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RECOMVENDED ORDER

Pursuant to notice, the Division of Administrative Hearings, by its duly
designated Hearing O ficer, Claude B. Arrington, held a formal hearing in the
above-styl ed case on Novenber 17, 1994, in Mam , Florida.
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STATEMENT OF THE | SSUES

VWet her the Respondent, a veterinarian, conmtted the offenses set forth in
the Adm nistrative Conplaint and the penalties, if any, that should be inposed.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On April 15, 1994, the Petitioner filed an Adm nistrative Conpl ai nt agai nst
t he Respondent that contained certain factual allegations as to his treatnment of
a cat nanmed Cathy and as to the nmedical records he kept for that cat. Based on
those all egations, Petitioner charged Respondent with four separate violations
of statute or rule governing the practice of veterinary nedicine.

Count One all eged that Respondent violated Section 474.214(1)(o), Florida
Statutes, by "being negligent or inconpetent or commtting m sconduct related to
the practice of veterinary nedicine." The Admi nistrative Conplaint alleged that
the following acts establish this violation: failure to renmove both horns of



the uterus when he spayed the cat, failure to note the cat's tenperature or body
wei ght for the period May 21-26, 1992, and failure to performlab work to
determ ne the cause of the cat's illness follow ng the surgery.

Count Two al | eged that Respondent violated Section 474.214(1)(ee), Florida
Statutes, "for failing to keep contenporaneous witten nmedical records as
required by rule of the Board." The Adnministrative Conplaint alleged in Count
Two that the nmedical records kept for the cat between May 21-26, 1992, do not
contain sufficient information "to justify the diagnosis or determ nation of
health status or to warrant the treatnment admi nistered"” as required by Rule
61G18-18.002(1), Florida Adm nistrative Code.

Count Three al so alleged that Respondent violated Section 474.214(1)(ee),
Florida Statutes, "by failing to keep contenporaneous witten nedical records as
required by rule of the Board." The factual allegation underpinning Count Three
is the alleged failure of the Respondent to appropriately docunent his physica
exam nations of the cat during the period May 21-26, 1992.

Count Four alleged that Respondent violated Section 474.214(1)(r), Florida
Statutes, "by being guilty of inconpetence or negligence by failing to practice

veterinary nmedicine with that |level of care, skill, and treatnment which is
recogni zed by a reasonably prudent veterinarian as being accepted under simlar
conditions and circunstances.” This conclusory allegation contains no new

factual allegations.

Respondent tinely denied the material allegations of the Adm nistrative
Conpl aint, the matter was referred to the Division of Adm nistrative Hearings,
and this proceeding foll owed.

At the formal hearing, the Departnment presented the testinony of Janes
Bogdansky, D.V.M, Hugh Fitzpatrick, and Gary Ellison, D.V.M Dr. Bogdansky is
a veterinarian who perforned an autopsy on the cat Cathy. M. Fitzpatrick is an
i nvestigator enployed by the Departnment. Dr. Ellison was accepted as an expert
witness in the field of veterinary medicine. Petitioner presented two exhibits,
both of which were accepted into evidence. At the request of the Petitioner
official recognition was taken of Chapter 474, Florida Statutes, and of Chapter
61G Florida Adm nistrative Code

Respondent testified on his own behalf and presented the additiona
testimony of Virginia Schoubreck and James L. Diluzio, D.V.M. Ms. Schoubreck
was, at the times pertinent to this proceedi ng, Respondent's assistant and
office manager. Dr. Diluzio was accepted as an expert witness in the field of
veterinary nedicine.

A transcript of the proceedings was filed on March 3, 1995. Thereafter,
Respondent's attorney filed a notion to strike the transcript which asserted in
general ternms that the transcript filed March 3, 1995, was replete with errors.
On April 10, 1995, a revised transcript was filed. Respondent's attorney
asserted, again in general terns, that there were errors in the revised
transcript. The parties were instructed to confer in an attenpt to specifically
identify any errors in the revised transcript. Roderick L. MCee, who was
representi ng Respondent at that juncture, did not cooperate in that effort.
Thereafter, each party was given the opportunity to submt separate errata
sheets to specifically identify each portion of the transcript filed April 10,
1995, that the party considered to contain an error. The Petitioner tinmely
filed an errata sheet, but the Respondent did not. After the deadline for
identifying any alleged errors had passed, an order was entered that accepted



the transcript filed April 10, 1995, as corrected by the Petitioner's errata
sheet filed June 2, 1995. The order also set the deadline of July 7, 1995, for
the filing of proposed reconmended orders. Thereafter, that deadline was
extended to July 31, 1995, after Roderick L. MGee, the attorney in the firm of
Li gman, Martin, and Evans, who had represented the Respondent became unavail abl e
to represent himfurther. Gegory J. Prusak, Esquire, another attorney in the
firmof Ligman, Martin, and Evans, was substituted as the attorney of record for
t he Respondent .

