
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

Miami Division 
Case No. 12-CV-22439-COOKE/McAliley 

 
MICCOSUKEE TRIBE OF INDIANS OF 
FLORIDA, a sovereign nation and federally 
recognized Indian tribe,  
 

Plaintiff,  
 

vs.  
 

BILLY CYPRESS; DEXTER WAYNE  
LEHTINEN; MORGAN STANLEY SMITH 
BARNEY; JULIO MARTINEZ; MIGUEL 
HERNANDEZ; GUY LEWIS; MICHAEL TEIN; 
and LEWIS TEIN, PL, a professional association, 
 

Defendants.  
 / 
 

PLAINTIFF’S REPLY IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO 
DISQUALIFY THE HONORABLE JUDGE MARCIA G. COOKE 

 
 Defendants Lehtinen1 and Lewis Tein do not refute the Rule 11 Respondents’ grounds for 

disqualifying Judge Cooke.  In their Motion to Disqualify, the Rule 11 Respondents established 

that Judge Cooke should be disqualified under 28 U.S.C. §§ 144, 455(a), (b)(1) for personal bias, 

prejudice, or lack of impartiality.  The Motion was complete on its face and its record citations 

establishing bias and partiality remain unchallenged.   

Under § 144, the Rule 11 Respondents were required to file a timely and sufficient 

affidavit stating the facts and reasons that Judge Cooke has a personal bias or prejudice either 

against the affiant or in favor of an adverse party.  Personal bias or prejudice must result from an 

extrajudicial source or it must be pervasive.  Liteky v. United States, 510 U.S. 540, 544-55, 551 

                                                 
1  This Reply will utilize the same defined terms as the Motion to Disqualify [DE 408]. 
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(1994).  In the Motion to Disqualify and Roman’s Affidavit [DE 408], the Rule 11 Respondents 

satisfied these statutory grounds.   

Under § 455, the Rule 11 Respondents were required to show that “an objective, fully 

informed lay observer would entertain significant doubt about the judge’s impartiality.”  Thomas 

v. Tenneco Packaging Co., 293 F.3d 1306, 1329 (11th Cir. 2002) (quoting Christo v. Padgett, 

223 F.3d 1324, 1333 (11th Cir. 2000)).  Citing numerous egregious comments by Judge Cooke 

in the Rule 11 proceedings, Rule 11 Respondents also met this standard.   

Far from refute the Motion to Disqualify Judge Cooke, Lehtinen’s Response established 

why disqualification is appropriate.  Lehtinen did not refute that Rule 11 Respondents were 

unaware of the IRS Case, United States v. Lehtinen, Case No. 13-23030-Civ-

COOKE/TURNOFF. Instead, Lehtinen discussed a separate action from the IRS Case, 

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Fla. v. United States, Case No. 1:12-mc-22273-JAL (“Judge 

Lenard’s IRS Case.”).  Lehtinen did not refute that Judge Cooke’s comments, made before 

evidence was presented at the Rule 11 hearing, showed her predisposition and prejudice against 

the Tribe and Roman.  [DE 411 at 14-16.]  Lehtinen cannot provide support for his argument that 

the Affidavit was untimely simply by saying that the Tribe and Roman were aware of Judge 

Lenard’s IRS Case—not the IRS Case before Judge Cooke.  [DE 411 at 20.]  Lehtinen’s 

Response provided no basis to deny the Motion to Disqualify.      

Lewis Tein did not challenge any citation to Judge Cooke’s biased comments.  [DE 410.]  

Instead, Lewis Tein wrote a brief legal memorandum on the jurisprudence of disqualification, 

including the correct statement that a motion to disqualify is timely if filed within a reasonable 

time after discovering the disqualifying event, here, counsel’s finding out about the IRS Case.  

[DE 410 at 2-3.]  Lewis Tein provided no basis to deny the Motion to Disqualify.  

I.  Defendant Lehtinen’s Response 

 Defendant Lehtinen raises three arguments as to why the Motion to Disqualify should be 

denied: 1) the Tribe and its Counsel had notice of the IRS Case against Lehtinen; 2) all of Judge 
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Cooke’s remarks in this case evidencing bias had a prior evidentiary basis; and 3) no prejudice 

could have resulted from Lehtinen’s ex parte presentation of his case to Judge Cooke in the IRS 

Case, without any opportunity for the Tribe to respond.  [DE 411.]  Each argument fails.  

