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The  R e s p o n d e n t ,  MONROE W. TREIMAN, is  b e f o r e  t h e  C o u r t  
p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  F l o r i d a  B a r ' s  P e t i t i o n  A g a i n s t  U n a u t h o r i z e d  P r a c t i c e  
o f  Law and t h e  "Order  to  Show C a u s e  and  O r d e r  A p p o i n t i n g  R e f e r e e t t  
e n t e r e d  by t h e  Supreme C o u r t  o f  F l o r i d a  i n  C a s e  N o .  63 ,298 and  C a s e  
N o .  62 ,831.  T h e s e  p r o c e e d i n g s  and  s a i d  P e t i t i o n  was f i l e d  p u r s u a n t  
t o  A r t i c l e  XVI. o f  t h e  I n t e g r a t i o n  R u l e  o f  t h e  F l o r i d a  Bar. B o t h  
cases were c o n s o l i d a t e d  f o r  t r i a l .  On t h e  e v i d e n c e  p r e s e n t e d  t h i s  
court  f i n d s  as f o l l o w s :  

I. Summary of Proceedinqs: 

The p l e a d i n g s ,  n o t i c e s ,  m o t i o n s ,  o r d e r s ,  t r a n s c r i p t s  and 
e x h i b i t s ,  a l l  o f  wh ich  a re  f o r w a r d e d  to  t h e  Supreme C o u r t  o f  
F l o r i d a  w i t h  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  r e c o r d  i n  t h i s  case. 

The f o l l o w i n g  a t t o r n e y s  a p p e a r e d  as  c o u n s e l  f o r  t h e  p a r t i e s :  

Fo r  t h e  F l o r i d a  Bar :  L. E. T a y l o r ,  E s q u i r e  

F o r  t h e  Responden t :  Monroe ~ r e i m a n ,  pro se 

I1 , Findinqs of Fact as to Each Item of Misconduct of which the 
Respondent is charged: 

A, Case No, 63,298 

1. As to Paragraph VII(1) of said Petition: 

I n  J a n u a r y ,  1 9 8 2 ,  L e w i s  Lee  had been  a r e s i d e n t  o f  
Hernando  C o u n t y  f o r  some 1 0  y e a r s  and he  and h i s  w i f e  
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w e n t  t o  t h e  Law O f f i c e  of L i n d a  T r e i m a n  f o r  t h e  
p u r p o s e  o f  s e e k i n g  l e g a l  a d v i c e  i n  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of 
W i l l s  for e a c h .  H e  was d i r e c t e d  t o  M r .  T r e i m a n  who i n  
t u r n  i d e n t i f i e d  h i m s e l f  a s  " J u d g e  T r e i m a n " .  M r .  
T r e i m a n  t o o k  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  L e w i s  L e e  
a n d  h i s  w i f e  as  t o  t h e  b e q u e a t h s  w h i c h  t h e y  w o u l d  l i k e  
t o  i n c l u d e  i n  t h e i r  L a s t  W i l l  a n d  T e s t a m e n t .  M r .  
T r e i m a n  d i r e c t e d  t h a t  t h e y  were t o  r e t u r n  t o  h i s  
o f f  ice i n  two d a y s  a n d  t h a t  t h e  W i l l s  wou ld  b e  r e a d y  
f o r  e x e c u t i o n .  M r .  T r e i m a n  n e v e r  t o l d  them or a d v i s e d  
them t h a t  h e  was n o t  a n  a t t o r n e y  or r e p r e s e n t e d  t h a t  
i n  f a c t  h e  was o n e .  M r .  L e e  b e l i e v e d  M r .  T r e i m a n  t o  
b e  a n  a t t o r n e y  b e c a u s e  of t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of M r .  
T r e i m a n  a s  " J u d g e " .  M r .  L e e  was u n d e r  t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  
M r .  T r e i m a n  was a n  a t t o r n e y  a n d ,  i n  f a c t ,  r e t u r n e d  t o  
t h e  same f i r m  l a t e r  when h e  was c h a r g e d  w i t h  t h e  crime 
of b a t t e r y  a n d  a g a i n  was p r e s e n t e d  to  M r .  T r e i m a n  
a f t e r  h e  r e q u e s t e d  t o  see a n  a t t o r n e y .  M r .  T r e i m a n  
s e c u r e d  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  i n f o r m a t i o n  from M r .  L e e  a n d  
r e c e i v e d  t h e  r e t a i n e r  fee  of $ 1 5 0 . 0 0  a n d  i s s u e d  a 
receipt  s h o w i n g  t h a t  t h e  Law Firm of L i n d a  T r e i m a n  i n  
f a c t  r e c e i v e d  t h e  r e t a i n e r .  T h e  e v i d e n c e  d o e s  n o t  
s u p p o r t  a n y  f i n d i n g  t h a t  M r .  L e e  r e c e i v e d  a n y  d i r e c t  
l e g a l  a d v i c e  from M r .  T r e i m a n ,  h o w e v e r ,  M r .  T r e i m a n  
n e v e r  made a n y  d i s c l a i m e r  of h i s  n o n - a t t o r n e y  s t a t u s .  

