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REVISED 

PER CUR1A.M 

The Florida B a r  has petitioned this Court to enjoin Rosemary 

W. Furman, d/b/a Northside Secretarial Service, frcm unauthorized 

practice of law in the S t a t e  of Florida; Our jurisdiction to rule 

in this matter is provided by article V, section 15 of the Florida 

Constitution and by The F l o r i d a  Bar Integration Rule, article XVI. 

We find the activities of the respondent to constitute the practice 

of l a w  and permanently enjoin her from the f u r t h e r  unauthorized 

practice of law. 

The F l o r i d a  Bar alleged, through an amended petition dated 

September 23, 1977, that Furman, a non-lawyer, engaged in the 

unauthorized practice of law by giving l egal  advice and by 

rendering legal services in connection w i t h  marriage dissolutions 

and adoptions in the years 1976 and 1977. The bar specifically 

alleges t h a t  Furman performed legal  services for at l eas t  seven 

customers by soliciting information from them and preparing 

pleadings in violation of Flo r ida  l a w .  The bar further contends 

that through advertising in the Jacksonville Journal, a newspaper 

of general circulation, Furrnan'held herself out to the  public as 



having l e g a l  e x p e r t i s e  i n  F l o r i d a  f ami ly  l a w  and s o l d  "do- i t -  

y o u r s e l f  d ivo rce  k i t s . "  The bar  does n o t  contend t h a t  Furman 

h e l d  herself o u t  t o  be a lawyer, t h a t  h e r  customers s u f f e r e d  any 

harm as a r e s u l t  of t h e  services r ende red ,  or t h a t  she has f a i l e d  

t o  perform t h e  services for which s h e  w a s  p a i d .  

I n  d e s c r i b i n g  h e r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  Furman s ta tes  t h a t  she  does 

n o t  g i v e  legal  advice, t h a t  she  does prepare p lead ings  t h a t  meet 

t h e  desires of h e r  c l i e n t s ,  t h a t  she  cha rges  no more than  $50 

for h e r  services, and t h a t  h e r  assistance t o  customers is in 

a i d  of t h e i r  o b t a i n i n g  s e l f - r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  r e l i e f  from t h e  

courts. I n  g e n e r a l ,  t h e  respondent  alleges  as  a de fense  t h a t  

t h e  r u l i n g  of t h i s  c o u r t  i n  F l o r i d a  Bar v. Brumbaush, 355  

So.2d 1 1 8 6  (F la .  1978), v i o l a t e s  t h e  f i r s t  amendment t o  t h e  

United S t a t e s  C o n s t i t u t i o n  by r e s t r i c t i n g  h e r  r i g h t  t o  dissemi- 

n a t e  and the  r i g h t  of her customers t o  receive i n fo rma t ion  

which would allow i n d i g e n t  l i t i g a n t s  access to t h e  s t a t e  I s 

domest ic  r e l a t i o n s  courts. She a l l e g e s  t h a t  o u r  ho ld ing  i n  

Brumbaugh i s  so narrow t h a t  it d e p r i v e s  c i t i z e n s  who are i n d i g e n t  

of equal  p r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  laws as provided by t h e  F l o r i d a  and 

United States  a o n s t i t u t i o n s .  

When t h i s  case w a s  a t  i s s u e ,  w e  r e f e r r e d  it t o  r e t i r e d  

C i r c u i t  Judge P.  B.  Revels of  t h e  Seventh Judicial C i r c u i t ,  

one of Florida's most expe r i enced  t r i a l  judges , to serve as 

referee. The r e f e r e e  has  f i l e d  h i s  r e p o r t  which, i n  p e r t i n e n t  

p a r t ,  i n d i c a t e s :  

A. That t h e  Respondent, Rosemary W. Furman, 
d/b/a/ Nor ths ide  Secretar ia l  S e r v i c e ,  i s  t h e  so le  
p r o p r i e t o r  and owner of said secretarial s e r v i c e .  
The Nor ths ide  S e c r e t a r i a l  Service has never 
r e g i s t e r e d  under t h e  f i c t i t i o u s  name l a w .  

B. Respondent has never  r e c e i v e d  any legal 
t r a i n i n g  o r  education; i s  n o t  now n o r  ever been 
a l i c e n s e d  a t t o r n e y  of l a w  o f  t h e  S ta t e  of F l o r i d a  
or e lsewhere ;  t h a t  she  i s  n o t  n o w  and never  has 
been a m e m b e r  of  The Florida B a r .  

