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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR
ALACHUA COUNTY, FLORIDA

CASE NUMBER: 01-2026-CA-001794 Circuit Civil Division W

CHRISTOPHER A. HANSON, individually and as attorney for himself and as next friend and
attorney for his two minor children,

Petitioners,
V.

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA BOARD OF TRUSTEES, and CUSTODIAN OF PUBLIC
RECORDS, UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA,

Respondents.

/

PETITIONER'S FIRST SUPPLEMENT TO EXHIBIT LIST FOR THE SEPTEMBER
2,2026 EVIDENTIARY HEARING

Petitioner Christopher A. Hanson, self-represented, supplements his Exhibit List served and
filed August 31, 2026, under the reservation of supplementation stated in that list, and adds
three exhibits:

Petitioner's Exhibit S. Petitioner's article "Foxes Guarding the Courthouse and the Perfect
Storm to Bring Accountability to Systemic Corruption," published November 21, 2025,
together with Petitioner's November 24, 2025 emails transmitting the article, with requests for
comment, to the administration of the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit and to The Florida Bar,
ACAP, and the Judicial Qualifications Commission. 19 pages including its cover sheet. The
article is also of record in Hanson v. Thirteenth Judicial Circuit, No. 25-CA-010255 (Fla. 13th
Cir.), filed within Petitioner's Reply, e-filed January 13, 2026.

Petitioner's Exhibit T. Petitioner's August 31, 2026 emails requesting testimony at the
September 2, 2026 hearing on the state of public records compliance in Florida, presented as
sent, as two continuous threads. Thread 1, to the First Amendment Foundation (Executive
Director Bobby Block; General Counsel James Lake): the initial request sent 10:03 a.m., and
the follow-up sent 11:19 a.m. supplying the judicial assistant's address for the driver's license
the Court's August 25 order requires. Thread 2, to the First Amendment Clinic, Florida State
University College of Law (Director Denise M. Harle), copying Florida State's Office of the
General Counsel: the initial request sent 10:04 a.m., and the same follow-up sent 11:19 a.m.
Each thread is shown as the follow-up with the initial request quoted beneath it, so that each
institution is a single exhibit. Both institutions appear on Petitioner's Witness List at
paragraphs 1.f and 1.g, and both were identified as referral bodies in the correspondence the
University itself produced. 10 pages.
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Petitioner's Exhibit U. Captures of the published public commentary of Dr. David Cuillier,
Director of the University's Joseph L. Brechner Freedom of Information Project, quoted in Part
IT of Petitioner's Hearing Memorandum: the Project's own website post of March 20, 2024, in
full, and excerpts of C.J. Ciaramella, "Without More Accountability, Sunshine Laws Are
Toothless," Reason (Mar. 12, 2024). Each capture states its source address; captured August
31, 2026. 3 pages.

Exhibits S, T, and U are offered in connection with Petitioner's Hearing Memorandum served
the same day as this supplement. Petitioner asks Respondents to state their position on
stipulation as to each on the same terms stated in the August 31 list: authenticity and
admissibility only, not the truth of any matter asserted.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing, with Exhibits S, T, and U,
was filed with the Florida Courts E-Filing Portal on August 31, 2026, which will serve a
Notice of Electronic Filing on James W. Kirkconnell, Esq., jameswk@ufl.edu, counsel for
Respondents, and on Kimberly LoGiurato, klogiurato@ufl.edu, a designated e-service address
for Respondents.

/s/ Christopher A. Hanson Christopher A. Hanson, Esq. Florida Bar No. 44094
cahanson77@yahoo.com 727-409-5738 Self-represented
Petitioner
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PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT S

Petitioner's article "Foxes Guarding the Courthouse and the Perfect Storm to Bring
Accountability to Systemic Corruption," published November 21, 2025, with his November
24,2025 transmittal emails to the administration of the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit and
to The Florida Bar, ACAP, and the Judicial Qualifications Commission.
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EXHIBIT S

Petitioner's article "Foxes Guarding the Courthouse and the Perfect Storm to Bring
Accountability to Systemic Corruption,” published November 21, 2025 (16 pages), with
Petitioner's November 24, 2025 emails transmitting it, with requests for comment, to the
administration of the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit and to The Florida Bar, ACAP, and the JQC.

The article is also of record in Hanson v. Thirteenth Judicial Circuit, No. 25-CA-010255
(Fla. 13th Cir.), filed within Petitioner's Reply, e-filed January 13, 2026.
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Foxes Guarding the Courthouse and the Perfect Storm to Bring
Accountability to Systemic Corruption

Source: X.com post by @Truthoverchaos (Chris Hanson) — https://x.com/Truthoverchaos/status/1992245722901577796
Saved to disk: 2026-05-04 (content references events through Nov 21, 2025) Author: Chris Hanson,

FL Bar #44094, AV-rated FL litigation attorney (18 years), no prior discipline Underlying case:
24-DR-001150 (13th Judicial Circuit, Hillsborough County, FL. — family law)

Subtitle
Exposing Florida’s Judicial Corruption Through Unimpeachable Evidence and Unwavering Pursuit of Truth

In the shadowy corridors of Florida’s legal system, where power often eclipses justice, a rare confluence
of factors has created the perfect storm for demanding accountability—one that no institution can ignore
without exposing its own complicity. As an 18-year AV-rated Florida litigation attorney (FL Bar #44094)
with an unblemished record free of any bar complaints, disciplinary actions, or even allegations of misconduct,
I stand with clean hands, untainted by the type of corruption I now expose. Likewise, I have nothing to hide
in relation to the litigation at the foundation of this attorney and judicial misconduct (my own family law
case, Case No.: 24-DR-001150). I refuse to allow this vast network of corrupt actors to subvert the truth
despite the involvement of several well-connected attorneys, judges, and even the Florida Bar and JQC.

Link to JQC complaint on Ayers: https://tinyurl.com/2jm32u6a Link to bar Complaint on Davis:
https://tinyurl.com/8swrd3uc

About the Author

My name is Chris Hanson. I'm an 18 year, AV rated Florida Litigation attorney (FL bar #44094) with
no history of any bar complaints or any other disciplinary history. As a litigant in this family law case, I
encountered severe attorney and judicial misconduct that continues to be incredibly harmful to myself and
my family. I submitted detailed complaints regarding attorney Scott Davis and Judge Kelly Ayers in an effort
to protect my children from obvious and severe corruption that plagues the case - Case No.: 24-DR-~001150.
While I've enjoyed a legal career completely free of any disciplinary issues or even alleged misconduct, I
fear that speaking out against such deeply entrenched corrupt and powerful actors will change that. What’s
more concerning is how speaking out against the most powerful lawyers and judges in the state is likely to
impact my career prospects. It’s even more dangerous to remain silent as I see the damage this corruption is
causing to my family. The Florida Bar and JQC are well-aware of the massive systemic corruption at issue
here and the damage it’s causing to my family. Yet they choose to protect corrupt attorneys and judges
guilty of obvious misconduct, at the expense of citizens.

This is not a one-sided rant or unsubstantiated grievance. I have waived all attorney-client privileges with
both law firms that represented me in the case, removing any barriers to those attorneys explaining their
actions that supported systemic corruption over my interests. I'm comfortable with every action and com-
munication throughout the litigation, and my commitment to being a good father. The threats from legal
insiders to impact my custody rights will not deter me. In fact, they only motivate me to ensure reform and
consequences for these unethical attorneys and judges who’ve violated relevant rules and the law for over a
year and a half, all in an effort, initially to conceal critical evidence to which I'm clearly entitled, and then
in efforts to conceal the attorney and judicial misconduct of legal elite insiders.

Background Facts on the “Clubhouse Corruption”

The story unfolds from all angles: the documented actions of unethical attorneys like Scott Davis and
Vivian Hodz, the judicial misconduct from Judge Kelly Ayers, and the institutional corruption involving
the 13th Circuit Court, the Florida Bar, and the Judicial Qualifications Commission (JQC). Every claim
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herein is backed by irrefutable record evidence—court dockets, transcripts, emails, and filings—meticulously
chronicled at every step of this ordeal. I saw signs of corruption going back to my first attorneys at Harris
Hunt and Derr who refused to issue a Request for production despite my sole objective being the opposition’s
“production of documents.” I have followed protocol to the letter, submitting formal complaints to the
appropriate entities, including the Florida Bar and JQC, only to watch them circle the wagons to protect
legal insiders from their own misconduct. What drives this exposé is not vengeance, but an unyielding affinity
for truth—a principle that defines my life and work.

The JQC recently dismissed my complaint against Judge Ayers without any justification or explanation.
Unfortunately, current Florida law entitles the JQC to operate completely in the dark, with all of Ayers’
misconduct simply disappearing with their inexplicable dismissal. By lifting the confidentiality curtain and
comparing Ayers’s unrefuted misconduct to cases where the JQC pursued discipline, we see the ugly truth:
when misconduct implicates the powerful and well-connected, it vanishes without a trace. But in this perfect
storm, the systemic corruption attacked an experienced litigator and his children. With conduct suggestive
of this clubhouse corruption since the outset, the record is conclusive to any reasonable person - brazen
systemic corruption controls over any good faith pursuit of justice. Florida’s citizens deserve better than a
system that protects the insider foxes engaging in such dishonest and harmful conduct over litigants seeking
only truth and justice.

The case serves as a bellwether for corruption and/or extreme incompetence given the clearly documented
patterns of misconduct and cover-ups documented in over a year of evidence critical to the litigation:

The Judicial Qualifications Commission (JQC) considers multiple factors when determining whether a judge’s
conduct warrants discipline, including the nature and severity of the misconduct, its impact on litigants and
public trust, any evidence of bias or dishonesty, whether the misconduct was isolated or systemic, and the
presence or absence of mitigating circumstances. These standards are grounded in Article V, §12 of the
Florida Constitution and elaborated in the JQC’s formal rules and disciplinary history. The facts of the
present case all fall on the extreme end suggesting that discipline is a virtual certainty for Ayers’ conduct if
the JQC followed the facts and law.