2. As to Paragraph VII(2) of said Petition: 

N o  e v i d e n c e  was p r e s e n t e d  as  t o  t h e s e  a l l e g a t i o n s .  

3. As to Paragraph VII(3) of said Petition: 

Mrs. M a r i l y n  N a e g e l i  w e n t  t o  t h e  Law O f f i c e  of L i n d a  
T r e i m a n  for t h e  p u r p o s e  of r e t a i n i n g  c o u n s e l  to  h a n d l e  
a l e g a l  t r a n s a c t i o n  i n  w h i c h  s h e  was i n  t h e  process o f  
a c q u i r i n g  a m o b i l e  home a n d  i n q u i r i n g  a s  to  w h e t h e r  or 
n o t  t h e  r ea l  e s t a t e  l o t  was s u i t a b l e  for  a m o b i l e  
home. S h e  i n f o r m e d  t h e  r e c e p t i o n i s t  t h a t  s h e  w a n t e d  
t o  s p e a k  w i t h  a n  a t t o r n e y  t o  h a n d l e  t h e  t r a n s a c t i o n  
a n d  s h e  was p r e s e n t e d  t o  M r .  T r e i m a n .  M r .  T r e i m a n  
s e c u r e d  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  i n f o r m a t i o n  from Mrs. N a e g e l i  
a n d ,  i n  f ac t ,  met w i t h  h e r  o n  s i t e  of t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  
i n  q u e s t i o n .  S h e  i n q u i r e d  of him as  to  c e r t a i n  
c o n t r a c t  p r o v i s i o n s  as  t o  t h e  m o b i l e  home a n d  a d m i t s  
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his responses were somewhat vague, but she did receive 
advice concerning the mobile home and the fact that it 
would be permissible for the mobile home to be located 
on the lot in question. She never spoke to Linda 
Treiman and Mr. Treiman never informed her that he was 
not, in fact, an attorney. Based on his advice she 
proceeded with the purchase of the mobile home. The 
monies she paid were, in fact, made payable to Linda 
Treiman, but she represents that Mr. Treiman advised 
her as what the attorneys fee would be. 

4. As to Paragraph VII(4) of said Petition: 

Mrs. Julie Erhard was a resident of Hernando County 
since 1978. However, prior to 1978 she had ties with 
the community and knew of Mr. Treiman's former 
position as "Judge". In January 1982, Mrs. Erhard 
went to the Law Offices of Linda Treiman to seek 
representation in probating her mother's estate. She 
had prior contact with Mr. Treiman in reference to 
another legal matter and at this point communicated 
with him concerning the probate of her mother's 
estate. Mr. Treiman advised and quoted the fee of 
$250 - $400. He also advised and gave information 
concerning the advertisement requirements in reference 
to probating her estate. Mr. Treiman never advised 
her or represented that he was not an attorney and she 
had no recollection of having observed any signs or 
documentation which made any disclaimer of Mr. 
Treiman's employment status. At said time she knew he 
formerly served in the capacity of County Judge in 
Hernando County, and from that fact operated from a 
belief that he was, in fact, an attorney. 

Mr. John Erhard also knew of Mr. Treiman's former 
position as Judge in and for Hernando County and he 
likewise labored under the mistaken belief that Mr. 
Treiman was a lawyer because of that fact. At no time 
was he informed that Mr. ~reiman was not, in fact, an 
attorney nor does he have any recollection of seeing 
documentation or otherwise noting a disclaimer of Mr. 
Treiman's status as a non-lawyer. 
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B. Case No. 62,831 

1. As to Paragraph VII(l), VII(2) (3) (4 )  (5) (9)  (12) 
(15) of said Petition: 

No e v i d e n c e  was p r e s e n t e d .  