Because the tinme for filing post-hearing subm ssions was, at the request of
the parties, set for nore than ten days following the filing of the transcript,
the requirenent that a reconmended order be rendered within thirty days after
the filing of the transcript was waived. Rule 60Q 2.031, Florida Adm nistrative
Code. Rulings on the Petitioner's proposed findings of fact may be found in the
Appendi x to this Reconmended Order. Respondent did not file a proposed
reconmended order.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. The parties stipulated that the followi ng factual allegations contained
in the Administrative Conplaint were adnitted by the Respondent and were not at
issue at the formal hearing. The follow ng findings of fact are based on that
stipul ation.

A. Petitioner is the state agency charged
with regulating the practice of veterinary
medi ci ne pursuant to Section 20.165, Chapter
455, and Chapter 474, Florida Statutes.

B. Respondent is a licensed veterinarian
havi ng been issued |icense nunber VM 0000231

C. Respondent's |ast know address is DBA (sic)
Mam Veterinary Hospital, 3520 NNW 36th Street,
Mam , Florida 33142.

D. On or about May 19, 1992, J.F. presented
his kitten, aged approximately seven nonths,
to Respondent for shots, a spay, and boardi ng.

E. On or about May 19, 1992, Respondent noted
inthe kitten's [nedical] records that all of
its vital statistics were "ok" or normnal

F. On or about May 20, 1992, Respondent spayed
the kitten. 1/

G On or about May 21, 1992, Respondent noted
inthe kitten's records that it had di arrhea and
no appetite. 2/

H On or about May 22-24, 1992, Respondent noted
in the kitten's records that it was treated with
antibiotics, fluids, vitam ns, and given intensive
care (sic) with hand-feeding.



. On or about May 25, 1992, Respondent noted in
the kitten's records that its condition was greatly
i mproved.

J. On or about May 26, 1992, Respondent noted in
the kittens's records that its condition was nor nal

K. On or about May 27, 1992, the kitten died. 3/

L. "Spay" is a layman's termwhich may refer to
an ovari ohysterectony.

M  Respondent failed to performany |ab work on
the kitten when it becane ill during the period
after the surgery and until its death.

N. Rule 61Gl8-18.002(1), Florida Administrative
Code, provides that nedical records shall contain
all clinical information pertaining to the patient
with sufficient information to justify the di agnosis
or determnation of health status and warrant any
treatnent reconmended or admi ni stered.

2. Respondent had been practicing veterinary nedicine in Florida for 48
years at the time of the formal hearing. Respondent testified, credibly, that
he has perfornmed a m ni num of 10,000 spays during the course of his practice.

3. At the times pertinent to this proceedi ng, Respondent was the owner and
sol e practicing veterinarian at Mam Veterinary Hospital in Mam, Florida.

4. On May 19, 1992, Janes Forney presented his cat named Cathy to
Respondent's clinic to be boarded for one week. During that week, the
Respondent was to spay Cathy and give her any appropriate shots. "Spay" is a
layman's termthat may refer to an ovariohysterectony. The term
ovariohysterectony is generally understood by veterinarians to be a procedure
during which the ovaries and both horns of the uterus are renpved.

5. On or about May 20, 1992, Respondent spayed Cathy. Respondent pl aced
the cat under anesthesia and nade a snall incision, which he referred to as a
"bottle hole incision". Through this small incision, he renoved the ovaries and
a portion of both uterine horns. He did not renove the stunps of either uterine
horn and he did not renove the uterus. The cat died on May 27, 1992.

6. Dr. James Bogdansky perforned an autopsy of Cathy on May 28, 1992
during which he nmade cont enporaneous records of his exam nation. Dr. Bogdansky
observed that Cathy's uterus and portions of both uterine horns were present.
The ovaries were not present.