The JQC complaint on Ayers and related filings and facts expose corruption spanning from Tampa Family
Law attorneys, Judge Ayers, Chief Judge Sabella, the 13th Circuit Court, the Florida Bar, and the JQC.
The initial corruption presented to Judge Ayers involved obvious ground-level attorney misconduct from
both Vivian Hodz and Scott Davis. Judge Ayers decision to cover up and even advance this misconduct
through support for the unethical strategies and tactics, forms the initial link in the materializing systemic
corruption described herein.

As more attorneys and judges worked to bury Judge Ayers misconduct, the systemic corruption expands
further insulating the initial corrupt actors from accountability. While the JQC dismissal buries the judicial
misconduct alleged, it’s useful to compare the Judge Ayers’ misconduct to some cases where the JQC pursued
discipline. In all of the cases cited in the table below other than Ayers, the JQC disciplined the Judges, yet
Ayers’ misconduct is clearly worse based on the relevant factors described above:

One important concern in the cases reviewed above is that the only case in which dishonesty is a significant
component in the misconduct is Ayers, the one in which the JQC refused to proceed to discipline.

The comparative table introduced here underscores the irrationality of the JQC’s dismissal of the Ayers
complaint. The systemic bias in Judge Dupont’s case relates to recurrent episodes but does not involve
collusion across the bench and cover-ups implicating other judges, attorneys, or institutions. In contrast,
the Ayers case involves documented collusion with attorneys to obstruct discovery, retaliatory courtroom
tactics, and concealment of misconduct, all of which are supported by sworn pleadings, transcripts, and
docket entries. Unlike the other cases, Ayers’ misconduct directly harmed litigants and children, involved
multiple actors across institutions, and was never refuted by any party or oversight institution.

Yet the JQC dismissed the complaint without explanation, shielding Ayers from accountability while pun-
ishing judges for far less egregious conduct. I could not find a single case where the JQC disciplined a judge
for anything like what we have in the Ayers’ situation - multiple attorneys and institutions implicated. It
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appears that the scope of the corruption and misconduct encompassing other insiders is precisely what is
protecting Ayers from discipline.

This disparity reveals a breakdown in the JQC’s credibility and consistency. The Ayers case meets — and
exceeds — the threshold for discipline under the Commission’s own standards. The refusal to act, despite
overwhelming evidence and the absence of any rebuttal, reflects either institutional incompetence or inten-
tional protection of insiders, both of which erode public trust and violate the Commission’s constitutional
mandate.

It’s impossible for any reasonable person to simply dismiss the complaints involving Ayers and Davis under
the facts and applicable rules. The only explanation for doing so is an unwavering commitment to protect
insider attorneys and judges from the much needed consequences their misconduct requires. The oversight
institutions’ failures reflect a system that approves of concealing evidence and baselessly weaponizing children
if the alternative is holding unethical insider attorneys and judges accountable for their actions. The goal of
this article is to expose those individuals and ensure consequences and reform to protect other families from
this same story.

Institutional Failures Foster Corruption

The attorneys, judges and institutions tasked with oversight have offered no explanation for what’s transpired
in response to my efforts to obtain meaningful review and consequences for obvious and severe misconduct.
The institutional failures highlighted in this article, reveal shockingly broad and brazen corruption involving
attorneys, Judges, and institutions at least up to those just under the Supreme Court of Florida. While there
are still relevant matters before the Second DCA and the Supreme Court of Florida, the institutions tasked
with attorney and judicial discipline have already demonstrated their complicity in excusing and advancing
massive corruption at the expense of common Floridians.

Tacit Admissions Under Florida Rules of Evidence

Under § 90.803(18)(b), Florida Statutes, a statement may be treated as an admission if a party has manifested
an adoption or belief in its truth. Florida courts recognize that silence in the face of detailed allegations,
where an innocent person would naturally deny them, can operate as a tacit or adoptive admission. In this
case, the level of specificity and seriousness of the misconduct alleged against Attorney Davis, Judge Ayers,
the Florida Bar, and the JQC, combined with their complete silence and refusal to engage, functions as a
confession under Florida law.

The relevant officials and institutions in their refusals to take any action, opt to protect the powerful from
the darkness, assuming that this same systemic corruption will protect them from any consequences for their
parts in the failures. Attorneys and judges implicated herein show only contempt for me, my family, and any
good faith pursuit of justice. I continue to encourage the relevant individuals and institutions to engage and
offer some explanation for their actions. Absent public scrutiny, these dishonest individuals and institutions
will remain above the law.

Safety in Numbers: How Florida’s Legal System Allows Systemic Corruption to
Continue and Expand

JQC Structure and Confidentiality Rules

The Florida Judicial Qualifications Commission (JQC) is the sole institution charged with investigating and
disciplining judicial misconduct. When a complaint is dismissed, the public has no right to an explanation,
an appeal nor additional review. The misconduct simply disappears, and the complainant (likely a litigant
or attorney) is left at the mercy of the fully “exonerated” Judge.

The JQC does not have to explain any conflicts of interest and how they’re addressed. When more peers
(attorneys and judges) are implicated like in cases of systemic misconduct, the likelihood of a dismissal to
“erase” the misconduct increases. The internal structure and processes create systemic risks for judicial
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misconduct involving multiple judges and lawyers to persist without accountability, just as it has for over a
year and a half in my case.

The JQC consists of 15 members purportedly designed to balance judicial, legal, and public perspectives: -
Six judges (two each from county courts, circuit courts, and district courts of appeal, selected by their peers)
- Four members of The Florida Bar (appointed by the Board of Governors and the Florida Supreme Court)
- Five public members appointed by the Governor with Senate confirmation

Current JQC members: Gregory W. Coleman, Esq. — Chair (@GregColemanEsq); Hon. Gary Flower
— Vice-Chair; Jonathan Bronitsky, Ph.D. (@jbronitsky); Hon. Steven DeLuca; Harry Duncanson, C.P.A.;
Hon. Eric Eisnaugle (@EricEisnaugle); Dori Foster-Morales, Esq. (@DoriFosterMorales); Hon. Jonathan
Gerber; Hon. Jose Izquierdo; Jay Kim, Esq. (@JayKimEsq); Hon. Alicia Latimore; Michelle Montanaro;
William Schifino, Esq. (@WilliamSchifino); Susan Stafford; Larry W. Tyree, Ed.D.

The structure, with attorneys and judges comprising a 2/3 majority, fosters insider protection over justice.
Judges hold significant influence, including leadership roles, which can bias investigations and disciplinary
decisions. Strict confidentiality rules prevent public scrutiny, and conflict of interest management occurs
behind closed doors with no transparency. The JQC can dismiss complaints without public explanation,
leaving the public uninformed and unable to hold corrupt attorneys and judges accountable. The JQC’s
option to dismiss credible allegations operates as a “magic eraser” for judicial misconduct where the judge
suffers no consequences and the public remains in the dark.

The facts of this case, lack of transparency in JQC proceedings, and lack of other disciplinary cases involving
collusion between a Judge and other legal officials suggest there is significant misconduct that continues
unchecked, and even “erased.”

OPPAGA 2015 Review

Historically, the JQC has taken full advantage of its “magic eraser” in opposition to suggestions from the
Florida Office of Program Policy Analysis and Government Accountability. OPPAGA conducted a detailed
review of the JQC in 2015, noting that the commission had produced only two annual reports in its history
(since 1968), with the 2014 report being the most recent one posted on its website. The review emphasized
that this limited reporting contributes to reduced public insight into the commission’s operations, such as
complaint volumes, dispositions, and processes for dismissed cases (which make up the vast majority of
complaints).

The OPPAGA report recommended that the JQC begin issuing regular annual reports with aggregate statis-
tics to improve transparency, similar to practices in states like California and Pennsylvania. In the decade
since the OPPAGA report, the JQC has issued no annual reports demonstrating its intent to avoid public
scrutiny for its actions despite formal requests from other Florida officials for more transparency.

Link to 2015 OPPAGA Review of JQC actions: https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/15-12.pdf

Systemic Corruption in Action
Attorneys Vivian Hodz, Katherine Scott, and Grace Samarkos: Ground-Level Misconduct

The systemic corruption and attorney misconduct involved my former lawyers, Vivian Hodz (Florida Bar
#574643) (and before that, Katherine Scott (Florida Bar #42177) and Grace Samarkos (Florida
Bar #1018166)) refusing to pursue my reasonable discovery objective (they previously agreed to handle)
once attorney Scott Davis (Florida Bar #115540) made his concealment objective known. The judicial
misconduct became undeniable with Judge Ayers colluding with Hodz to violate my due process rights as
they rushed Hodz’s baseless withdrawal over my objections.

Despite my waiver of any attorney client privilege and objection to Hodz’s withdrawal, Ayers worked with
Hodz and the opposing attorney, Scott Davis, to bury the truth as to why Hodz suddenly wanted to withdraw
— clubhouse corruption where attorneys decide litigants’ rights based on insider relationships rather than the
law.
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Hodz, from Cortes Hodz Family Law & Mediation, had initially assured me she would secure critical financial
discovery (my sole litigation objective) but abruptly abandoned these efforts after a November 15, 2024,
conference with Davis. She failed to do the actual work required to compel the discovery, refusing/failing
to draft motions, pursue subpoenas, and even complete a response to an amended petition seeking primary
custody (the start of a long line of child weaponization attempts). (JQC Complaint on Ayers, Pages 3-
4). Despite my waiver of attorney-client privilege to ensure an explanation for this sudden shift, no good
faith basis for her withdrawal was provided, in violation of several Florida Bar Rules on diligence and
communication.