A. Contrary to Lehtinen’s Argument, the Tribe Had No Notice of the IRS Case. 

Lehtinen argues the Tribe received notice of the IRS Case, where Lehtinen cooperated 

with the IRS in obtaining a ruling from Judge Cooke that the Tribe had waived privilege with 

respect to Lehtinen’s tax advice.  [See DE 408, Ex. E (IRS Case docket).]  His assertion is 

patently false.  Defendant Lehtinen knows it, and the Court should consider sanctions against 

Lehtinen for making it.  The Tribe and its Counsel had no knowledge that the IRS brought an 

action in August 2013 seeking waiver of the Tribe’s privilege with respect to communications 

with Lehtinen.   

Lehtinen’s timeline does not help him, but disproves his false statement to the Court.  

[See DE 411 at 3-5.]  In May 2012, the IRS issued a Summons to Lehtinen.  [See DE 411-9 

(Judge Lenard’s IRS Case docket).]  As required by 26 U.S.C. § 7609, the Tribe was given 

notice and an opportunity to bring a proceeding to quash.  The Tribe filed a timely Petition to 

Quash in Judge Lenard’s IRS Case.  [DE 411-9.]  Thereafter, the Tribe and the IRS reached an 

agreement under which the Tribe would withdraw its Petition to Quash, without prejudice, 

conditioned on limitations on the scope of the summons and an agreement by the IRS to provide 

a transcript of any interview with the IRS, and a copy of all documents provided by Lehtinen to 

the IRS.  See Ex. A.  That agreement was referenced in the Notice of Voluntary Dismissal of 

Petition to Quash Without Prejudice (“Dismissal Without Prejudice”).  [See DE 411-9 at 3 

(containing [DE 11], dated July 18, 2012).]  The Dismissal Without Prejudice reserved the 

Tribe’s right to renew its objections to the Summons “if the terms of the agreement are not 

strictly complied with.”  Id.  The Dismissal Without Prejudice did not waive the Tribe’s 

attorney-client privilege nor its right to participate in future proceedings related to the Summons, 

a right specifically reserved by the Tribe and established by statute (28 U.S.C. § 7609).  The IRS 
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Case, a separate case before a different judge, was filed more than a year later without notice to 

the Tribe.  [See DE 408, Ex. E.]  Contrary to Lehtinen’s misstatements, the IRS Case was not a 

continuation of Judge Lenard’s IRS Case.  The Tribe had no notice from the IRS, Lehtinen, or 

the Court that Judge Cooke was hearing issues that are paramount in the instant action.  

Going beyond his false statement that the Tribe had notice of the IRS Case because of 

Judge Lenard’s IRS Case, Lehtinen presses a paranoid fantasy, based on a blatant lie.  Lehtinen 

spins a tale he describes as his “graver supposition” that the Tribe dismissed the Petition to 

Quash because the instant RICO case had been assigned to Judge Cooke and the Petition to 

Quash “had been re-assigned from Judge Lenard’s Division to Judge Cooke’s Division twelve 

days earlier (June 19, 2012).”  [DE 411 at 6-7 (citing its Ex. 9).]  The docket that Lehtinen 

attached to his Response to support this fabrication reveals it to be a lie.  Judge Lenard’s IRS 

Case was never reassigned to Judge Cooke.  It was reclassified a “miscellaneous case” (mc) 

rather than a “civil case” (cv) on June 19, 2012.  [DE 411-9 at 3 (containing [DE 5]).]  The case 

was never assigned to Judge Cooke (MGC), and Lehtinen specifically references the docket that 

disproves his own lie.  Lehtinen compounds his misconduct by urging this Court to inquire of the 

Tribe and its attorney as to whether his “grave supposition” was true, when his own document 

shows it was false.  [DE 411 at 6.]  In a proceeding by Lehtinen seeking sanctions against 

lawyers for alleged misstatements to the Court, the Court should not countenance Lehtinen’s 

obvious, deliberate misstatement and attempt to manipulate the record and mislead the Court. 

