
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
IN AND FOR ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
 

JEREMY HALES, ELEPHANT SHOE, LLC,  
MARTHA GEORGE RIZK, MEGAN M. FOX,   CASE NO.: 2025-CA-006868-O 
and MATTHEW LEWIS,     CIVIL DIVISION 34 

Plaintiffs, 
v. 

MICHAEL FERDERIGOS and  
LESLIE FERDERIGOS, 

Defendants. 
______________________________________/ 

ORDER DENYING PLAINTIFFS’ AMENDED MOTION TO DECLARE  
LESLIE FERDERIGOS A VEXATIOUS LITIGANT 

THIS CAUSE came before the Court on Plaintiffs’ Amended Motion to Declare 

Leslie Ferderigos a Vexatious Litigant, filed August 11, 2025 (the “Motion”). The Court has 

reviewed the Motion, Defendant Leslie Ferderigos’ Response in Opposition filed July 16, 

2026, Plaintiffs’ Notice of Supplemental Authority filed September 2, 2026, Defendant’s 

Response to that Notice filed September 3, 2026, and Adams v. Adams, No. 3D26-0921, 51 

Fla. L. Weekly D1809a (Fla. 3d DCA Sept. 2, 2026), and has heard argument and 

testimony. The Court finds as follows. 

Section 68.093, Florida Statutes, was amended effective July 1, 2025. Ch. 2025-128, 

Laws of Fla. Under the amended statute, a vexatious litigant is a person proceeding pro 

se who, among other things, in the immediately preceding seven years has commenced, 

prosecuted, or maintained as pro se five or more actions that have been finally and 

adversely determined against that person, excluding any action the court finds was 

maintained in good faith, § 68.093(2)(c)1, or who repeatedly files unmeritorious 

pleadings, conducts unnecessary discovery, or engages in tactics that are frivolous or 

solely intended to cause delay, § 68.093(2)(c)4. An action commenced on the person’s 

behalf by a Florida attorney is not pro se. § 68.093(2)(c). The prior version required five 

civil actions in five years, excluded family law matters, and did not contain subparagraph 

4. § 68.093(2)(a), (d), Fla. Stat. (2024). A vexatious litigant finding must rest on 

competent, substantial evidence. Adams, 51 Fla. L. Weekly D1809a. 
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DISCUSSION 

The Motion invokes the prior five-in-five test. Plaintiffs’ Notice invokes 

subparagraph 4 of the amended statute. Defendant argues the prior version governs. The 

Court does not decide that question because the Motion fails under either version. The 

Motion lists eight matters. Plaintiffs offered docket sheets and argument of counsel. 

Plaintiffs called no witness. Ms. Ferderigos explained the basis for each matter, and her 

testimony was not rebutted. 

Three matters are circuit civil cases. Case No. 2021-CA-002131 ended in a 

voluntary dismissal after counsel had appeared for Ms. Ferderigos. Case No. 2025-CA-

004528 ended in a voluntary dismissal and was prosecuted through counsel. A voluntary 

dismissal is not a final adverse determination, and a counseled action is not pro se. Case 

No. 2023-CA-017845 was dismissed on the Court’s own order after the case sat without 

service. The Court will assume, without deciding, that this counts as one adverse 

determination. 

Four are injunction petitions under the Family Law Rules. The prior statute 

excludes them outright. Under the amended statute, only Case No. 2021-DR-002327 was 

dismissed after hearing. The other three ended on Ms. Ferderigos’ own filings. In Case 

No. 2021-DR-002607, the July 19, 2021 order of dismissal recites that she filed a notice of 

withdrawal of the petition and dismisses the case without prejudice. In Case No. 2024-

DR-007535, she filed a Notice of Voluntary Dismissal on July 29, 2024, three days before 

the August 1, 2024 order. In Case No. 2025-DR-002234, she filed a Notice of Voluntary 

Dismissal on March 4, 2025, the same day the order was entered. A voluntary dismissal is 

not a final adverse determination. At most, one more adverse determination. 

The last is a Hillsborough County guardianship, Case No. 19-CP-000776, and its 

appeal. Ms. Ferderigos said she appeared there as counsel for an interested party, not as a 

party. Plaintiffs offered nothing but a docket sheet to show otherwise. An appeal within 

an action is not a separate action commenced pro se. Counting the affirmance 

generously, that is a third adverse determination. 

That makes three pleadings. The threshold of subparagraph 1 of the amended 

statute is not met, and the threshold of the prior statute is not met either. 