The real reason for Hodz’s desire to withdraw was the opposing attorney, Davis, baselessly refusing to
cooperate with basic discovery. Hodz did not want to litigate the routine discovery issue against Davis nor
report his concealment efforts to Judge Ayers. Rushing Hodz’s withdrawal over my objection served the
Tampa family law bar so violating my due process rights in such an extreme and cruel way was routine in
Ayers’s 13th Circuit Courtroom.

Attorney Scott Davis’s Misconduct (Through Initial Bar Complaint, Feb 18, 2025)

Davis, from Tampa Bay Family Law & Mediation, operates completely unrestrained by the ethical rules
and any sense of good faith and fair dealings. He intentionally practices law in a manner that openly
violates ethical rules including weaponizing children to accomplish his corrupt concealment objective in
violation of basic Florida Family Law Discovery Law. The course of misconduct before and after Florida
Bar involvement demonstrates his contempt for the rules and an arrogance from the insider protection he
enjoys. It’s important to note that no attorney, judge, nor institution has ever disputed any of the facts I've
alleged in the relevant correspondence, complaints, pleadings, and in this article.

The only issue that required Court involvement (from either party) at case initiation in May of 2024 was
my pursuit of financial discovery from Wife based on years of marital income she deposited in an account to
which I had no access. In my initial filing with the Court, before I had attorney representation, I stressed
the limited scope of the dispute, the importance of timely resolution to the discovery issue, and keeping the
litigation efficient to protect the children. It was such a simple dispute, I hoped that we could avoid attorney
involvement altogether.

Davis’s intent to mislead and conceal evidence is well documented in the petition for writ of certiorari I filed
relating to Judge Ayers Allowing Davis to Avoid Compliance with Mandatory Disclosures (Case No. 2D2025-
1936).

Link to Petition for Writ of Certiorari: https://tinyurl.com/5y4tfmwu

Everything Davis and his co-conspirators have done since is in direct opposition to my good faith objectives,
Florida law on discovery, and the ethical rules. Davis’s only objectives throughout remain obstruction and
concealment pursued with no regard for the rules. The underlying misconduct is so severe and brazen that it’s
grown to involve several attorneys, judges and institutions, now independently guilty of unethical conduct.

Davis orchestrated an intricate scheme to conceal evidence of marital assets while feigning compliance with
mandatory disclosure requirements under Florida Family Law Rule 12.285. Initially, he stipulated to pro-
ducing all required financial documents no later than June 28, 2024, inducing Husband’s reliance (and
compliance with producing his own mandatory disclosure response and responses to 16 pages of interrogato-
ries from Davis’s client) while Davis and Wife made no effort whatsoever to fulfill their side of the obligation.

Davis produced no documents and offered no explanation for his failure to even attempt a response (Petition
for Writ of Certiorari, Pages 8-9, 926). This deliberate delay set the stage for a “strategic trickle” of limited,
suspiciously timed and strategically chosen documents on October 22, 2024, just days before the hearing
on Husband’s motion to compel. The strategy aimed at derailing enforcement and creating an illusion of
good-faith progress (Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Pages 9, 427; Pages 6-7, €911, 15).

Compounding the deception, Wife’s eventual Certificate of Compliance with mandatory disclosures employed
sneaky, misleading language by strategically limiting certification to “the last 12 months.” This reflected a
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period from October 2023 forward, much less than what Mandatory Disclosures require under the law. Davis
used his own delay to limit compliance with the law in an openly dishonest way.

Judge Ayers allowed Davis to use this deceit and evade the statutorily mandated periods and further obscuring
full disclosure of marital assets without any justification (Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Pages 4-5, §8; Pages
6-7, 999-10). This pattern of stipulation to elicit reliance, prolonged delays, litigation seeking to only harass
and burden, piecemeal releases, and evasive wording exemplifies Davis’s calculated plan to frustrate discovery,
prolong litigation, and shield critical financial evidence at the expense of justice and family welfare. Ayers
refusal to hold him accountable required every action since through the drafting of this article.

My singular goal, pursued with diligence and good faith, has remained consistent throughout. The lack
of any wrongdoing or bad faith on my part is an important factor that makes this case the perfect storm
to insist on consequences for the systemic corruption. Those guilty of misconduct are not able to leverage
or manipulate other aspects of the case against me because I've remained open, honest and cooperative
throughout. I'm a dedicated father and will not be deterred from my original objective despite having to
speak out against so many powerful individuals and institutions.

Converting Bad Faith Litigation Tactics into a Bargaining Chip

Davis then escalated his concealment efforts though filing an amended petition seeking primary custody on
October 2, 2024 just 25 days before the much delayed hearing to enforce their discovery obligations was set
to take place on October 28, 2024. Importantly, there had been no change in the facts and circumstances
regarding the children, nor any concerns with myself that would justify any good faith explanation for the
change in custody position given the thriving children and lack of any concerns over their welfare.

We had a 50/50 custody arrangement for a solid year before and another year later despite that October
2024 filing, with children still excelling under the same 50/50 arrangement. Davis proceeded to use child
custody as a bargaining chip to pressure me into dropping discovery demands, through conversations with
my attorney at the time, Vivian Hodz. Given that there were never any concerns about my abilities as a
father or the welfare of the children, I refused to back off my discovery objective. The facts reveal Davis’s
actions as a tactic that openly weaponized the children for leverage with no good faith basis in law or fact.
(Initial Brief, Pages 16-17).

When the delays and the custody bargaining chip failed to deter me from pursuing this discovery, just as
Ayers and Hodz colluded to baselessly revoke my representation, Davis pursued all-out child weaponization,
with the intent to harass and burden my family solely in his efforts to conceal financial evidence. As Mr. Davis
observed Judge Ayers and Ms. Hodz grossly violate my due process rights in stripping me of an attorney
over my objection and in an outrageously rushed and cruel manner (links to emails on lack of notice and my
unavailability for the hearing under Ayers section below), he attacked with a barrage of motions designed to
inflict maximum harassment and burden, just as I was improperly stripped of my attorney.

The Ayers rushed Hodz’s withdrawal through December 13, 2024, Davis suddenly filed 4 motions (after
filing none the first several months of litigation). The delay phase of the concealment strategy didn’t work
so Davis attacked me where it is most painful - my children. The motions sought a guardian ad litem and
psychological evaluations that lacked any factual support and served solely to harass and intimidate.

I had to take over the litigation for myself at that point, which is no doubt the biggest factor making this
the “perfect storm for accountability and reform.” I've fully exhausted the Florida bar’s procedures for
misconduct. Most attorneys would have given up the fight a long time ago, concluding the corruption is
“too big to fail” I see it as corruption so big (and dangerous to people’s basic rights and welfare) that it has
to fail.

Davis’s course of actions to delay and the timing of these baseless and inflammatory motions clearly reveal
this as part of an intentional strategy making it a very concerning, severe and undebatable violation of his
duty to expedite litigation and act with candor. (Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Pages 3-4).

When Judge Ayers made her refusal to enforce the rules and the law on Davis and his client undoubtable, I
pursued a Petition for Writ of Certiorari (link above) with the Second DCA that has thus far failed to offer
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any relief from this obvious corruption.

The DCA panel dismissed the petition for writ per curiam without opinion, failing to engage with the
unrefuted evidence of misconduct or the constitutional implications, effectively shielding the lower court’s
actions from scrutiny. To compel a fuller examination, I filed a motion for rehearing en banc, emphasizing
the case’s exceptional importance for addressing judicial and attorney accountability in family law matters
and the risk of further unnecessary delays harming my family.

Link to Motion for Rehearing en banc: https://tinyurl.com/z84yk7wt

As of November 21, 2025, the motion remains pending without an order, underscoring the challenges in
obtaining substantive review despite detailed documentation of Davis’s and Ayers’s roles in prolonging
corruption-driven litigation.

Davis’s Universal Bad Faith in Discovery

While my discovery efforts remained the sole reason for Court involvement ever since day one, Davis has
refused to respond to any request for production and objected to every subpoena I sent in this matter. He
claimed no discovery was needed due to the PMA, which intentionally ignores that marital property remains
at issue. While I was clearly entitled to the discovery even without filing a motion to void the PMA for fraud
and duress, I prepared and filed that motion based on Ayers’ suggestion that she would order the discovery
at the core of the weaponization attempts if I filed the motion.

The PMA actually serves to protect me (assuming Wife was forthcoming in filings to date), although I filed
to void it, at great financial risk to myself. Yet Ayers, Davis, and now Judge Felix continue to obstruct my
right to the discovery. This further illustrates the cruelness and lack of justice in the 13th Circuit. Davis
and Judge Ayers assumed I would not file the motion to void as it doing so risks a significant amount of
assets, if Davis and his client are telling the truth. Yet, Davis and his client object to voiding the PMA. In
refusing to void the PMA in exchange for allowing me some discovery into her account where marital assets
were deposited, Davis’s client is choosing all of this litigation and ugliness all to avoid the transparency the
law requires.

I filed the initial Florida Bar complaint against Davis on February 18, 2025, detailing these violations with
transcripts, emails, and docket entries, seeking discipline to protect my family and the public from these
abuses from Davis (Florida Bar Complaint RFA No. 25-6861; Docket 200 - Bar Complaint, Pages 1-25).
The Florida Bar’s failures in handling the case have resulted in significant and unnecessary harm to myself
and my family.

Consequences are necessary to protect common citizens from systemic corruption that’s infected the Florida
bar doing incalculable damage to litigants and impacted citizens. The article documents the Florida Bar’s
mishandling of that and continuing violation of their own rules in covering for such reprehensible attorney
misconduct. When the top institution allows such misconduct to occur without comment and while refusing
to even speak with the complainant offering near endless documentation and support, the misconduct will
only expand...