2. As to Paragraph VII(6) of said Petition: 

M a r l e n e  C u t r o l e  was a  r e s i d e n t  o f  Hernando Coun ty  fo r  
8-1/2 y e a r s  and s o u g h t  l e g a l  a d v i c e  f rom t h e  Law 
O f f i c e s  o f  L i n d a  Tre iman a s  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
b r i n g i n g  l e g a l  a c t i o n  f o r  l i b e l .  I t  seems t h a t  h e r  
minor  s o n ' s  name was p r i n t e d  i n  t h e  l o c a l  newspaper  
c o n c e r n i n g  h i s  a r r e s t  f o r  t h e  p o s s e s s i o n  o f  m a r i j u a n a  
and  s h e  was a t t e m p t i n g  t o  d e t e r m i n e  whe the r  or n o t  s h e  
had a  c a u s e  o f  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  t h e  newspaper  f o r  t h a t  
a c t .  When s h e  went t o  t h e  o f f i c e  o f  L i n d a  Tre iman s h e  
was i n t r o d u c e d  t o  M r .  T re iman and s h e  p r o c e e d e d  t o  
show him t h e  newspaper  a r t i c l e  and d i s c u s s  t h e  m a t t e r  
w i t h  him. M r .  T re iman t o l d  h e r  t h a t  he  would make 
some t e l e p h o n e  c a l l s  and g e t  back  t o  h e r  t o  see i f  s h e  
had a  c a s e .  She was a l s o  i n fo rmed  by Mr. Tre iman t h a t  
i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  b r i n g  s u i t  and r e c o v e r  
a g a i n s t  newspapers .  H e ,  a f t e r  two or t h r e e  t e l e p h o n e  
c a l l s  t o  h e r  i n  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  c a s e ,  a d v i s e d  t h a t  
t h e r e  was n o t h i n g  t h a t  t h e y  would be a b l e  t o  d o  and 
t h a t  i t  would n o t  be  w o r t h w h i l e  f o r  h e r  t o  p u r s u e  t h e  
m a t t e r .  H e  a t  n o t  t i m e  r e p r e s e n t e d  h i m s e l f  to  be a n  
a t t o r n e y ,  b u t  he d i d  n o t  a f f i r m a t i v e l y  s t a t e  t h a t  h e  
was n o t  an  a t t o r n e y .  She  had moved t o  Hernando Coun ty  
when M r .  T re iman was s e e k i n g  r e - e l e c t i o n  a s  "Judge"  
and t h a t  s h e  b e l i e v e d  and assumed t h a t  h e  was a  l awyer  
b e c a u s e  o f  h i s  fo rmer  p o s i t i o n .  Based on  h i s  a d v i c e ,  
s h e  d i d  n o t  e lec t  t o  p u r s u e  t h e  c a s e  or any c a u s e  o f  
a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  t h e  newspaper .  She  r e c e i v e d  a  b i l l  f o r  
$100.00 f rom t h e  Law O f f i c e s  o f  L i n d a  Treiman.  She 
had no c o n t a c t  a t  any  time w i t h  L i n d a  Tre iman nor  d o e s  
s h e  r e c a l l  any  d o c u m e n t a t i o n ,  s i g n s  or o t h e r w i s e  which 
were  d i s c l a i m e r s  a s  t o  M r .  T r e i m a n ' s  n o n - a t t o r n e y  
s t a t u s .  

3. As to Paragraph VII(7) of said Petition: 
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C a r o l  B l e d s o e ,  a  r e s i d e n t  o f  Hernando County  f o r  32 
y e a r s ,  was knowledgeab le  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  M r .  T re iman 
had f o r m e r l y  been a  County  J u d g e  i n  Hernando Coun ty  
and s h e  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  he  was, i n  f a c t ,  a n  a t t o r n e y .  
When s h e  was s e r v e d  a  c o m p l a i n t  i n  which s h e  was b e i n g  
sued  c o n c e r n i n g  a  f i r e  t h a t  had o c c u r r e d  i n  a  m o b i l e  
home which t h e y  o c c u p i e d ,  s h e  c a l l e d  L i n d a  T r e i m a n ' s  
o f f i c e  and was p l a c e d  i n  c o n t a c t  w i t h  M r .  T re iman.  
L i n d a  T r e i m a n ' s  o f f i c e  was r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  p l a i n t i f f s  
i n  t h e  a c t i o n  and M r .  T re iman a d v i s e d  h e r  a s  to  what  
t h e  P l a i n t i f f s  would d o  i n  o r d e r  t o  s e t t l e  t h e  
d i s p u t e .  H e  a t  no time s t a t e d  t h a t  he  was n o t  a n  
a t t o r n e y  or t h a t  he was an a t t o r n e y ,  b u t  h i s  
d i s c u s s i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  c a s e  l e d  h e r  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  he  
was r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  P l a i n t i f f s  a s  t h e i r  a t t o r n e y .  H e  
n e v e r  made any  s t a t e m e n t  o r  gave  h e r  r e a s o n  t o  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  he  was n o t  i n  f a c t  a n  a t t o r n e y .  

