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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF FLORIDA 

JON MAY, 

Petitioner, 

v. 

THE FLORIDA BAR, 

Respondent. 

Supreme Court Case No. 
SC2025-1020 

_____________________________/ 

THE FLORIDA BAR’S RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDAMUS 

On July 30, 2025, this Court requested The Florida Bar to file a 

response to a petition for writ of mandamus filed by Petitioner, Jon May. 

The Florida Bar responds to the petition as follows: 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

The petitioner challenges a decision of The Florida Bar dated June 6, 

2025. The petitioner submitted an Inquiry/Complaint Form against the 

sitting United States Attorney General. The bar’s decision not to investigate 

or pursue discipline at this time stated as follows: 

Thank you for your inquiry. The Florida Bar does not investigate 
or prosecute sitting officers appointed under the U.S. 
Constitution while they are in office. Such proceedings by The 
Florida Bar, as an arm of the Florida Supreme Court, could 
encroach on the authority of the federal government concerning 
these officials and the exercise of their duties. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Mark Lugo Mason, Bar Counsel 
The Florida Bar 
651 East Jefferson Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2300 
(850) 561-5774 
Attorney Number 98013 
mmason@floridabar.org 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that the original hereof has been e-filed with the Clerk of the 

Supreme Court of Florida, on this 13th day of August, 2025, and a true and 

correct copy of the foregoing has been furnished via e-service to Jon May, 

petitioner, at jonmay@jonmaycriminaldefense.com. 

Mark Lugo Mason, Bar Counsel 
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