Davis’s Continuing and Escalating Misconduct After Bar Complaint

Davis’s misconduct continued unabated and even intensified since the Bar Complaint, suggesting an aware-
ness of and reliance on the systemic corruption that continues to protect him from consequences. Continuing
and even escalating the dishonesty and misconduct shows how brazen insider misconduct becomes when
there is an intentional failure in oversight designed to protect the connected attorneys and judges from
consequences.

In recent months, Davis has amplified his aggressive tactics, alleging unnamed “emergencies” and unilaterally
setting a hearing without coordination or legitimate basis. The intent seemed to be maximum burden and
distraction given the timing of these false pretenses of urgency coinciding with critical appellate deadlines
for me. (Docket #245, Pages 3, 13-14; Initial Brief, Page 27; Docket #122, Pages 9-10). Davis has persisted
with blatant misrepresentations, falsely claiming coordination on hearing dates in filings while email chains
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expose his unilateral actions and uncorrected deceit. He sent a September 27, 2025, email rife with
inflammatory rhetoric and personal attacks designed to bully and distract from his concealment efforts.
(Docket #245, Page 6; Docket #122, Page 6). These post-complaint violations compound his breaches
of Rule 4-3.2 (expediting litigation) through additional deliberate delays and Rule 4-8.4(d) (prejudicial to
justice) by relentlessly weaponizing dishonesty, costs, and the children to evade discovery.

Mr. Davis continues with baseless custody assaults, purely to harass and impose undue burden (Initial Brief,
Pages 16-17, 36-37; Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Page 17; Docket #122, Page 4). As of November 19,
2025, Davis’s actions have inflicted over 1.5 years of needless litigation, with no end in sight, necessitating
my emergency motion for sanctions to strike all discovery objections and refer his misconduct for further
investigation (Docket #245, Pages 1-3, 13-14). The Bar’s inaction has only fueled Davis’s impunity, enabling
this destructive pattern to flourish without restraint.

As referenced above, Davis improperly influenced my prior attorneys (Hodz, Scott, and Samarkos) through
private calls, causing them to abandon agreed-upon discovery objectives (JQC Complaint on Ayers, Page
3). Davis sent veiled threats, such as asserting he still had a “bat” that he was bringing to the continuing
litigation. He also sent insulting emails to intimidate me from pursuing discovery (Initial Brief, Pages 17-18;
Docket #122, Page 8). These actions prolonged the case unnecessarily, causing emotional and financial harm
to my children and myself.

As of November 21, 2025, Davis’s actions have caused over 1.5 years of unnecessary litigation, with no
resolution in sight. The Article documents many additional instances of Davis’s intentional misconduct and
dishonesty in the following sections as he benefitted from corruption involving the 13th Circuit, the Florida
Bar, and the JQC.

The Bar’s failure to act has emboldened Davis, allowing this pattern to persist unchecked. Davis’s continuing
ethical violations designed to conceal critical evidence and the insider attempts to cover it up discussed below
required 100’s of hours of legal work that I’'m in a unique position to perform - a critical part of this perfect
storm for demanding accountability for corrupt actors like Davis.

Judge Kelly Ayers — Judicial Bias and Enabling Attorney Misconduct

In my 18 plus years litigating injury cases in Florida, Judges almost always acted to police attorney miscon-
duct and ensure litigant due process. Judge Ayers has a responsibility to perform those functions in family
law proceedings pursuant to the Code of Judicial Conduct. Yet, Ayers diligently worked to shield Hodz and
Davis from any consequences for their misconduct, displaying bias and actively participating in violating my
due process rights.

The First of Many Cover-Ups: Hodz Withdrawal

Judge Ayers unrefutably violated Canons 1, 2, and 3 of the Florida Code of Judicial Conduct (JQC Complaint
on Ayers, Page 1) in prioritizing protecting Hodz and Davis from scrutiny over even minimal respect for a
litigant’s rights. With nothing approaching an emergent situation, Ayers rushed Hodz’s withdrawal hearing
to December 13, 2024, on one day’s notice despite my objections and unavailability. I sent emails to the
Court objecting to them moving up the hearing laying out my concerns and unavailability in detail.

Link to emails with Court on December 13, 2024 hearing: https://tinyurl.com/4bsmxsbr and
https://tinyurl.com/u9xjh4an

Ayers office coordinated with both attorneys while ignoring my inability to attend and requests for additional
time both for preparation and for argument at a longer hearing (JQC Complaint on Ayers, Pages 2-4; Docket
#88, 112, 167, 168). While it took Hodz and Davis several weeks to attend a simple phone call with just
the two of them, Ayers, Hodz, and Davis orchestrated and attended a hearing in about 24 hours, fully
understanding my unavailability and requests for more time. This level of cooperation to protect one another
from consequences foreshadows the vast systemic clubhouse corruption that’s plagued the case ever since.

At the December 13, 2024 hearing and subsequent events, Ayers refused to question or allow me to question
Hodz on the basis for her withdrawal despite my waiver of privilege. Ayers’ goal was obvious - to protect
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and appease Hodz and Davis, through burying the truth about misconduct involving the attorneys on both
sides (Docket #112, Pages 4-6; Docket #183, Pages 3-5; Emails at Docket #62 and #63).

Ayers ignored conclusive evidence of Davis’s misconduct and excused his absence from a January 9, 2025,
hearing in which my arguments focused almost entirely on his ethical and discovery violations. Ayers declined
to consider Davis’s misconduct, instead, calling him a “teddy bear” while ignoring the obvious misconduct
despite the harm it caused me and my children. Ayers dismissed allegations of Davis’s influence over my
attorneys without forcing an alternative explanation for the withdrawal or allowing me to ask any questions.
(JQC Complaint on Ayers, Pages 9-10; Transcript, January 9, 2025, Pages 13-17, 16-20).

Judge Ayers even allowed attorney Vivian Hodz to avoid attendance at the January 9, 2025 hearing, with her
partner/husband, Mr. Laurence Hodz (Bar #512249), appearing on her behalf. Judge Ayers allowed
him to state blatant false conclusions on the record while refusing me the opportunity to challenge them,
let alone question Ms. Hodz or Mr. Davis directly. Judge Ayers allowed both attorneys whose misconduct
formed the entire basis for the January 9, 2025 hearing, to simply skip it altogether. The facts demonstrate
that Ayers’ primary concern from the bench is appeasing and protecting attorneys.

Link to January 9, 2025 hearing transcript: https://tinyurl.com/34fwsd35

Ayers Turns Attention to Protecting Davis (“Teddy Bear”)

Ayers continued to actively assist Davis in his delay, burden, harass, and obstruct tactics at the January
21, 2025 hearing excusing him from offering any explanation for his obvious and continuing misconduct.
Ayers prioritized Davis’s baseless Guardian ad Litem (GAL) motion and child weaponization strategy over
my discovery efforts throughout the litigation despite the evidence that all of Davis’s tactics were simply
retaliatory and obstructive in nature - relating back to my core discovery pursuit.

It was readily apparent that a fair process was impossible with Ayers by January of 2025. I sent a February
12, 2025 letter to Judge Sabella detailing Ayers’s campaign finance strategies involving her self-funding
approximately 90% of her 2020 election. She spent about $100,000 of her own money raising concerns over
purchasing the bench for personal financial gain. There were also questions over Ayers running for Judge
under a name different from the one under which she practiced law. The personal investment in her position
combined with her unlawful practices to protect attorneys at the expense of litigant due process raised further
concerns over possible pursuit of personal gain over justice.

After my February 12, 2025, report to Chief Judge Sabella, her behavior toward me became overtly hostile
and retaliatory. Her bias in favor of Davis and against my pursuit of justice never wavered despite formal,
undisputed evidence of it included in pleadings and other documents. (JQC Complaint on Ayers, Page 8).
This prompted my first motion to disqualify Ayers, which she denied without comment.

Link to First Motion to Disqualify (denied by Ayers): https://tinyurl.com/4hexz3x8

Ayers Escalating Misconduct After Sabella Report and Motion to Disqualify

This escalation in judicial misconduct reached an almost comical degree at the April 4, 2025, hearing where
Ayers again insisted on prioritizing the baseless child weaponization tactics over the core discovery, again
advancing Davis’s core, corrupt objective of concealment. Ayers displayed visible contempt by rolling her
eyes at me multiple times during my arguments and objections, a clear sign of prejudice that undermined
any pretense of impartiality (Transcript, April 4, 2025).

April 4, 2025: The Concealed Video Evidence

Despite Ayers offering video evidence during the proceeding, both she and the 13th Circuit have refused to
produce it, even after formal public records requests (under the Florida Constitution) and now an ongoing
public records lawsuit against the 13th Circuit.

In addition to those efforts at getting the video, I pursued a motion to supplement the appellate record in
the 2nd DCA (Case No. 2D2025-1936, on the order denying venue transfer discussed below), insisting that
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the video is critical evidence that will further establish the depths of this systemic corruption. I'm awaiting
an order from the 2nd DCA on whether it will order production of the video.

Link to Motion to Supplement Record in 2nd DCA Appeal on Venue Transfer Denial:
https://tinyurl.com/yc8c764b

These actions obstructed due process, perpetuated concealment of almost certain financial fraud and caused
ongoing family harm. The JQC recently took its “magic eraser” to all of this misconduct, dismissing the
complaint despite its detailed and unrefuted evidence of severe and ongoing judicial misconduct.

Forced GAL — Ayers and Davis Collusion

In a blatant display of systemic corruption and collusion to force results unsupported by the law, Ayers and
Davis conspired to force a Guardian ad Litem (GAL) on happy, healthy, well-cared for children. There is zero
evidentiary basis in the record for such an extreme measure, which would only serve to further weaponize
the children and distract from Davis’s ongoing concealment efforts (Initial Brief Statement of Facts, Pages
9-23).

Ayers made her intent to force the GAL appointment clear, over my strong objections and without evidence
of parental unfitness, child endangerment, or complex custody issues warranting third-party intervention
under Fla. Stat. § 61.401. This conduct from Ayers was purely retaliatory, aimed at punishing me for
exposing the corruption and pushing for disqualification and transfer of venue.