7. There was a dispute in the evidence as to whether the Respondent was
negligent by failing to renove all portions of both horns of the uterus when he
spayed the cat. The testinmony of Dr. Ellison and that of Dr. Diluzio
established that the preferred nmedical practice in perform ng an
ovariohysterectony is to conpletely renove through an appropriately placed and
sized incision the ovaries, all portions of both horns of the uterus, and the
uterus. Dr. Ellison testified that there is no nmedical benefit to | eaving
portions of both uterine horns and the uterus and that the chance of a rare,
life-threatening infection (pyonetritis) increases when the horns of the uterus



are not removed. 4/ Dr. Ellison further testified that the portions of the
uterine horns not renoved may becone w apped around the bl adder, causing

adhesi ons or strictures on the bladder. 5/ Dr. Ellison was of the opinion that
Respondent was negligent in failing to renove both uterine horns and the uterus.
6/

8. Fromthe testinmony of the Respondent and Dr. Diluzio, it is found that
veterinarians in South Florida commonly make a small incision which permts the
renoval of the ovaries and thereby sterilizes the animal, but does not permt
the renoval of the two horns of the uterus in their entirety. The practitioner
has to exercise clinical judgnment to determ ne how nuch of the horns of the
uterus will be left. The main benefit of using a smaller incision is that the
animal suffers less trauma fromthe surgery.

9. Dr. Diluzio agreed that the nmethod described by Dr. Ellison was the
preferred nethod of perform ng an ovariohysterectonmy. Dr. Diluzio's main
concern was that a subsequently treating veterinarian nmay assune that the
Respondent had renmoved both uterine horns and the uterus, which could lead to a
m sdi agnosis in the event the cat ever had a uterine infection. Notwthstanding
his concern and the concerns expressed by Dr. Ellison, Dr. Diluzio did not
bel i eve that the method used by the Respondent was bel ow an accepted standard of
care. Dr. Diluzio's opinion is buttressed by evidence as to procedures being
foll owed by practitioners such as the Respondent.

10. It is concluded that the Petitioner did not establish that the
procedure Respondent followed in spaying Cathy was bel ow an accepted standard of
care. In reaching that conclusion, the undersigned is persuaded by the
testinmony of Dr. Diluzio that the procedure followed by Respondent in spaying
the cat, Cathy, is not an uncommon procedure. Since there was no evidence that
he used poor clinical judgnment in the procedure he followed, it is found that
Petitioner failed to establish that Respondent was negligent or inconpetent by
his spay of the cat, Cathy.

11. Petitioner asserts that the Respondent failed to adequately |ook for a
wor ki ng di agnosis of the cause of the cat's illness follow ng surgery. The
Respondent was not asked what his diagnosis was for the postoperative illness.
FromDr. Diluzio's testinony based on the antibiotics and ot her treatnment
adm ni stered, it appears that the working diagnosis was infection of unknown
etiology. Respondent did not performany |lab work on the cat in the
post operative period to determ ne the cause of the illness. |Instead, Respondent
treated the cat synptomatically. The spay occurred on or about May 20, 1992.
The nedi cal records noted that the cat had no appetite on May 21, 1992. The
scanty medi cal records note that the cat began to inprove on May 25, 1992. The
cat's physical condition between the onset of the inprovenent and the date of
i nprovenent is not reflected by the nedical records. The evidence established
t hat Respondent closely nonitored the cat's condition follow ng the surgery and
that he admnistered treatnment to the cat. Except for Dr. Ellison's question as
to why the steroid predni sone was adm nistered, Dr. Ellison and Dr. Diluzio
found no fault with the treatnent actually adm nistered by Respondent. Dr.

Elli son was of the opinion that Respondent was negligent in failing to perform
basi c bl ood tests, including a conplete blood count, because such tests may have
determ ned the cause of the cat's illness or indicated the proper course of
treatment. Blood tests could al so have hel ped determ ne whet her the cat was
henorrhaging internally. Dr. Diluzio was of the opinion that it was acceptable
practice to treat the cat synptomatically for the first few days after surgery
wi t hout ordering lab work. Dr. Diluzio opined that since the cat appeared to

i nprove between the onset of the illness and its death, |ab work was not



necessary in this case. Because of these conflicting opinions, both of which
are supported by logical rationale, it is concluded that the Petitioner failed
to establish that Respondent exceeded his clinical judgenment or that he
practiced bel ow an accepted standard of care in his postoperative treatnent of
this cat by treating the cat synptomatically instead of ordering lab tests.

