantive effort to prevent UPL by means of the
regulation of the paralega profession.

In any event, even if the inherent authority to prohibit UPL under its current
constitutional and legidative grant of jurisdiction is sufficient to bestow on this

Court the jurisdiction to regulate the paralegal profession, there is no basis in law
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or policy why the Court should delegate the jurisdiction to act as the sole certifying
and regulatory body over the paralegal profession to The Florida Bar. Instead, the
SFPA submits that this Court should retain that jurisdiction itself and enact the
following reforms to the proposed paralega program (which will better serve as an
effective deterrent to the unlicensed practice of law by those holding themselves
out as professiona paralegals):

1. A separate standing committee or governing board comprised of a
majority of paralegals who qualify for certification under the proposed standards,
aswell as attorneys, paralegal educators, and members of the public to oversee the
administration and implementation of the regulatory program; and

2. A certification and regulatory program that is mandatory for all those
wishing to use the title “paralegal” in Florida

Such a system will both promote the professionalism of paralegals in this
State and better safeguard the interest of those members of the public using legal
services.

CONCLUSION

This Court and The Bar lack jurisdiction to regulate the paralega
professional in the absence of a specific grant of authority through enabling
legidation, under the strict separation of powers doctrine recognized in this State.

The authority to prevent UPL is alone insufficient to grant such jurisdiction to

14



create a regulatory system for non-attorneys not engaged in the unlicensed practice
of law. Furthermore, the pending Proposal would not qualify as a means of UPL
enforcement or preventative measures. Finaly, even if this Court were to
determine that such jurisdiction is afforded it through its inherent authority to
prevent UPL, the Court should not delegate that jurisdiction to The Florida Bar, but
should administer the program itself pursuant to recommendations made in the
SFPA’s prior filings.

Respectfully submitted,

g/ Kenneth J. Kukec, Esq.

Kenneth J. Kukec, Esg.

Kenneth J. Kukec, P.A.

Florida Bar No.: 618489

2 South Biscayne Blvd., Suite 2600

Miami, FL 33131

Phone: 305.358.2000

Fax: 305.358.1233
Email: kukec@bd lsouth.net

Attorney for
South Florida Paralegal Association, Inc.

15



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was
served via United States Mail this 11" day of January, 2007, to: John F. Harkness,
Jr., Esg., Henry M. Coxe, 11, Esg., Francisco R. Angones, Esg., Ross Goodman,
Esg., Paul F. Hill, Esg., Mary Ellen Bateman, Esg., Lori Holcomb, Esg., in care of
The Florida Bar, 651 East Jefferson Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 AND

all persons on the attached service ligt.

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE

| hereby certify that this Amended Brief complies with the font requirements
of Fla R. App. P. 9.210(a)(2).

By: g/ Kenneth J. Kukec, Esq.
Kenneth J. Kukec, Esq.

16



Service List

Wendy E. Murnan, CP, LPI
Complete Legal Investigations, Inc.
600 Sandtree Dr., Ste. 210A
Palm Beach Gardens, Florida 33403

Michelle Sanderson, CLA
2 S. Biscayne Blvd., Ste. 3400
Miami, Florida 33131

lvonne Santos

Gunster Y oakley

2 South Biscayne Blvd., Ste 3400
Miami, Florida 33131

R. Jason Richards, Esg.
Aylstock Witkin & Sasser
4400 Bayou Blvd Ste 58
Pensacola Florida 32503-2673

GinaHand, ACP
1021 Lennox Way
Melbourne, Florida 32940

Normal. Zengotita
3464 Florida PaAm Avenue
Melbourne, FL 32935

Susan L. Priess, CP, CFLA
8541 Sunset Drive
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410

Timothy P. Shusta, Esqg.

Michael Ashy, Esg.

Phelps Dunbar LLP

100 South Ashley Drive-Suite 1900
Tampa, Florida 33602-5311

James M. Nicholas, Esq.

James M. Nicholas, P.A.

1790 Highway AlA, Ste. 202
Satellite Beach, Florida 32937-5440

Hannah L. Wilson
1182 N.W. 121 <.
North Miami, Florida 33168

Andrew M. Fussner, Esg.
American Heart Association
9901 133rd St.