By April 7, 2025, Ayers emailed Davis requesting a Word document summary of his client’s testimony
from the hearing to aid in preparing an order on the GAL. Davis agreed that same day stating he would
need a couple of days. Despite my follow up requests for the summary (as Davis was never forced to put his
arguments in writing despite my multiple requests and months passing since he filed the December 13, 2024
motions), he again failed to submit the requested and agreed to summary.

I filed a motion to strike the GAL and related requests for non-compliance with the Court’s request for that
summary. (Docket #177, €912-15). Ayers request for the summary and Davis’s ultimate refusal to provide
it relate directly to the lack of record support for the original motions. Incredibly, when the parties attended
the April 22, 2025 hearing, despite my continuing insistence that Davis provide the requested summary,
Judge Ayers simply changed her mind about needing the summary.

Despite the Judge’s request, Davis’s initial agreement, and my insistence that he comply, Judge Ayers excused
Davis from the request, all but confirming that attorney Davis runs her courtroom.

Link to Motion to Strike Pleadings including Motion to Appoint Guardian ad Litem:
https://tinyurl.com/3xdnd3rp

This episode exemplifies “clubhouse corruption” at its core: insiders like Ayers and Davis collude to impose
harmful, extra-legal outcomes, in violation of my and my children’s constitutional rights under the Due
Process Clause (U.S. Const. Amend. XIV; Fla. Const. Art. I, § 9)(e.g., a GAL to burden Husband and
weaponize the children). For Judge Ayers, advancing Davis’s obstruction and concealment efforts and her
own need to retaliate controlled over my and the children’s rights to avoid judicial misconduct corrupting
our family.

Link to 2nd Motion to Disqualify: https://tinyurl.com/msmnhte2

I was ultimately successful in getting Judge Ayers disqualified from the case on April 28, 2025. However,
the 13th Circuit has refused to transfer venue, even to Wife’s county of residence. This prompted an appeal
on the order denying the motion to transfer.

Judge Matthew Felix — Continued Judicial Protectionism

Following Judge Ayers’s disqualification on April 28, 2025, the case was reassigned to Judge Wendy J.
DePaul in Division C of the 13th Circuit. However, Judge DePaul promptly self-recused, though no public
details were provided beyond the docket noting the assignment and near immediate self-recusal. The 13th
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Circuit’s refusal to provide the documentation related to the recusal allows the systemic corruption to
continue thru silencing one Judge who refused to participate in it.

Judge Matthew L. Felix in Division A, Unified Family Court then took over the case. He, as an acting
Circuit Court Judge, has continued the pattern of protectionism by failing to address Davis’s persistent
discovery and ethical violations, despite motions for enforcement of my basic discovery rights at the core of
this case. He’s demonstrated no respect for due process of litigants by continuing to ignore my discovery
rights and refuse my requests for transfer to a neutral venue.

Link to memo in support of venue transfer: https://tinyurl.com/5hepn6pc Link to order denying
venue transfer: https://tinyurl.com/4sktsd7x Link to Appellate brief on order denying venue
transfer: https://tinyurl.com/aps46z8w

Under Felix’s oversight, the “clubhouse culture” persists, with no meaningful intervention in the child
weaponization tactics or concealment efforts, allowing the case to drag on without resolution. This reas-
signment highlights how the circuit’s internal shuffling shields corrupt actors, as Felix’s handling echoes
Ayers’ bias in favor of unethical attorneys, prioritizing clubhouse corruption and procedural delays over
family welfare and due process.

Chief Judge Christopher Sabella — Leadership Failures

At the circuit leadership level, the inaction from Chief Judge Christopher Sabella (13th Circuit) perpet-
uates the cover-ups (for both judicial and attorney misconduct). Despite repeated notices of Judge Ayers’
escalating misconduct and bias and the harm to my family in direct relation to it, Sabella took no action to
investigate, address the misconduct, or reassign the case.

Link to composite of correspondence sent to Judge Sabella pleading for relief: https://tinyurl.com/2nrkzzfp

Sabella’s refusal to request reassignment has continued unabated, from the initial February 2025 contact
through to the present day in November 2025. He allowed Ayers’s bias and the “clubhouse corruption” to
persist unchecked.

This institutional protectionism in a circuit with a long history of scandals continues to provide an environ-
ment where an unethical Judge like Ayers is free to ignore litigant due process rights and exhibit bias however
and whenever she pleases without consequences. This undermines confidence in the judicial system. Even
now, with active litigation against the 13th Circuit, Judge Ayers, Judge Felix, and Judge Sabella himself,
they all continue to prevent transfer to a new venue, keeping me and my family trapped under the the
massive weight of the corruption described herein.

It’s Sabella’s failures in leadership and transparency that allow a simple discovery issue to drag on for now
over a year and a half under Judge Ayers and the 13th Circuit. Despite being on notice for nearly 10 months,
Sabella has done nothing to protect citizens of Hillsborough county. This exemplifies how circuit leadership
perpetuates systemic misconduct, allowing harm to families like mine to continue unchecked while shielding
peers from accountability.

Institutional Failures — 13th Judicial Circuit Public Records Obstruction

The Thirteenth Judicial Circuit has engaged in a pattern of deliberate deceit and obstruction in response to
my public records requests aimed at obtaining further evidence of corruption. Rather than complying with
the constitutional presumption of openness under Article I, Section 24 of the Florida Constitution and Rule
2.420, the Circuit has adopted a strategy designed to conceal misconduct while feigning cooperation.

Link to Pleading seeking withheld materials from the 13th Circuit Court: https://tinyurl.com/48br4vhc

Production of Voluminous but Irrelevant Materials Not Requested: In multiple responses, the
Court Administrator, Gina Justice (who since left the position), acknowledged the existence of records
responsive to my requests but produced only irrelevant, voluminous materials I never requested. For example,
I received correspondence relating to several hearings not mentioned in my requests, but nothing related to
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the hearings I did mention. These productions served no legitimate purpose other than to burden me and
obscure the absence of the specific records I sought.

Selective Withholding of Critical Evidence: At the same time, the Circuit withheld the equivalent
categories of records I did request—including communications relating to the December 13, 2024 and
January 9, 2025 hearings that raise significant concerns over systemic corruption and intentional due
process violations. The Court Administrator continued with the obstruction tactics related to the April 4,
2025 hearings. These materials are central to the due process violations at issue, yet the Circuit concealed
them while drowning me in irrelevant paperwork never requested.

Bad Faith and Constructive Denial: The deceitful tactic of producing irrelevant records while excluding
the requested ones constitutes bad faith and constructive denial under Florida law. Courts have recognized
that unreasonable delay or non-response amounts to unlawful obstruction (Town of Manalapan v. Rechler,
674 So. 2d 789 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996)). Here, the Circuit’s responses were not merely inadequate—they were
intentionally misleading.

Failure to Provide Required Explanations: No affidavits were offered to confirm search methods
and no court orders of confidentiality were identified. Instead, the Circuit relied on vague references to
“confidentiality” while refusing to explain why equivalent records from the hearings in question were excluded.
This violates the requirement that exemptions be narrowly tailored and specifically justified (Barron v. Fla.
Freedom Newspapers, Inc., 531 So. 2d 113 (Fla. 1988)).

Pattern of Concealment Protecting Insiders: The deceitful responses align with the broader “clubhouse
corruption” pattern: insiders protect one another by concealing misconduct, even at the expense of litigants’
constitutional rights. Producing irrelevant records while withholding the damaging ones is not an innocent
oversight—it is a calculated strategy to shield judges and attorneys from accountability.

This pattern of deceit demonstrates that the Thirteenth Circuit is acting in bad faith, violating both the
Florida Constitution’s presumption of openness and Rule 2.420’s mandate for transparency. The Court’s
selective productions and concealments are not mere administrative errors; they are institutional corruption
in action, designed to conceal or even erase evidence of judicial bias and misconduct.

Accordingly, mandamus relief is warranted to compel full production of the requested records, with attorney’s
fees awarded for the Circuit’s bad faith obstruction. Moreover, the facts here underscore the need to extend
Chapter 119’s public records framework to judicial records where systemic corruption is alleged, ensuring
that no institution can hide misconduct behind the dark veil of bad faith confidentiality.

Institutional Corruption — The Florida Bar

The Florida Bar has not merely failed to act; it has become an active participant in systemic concealment by
violating its own rules of procedure and refusing to engage with the complainant/litigant/opposing counsel
(myself), a Florida attorney with a flawless disciplinary record. Its silence and evasive responses demonstrate
complicity in shielding misconduct rather than fulfilling its constitutional and ethical mandate to protect
the public.

Link to 10-10-25 email chain seeking engagement and any rebuttal materials from the Florida
bar: https://tinyurl.com/3e9wx2x5

Violation of Rule 3-7.3(c): Preliminary Investigation Requirement — Florida Bar Rule 3-7.3(c)
requires that a preliminary investigation be conducted unless the complaint is “clearly unfounded.” My
complaint against Attorney Scott Davis (RFA No. 25-6861) was supported by sworn statements, transcripts,
docket entries, and documentary evidence. Yet the Bar refused to conduct or disclose any investigation,
violating the rule’s plain mandate. Silence cannot substitute for review.

Violation of Rule 3-7.4(g): Complainant’s Right to Rebuttal Materials — Rule 3-7.4(g) provides
that when a respondent submits rebuttal materials, the complainant is entitled to review and respond.
Despite repeated requests including a formal public records request and partial response, I was never provided
copies of any rebuttal materials submitted by Mr. Davis, nor was I given an opportunity to respond. This
denial of access violates both the rule and basic due process.
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Violation of Rule 4-8.4(d): Conduct Prejudicial to the Administration of Justice — Rule 4-8.4(d)
prohibits conduct prejudicial to the administration of justice. The Bar’s refusal to speak with me, acknowl-
edge the unrefuted evidence, or explain its determinations constitutes prejudicial conduct in itself. Shielding
misconduct that harms children and families undermines public confidence and violates the Bar’s own ethical
obligations.