 Next, Lehtinen urges that because the law requires that a person be notified of a 

proceeding related to an IRS Summons that affects him or her, then the Tribe “would or should 

have been notified as a requirement of law.”  [DE 411 at 7.]  Lehtinen is half right.  The law did 

mandate notice to the Tribe on the filing of the Petition to Enforce.  26 U.S.C. § 7609(b)(1) 

provides: “Notwithstanding any other law or rule of law, any person who is entitled to notice of a 

summons under subsection (a) shall have the right to intervene in any proceeding with respect to 

the enforcement of such summons under section 7604.”  Under the statute, the Tribe should have 
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received notice of the Enforcement Proceeding, which was a “proceeding with respect to the 

enforcement of” the summons to Lehtinen.  Id.  The fact is that neither the government, 

Lehtinen, nor the Court provided notice to the Tribe, in violation of the Tribe’s statutory rights. 

B. The Court’s Biased Remarks Were Not Based on Evidence Presented in the Rule 11 
Hearing But Were Based on Lehtinen’s Ex Parte Presentation in the IRS Case. 

 
As to Defendant Lehtinen’s second argument, Lehtinen offers nothing more than his own 

conclusion that Judge Cooke’s remarks did not establish sufficient bias to warrant 

disqualification.  [DE 411 at 12-17.]  Lehtinen fails to respond to the statements cited in the 

Motion to Disqualify and makes no attempt to tie the statements to evidence presented in the 

Rule 11 proceedings.  Instead, Lehtinen offers a supposition that something in a prior paper filed 

in the Rule 11 proceedings had influenced Judge Cooke sufficiently for her to reject the Tribe’s 

position and rule in Lehtinen’s favor, but fails to identify what paper that could have been.  [DE 

411 at 12-17.]  Lehtinen even goes so far as to argue that the Court could have ruled on the 

papers and dispensed with an evidentiary hearing.  [DE 411 at 15.]  This argument fails to 

acknowledge what actually happened.  Lehtinen did get an opportunity to argue his case ex parte 

to Judge Cooke in the IRS Case, without the Tribe’s knowledge or ability to respond.  If that had 

not occurred, then Lehtinen might have a point.  But the ex parte IRS Case did proceed, and in it, 

Lehtinen got an unchallenged shot at influencing Judge Cooke with his arguments that the Tribe 

and Roman lied about Lehtinen.  The conclusion that Lehtinen’s ex parte arguments influenced 

the Judge is reasonable on this record and forms a sufficient basis for disqualification. 

 Lehtinen also presses a “no harm, no foul” argument, that a judge can hear a case and 

then proceed in a related case.  We do not contest that general proposition but submit that a 

judge’s hearing a related case, involving the same facts, must be disclosed.  What is improper is 

to have a judge hear one side of a case, ex parte, and proceed in the related case with the affected 

party left in the dark.  That is what occurred here and why disqualification is warranted.          

Lehtinen similarly argues that no harm resulted in presenting his case ex parte in the IRS Case 
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because he made the same arguments and presented the same evidence from the IRS Case in this 

case.  Because the Tribe had an opportunity to respond here, Lehtinen claims no harm resulted.  

If Lehtinen’s argument were accepted, then no rule against ex parte proceedings would exist.  A 

party aggrieved by ex parte communications could always try to un-ring the bell.  Clearly, the 

rule against ex parte communications exists to prevent a party from gaining an unfair advantage, 

as Lehtinen had here. 

C. Lehtinen Failed to Fulfill His Duty to Provide Notice to His Former Client that the 
Court Was Considering Ruling that His Client Had Waived a Privilege. 

 
 Lehtinen presses a red herring, arguing that he had no legal obligation to provide notice 

to the Tribe.  [DE 411 at 5-10.]  It is difficult to even articulate the argument a lawyer would 

make to defend his failure to inform a former client that the federal government sued the lawyer 

seeking a waiver of its privilege regarding legal advice in an IRS investigation.  Although 

Lehtinen fails to offer any justification for his failure to inform his former client, his argument 

that there was no duty to notify the Tribe is both incorrect and irrelevant. 

 First, the governing statute, 26 U.S.C. § 7609(b)(1), gave the Tribe the right to intervene 

in the Summons Enforcement Action.  But the Tribe was not able to exercise its right because it 

received no notice.  It did not matter whether the duty to notify the Tribe belonged to the 

Government; Lehtinen, as former General Counsel to the Tribe, or even perhaps Judge Cooke, 

based on her own prudential concerns.  The Tribe had a right to intervene in any proceeding 

related to a Summons.  The Tribe had the right to notice, it did not get notice, and Lehtinen took 

advantage of that lack of notice by arguing the essentials of his Rule 11 motion to Judge Cooke 

ex parte. 