Seminole, Florida 33776

Maria Martella

Holland & Knight

One E. Broward Blvd., Ste. 1300
Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Barbara J. Paulson, CP
1904 Raa Avenue
Tallahassee, Florida 32303-4420

Jenny Lawton Sed
1426 S. Riversde Dr.
Indialantic, Florida 32903-3555

Paula Albright, CP
156 S.W. Peacock Blvd., #105
Port St. Lucie, Florida 34986

Howard Rudolph, Esqg.

David Leacock, Esg.

Rudolph & Leacock, LLP

501 S. Flagler Drive, Ste. 307
West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

17



DianeL. Tierney, PLS, CP
Craig A. Goddy, Esg.

Tracy L. Coghill, Esqg.
Christopher J. Thornton, Esg.
Susan Healy, Esq.

C. Richard Mancini, Esqg.
Richard Treiser, Esq.
Trelser,Collins and Vernon
3080 Tamiami Trail East
Naples, Florida 34112

P. Kevin Seamon
307 Harvard Road
St. Augustine, Florida 32086

Jane F. Strike, Esq.
Bonnie L. Guinter, CP
McCarthy, Summers, Bobko, Wood,
Sawyer

& Perry, PA.
2400 S.E. Federa Highway, 4th Floor
Stuart, Florida 34994

Mark F. Grant, Esg.

Carol D. Holler, ACP

Ruden, McClosky, Smith, Schuster &
Russl, P.A.

200 E. Broward Blvd., Ste. 1500

Ft. Lauderdale, Florida 33301

Debra Cristello, ACP, CFLA
P.O. Box 2081
Venice, Florida 34285

Margaret J. Averill, ACP, CFLA
3205 1st Road
Vero Beach, Florida 32968

Cary Cash, Esq.

L. Geoffrey Y oung, Esg.

V. James Dickson, Esqg.

Rabian M. Brooks I11, Esg.

Justin R. Zinzow, EsQ.

Guy P. Coburn, Esq.

Dara M. van Dijk, Office Manager

Ruden, McClosky, Smith, Schuster
& Russl, P.A.

Post Office Box 14034

St. Petersburg, Florida 33733

Judith M. Deary, CLA, CFLA
1120 North Shore Dr., N.E., Unit 903
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

Gregg W. McClosky, Esqg.
Marianne A. Smith

Ronad E. D'Anna, Esg.

McClosky, D'Anna and Dieterle, LLP
2300 Glades Road, Suite 400, East
Tower

Boca Raton, Florida 33431-8540

Jaime Stevenson Fernandez, CLA
Jeannene Cox, CLA

Premier Title of Palm Beach

151 Royal Palm Way

Palm Beach, Florida 33480

Jane Kady Ross, CP, CFLA
250 Glenbrook Drive
Talahassee, Florida 32317

Nancy A. Murphy, CP

1909 East Nelson Circle
Tallahassee, Florida 32303

18



Doris Rachles, Chair

Lega Studies South University

1760 North Congress Avenue

West Palm Beach, Florida 33409-5178

Sherry C. Ingram, CP
13573 42nd Road N.
Roya Palm Beach, Florida 33411

Jodl Cornfeld

J.R. Nunn

CSX Transportation

500 Water Street (J-150)
Jacksonville, Florida 32202

DeRonda Luciano

5451 Rattlesnake Hammock Rd., Unit
203D

Naples, Florida 34113

Jennifer A. Kelley, CP, CFLA

Law Office of Glenn G. Gomer

600 North Westshore Blvd., Ste. 1001
Tampa, Florida 33609

Denise|. Dimond, CLA, CFLA
6809 Vdlrie Lane
Riverview, Florida 33569

John D. Spear, Esq.

Law Offices of John D. Spear, P.A.

9420 Bonita Beach Road, Suite 100
Bonita Springs, Florida 34135-4515

Patricia Tassinari, CP, CFLA
2506 Prest Court
Talahassee, Florida 32301

Deborah Repass, AACP, RP
American Alliance of Paralegals, Inc.
16815 East Shea Boulevard, Suite 110
Fountain Hills, Arizona 85268

Mary-Lou George, ACP, CFLA
9843 136th Street North
Seminole, Florida 33776

Mark R. Malek, Esg.