Failure to Engage the Complainant — Despite months of detailed correspondence and repeated requests
for dialogue (linked above), no one from the Bar ever contacted me to discuss the complaint. Instead, the
Bar issued conclusory dismissal letters, corrected typographical errors (at the request of Davis), and ignored
substantive inquiries. This refusal to engage violates the Bar’s own procedural rules and demonstrates
intentional concealment.

Constitutional Oversight Duty — Article V, §15 of the Florida Constitution grants the Supreme Court
authority over attorney discipline. That authority carries a duty of transparency and fairness. By refusing
to investigate, disclose, or even acknowledge the process, the Bar has abdicated its constitutional role and
instead acted as a shield protecting unethical attorneys and judges from accountability for their misconduct.

Necessity of a Public Records Lawsuit Against the Florida Bar

Unfortunately, the Florida Bar continues to actively conceal documentation related to its handling of the
complaint. The November 10, 2025 production omitted any correspondence with Davis or rebuttal
materials, despite Rule 3-7.1(b) expressly defining the public record of a dismissed case to include “anything
furnished to, served on, or received from the respondent or the complainant.” The Bar has refused to identify
whether such materials exist, or to provide a confidentiality log explaining any withholdings.

This concealment leaves no alternative but to pursue a public records lawsuit. Only through mandamus
or declaratory relief can the Bar be compelled to comply with its constitutional and statutory obligations.
The lawsuit is the only mechanism available to obtain basic information about the bar’s investigation and
determination.

What can an honest lawyer in Florida do when, as a litigant, he has witnessed obvious corruption by an
opposing attorney in a manner that directly harms his children? After he has reported it to the Bar,
appealed every dismissal to its endpoint, and the Bar has violated its own rules in refusing to provide any
information to support dismissing the obvious and harmful misconduct? To whom does a Florida lawyer
report misconduct within the Florida bar and JQC?

The Judicial Qualifications Commission’s Complicity

The JQC’s closing letter of October 28, 2025, exemplifies this institutional failure. Without explanation,
the Investigative Panel dismissed my complaint against Judge Ayers, stating only that the concerns “may
be matters for review through the normal court process.” This conclusory dismissal ignores the JQC’s
constitutional mandate under Article V, §12 of the Florida Constitution to investigate judicial misconduct.
By refusing to engage with the facts, the JQC has abdicated its responsibility and instead acted as a shield
for insider judges.

Furthermore, the JQC has no oversight in how it deals with potential conflicts of interest like the one evident
in this case. I previously contacted one of the attorneys on the JQC Executive Committee, seeking relief from
corruption in the Ayers case nearly a year ago. That same attorney at the JQC is at the same law firm as an
attorney guilty of rule violations at the Florida bar in handling this matter, creating an enormous conflict
of interest. If the JQC were to discipline Ayers for her misconduct, it would illuminate the misconduct at
the Florida bar, including an attorney at the same firm as a JQC member.

The JQC'’s silence is not neutrality — it is complicity. By dismissing credible, documented allegations
without explanation, the Commission has effectively certified misconduct as acceptable. The confidentiality
rules that attach to dismissed complaints operate as a “magic eraser” for judicial misconduct, “disappearing”
evidence and leaving the public in the dark. This is not oversight; it is “circle the wagons” concealment
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of clubhouse corruption. And it’s an incredibly dangerous for a state’s justice system to operate in such a
manner.

How the JQC Conceals Misconduct

The JQC’s composition—six judges (peer-selected), four Bar members, and five public members—fosters
insider protection, with judges holding leadership roles that bias decisions. Strict confidentiality and lack
of public records access prevent scrutiny, allowing dismissals of most complaints (vast majority summarily
dismissed) without explanation.

Confidentiality Until Probable Cause: Under Florida Rule of Judicial Administration 2.420, all com-
plaints and investigations handled by the JQC remain confidential until the Investigative Panel finds probable
cause. This means that if the panel always has the “sweep under rug” option to protect peers, through simply
dismissing the complaint.

No Public Accountability for Dismissed Complaints: When complaints are dismissed without prob-
able cause, there is no public record or explanation. The public and complainants have no way to challenge
or even know the basis for dismissal.

Investigative Panel and Executive Committee Control: These bodies, composed of judges, lawyers,
and laypersons appointed by various authorities, have sole authority to decide which complaints proceed.
Their decisions are not subject to external oversight or transparency requirements, effectively allowing them
to conceal judicial misconduct without public accountability or recourse.

Consequences of This System

Unchecked Judicial Misconduct: The confidentiality and discretion granted to the JQC allows serious
misconduct to be hidden indefinitely through use of this “magic eraser.”

Erosion of Public Trust: When the public cannot access information about judicial discipline investiga-
tions, confidence in the judiciary and the rule of law is undermined. Even when the violations are severe and
beyond any doubt, the victims and the public at large are helpless to protect themselves and their families.

Likelihood of Systemic Corruption growing beyond repair: Without transparency or oversight, the
system risks becoming a tool for protecting insiders rather than enforcing ethical conduct. Larger systemic
corruption involving more attorneys and judges, makes insider protectionism more likely, further eroding
access to justice. The facts of the present case signal that this has already spiraled down to a very dark and
dangerous place.

Systemic Corruption Consumes the JQC and the Florida Bar

Conflicts multiply in cases like mine where from the beginning both sets of my attorneys demonstrated more
loyalty to the opposing attorney than to their client. Once Judge Ayers chose protecting those unethical
ties over the truth and my family’s rights, the systemic corruption grew to what in most cases would be an
insurmountable wave of insider protectionism. My experience as a litigator and commitment to a fair and
efficient result for my family are the only factors that give the truth a fighting chance in this ordeal - making
this the perfect storm for accountability.

Davis insulated himself from consequences through involving connected attorneys and judges (e.g., Harris
Hunt & Derr’s Bar grievance ties), leading to peer loyalty over accountability. These facts demonstrate a
progression from attorney misconduct to institutional cover-ups resulting in JQC unwillingness to consider
consequences because too many peers are implicated.

Media Silence and Historical Contrast

An essential part of accountability in any democracy is a free press willing to expose corruption. Yet in this
case, despite repeated outreach and the provision of detailed, documented evidence, the Tampa Bay Times
and other local outlets have shown a suspicious disinterest. Early in 2025, staff writer Tony Marrero
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expressed initial interest in the story, acknowledging its seriousness, but later communications dwindled into
silence. Even as the corruption expanded and the evidence became more conclusive, the interest in exposing
it evaporated.

Link to Correspondence with Reporter Tony Marrero from February 2025: https://tinyurl.com/4w79esu9
Link to correspondence with Marrero in November 2025 inquiring about suppression of the
story: https://tinyurl.com/3mbbjwdyv

This raises troubling questions: Is the story being actively suppressed, or have local media simply chosen
to look away? The timing and silence suggest more than mere staffing constraints. When misconduct
implicates powerful attorneys, judges, and institutions, the press’s refusal to engage mirrors the same insider
protectionism seen in the courts and the Bar.

The contrast is stark. Roughly twenty-five years ago, Tampa was rocked by the Holder courthouse scandal.
Judge Gregory Holder was investigated by the Judicial Qualifications Commission in 2003 amid allegations
of plagiarism, but contemporaneous reporting revealed that Holder had also been an undercover informant
for the FBI in a public corruption probe. Coverage by outlets like the Tampa Tribune and Ledger detailed
allegations of case-fixing, insider protection among judges, and misconduct by Judge Robert Bonanno.

o See Lakeland Ledger: “Tampa Judge Tells of Conspiracy on Bench” (2004), describing judges who
looked out for each other and FBI investigations into case-fixing.

o See Florida Supreme Court filings: Inquiry Concerning Judge Gregory P. Holder (SC03-1171), doc-
umenting the JQC’s formal charges and Holder’s defense that the allegations were retaliation for his
cooperation with federal investigators.

e See Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press: coverage of Judge Bonanno seeking sanctions
against the Tampa Tribune after its reporting on grand jury findings.

Back then, the press played a central role in exposing misconduct and demanding reform. Today, by contrast,
the silence surrounding systemic corruption in the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit and the Florida Bar suggests
either suppression or complicity.

The public deserves to know why a story backed by sworn complaints, court filings, transcripts, and irrefutable
evidence is ignored. If oversight institutions fail and the press refuses to report, corruption thrives unchecked.
The silence of the media, like the silence of the Bar and JQC, operates as a tacit admission that the misconduct
is real — but too dangerous to confront.

Conclusion

The Judge Ayers’ JQC Complaint and related facts demonstrate vast, harmful and Intentional Attorney and
Judicial Misconduct, collusion across the bench, and prioritizing relationships and protecting insiders over
any good faith pursuit of truth and justice. Systemic Corruption Protects the Powerful to the detriment of
Florida Citizens.

The courts and their oversight institutions have lost sight of their most basic and fundamental purpose: to
find the truth. I will continue to speak the truth irrespective of anything these judges and oversight agencies
may do. The question is whether the current legal system in Florida is beyond saving. To date, despite
making these statements against obvious misconduct for several months, no one has suggested that I've
violated any bar rules or said anything untrue; nor have they acknowledged the plain and simple truth in
front of them.

What remains to be seen is whether anyone in the Florida judiciary will be brave enough to tell the truth,
or will they allow corruption to consume the last remaining credibility the courts have by disciplining me
for telling the truth.