* * *  
D. That t h e  Respondent under t h e  g u i s e  of 

s e c r e t a r i a l  services for a fee p r e p a r e s  a l l  papers  
cons ide red  by h e r  t o  be necessa ry  for t h e  f i l i n g  
and s e c u r i n g  a dissolution of marriage, as w e l l  
as d e t a i l e d  i n s t r u c t i o n s  as t o  how t h e  papers 
should  be f i l e d ,  service s e c u r e d ,  h e a r i n g s  set 
and a b r i e f i n g  session as t o  the q u e s t i o n s  and 
answers t o  be offered a t  t h e  t r i a l  of the case 
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* * *  
H. Respondent admi t t ed  t h a t  she  could n o t  

fo l low t h e  g u i d e l i n e s  as se t  forth i n  t h e  F l o r i d a  
B a r  vs Brumbaugh, Supreme Court  Opinion,  for t h e  
reason  t h a t  t h e  customers who come t o  o b t a i n  h e r  
services are  n o t  capable  f o r  v a r i o u s  and sundry  
reasons,  mainly n o t  be ing  famil iar  w i t h  legal 
terminology o r  i l l i t e r a t e ,  and w e r e  unable  t o  
w r i t e  o u t  t h e  necessa ry  in fo rma t ion .  The re fo re ,  
she was compelled t o  ask q u e s t i o n s  and hold con- 
ferences w i t h  h e r  customers .  

I. P re - t r i a l  S t i p u l a t i o n ,  J o i n t  E v i d e n t i a q  
E x h i b i t  1, b r i e f l y  enumerates t h e  f a c t u a l  s i t u a t i o n  
i n  each of t h e  cases which I b e l i e v e  I can s t a t e  
t h e  subs t ance  of t h e  S t i p u l a t i o n ,  even though there 
are some va ry ing  c i rcumstances  i n  each case, for 
t h e  purpose of my f i n d i n g s  w i t h o u t  q u o t i n g  the 

b e f o r e  t h e  Court  and f o r  e n t r y  of F i n a l  Judgment 
of D i s s o l u t i o n .  

E. T h e  Respondent a d m i t t e d ,  when a person  
comes t o  h e r  p l a c e  of b u s i n e s s ,  t hey  s t a t e  they  
want t o  g e t  a divorce o r  t h e y  want her t o  h e l p  
them g e t  a d i v o r c e ,  a l though  many of t h e  people 
deposed i n s i s t e d  t h a t  they  o n l y  asked t h a t  she 
type pape r s  t o  enable them t o  o b t a i n  t h e - d i v o r c e .  
SO after some discussion, t h e  customer i s  provided  
w i t h  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  i n t a k e  s h e e t  f o r  the f a c t s  
l i s t e d  at t h e  f i r s t  v i s i t  - e i t h e r  Respondent 's  
E x h i b i t  11 o r  1 2 .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  i n t a k e  s h e e t  
t h e  Respondent furnishes pape r s  o u t l i n i n g  the 
legal stepsl t h e  law and t h e  p rocedures ,  a s  shown 
by Respondent 's  E x h i b i t s  1 3 ,  1 4  and 1 5 ,  a d v i s i n g  
them t o  r e a d  t h e  matter and it will h e l p  them i n  
f i l l i n g  o u t  t h e  i n t a k e  sheet. 