Chrigtina B. Sutch, Esquire

The Torpy Group, PL

202 N. Harbor City Blvd., Ste. 200
Melbourne, Florida 32935

Francine Shay, CP
7744 Quida Drive
W. Pam Beach, Florida 33411

Johnna A. Phillips, CP

Paralegal Association of Florida, Inc.
P.O. Box 7073

West Palm Beach, Florida 33405

Linda E. Marsh, CP
5345 Stanford Road East
Jacksonville, Florida 32207-7855

John S. Shaheen, Executive Vice
President

American Institute for Paralegal Studies
2777 Finley Rd., Ste. 11

Downers Grove, |llinois 60515

Christine Raymond, CLA

9636 SW 74th Street
Miami, Florida 33173

19



Nandra R. Ramnarine

1001 W. Eau Gallie Boulevard, Unit
213

Meélbourne, Florida 32935

Gene Wakefield, CLA
14201 S.W. 66th Street, #107A
Miami, Florida 33183

Suzanne M. Lomascolo, CP
3789 Darston St.
Palm Harbor, Florida 34685

John E. Bibish IV, Esg.

Duane MorrisLLP

200 South Biscayne Boulevard, Ste.
3400

Miami, Florida 33131

Shdlly Guay
2744 Cherbourg Rd.
Cocoa, Florida 32926

Joni J. Mann, CP
13432 Andova Drive
Largo, Florida 33774

James E. Messer Jr., Esq.
Fonvielle, Lewis, Foote & Messer
3375-A Capital Circle N.E.
Tallahassee, Florida 32308

Barbara Willen, CLA
11821 SW 100 Avenue
Miami, Florida 33176

Chrystal Lunsford, CP
810 20th Avenue North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33704

Jennifer A. Hartman
423 Dadeville Street SE
Palm Bay, Florida 32909

Patricia C. DeRamus, CP
10709 Lake Shore Drive
Weéllington, Florida 33414-6170

PamelaK. Bailey
2201 Addison Lane
Talahassee, Florida 32317

Karen A. Caco, Esg.

International Immigration Services
1575 Pine Ridge Rd., Ste. 10
Naples, Florida 3109

James L. Butts, LLC
611 Barcelona Ct.
Satellite Beach, Florida 32937

Yudi R. Gonzaez-Smith
8836 NW 168th Lane
Miami Lakes, Florida 33018

Carl L. Griffin, Esqg.
Carl L. Griffin, P.A.
2223 Curry Ford Road
Orlando, Florida 32806

Pricilla Carroll, CP
806 Hidden Harbour Drive
Indian Rocks Beach, Florida 33785

Jo M. Flower, CP

1815 Cypress Trace Drive
Safety Harbor, Florida 34695
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Cynthia Stephens
5115 31st Avenue North
St. Petersburg, Florida 33710

Susan Goelz, CP
7937 Starfire Way
New Port Richey, Florida 34654

Ricia Jastrow
777 South Flagler Street, Ste. 500
West PAm Beach, Florida 33401

Nancy N. Beaty, MA, CP
4851 Tamiami Trail, Ste. 402
Naples, Florida 34103

Catherine M. Goe, CP
P.O. Box 431221
Miami, Florida 33243

Nancy B. Coats, CP
12406 Woodlands Circle
Dade City, Florida 33525

VeralLong, ACP
3064 Mainsall Circle
Jupiter, Florida 33447

Mary Day-Petrano
140 Idand Way, No. 175
Clearwater, Florida 33767

Linda O’ Steen
P.O. Box 43
Tallahassee, FL 32302

LisaB. Vessds, CP
11710 SW. 119 Place-Road
Miami, Florida 33186-5119

Sandra Eckstorm
6531 109 Terace
Pinellas Park, Florida 33702

Sally Feaman, CP
4299 Fox Trace
Boynton Beach, Florida 33436

Claire C. Davis, CP
3375-A Capital Circle, N.E.
Tallahassee, Florida 32308

JIl S. Greene, CP
777 S. Flagler Drive, Ste. 500
West Pam Beach. Florida 33401

Vivian S. Fusco, CLA
6860 Pinehurst Drive
Miami, Florida 33015

Connie Schiraldi, ACP
7391 Langston Court
Lake Worth, Florida 33467

Teresa A. Smith, CP
1619 60th Street South
Gulfport, Florida 33707

Penny W. Bell, ACP
3685 S. Sherwood Circle
Cocoa, Florida 32926

Mark Workman, CP

1756 N. Bayshore Dr., #31 -D
Miami, Florida 33132
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