Appendix: All Embedded Links (for fact-ledger linking)
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Description

URL
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11

12
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14
15

16

17
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19
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JQC complaint on Ayers
Bar Complaint on Davis
2015 OPPAGA Review of JQC

Petition for Writ of Certiorari
(2D2025-1936)

Motion for Rehearing en banc
(2D DCA)

Email re Dec 13, 2024 hearing
(1)

Email re Dec 13, 2024 hearing
(2)

January 9, 2025 hearing
transcript

First Motion to Disqualify
Ayers (denied)

Motion to Supplement Record
in 2D DCA (video evidence)
Motion to Strike Pleadings
(incl. GAL)

2nd Motion to Disqualify Ayers
(granted)

Memo in support of venue
transfer

Order denying venue transfer
Appellate brief on order
denying venue transfer
Composite of correspondence to
Judge Sabella

Pleading seeking withheld 13th
Circuit materials

Oct 10, 2025 email chain with
Florida Bar

Correspondence with Marrero
(Feb 2025)

Correspondence with Marrero
(Nov 2025)

https://tinyurl.com/2jm32u6a
https://tinyurl.com/8swrd3uc
https://oppaga.fl.gov/Documents/Reports/15-
12.pdf
https://tinyurl.com/5y4tfmwu
https://tinyurl.com/z84yk7wt
https://tinyurl.com/4bsmxsbr
https://tinyurl.com/u9xjh4an
https://tinyurl.com/34fwsd35
https://tinyurl.com/4hexz3x8
https://tinyurl.com /yc8c764b
https://tinyurl.com/3xdnd3rp
https://tinyurl.com/msmnhte2

https://tinyurl.com/5hepn6pc

https://tinyurl.com/4sktsd 7x
https://tinyurl.com/aps46z8w

https://tinyurl.com/2nrkzzfp

https://tinyurl.com/48brdvhe
https://tinyurl.com/3e9wx2x5
https://tinyurl.com/4w79esu9

https://tinyurl.com/3mbbjwdv

Note on URL accessibility:

The tinyurl.com links resolve through redirect.viglink.com to
acrobat.adobe.com shared documents, which are likely auth-walled for automated retrieval. Local copies
of these documents should be obtained and saved to the workspace for offline indexing.

16

Ex. Sp. 17
Supplemental Exhibit Package, p. 20 of 37



Request for comment on recent article

From: cahanson77@yahoo.com (cahanson77@yahoo.com)

To:  cornelcm@fljud13.org; christian.katchuk@fljud13.org; melendrt@fljud13.org; tca@fljud13.org;
truthoverchaos@outlook.com; christophhanson77@gmail.com

Date: Monday, November 24, 2025 at 10:27 AM EST

Good morning. Here is a link to a recent article | drafted and posted on
X: https://x.com/Truthoverchaos/status/1992245722901577796?s=20

| have a meeting this afternoon to discuss wider publication. I'm confident everything stated in the
article is true and provable under the FL rules of evidence. Obviously, it's a very long and
involved story. If you believe that anything stated in the article is untrue, please let me know so |
can consider amending the article if appropriate.

I'd also like to formally request public comments on the story from Judge Sabella, the13th Circuit
General Counsel's office, the Office of the Court Administrator, and anyone else that has
information or an opinion on the story. Also, | do not have contact information for Gina Justice. If
anyone has her current email, can you please provide that to me? Thank you for your
cooperation.

Chris Hanson
FL bar #44094

Ex.Sp. 18
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Request for comment on recent article

From: cahanson77@yahoo.com (cahanson77@yahoo.com)

To: acapintake@floridabar.org; agangi@gunster.com; truthoverchaos@outlook.com; ahuston@floridabar.org;
sschuyler@floridabar.org; contact@floridajqc.com

Date: Monday, November 24, 2025 at 10:34 AM EST

Good morning. Here is a link to a recent article | drafted and posted on
X: https://x.com/Truthoverchaos/status/1992245722901577796?s=20

| have a meeting this afternoon to discuss wider publication. I'm confident everything stated in the
article is true and provable under the FL rules of evidence. Obviously, it's a very long and
involved story. If you believe that anything stated in the article is untrue, please let me know so |
can consider amending the article if appropriate.

I'd also like to formally request public comments on the story from the Florida Bar, the JQC, and

anyone else that has information or an opinion on the story. Thank you for your cooperation.

Chris Hanson
FL bar #44094

Ex.Sp. 19
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PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT T

Petitioner's August 31, 2026 emails requesting testimony on the state of public records

compliance in Florida, presented as sent: Thread 1, the First Amendment Foundation;

Thread 2, the First Amendment Clinic, Florida State University College of Law. Each
thread is the 11:19 a.m. follow-up with the initial request quoted beneath it.
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PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT T

Petitioner's August 31, 2026 emails requesting testimony at the September 2, 2026 evidentiary hearing on
the state of public records compliance in Florida, presented as sent.

Each institution appears as one continuous email thread: the 11:19 a.m. follow-up concerning the driver's
license the Court's order requires, with the initial request quoted beneath it.

Thread 1. First Amendment Foundation. To Executive Director Bobby Block, copying General Counsel
James Lake. Initial request sent 10:03 a.m.; follow-up sent 11:19 a.m.

Thread 2. First Amendment Clinic, Florida State University College of Law. To Director Denise M. Harle,
copying Florida State's Office of the General Counsel. Initial request sent 10:04 a.m.; follow-up sent 11:19
a.m.

Both institutions appear on Petitioner's Witness List at paragraphs 1.f and 1.g, and both were identified as referral bodies in the

correspondence the University itself produced. Captured from the sender's sent folder on August 31, 2026.
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Thread 1. First Amendment Foundation

From: Chris Hanson <christophhanson77@gmail.com>

To: Bobby Block <bblock@floridafaf.org>

Cc: James Lake <jlake@tlolawfirm.com>; cahanson77@yahoo.com

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2026, 11:19:27 a.m. ET

Subject: Re: Request for testimony on the state of public records compliance in Florida, September 2,

2026 hearing, Hanson v. University of Florida Board of Trustees, No. 01-2026-CA-001794
I apologize for the second email, but the Court is requesting a driver's
license for any witness appearing for the 9-2-26 proceeding. The JA to

whom you can send the license is Ms. Hall. Email: hallt@circuit8.org

Thank you for your attention to this matter and let me know if you need

anything else
chris

On Mon, Aug 31, 2026 at 10:03 AM Chris Hanson <christophhanson77@gmail.com>

wrote:

Dear Mr. Block and Mr. Lake:

This week, Wednesday, September 2, 2026, at 9:00 a.m., the Eighth Judicial
Circuit in Alachua County holds an evidentiary hearing in my public records
case against the University of Florida. I am writing to inform the
Foundation of that hearing and to ask it to testify. The First Amendment
Foundation is one of the state's principle resources for government
overreach just like I've experienced in relation to this case. I have

never understood the Foundation's reluctance to assist on my case.

However I'm pleading with you to look at the facts of the present case and
consider the current state of public records access in Florida. Governor
DeSantis recently invoked executive privilege. The legislature has added
exemptions to public access at an unprecedented rate during DeSantis'
terms. Florida judges now have an unprecedented ability, throughout all of

common law, to strike materials from their docket.

And now in these proceedings described below, UF and the Brechner Freedom
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of Information Project are refusing to cooperate with a public records
request even as the core request related to other public records violations
in Florida. There is a consistent misalignment throughout multiple judicial
systems in Florida - all in the tyrannical direction. That's why it's so
important that institutions like FAF protect public access and government

accountability.

I will not be able to get Mr. Block or anyone else from the First

Amendment Foundation served in time for the hearing Wednesday morning Judge
Keim barely gave a week's notice, following a hearing last week in which

she denied any and all discovery despite UF's records custodian already

failing to appear for a deposition. It certainly appears that the Court is

inclined to assist UF in sweeping this matter critical to the public

interest, under the rug, unless supporters of the constitution push back.

WHAT I AM ASKING FOR, STATED PRECISELY

I am not asking the Foundation to take a position on my case. [ am not
asking it to endorse my arguments, to criticize the University, or to align
itself with me in any way. What I am asking for is testimony from the
Foundation, as an institution, about the current state of compliance with
Atrticle I, section 24 of the Florida Constitution and Chapter 119, Florida
Statutes: what the Foundation sees across agencies, how requests are
actually handled, what delay and fee practice look like in 2026, and how

often requesters are told a request is complete when it is not.

That is a subject the Foundation knows better than I do, better than the
University does, and better than the Court can know without evidence. It is
also a subject on which the Court is about to rule.

WHY IT MATTERS TO THE RULING

The question in front of the court is whether an agency may withhold
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records without identifying them. If the answer is yes, the ruling will not
stop with me. That make any public right of access in Florida illusory if

the agency can simply refuse to identify materials they hold. The court

will be deciding, without evidence of what actually happens across Florida
agencies, whether this record shows an isolated lapse or an ordinary
occurrence. Testimony from the Foundation would tell the court which. That
is the entire relevance, and it is why I would rather have the Foundation's

honest account, whatever it is, than no account at all.

THE CASE, BRIEFLY, SO YOU KNOW WHAT YOU WOULD BE WALKING INTO

Every fact below is the University's own document:

- May 4, 2026: 53 pages produced. "This completes the public records
request."

- May 5, 2026: "[n]o exempt information was withheld or redacted."

- July 7, 2026: "[a]ll of the records responsive to Petitioner's request

were produced in their entirety," with a sworn affidavit asserting no
exemption.

- July 30, 2026: 426 never-produced pages filed publicly, three exemptions
in a footnote, no record identified.

- The University's own processing file logs 621 pages received from its IT

unit on April 24, 2026, against a sworn "over 470 pages."

To this day the University has not identified a single withheld record.
WHY THE FOUNDATION

In March 2026 I asked the Brechner Freedom of Information Project at the
University of Florida for help. Its director, Dr. David Cuillier, declined

in writing and referred me to a short list of others. The first name on it

was yours: "Florida First Amendment Foundation, they deal with FOI and

First Amendment issues." That email is now evidence in this case, because
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the University produced it.