12. On May 19, 1992, Respondent began a nedical record for Cathy on a form
that contained an area for identifying information as to the owner and as to the
animal. The form al so had spaces to record the findings of a physica
exam nation, a description of any abnormal synptons, any di agnosis nmade, any
treatment adm ni stered, and any appropriate remarks.

13. On May 21, 1992, continuing through May 24, 1992, Respondent noted in
Cathy's records that she was treated with antibiotics, fluids, vitanm ns, and
given intensive care wth hand-feedi ng.

14. The nedi cal records should have reflected the Respondent's worKking
di agnosis for the cat's illness so as to justify the treatnment adm nistered.
The records do not contain a working diagnosis for the cat's illness and failed
to justify the treatnment adm nistered.

15. The medi cal records should have reflected the dosages of antibiotics
given to the cat. The records do not record the dosages of antibiotics given to
Cat hy.

16. The nedi cal records should have stated the reason(s) the cat was given
one cc. of the steroid prednisone (referred to in the records as "pred"). There
were no nedical records kept that justified the adm nistration of this steroid.

17. The nedi cal records should have reflected the findings of his physica
exam nations follow ng the surgery. The nedical records kept by Respondent did
not reflect the findings of his physical exam nations of the cat during that
period. He failed to docunent the physical exam nations he nade after the cat's
operation. He did not record the cat's weight, its daily tenperature, or the
dosages of the antibiotics adm nistered.

18. Petitioner established that the postoperative care given the cat was
not adequately documented by Respondent's nedical records.

19. Respondent had never, prior to this proceedi ng, been the subject of a
di sciplinary action by the Departnment. During the course of his practice,
Respondent served four years on the Board of Veterinary Medicine for the State
of Florida, has served as the president of the South Florida Veterinary
Associ ation and as the treasurer of the state association

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

20. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has jurisdiction of the
parties to and the subject matter of this proceeding. Section 120.57(1),
Fl orida Statutes.

21. Petitioner has the burden of proving by clear and convincing evi dence
the al |l egati ons agai nst Respondent. See Ferris v. Turlington, 510 So. 2d 292
(Fla. 1987); Evans Packing Co. v. Department of Agriculture and Consumer
Services, 550 So.2d 112 (Fla. 1st DCA 1989). Evans Packi ng, supra, 550 So. 2d
112, 116, fn. 5, provides the follow ng pertinent to the clear and convincing
evi dence st andar d:



That standard has been descri bed as foll ows:

[C]l ear and convinci ng evidence requires that

t he evidence nust be found to be credible; the
facts to which the witnesses testify nust be
distinctly remenbered; the evidence nmust be
preci se and explicit and the witnesses nust be

l acking in confusion as to the facts in issue.
The evi dence nmust be of such weight that it
produces in the mnd of the trier of fact the
firmbelief of (sic) conviction, wthout hesitancy,
as to the truth of the allegations sought to be
established. Slomowitz v. Wal ker, 429 So.2d 797,
800 (Fla. 4th DCA 1983).

22. Chapter 474, Florida Statutes, regulates the practice of veterinary
nedicine in the State of Florida.

23. Section 474.214, Florida Statutes, authorizes the Petitioner to
discipline the Iicensure of a veterinarian and sets forth the foll owi ng grounds
pertinent to this proceeding:

(1) The followi ng acts shall constitute the
grounds for which the disciplinary actions in
subsection (2) may be taken

* * %
(o) Fraud, deceit, negligence, inconpetency,
or msconduct, in or related to the practice
of veterinary nedicine.

* * %
(r) Being guilty of inconpetence or negligence
by failing to practice nedicine with that |evel
of care, skill, and treatnent which is recogni zed
by a reasonably prudent veterinarian as being
acceptabl e under simlar conditions and circum
st ances.

* * %
(ee) Failing to keep contenporaneously witten
medi cal records as required by rule of the board.

24. Rule 61G18-18.002, Florida Admnistrative Code, has been duly adopted
by the Petitioner and requires veterinarians to keep nmedi cal records for each
patient. The rule provides, in pertinent part, as foll ows:

(1) There must be an individual nedical record
mai nt ai ned on every patient exanm ned or adm ni stered
to by the veterinarian . . . The nmedical record
shall contain all clinical information to justify
t he di agnosis or determ nation of health status
and warrant any treatnent reconmended or adm ni stered.
* * %

(3) Medical records shall be contenporaneously
witten and include the date of each service
performed. They shall contain the follow ng
i nformation:

Nane of owner or agent.