 Lehtinen’s argument is also legally incorrect.  Lehtinen, as former counsel, had no right 

to waive the privilege.  Yet the record reflects that he urged the IRS to seek an order against the 

Tribe.   Florida Bar Rule 4-1.6 provides a clear rule that a lawyer shall not reveal client 

information without the client’s informed consent, unless an exception applies.  Here, Lehtinen 
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actively promoted a finding of waiver of privilege and actively avoided getting the client’s 

consent or giving the client the opportunity to contest a finding of waiver.  Further, Lehtinen had 

a duty to appeal Judge Cooke’s finding that Lehtinen was required to reveal the Tribe’s 

confidential information.  See R. Reg. Fla. Bar 4-1.6(d).  These rules establish that it was 

incumbent upon Lehtinen, the Tribe’s former General Counsel, to inform the Tribe that he was 

involved in and assisting in a proceeding that would require him to reveal client information. 

II.  Lewis Tein’s Response2 

Lewis Tein recognizes that the Motion to Disqualify meets the basic requirements to 

grant such a motion.  [DE 410.]  Indeed, under the standard articulated by Lewis Tein, Judge 

Cooke must be disqualified.  [DE 410 at 1-4.]  Here, the Rule 11 Respondents filed an Affidavit, 

which, in a non-conclusory fashion, provided a detailed explanation with record citations of why 

a reasonable party would objectively believe that Judge Cooke prejudged the case and was 

biased.  The Motion to Disqualify should therefore be granted. 

Despite its tacit recognition that the Motion is well-founded, Lewis Tein tries two main 

arguments to avoid disqualification: first, that the Motion to Disqualify was untimely because it 

was filed two months after the last of Judge Cooke’s statements from the bench evidencing her 

bias; and second, that Judge Cooke’s judicial remarks showed only “impatience and 

exasperation” rather than bias or prejudice.  [DE 410.]  Neither argument withstands scrutiny. 

A. Judge Cooke’s Judicial Remarks Established Pervasive Bias and Were Based on 
Extrajudicial Communications Requiring Disqualification. 

 
Lewis Tein does not dispute a single fact set forth in the Motion to Disqualify or 

Affidavit but only argues that those facts should not result in a finding that Judge Cooke was 

biased or prejudiced.  [DE 410.]  Those facts were sufficient to make the conclusion of bias.  

Lewis Tein argues that Judge Cooke made statements showing only that she was “exasperated or 
                                                 
2  Lewis Tein’s Response argues that the Motion to Disqualify does not include affidavits from 
the other Rule 11 Respondent individuals.  [DE 410 at 2.]  While true, it is irrelevant, as the 
Affidavit that was filed in support of disqualification was filed on behalf of all Rule 11 
Respondents, as the signature block indicates. 
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even angry” at the Rule 11 Respondents.  [DE 410 at 4.]  While Judge Cooke made many 

statements showing exasperation and anger at the Rule 11 Respondents, her comments went 

further and showed bias and prejudice.  Two in particular (among many) were beyond the type of 

unfortunate comments that “imperfect . . . judges[] sometimes display.”  Liteky, 510 U.S. at 555-

56.  First, in the first colloquy ever between Judge Cooke and Roman, before Judge Cooke had 

held any hearings on the merits of the case and had received (at least under Roman’s mistaken 

belief) any evidence on the merits, Judge Cooke accused Roman of knowingly lying in his 

allegations against Lehtinen.  [DE 408-2 at 38] (emphasis added).  A close examination reveals 

that Judge Cooke had already concluded that the Tribe’s and Roman’s allegations about Lehtinen 

were false and that Roman knew that the allegation was false.  Although Roman did not know at 

the time how Judge Cooke could have made that conclusion on the record before her, we now 

know its genesis: Judge Cooke had received, without the Tribe or Roman knowing it, extensive 

argument and evidence from Lehtinen putting on his case against the Tribe and Roman.  

Lehtinen had, in essence, put on his case ex parte, and Judge Cooke arrived at the first hearing on 

the Rule 11 motions having prejudged the essential issue of the nature of Lehtinen’s legal advice 

on Tribal tax matters.  Thus, Judge Cooke was not showing “exasperation” but stating as a 

known, established fact something that the Tribe would have contested if it had ever had a fair 

opportunity to do so.  