F. T h e  Respondent admits t h a t  t h e  customer 
r e t u r n s  w i t h  t h e  i n t a k e  sheet n o t  completed, 
because t h e  people  are unfamiliar w i t h  t h e  l e g a l  
terms and some are i l l i t e r a t e  and,  of c o u r s e ,  
she  then  proceeds t o  a s k  q u e s t i o n s  t o  complete 
the i n t a k e  s h e e t  fo r  p r e p a r i n g  t h e  P e t i t i o n  for 
D i s s o l u t i o n  of Marriage.  Then a f t e r  she t y p e s  
t he  P e t i t i o n  for D i s s o l u t i o n  of  Marriage, she  
advises t h e  customer t o  take t h e  pape r s  for f i l i n g  
to t h e  Office of t h e  C le rk  of C i r c u i t  Cour t ,  and 
Respondent follows t h e  p r o g r e s s  of t h e  case eve ry  
s t e p  of t h e  way u n t i l  it i s  a t  issue. She then  
n o t i f i e s  t h e  customer t o  come i n  for a briefing 
s e s s i o n  p r e f e r a b l y  t h e  day b e f o r e  t h e  d a t e  se t  
for t r i a l .  I n  t h e  course of b r i e f i n g  Respondent 
f u r n i q h e s  t h e  customer w i t h  a diagram of t h e  
Court  chambers and where t o  f i n d  t h e  Judge t o  
which t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  case has been a s s igned .  
A copy of t h e  diagram of chambers t h a t  she  f u r -  
n i s h e s  t o  the  customer i s  shown by Respondent 's  
E x h i b i t  1 0 .  She a l s o  e x p l a i n s  t h e  f u l l  p rocedure  
t h a t  w i l l  take p l a c e  b e f o r e  t h e  Judge,  i n c l u d i n g  
t h e  q u e s t i o n s  t h e  customer should ask the customer 
and t h e  r e s i d e n t  w i t n e s s .  A copy of same is shown 
by Respondent 's  E x h i b i t  2 0 .  The f ac t s  i n  t h e  
record of t h i s  case e s t a b l i s h  v e r y  c l e a r l y  t h a t  
t h e  Respondent performs every essen t i a l  step i n  
t h e  l e g a l  proceedings  t o  o b t a i n  a d i s s o l u t i o n  of 
marriage, e x c e p t  t a k i n g  t h e  pape r s  and f i l i n g  them 
i n  t h e  C l e r k ' s  o f f i c e  and going w i t h  t h e  customer 
t o  t h e  f i n a l  h e a r i n g  and i n t e r r o g a t i n g  t h e  w i t n e s s .  
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S t i p u l a t i o n  i n  f u l l .  The cases i nvo lved  were 
Green vs Green,  Ammons vs Ammons, Kirkb 
P e t i t i o n  for Adoption, Howland vs  -%- Howlan 
Mayden vs  Mayden, H o l m e s  vs H o l m e s ,  and Touchton 
vs Touchton. The subs tance  of t h i s  S t i p u l a t i o n  
is  as fo l lows :  

The f a c t u a l  i n fo rma t ion  con ta ined  
i n  t h e  p l e a d i n g s  was obtained by 
Respondent from t h e  customer as a 
r e s u l t  of o r a l  q u e s t i o n s  asked  by 
Respondent and answered by t h e  cus- 
tomer, which in fo rma t ion  was w r i t t e n  
upon Respondent 's  s t a n d a r d i z e d  i n t a k e  
s h e e t .  Respondent by both  oral and 
w r i t t e n  i n s t r u c t i o n s  informed t h e  
customer as t o  t h e  procedures  t o  be 
fo l lowed i n  f i l i n g  t h e  p l e a d i n g s  and 
i n  p r o c e s s i n g  t h e  same t o  f i n a l  hearing. 
Respondent s p e c i f i c a l l y  informed customers 
t h a t  she  w a s  n o t  an a t t o r n e y  n o r  l i c e n s e d  
t o  p r a c t i c e  l a w  i n  t h e  S t a t e  of F l o r i d a  
and a t  no t i m e  d i d  t h e  customers b e l i e v e  
t h a t  t h e  Respondent w a s  an a t t o r n e y  o r  
l i c e n s e d  t o  p r a c t i c e  law. I n  paragraphs  
1 6  and 1 7  of said s t i p u l a t i o n  t h e  parties 
agreed t h a t  t h e  customers d i d  n o t  t h i n k  
o r  know t h a t  t hey  had s u f f e r e d  any 
damage as a r e s u l t  o f  Respondent 's  
services: t h a t  t hey  did n o t  t h i n k  that 
t h e  Respondent qave them legal adv ice  
o r  engaged i n  legal counseling. 

The referee made t h e  fo l lowing  f i n d i n g s :  

1. The fo rego ing  f a c t s  show by a g r e a t  weight 
of t h e  ev idence ,  Rosemary W. Furman, s h i e l d e d  
behind t h e  c loak  of Northside S e c r e t a r i a l  S e r v i c e ,  
has  been engaged i n  t h e  unauthor ized  p r a c t i c e  of 
l a w  for approximately t h r e e  years. 