Patient identification.



Record of any vaccinations adm ni stered.
Conpl ai nt or reason for provision of services.

Hi story.
Physi cal exam nati on.
Any present illness or injury noted.

Provi si onal diagnosis or health status
det erm nati on.

25. Count One of the Administrative Conplaint alleged that Respondent
vi ol ated Section 474.214(1)(0o), Florida Statutes, by "being negligent or
i nconpetent or comrtting msconduct related to the practice of veterinary
medi cine." The Administrative Conplaint alleges that the follow ng acts
establish this violation: failure to renove both horns of the uterus, failure
to note the cat's tenperature or body weight for the period May 21-26, 1992, and
failure to performlab work to determ ne the cause of the cat's illness
follow ng the surgery. As discussed in the findings of fact portion of this
Recomended Order, the Petitioner failed to establish that the Respondent acted
bel ow an accepted standard of care in making a small incision and in |eaving a
portion of the horns of the uterus. The Petitioner did not establish, clearly
and convincingly, that the standard of care dictates that the horns of the
uterus be renoved. Petitioner established by clear and convincing evidence that
Respondent failed to note the tenperature and body wei ght of the cat during the
period May 21-26, 1992, and that he failed to note the dosages of the
antibiotics adm nistered. That failure, however, should be considered a failure
to keep adequate nedi cal records as required by Section 474.214(1)(ee), Florida
Statutes. There was no evidence that the Respondent did not weigh the cat or
take its tenperature or that he failed to properly adm nister medications to the
cat postoperatively. Petitioner also failed to establish that Respondent
exceeded his clinical judgment in his postoperative care of the cat.

26. Count Two and Count Three alleged that Respondent violated Section
474.214(1)(ee), Florida Statutes, "for failing to keep contenporaneous witten
medi cal records as required by rule of the Board." This allegation is based on
t he medi cal records kept by the Respondent between the tinme of the spay and the
time of the cat's death. Petitioner established by clear and convincing
evi dence by establishing that the nmedical records do not contain a diagnosis of
the cat's postoperative illness so as to justify the course of treatnent, do not
contain sufficient information as to the cat's physical exam nation, do not
contain sufficient information as to the doses of antibiotics adm nistered, and
do not contain sufficient docunentation to justify the use of a steroid.
Petitioner has asserted these violations in two separate counts. The factual
al l egations that underpin both Count Two and Count Three were established by
cl ear and convi nci ng evi dence.

27. Count Four alleged that Respondent violated Section 474.214(1)(r),
Florida Statutes, "by being guilty of inconpetence or negligence by failing to

practice veterinary nedicine with that [evel of care, skill, and treatnent which
is recogni zed by a reasonably prudent veterinarian as bei ng accepted under
simlar conditions and circunstances.” As discussed above, the evidence fails

to establish that Respondent was negligent by using the "keyhole" procedure to
spay the cat or in his postoperative care of the cat. The only violations
established in this proceeding pertained to nedical records. Consequently, it
is concluded that Petitioner failed to establish a violation by clear and
convi nci ng evi dence that Respondent violated the provisions of Section
474.214(1)(r), Florida Statutes, as alleged in Count Four



28. Rule 61G18-30.001(ee), Florida Adm nistrative Code, provides that the
recomended penalty for a violation of Section 474.214(1)(ee), Florida Statutes,
consi sts of the issuance of a reprimand, the inposition of probation for six
nmont hs, and the assessnment of investigative costs. In considering the penalty
to inposed in this proceedi ng, the undersigned has considered the foregoing
gui delines, that there was no evidence as to the costs of investigation, and
t hat Respondent has practiced veterinary nmedicine in the State of Florida for 48
years with distinction and without any prior disciplinary action being brought
agai nst him

RECOMVENDATI ON
Based on the foregoi ng Findings of Fact and Concl usions of Law, it is

RECOMVENDED that the Petitioner enter a final order that adopts the
findings of fact and conclusions of |aw contained herein. Based on those
findings and conclusions, it is recommended that Petitioner find Respondent not
guilty of the violations alleged in Counts One and Four of the Admi nistrative
Conpl aint, and guilty of the violations alleged in Counts Two and Three of the
Admi ni strative Conplaint. For the violations of Counts Two and Three, it is
recomended that the Petitioner issue Respondent a formal reprimand and pl ace
his licensure on probation for a period of six nonths.