Judge Cooke made a later, similar statement going beyond “exasperation” in stating that 

Roman, an attorney, was unethical.  [DE 408, Ex. F at 20.]  Nothing in this case’s record 

indicates that Roman had any ethical problems.  To the contrary, testimony showed that Roman 

had never been sanctioned by the bar or any court; that the only bar complaint he had faced was 

brought against him by Lewis Tein in connection with Tribal issues; and that Lewis Tein’s bar 

complaint was dismissed.  [DE 389 at 72.] 

Lewis Tein does not, and cannot, dispute that Judge Cooke entered an order finding that 

the Tribe waived attorney-client privilege without hearing from the Tribe or even apprising the 
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Tribe that the IRS and Lehtinen requested such relief.  Nor does Lewis Tein dispute that neither 

Lehtinen nor Judge Cooke at any time during the lengthy Rule 11 evidentiary hearing informed 

the Rule 11 Respondents that Judge Cooke had received information from Lehtinen deriding the 

Tribe and attorney Roman, or that she had determined the Tribe had waived attorney-client 

privilege.  Lewis Tein merely recites general law that not all information obtained from related 

or in camera proceedings constitutes extra-judicial information sufficient for disqualification.  

[DE 410 at 2-3.]  This case is substantively different from those cited by Lewis Tein.   Here, 

Judge Cooke obtained information from another case where the Tribe and its Counsel were not 

present, represented, or even notified, and Judge Cooke ruled adversely to the Tribe.   

B. The Motion to Disqualify Was Timely Because It Was Filed Promptly After Discovery 
of the Ex Parte IRS Case and Before the Court Ruled on the Rule 11 Motions. 

 
Both Lewis Tein and Lehtinen make general arguments that the Motion to Disqualify was 

untimely, but these arguments lack merit.  [See DE 410 at 2-3; DE 411 at 20.]  The Eleventh 

Circuit has not created a fixed period within which to seek to disqualify a judge.  Instead, the 

motion must be made “within a reasonable time.”  Summers v. Singletary, 119 F.3d 917, 921 

(11th Cir. 1997).  Under Summers v. Singletary, a motion is untimely when it is filed after an 

adverse ruling, where the party knew of the facts supporting the motion before the hearing.  Id.   

On the other hand, if there is a reasonable justification for a delay, an affidavit can still be 

timely.  In United States v. Womack, an affidavit of disqualification was timely, even though it 

was filed more than a year after defendant’s plea of not guilty, eleven months after the trial judge 

first ruled on the series of defendant’s pretrial motions, and two months after the transcript of the 

codefendant’s trial, which provided the basis therefore, became a public record.  454 F.2d 1337, 

1341 (5th Cir. 1972).  In holding the affidavit of disqualification was timely the court in Womack 

explained that the appellant who filed the affidavit had no reason to believe the trial judge would 

be biased against him until, through the “legal grapevine,” the appellant heard of the judge’s 

comments made about the appellant in a codefendant’s trial.  Id.  The Womack court stated that 
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the appellant’s counsel was under no duty to sit in on the codefendant’s trial or read the trial 

transcript the day it became a public record.  Id.  Instead, the court held that the appellant filed 

the disqualification affidavit promptly after learning of the judge’s derogatory comments about 

him and obtaining the trial transcript containing such comments.  Id. 

Here, the Affidavit supporting disqualification was timely filed.  First, unlike in 

Summers, the Motion to Disqualify and Affidavit was filed before Judge Cooke made any ruling, 

let alone an adverse ruling, on the only pending matter before the Court: the motions for Rule 11 

sanctions.  Second, just as in Womack, there is evidence in this case that the Motion to Disqualify 

was filed within a reasonable time of the Tribe’s counsel learning of the IRS Case, after the Rule 

11 hearings in the instant case, thereby meeting the Eleventh Circuit standard for timeliness.  The 

undisputed evidence before the Court is that the Tribe’s Counsel learned of the existence of the 

IRS Case after the close of evidence at the Rule 11 hearing. Therefore, the Motion to Disqualify 

and Affidavit were filed within a reasonable time thereafter.   