4. As to paragraph VII(8) of said Petition: 

M a r i c e  Mil ler ,  f o r m e r l y  M a r i c e  Duckham, moved f rom 
Michigan  t o  Hernando County  i n  1980. She and h e r  
husband a c q u i r e d  a  p a r c e l  o f  p r o p e r t y  and went  t o  t h e  
Law O f f i c e s  o f  L i n d a  Tre iman i n  r e f e r e n c e  t o  d i v i d i n g  
t h e  l a n d  i n  q u e s t i o n .  She  on  o n e  p r e v i o u s  o c c a s i o n  
had been i n t r o d u c e d  t o  M r .  T re iman and was p r e s e n t e d  
t o  him a t  t h a t  time and d i s c u s s e d  h e r  d e s i r e  to  d i v i d e  
t h e  p r o p e r t y  i n  q u e s t i o n .  H e  d i s c u s s e d  t h e  m a t t e r  
w i t h  h e r  and a d v i s e d  h e r  a s  t o  how t o  p r o c e e d  i n  
d i v i d i n g  t h e  p r o p e r t y  i n t o  two 2-1/2 a c r e  p l o t s .  She  
a t  no time had any  c o n t a c t  w i t h  L i n d a  Tre iman and  Mr. 
Tre iman a t  no t i m e  men t ioned  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he had 
d i s c u s s e d  t h i s  m a t t e r  w i t h  a n  a t t o r n e y .  H e  n e v e r  
r e p r e s e n t e d  t h a t  he  was n o t  an  a t t o r n e y  and  s h e  had no 
r e c o l l e c t i o n  o f  s e e i n g  any  d o c u m e n t a t i o n  o r  e v i d e n c e  
o f  a  d i s c l a i m e r  o f  h i s  n o n - a t t o r n e y  s t a t u s .  

5. As to Paragraph VII (10) of said Petition: 

David S a s s e r ,  i s  a n  a t t o r n e y  i n  B r o o k s v i l l e ,  Hernando  
County ,  f o r  6-1/2 y e a r s .  He had knowledge t h a t ,  i n  
f a c t ,  Monroe Tre iman was n o t  an  a t t o r n e y  and had on  
many o c c a s i o n s  d e a l t  w i t h  b o t h  L inda  Tre iman and 
Monroe Treiman.  M r .  S a s s e r  on  o n e  o c c a s i o n  had f i l e d  
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suit in a "Wilkins" case and he received a telephone 
call from Monroe ~reiman and Monroe Treiman discussed 
the case with him as to possible settlements. The 
discussions centered around whether or not the 
Plaintiff would be willing to accept bringing the 
payments current in settlement of the dispute. Monroe 
Treiman advised him that he had discussed the 
possibility of settlement with the defendant Wilkins, 
and the witness testified that Mr. ~reiman advised 
that the Wilkins "have retained us". The witness also 
had contact with Mr. ~reiman in reference to a Will 
dispute which arose in the estate of Annie Lee 
Johnson. Again Mr. Treiman called him on the 
telephone and told him that he wanted to discuss the 
matter with him before filing a claim in the estate in 
that "his client" was entitled to some relief. The 
contacts made by Mr. Treiman with Mr. Sasser was 
duties performed in the role of an attorney and he 
held himself out to be counsel for clients in 
discussions with this David Sasser. 

6. As to Paragraph VII (11) of said Petition: 

Mr. Gene H. Auvil has been practicing law since 1951 
and in Hernando County since 1977. As an attorney he 
knew that Monroe ~reiman was not an attorney but he 
did have a number of contacts with both Monroe Treiman 
and Linda Treiman. Mr. Auvil does recall 
conversations in which Monroe Treiman used the terms 
"my clients" and "our clients" in reference to 
discussions about disputes in which Mr. Auvil was 
representing clients involved in the dispute. 

In one case in particular, Mr. Auvil was representing 
a client by the name of Lawrence who had adverse 
interest against an individual named Koningsburg. A 
proposed agreement was drafted by Mr. Auvil for the 
Lawrences and when the agreement was presented to 
Koningsburg, Mr. Auvil was contacted by Monroe Treiman 
concerning the terms. After the discussions, Mr. 
Treiman was going to submit a revised agreement. 