DONE AND ENTERED this 1st day of Septenber, 1995, in Tallahassee, Leon
County, Florida.

CLAUDE B. ARRI NGTON

Hearing Oficer

Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSot o Buil di ng

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-1550
(904) 488-9675

Filed with the derk of the
Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 1st day of Septenber, 1995.

ENDNOTES

1/ Paragraph 6 of the Adm nistrative Conplaint alleged that "[Q n or about My
20, 1992, Respondent spayed the kitten." Respondent admitted this allegation
and the parties stipulated that the fact was not at issue. At hearing, the
Respondent' s assistant, M. Schoubreck, testified that the cat was spayed on a
Saturday. |If her testinobny is accurate, the spay occurred on Saturday, My 23,
1992. May 20, 1992, fell on a Wdnesday. The date of the surgery is further
called into question by the Respondent's nedical record, which appears to record
the spay as being on May 19, 1992. The finding that the spay occurred on or
about May 20, 1992, is based on the stipulation of the parties that the

al l egations set forth in paragraph 6 of the Administrative Conplaint were not at
i ssue.



2/ Petitioner Exhibit 1 is the formon which Respondent kept the cat's nedica
records. There is no entry on that formreflecting that the cat had diarrhea
whi | e under Respondent's care.

3/ The cause of death of the cat was not established. Respondent is not
accused of causing the death of this cat.

4/ That this infection is rare in cats is underscored by the testinmony of Dr.
Ellison, Dr. Diluzio, and the Respondent as to their experiences with this
illness. Dr. Ellison has been a faculty nenber at the University of Florida
since 1983 where he teaches and does clinical surgery and research. Dr. Ellison
has only seen three cases of pyonetritis in cats during his career. Dr.

Diluzio, who has practiced in Florida since 1967, and Respondent, who has
practiced for 48 years in Florida, have never encountered a case of pyonetritis
in a cat.

5/ Respondent testified, credibly, that the portions of the horns of the uterus
left in this cat were inmature and subject to atrophy follow ng surgery. Based
on that testinmony, it is concluded that Dr. Ellison's testinobny as to

t heoreti cal danage to the bl adder does not provide sufficient rationale to
support a conclusion that the procedure foll owed by Respondent was bel ow an
accepted standard of care.

6/ The Admi nistrative Conplaint does not charge Respondent with failing to
renmove the uterus.

APPENDI X TO RECOVWENDED ORDER, CASE NO 94- 3567

The following rulings are made as to the proposed findings of fact
submtted by the Petitioner

1. The proposed findings of fact in paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, and 28 are adopted in
material part by the Recommended Order

2. The proposed findings of fact in paragraphs 10 and 16 are subordi nate
to the findi ngs made.

3. The proposed findings of fact in paragraph 21 are adopted in part by
t he Recomended Order, but are rejected to the extent that the course of
treatment if found to be within the clinical judgnment of the practitioner

4. The proposed findings of fact in paragraph 25 are adopted as being the
opi nion of Dr. Ellison.

COPI ES FURNI SHED:

Susan E. Lindgard, Esquire
Depart nment of Busi ness and
Pr of essi onal Regul ati on
1940 North Monroe Street, Suite 60
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0792

Roderick L. MCee, Esquire
LI GVAN, MARTI N & EVANS

230 Catal oni a Avenue

Coral Gables, Florida 33134



Susan Foster, Executive Director
Board of Veterinary Medicine
Depart nment of Busi ness and

Pr of essi onal Regul ati on

1940 North Monroe Street
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0787

Lynda L. CGoodgane, General Counse
Depart nment of Busi ness and
Pr of essi onal Regul ati on
1940 North Monroe Street
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0792

NOTI CE OF RI GHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al parties have the right to submt witten exceptions to this reconmended
order. Al agencies allow each party at least ten days in which to submt
witten exceptions. Some agencies allow a |larger period within which to submt
written exceptions. You should contact the agency that will issue the fina
order in this case concerning agency rules on the deadline for filing exceptions
to this recommended order. Any exceptions to this recomended order should be
filed with the agency that will issue the final order in this case.