Additionally, disqualifying Judge Cooke in the instant case would not disrupt the orderly 

administration of this case.  The purpose of promptness is to avoid disruption in the orderly 

administration of a case.  Summers, 119 F.3d at 921.  Here, Judge Cooke dismissed the case 

because it lacked subject matter jurisdiction nearly one year ago.  The evidentiary hearing on the 

parties’ motions for Rule 11 sanctions concluded only on July 1, 2014.  This is neither an active 

case nor an ongoing proceeding.  Unlike the typical case where immediate disqualification 

prevents a judge from laboring unfairly in a case, here, there were no substantive or discovery 

orders issued during the period between the close of evidence at the evidentiary hearing and the 

filing of the Motion to Disqualify.  The case was effectively dormant, leaving only the Rule 11 

determination, which the Court has not yet made.  Accordingly, because the Court has not yet 

ruled and because the information related to the IRS Case was not discovered (at no fault of the 

Tribe or its Counsel) until after the hearing on the Rule 11 motions, the Motion to Disqualify and 

Affidavit are timely. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
By: /s/ William K. Hill   
 
Edward A. Marod, FBN 238961 
emarod@gunster.com 
William K. Hill, FBN 747180 
whill@gunster.com 
Jonathan H Kaskel, FBN 52718 
jkaskel@gunster.com 
 
GUNSTER 
Counsel to Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of 
Florida, 
Bernardo Roman, III, Yinet Pino & Yesenia 
Lara 
600 Brickell Avenue, Suite 3500 
Miami, Florida  33131 
Telephone:  305-376-6000 
Facsimile:  305-376-6010 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF GOOD FAITH 

 I hereby certify that this Reply is filed in good faith. 
 
By: /s/ William K. Hill    

William K. Hill 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on October 2, 2014, I filed the foregoing with the Clerk of Court and 

served the foregoing on the following Service List, via email or other means. 

By: /s/ William K. Hill    
William K. Hill 
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SERVICE LIST 
 
Paul A. Calli, Esquire 
Charles Short, Esquire 
Yolanda Strader, Esquire 
CarLewis Teinon Fields, P.A. 
100 S.E. 2nd Street, Suite 4000 
Miami, FL 33131 
Telephone: (305) 530-0050 
Facsimile: (305) 530-0055 
pcalli@carLewis Teinonfields.com 
cshort@carLewis Teinonfields.com 
ystrader@carLewis Teinonfields.com 
Counsel to Defendants LewisTein 
 

Claudio Riedi, Esquire 
Dexter Lehtinen, Esquire 
Lehtinen SchuLewis Teinz Riedi, etc. 
Sabadell Financial Center 
1111 Brickell Avenue, Suite 2200 
Miami, FL 33131 
Phone: 305.760.8544  
Fax: 305.356.5720 
criedi@lsrcf.com  
dlehtinen@lsrcf.com 
dwlehtinen@aol.com' 
Counsel to Defendant Dexter W. Lehtinen, Esq.

Yinet Pino, Esquire 
Yesenia Laura, Esquire 
Bernardo Roman, III, Esquire 
1250 SW 27th Avenue, Suite 506 
Miami, Florida 33135 
Telephone: (305) 643-7993 
Facsimile: (305) 643-7995 
yinet@bromanlaw.com 
yesenia@bromanlaw.com 
bromanlaw@bellsouth.net 
Counsel to the Tribe 
 

Steven M. Goldsmith, Esq. 
Steven M. Goldsmith, P.A. 
5355 Town Center Road, Suite 801 
Boca Raton, FL 33486 
Tel: (561) 391-4900 
Fax: (561) 391-6973 
steve.goldsmith@sgoldsmithlaw.com 
Co-Counsel to Defendant Billy Cypress  

Scott Alan Lazar, Esquire 
KoLewis Teinun & Lazar 
7901 SW 67th Ave., Suite 100 
Miami, FL 33143 
Telephone: (305)-595-6791 
Facsimile: (305)-595-5400 
scott@koLewis Teinunlazar.com 
Counsel to Defendant Miguel Hernandez 
 

Manuel A. Avila, Esquire 
Manuel A. Avila, Esq. & Associates, P.A. 
11120 N. Kendall Drive, Suite 200 
Miami, Florida 33176 
Telephone: (305) 249-1111 
Facsimile: (305) 647-0686 
mavila@avilalegal.com 
Counsel to Defendant Julio Martinez 

Robert O. Saunooke, Esq. 
Saunooke Law Firm, P.A 
18620 SW 39th Court 
Miramar, FL 33029 
Tel: (561) 302-5297 
Fax: (954) 499-0598 
ndnlawyer@hotmail.com 
Counsel to Defendant Billy Cypress 

LarryDuffy, Esquire 
Lawrence Duffy, P.A. 
11380 Prosperity Farms Road, Suite 110A 
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410 
(561) 439-0630 
lwduffy@bellsouth.net 
Counsel to Jose I. Marrero 
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