Mr. ~reiman also contacted Mr. Auvil in a dispute in 
which Mr. ~reiman was speaking for the   lines in 
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discussing a possible settlement of the issues. He 
would make statements of "Well, I haven't gotten into 
the matter for enough yet to decide about that." and 
"I haven't studied it enough yet to know if there's 
going to be litigation." 

I. Recommendations as to whether or not the Respondent should be 
found uuiltv. 

A. As to Case 63,298: 

I recommend that the Respondent, MONROE TREIMAN, be found 
to have engaged in the unauthorized practice of law in 
Hernando County, Florida by the acts as set forth in 
paragraphs II.A.3. and paragraph II.A.4. 

No evidence was submitted as to the allegation of 
paragraph II.A.2. and the evidence as to the allegations 
of II.A.l. is insufficient to find an act of unauthorized 
practice of law as to those allegations. 

B. As to Case 62,831: 

I recommend that the Respondent, MONROE TREIMAN, be found 
to have engaged in the unauthorized practice of law in 
Hernando County, Florida by the acts as set forth in 
paragraph II.B.2., II.B.3., and II.B.4. II.B.5 and 
II.B.6. 

No evidence was presented as to II.B.l. and the evidence 
does not support the allegations of paragraph #14 of the 
Petition. I would recommend that the Respondent be found 
not guilty of having engaged in unauthorized practice of 
law as to those acts as alleged in II.B.l. and paragraph 
#14 of the Petition in Case 62,831. 

11. Recommendation as to findinqs that Respondent engaged in acts 
which violated Article 11. Section 2 of the Integration Rule 
of The Florida Bar: 

During the commission of said acts and at all times material 
herein, Monroe Treiman was not and is not a member of The 
Florida Bar, and was not therefore licensed to engage in the 
practice of law in the State of Florida. 
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1. T h a t  t h e  C o u r t  i s s u e  a pe rmanen t  i n j u n c t i o n  p r e v e n t i n g  
and r e s t r a i n i n g  t h e  R e s p o n d e n t  f r om e n g a g i n g  i n  t h e  ac ts  
c o m p l a i n e d  o f  and f rom o t h e r w i s e  e n g a g i n g  i n  t h e  p r a c t i c e  
o f  l a w  i n  t h e  S t a t e  o f  F l o r i d a .  H e  s h o u l d  b e  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  e n j o i n e d  f rom i m p l i e d l y  o r  e x p r e s s l y  h o l d i n g  
h i m s e l f  o u t  as a n  i n d i v i d u a l  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  o f  F l o r i d a .  

2. T h a t  t h e  R e s p o n d e n t  be  found  g u i l t y  o f  e n g a g i n g  i n  
u n a u t h o r i z e d  p r a c t i c e  o f  law; however ,  t h e  a d j u d i c a t i o n  
o f  i n d i r e c t  c o n t e m p t  o f  c o u r t  s h o u l d  b e  w i t h h e l d  and t h e  
Responden t  s h o u l d  r e c e i v e  a j u d i c i a l  r e p r i m a n d  i n  
a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  i m p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  p e r m a n e n t  i n j u n c t i o n .  

V. S t a t e m e n t  of costs: 

A s  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  f i n d i n g  o f  g u i l t  as t o  v i o l a t i o n  o f  
Ar t ic le  XVI., u n a u t h o r i z e d  p r a c t i c e  o f  l a w ,  t h a t  t h e  cost o f  
t h e s e  p r o c e e d i n g s  be  a s s e s s e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  Responden t .  The 
costs are  found  t o  b e  i n  t h e  amount o f  $1 ,846 .96 .  

DATED t h i s  2 7 t h  d a y  o f  Ma 

I HEREBY CERTIFY t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  R e p o r t  o f  R e f e r e e  h a s  been  
s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  Supreme C o u r t  of F l o r i d a  and c o p i e s  have  been  
f o r w a r d e d  t o  C a t h e r i n e  L. D i c k s o n ,  UPL C o u n s e l ,  The F l o r i d a  B a r ,  L. 
E. T a y l o r ,  E s q u i r e ,  B a r  C o u n s e l ;  and Monroe T re iman ,  1 3 3  S o u t h  
B r o o k s v i l l e  Avenue,  B r o o k s v i l l e ,  F l o r i d a  33512,  by U .  S.  M a i l  t h i s  
2 7 t h  d a y  o f  May, A. D. 1987 .  