2 .  That t h e  Opinion in F l o r i d a  B a r  vs Brumbaugh 
is  being i n t e r p r e t e d  by many as a l icense t o  i n d i v i -  
duals, who are  t r a i n e d  and exper ienced  i n  secre ta r ia l  
work, t o  practice law. This  c r e a t e s  a grave danger  
t o  t h e  c i t i z e n s  of Florida. 

* * *  
11. Rosemary W. Furman should be adjudged g u i l t y  

of contempt of  t h e  Supreme Court of F l o r i d a ,  and 
permanently e n j o i n e d  from engaging or pursu ing  any 
cour se  of a c t i o n  p e r s o n a l l y  o r  i n  h e r  secre ta r ia l  
service t h a t  touches  or resembles  i n  any way t h e  
p r a c t i c e  o f  l a w .  She should be p r o h i b i t e d  from 
typ ing  legal papers  of any kind, f i l l i n g  b lanks  on 
any legal forrns, o r  g i v i n g  oral or w r i t t e n  advice 
o r  d i r e c t i o n s .  The fact she  i s  an e x p e r t  s teno-  
g raphe r  does n o t  g i v e  h e r  any legal  right t o  
engage i n  d ivo rce  and adop t ion  p r a c t i c e  anymore 
than  a nu r se  has t h e  r i g h t  t o  s e t  up an o f f i c e  
for performing t o n s i l l e c t o m y  or appendectomy 
o p e r a t i o n s  o r  a dental a s s i s t a n t  t o  do e x t r a c t i o n s  
or f i l l  t e e t h .  

The r e f e r e e ' s  f i n d i n g s  must be approved u n l e s s  t h e y  are er roneous  

or wholly l a c k i n g  i n  e v i d e n t i a r y  suppor t .  F l o r i d a  B a r  v .  

Wagner, 2 1 2  So.2d 7 7 0  (F la .  1968). 
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W e  do n o t  w r i t e  on a c l e a n  slate i n  t h i s  case. L a s t  y e a r  

w e  took t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c l e a r l y  define t o  non-lawyers t h e  

p rope r  realm in which they  could  o p e r a t e  w i t h o u t  engaging i n  

t h e  unauthor ized  p r a c t i c e  of l a w .  I n  Brumbaugh, w e  c l ea r ly  

s t a t e d  what services a s imi l a r  secretarial  b u s i n e s s  cou ld  

lawfully perform. We s a i d :  

W e  ho ld  that Ms. Brumbaugh, and others i n  
s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n s ,  may s e l l  p r i n t e d  m a t e r i a l .  
p u r p o r t i n g  t o  e x p l a i n  lega l  p r a c t i c e  and procedure  
t o  t h e  p u b l i c  i n  g e n e r a l  and she  may s e l l  sample 
lesal  forms. To t h i s  e x t e n t  w e  l i m i t  our p r i o r  
holdings i n  S t u p i c a  and American Legal  and- Business  
Forms, Inc. F u r t h e r ,  w e  ho ld  t h a t  it is n o t  
improper f o r  Marilyn Brumbaugh t o  engage i n  a 
secre ta r ia l  service,  t y p i n g  such forms for her: 
clients, provided  t h a t  she on ly  copy t h e  i n f o r -  
mation g iven  t o  h e r  i n  w r i t i n g  by h e r  c l i e n t s .  
In a d d i t i o n ,  M s .  Brumbaugh may a d v e r t i s e  h e r  
b u s i n e s s  a c t i v i t i e s  of p rov id ing  secre ta r ia l  and 
notary services and selling l ega l  forms and 
g e n e r a l  p r i n t e d  in fo rma t ion .  However, Marilyn 
Brumbaugh must n o t ,  i n  con junc t ion  w i t h  h e r  
b u s i n e s s ,  engage i n  a d v i s i n g  c l i e n t s  as t o  t h e  
various remedies avai lable  t o  them, o r  o the r -  
w i s e  assist them i n  p r e p a r i n g  t h o s e  forms necessa ry  
for a d i s s o l u t i o n  proceeding.  More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  
Marilyn Brumbaugh may n o t  make i n q u i r i e s  n o r  
answer q u e s t i o n s  from h e r  clients as  t o  t h e  p a r t i -  
cular forms which might be n e c e s s a r y ,  how best 
t o  f i l l  o u t  such forms, where t o  p r o p e r l y  f i l e  
such forms, and how t o  present n e c e s s a r y  ev idence  
a t  t h e  c o u r t  hea r ings .  Our s p e c i f i c  holding w i t h  
r e g a r d  t o  the d i s s o l u t i o n  of marr iage  a l so  a p p l i e s  
t o  o t h e r  unauthor ized  legal assistance such as t h e  
p r e p a r a t i o n  of w i l l s  o r  real  e s t a t e  t r a n s a c t i o n  
documents. While Marilyn Brumbaugh may l e g a l l y  
s e l l  forms i n  these areas, and type  up in s t rumen t s  
which have been completed by c l i e n t s ,  she  must 
not engage i n  p e r s o n a l  l ega l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  con- 
j u n c t i o n  w i t h  h e r  b u s i n e s s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  
t h e  correction of errors and omissions.  