I have written to the Foundation since, most recently on July 8 and August
28, 2026, and have had no response. I am aware of the history between us,
including the subpoena served on Mr. Block through the Foundation's
registered agent on May 21, 2026 in a separate matter, which I withdrew as
to his appearance after the Foundation answered a written question through
counsel. I raise it only so that nothing here is left unsaid. I am not
renewing that subpoena, I am not threatening one, and this request is

entirely voluntary.

WHAT I AM ASKING, IN ORDER OF PREFERENCE

1. That Mr. Block or any representative the Foundation designates appear
at Wednesday's hearing and testify to what the Foundation observes about
records compliance in Florida. It is a public proceeding held by Zoom. I
will not publish the access information, which the Court's August 25 order
protects, and I will ask the Court's judicial assistant to provide it to

you directly on your request.

2. If no one can appear on this notice, a short written statement before
9:00 a.m. Wednesday describing what the Foundation sees in this area. |

will offer it to the Court for whatever the Court decides it is worth.

3. If the Foundation prefers to take no position, please say so. I will
treat that as a complete answer, and I will represent it accurately to the

Court.

I understand the Foundation owes me nothing, and I understand that one
day's notice is not much to ask on. My concern is not what is owed to me.
It is that a court is about to decide what a Florida agency may withhold
from the public, and the people who actually know how these laws are

working will not be in the room. If the Foundation has something to say
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about that, tomorrow is when it counts.
Respectfully,

Christopher A. Hanson
Florida Bar No. 44094

Self-represented

727-409-5738

christophhanson77@gmail.com
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Thread 2. First Amendment Clinic, Florida State University College of Law

From: Chris Hanson <christophhanson77@gmail.com>

To: Denise M. Harle <dharle@law.fsu.edu>; skelly@law.fsu.edu; jaw21e@fsu.edu

Cc: generalcounsel@fsu.edu; cahanson77@yahoo.com

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2026, 11:19:09 a.m. ET

Subject: Re: Request for testimony on the state of public records compliance in Florida, September 2,

2026 hearing, Hanson v. University of Florida Board of Trustees, No. 01-2026-CA-001794
I apologize for the second email, but the Court is requesting a driver's
license for any witness appearing for the 9-2-26 proceeding. The JA to

whom you can send the license is Ms. Hall. Email: hallt@circuit8.org

Thank you for your attention to this matter and let me know if you need

anything else
chris

On Mon, Aug 31, 2026 at 10:04 AM Chris Hanson <christophhanson77@gmail.com>

wrote:

Dear Professor Harle and the First Amendment Clinic:

This week, on Wednesday, September 2, 2026, at 9:00 a.m., the Eighth
Judicial Circuit in Alachua County holds an evidentiary hearing in my
public records case against the University of Florida. I am writing to

inform the Clinic of that hearing and to ask it to testify.

WHAT I AM ASKING FOR, STATED PRECISELY

I am not asking the Clinic to represent me. That question was answered in
April and I am not reopening it. I am not asking the Clinic to take a
position on my case, to endorse my arguments, or to criticize the
University. What I am asking for is testimony from the Clinic, as an
institution, about the current state of compliance with Article I, section
24 of the Florida Constitution and Chapter 119, Florida Statutes: what the
Clinic sees across agencies, how records requests are actually handled in
Florida in 2026, what delay and fee practice look like, and how often a

requester is told a request is complete when it is not.
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That is a subject the Clinic knows better than I do and better than the
Court can know without evidence. It is also a subject on which the Court is

about to rule.

WHY IT MATTERS TO THE RULING

The question in front of the court is whether an agency may withhold
records without identifying them. If the answer is yes, the ruling will not
stop with me. The court will be deciding, without evidence of what actually
happens across Florida agencies, whether this record shows an isolated
lapse or an ordinary occurrence. Testimony from the Clinic would tell the
court which. That is the entire relevance, and I would rather have the

Clinic's honest account, whatever it is, than no account at all.

THE CASE, BRIEFLY, SO YOU KNOW WHAT YOU WOULD BE WALKING INTO

Every fact below is the University's own document:

- May 4, 2026: 53 pages produced. "This completes the public records
request."

- May 5, 2026: "[n]o exempt information was withheld or redacted."

- July 7, 2026: "[a]ll of the records responsive to Petitioner's request

were produced in their entirety," with a sworn affidavit asserting no
exemption.

- July 30, 2026: 426 never-produced pages filed publicly, three exemptions
in a footnote, no record identified.

- The University's own processing file logs 621 pages received from its IT

unit on April 24, 2026, against a sworn "over 470 pages."

To this day the University has not identified a single withheld record.

WHY THE CLINIC
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In March 2026 I asked the Brechner Freedom of Information Project at the
University of Florida for help. Its director, Dr. David Cuillier, declined

in writing and referred me to a short list of others. One of them was

yours. His words were: "New First Amendment law clinic at FSU, their
mission is to help people with these problems." That email is now evidence

in this case, because the University produced it.

I followed the referral. On April 9, 2026 the Clinic acknowledged my
inquiry and asked for materials. I sent them. On April 27, 2026 the Clinic
wrote that after reviewing my inquiry and the documents provided, it was
"unable to take on your matter at this time due to our current capacity and
the timeline involved." I have never suggested that a clinic with finite

capacity owes any requester a case, and I do not suggest it now.

WHAT I AM ASKING, IN ORDER OF PREFERENCE

1. That you or any representative the Clinic designates appear at
Wednesday's hearing and testify to what the Clinic observes about records
compliance in Florida. It is a public proceeding held by Zoom. I will not
publish the access information, which the Court's August 25 order protects,
and I will ask the Court's judicial assistant to provide it to you directly

on your request.
2. If no one can appear on this notice, a short written statement before
9:00 a.m. Wednesday describing what the Clinic sees in this area. [ will

offer it to the Court for whatever the Court decides it is worth.

3. If the Clinic prefers to take no position, please say so. I will treat

that as a complete answer, and [ will represent it accurately to the Court.

There is one further thing I have asked twice without an answer, in April

and again on August 26, and I ask it a third time only because I would
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rather be corrected than be wrong: if the Clinic sees an error in the facts
or the law as I have described them, tell me. I will accept that answer and

I will say so to the Court.

I understand the Clinic owes me nothing, and that one day's notice is not
much to ask on. My concern is not what is owed to me. It is that a court is
about to decide what a Florida agency may withhold from the public, and the
people who actually know how these laws are working will not be in the
room. If the Clinic has something to say about that, tomorrow is when it

counts.
Respectfully,

Christopher A. Hanson
Florida Bar No. 44094

Self-represented

727-409-5738

christophhanson77@gmail.com
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PETITIONER'S EXHIBIT U

Captures of the published public commentary of Dr. David Cuillier, Director of the
University's Joseph L. Brechner Freedom of Information Project, quoted in Part II of

Petitioner's Hearing Memorandum.
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EXHIBIT U

Published public commentary of Dr. David Cuillier, Director of the Joseph L.
Brechner Freedom of Information Project, quoted in Part II of Petitioner's

Hearing Memorandum:

1. Post of the Brechner Freedom of Information Project on its own website,
March 20, 2024 (full text capture).

2. Excerpts of C.J. Ciaramella, "Without More Accountability, Sunshine
Laws Are Toothless," Reason, March 12, 2024.

Each page states its source address. Captured August 31, 2026.

Ex.Up. 1
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CAPTURE 1 OF 2

Source: brechner.org/2024/03/20/david-cuillier-comments-on-public-records-transparency-laws-
and-secrecy-creep/

Publisher: Joseph L. Brechner Freedom of Information Project, University of Florida (the
Project's own website)

Captured: August 31, 2026

David Cuillier Comments on Public Records Transparency Laws and Secrecy Creep
Posted: March 20, 2024

David Cuillier, director of the Brechner Freedom of Information Project, was featured in two
separate news articles published on March 17, 2024, discussing weaknesses in public records
transparency laws across the United States.

In an article titled "South Dakota Lags in Public-Records Transparency Laws, Expert Says" on
soiuxlandproud.com, Cuillier assessed South Dakota's public access laws as among the
nation's weakest. He characterized exemptions as representing "death by a thousand cuts,"
noting that South Dakota ranked poorly across multiple national studies, scoring as low as
44th to 50th in six different assessments. Cuillier emphasized that "Literally the worst in

the country in three studies."

Cuillier stressed the importance of press accountability, stating: "I think journalists have
a duty to tell the public when they're denied public information. It's not about the
journalists. It's about the public."

In Shawn Vestal's column in The Spokesman-Review addressing Washington State's 1972
Initiative 276, Cuillier discussed the gradual erosion of transparency protections. He
explained: "They get passed, everyone's all ecstatic, and then they get whittled down year
by year by year until they're worthless. Before you know it, these laws have become tools of
secrecy, not transparency."

Cuillier characterized this phenomenon as "secrecy creep," describing how governments
incrementally restrict openness across the nation.
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CAPTURE 2 OF 2 (EXCERPTYS)

Source: reason.com/2024/03/12/without-more-accountability-sunshine-laws-are-toothless/
C.J. Ciaramella, "Without More Accountability, Sunshine Laws Are Toothless," Reason (Mar.
12, 2024)

Captured: August 31, 2026. The passages below are verbatim excerpts of the statements
attributed to Dr. Cuillier in the article; the complete article is available at the address

above.

"It shows that we have a problem in the United States. We have these laws, but there's
really a lack of enforcement," says David Cuillier, director of the Joseph L. Brechner
Freedom of Information Project at the University of Florida.

"The system's stacked against the average person. It's not fair that they have to hire an
attorney and take all that time and money to just make sure the law's followed. Who can
afford $10,000, $20,000 to do that? Not the average person."
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