355 So.2d at 1194. 

Our d i r e c t i o n s  could n o t  have been c learer .  

Before t h e  r e f e r e e  and b e f o r e  this court, Furman admitted 

t h a t  she  d i d  n o t  a b i d e  by t h e  d i c t a t e s  of Brumbaugh. She says 

t h a t  it i s  imposs ib le  for her t o  o p e r a t e  h e r  "do- i t -yourse l f  

divorce k i t "  business i n  compliance w i t h  t h i s  court's r u l i n g  

i n  t h a t  case. The bar a l l e g e s  t h a t  Furman has  engaged i n  t h e  

unauthor ized  p r a c t i c e  of l a w  as p r e v i o u s l y  defined by t h i s  

c o u r t .  The r e f e r e e  so found. She so admits. We believe t h e  

r e f e r e e ' s  f i n d i n g s  are suppor ted  by t h e  evidence. 
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In o t h e r  portions of the referee’s report, he urges 

that as part of our disposition i n  this case w e  require the 

bar to conduct a study to determine how to provide effective 

legal serivces to the indigent. Without question, it is our  

responsibility to promote the full availability of l ega l  services. 

We deem it more appropr i a t e ,  however, to adress t h i s  issue in 

a separate proceeding. 

w e  insure a thorough cons ide ra t ion  of the overall problem w i t h o u t  

delaying the present adjudication. 

By doing so under our supervisory power, 

Devising means f o r  providing effective l ega l  services 

to the i n d i g e n t  and poor i s  a continuing problem. The Flo r ida  

Bar has addressed this subject w i t h  s o m e  success. In s p i t e  of 

the laudable efforts by the bar, however, this record suggests 

t h a t  even more attention needs to be given to this subject. 

Therefore, we direct The Florida Bar to begin immedi- 

a t e l y  a s tudy  to determine better ways and means of providing 

legal services to the indigent. 

on the findings and conclusions f r o m  this study-be prepared and 

filed with this court on or before January I, 1980, at which time 

we will examine the problem and consider solutions. 

We further direct t h a t  a report 

Accordingly, we find that Rosemary Furman, d/b/a Northside 

Secretarial Service, has been guilty of the unauthorized practice 

of law by virtue of the activities recited herein and she is hereby 

permanently enjoined and r e s t r a i n e d  from further engaging in the 

unauthorized practice of l a w  in the State of F l o r i d a .  

I t  i s  so orderd.  

ENGLAND, C.J., A D K I N S ,  BOYD, OVERTON, SUNDBERG, HATCHETT and 
ALDERMAN, JJ., Concur 

NOT FINAL UNTIL TIME EXPIRES TO FILE REHEARING MOTION AND, IF 
FILED, DETERMINED. 
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Case of Original J u r i s d i c t i o n  - The Florida B a r  

Be rna rd  H .  Dernpsey, J r . ,  Chairman,  S t a n d i n g  Committee on Unau thor i zed  
Practice of L a w ,  Orlando,  F l o r i d a ;  Lacy Mahon, J r . ,  Bar Counse l ,  
J a c k s o n v i l l e ,  Florida; and H .  Glenn Boggs and John A .  Weiss, A s s i s t a n t  
Staff C o u n s e l s ,  Tallahassee, F l o r i d a ,  

f o r  P e t i t i o n e r  

A l b e r t  J .  Hadeed, Sou the rn  Legal Counsel ,  Inc,, Gainesville, F l o r i d a ;  
and Alan B .  Morrison, p ro  hac v i c e ,  Washington,  D.C., 

f o r  Respondent  

W i l l i a m  H .  Adams 111, Jacksonville, F l o r i d a ,  

for Amicus Curiae 

7 


