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STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue is whether Respondents inposed upon nobile home
owners an invalid "pass-through" charge to pay for the cost of
work on the park's electrical distribution system in violation
of Section 723.031(5), Florida Statutes.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

By Anended Notice To Show Cause filed April 24, 2001,
Petitioner gave notice to Respondents to show cause why
Petitioner should not issue a cease and desist order to stop
Respondents frominposing a nonthly rent increase of $28.61 per
lot, to require Respondents to refund all noney already
coll ected, and to require Respondents to take additional
affirmative action.

The Amended Notice To Show Cause al |l eges that Respondents
are the directors and trustees of Tangl ewood Mbil e Hone Park,
Inc., a dissolved corporation. The Amended Notice To Show Cause
al | eges that Respondents, in such capacities, own Tangl ewood
Mobi | e Home Park, which is |located at 345 Wat her bee Road, Fort
Pierce, Florida.

The Anended Notice To Show Cause all eges that, on
February 12, 2000, a building inspector of St. Lucie County
i nspected the electrical distribution systemat the nobile hone
park, cited Respondents for violations, and required themto

repl ace a damaged neter bank and bring it up to the current



el ectrical code. The Anended Notice To Show Cause all eges that
the building inspector required work to repair the system but
not expand it.

After performing the required work, Respondents issued a
Noti ce of Pass-Through Charge, dated August 14, 2000, for $28.61
per nonth per lot for an "Electrical Distribution System
Up-G ade," effective Decenber 1, 2000. The notice states that
t he pass-through charge will end Novenber 1, 2004.

The Anmended Notice To Show Cause all eges that Section
723.003(10), Florida Statutes, provides that a "pass-through
charge" is the "proportionate share of the necessary and actua
direct costs and i npact or hookup fees for a governnentally
mandated capital inprovenent . . .." The Amended Notice To Show
Cause al l eges that a capital addition is a valuable addition to
real property, rather than a repair, which restores a structure
to its original condition. The Amended Notice To Show Cause
al l eges that the age of the electrical distribution system and
| ack of availability of parts precluded the restoration of the
systemto its original condition.

Respondents denied the material allegations and requested a
formal hearing.

At the hearing, Petitioner called four w tnesses and
offered into evidence nine exhibits: Petitioner Exhibits 1, 5,

6, 9, 13, 14, 16, 119, and 121. Respondent called three



wi tnesses and offered into evidence six exhibits: Respondent
Exhibits 1 and 4-8. Al exhibits were admtted except
Petitioner Exhibits 1 and 119, which were proffered. The
Adm ni strative Law Judge seal ed Respondent Exhibit 6.

The parties did not order a transcript. They filed their
proposed recomrended orders on Septenber 7, 2001

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Tangl ewood Mbile Home Park, Inc., owns the Tangl ewood
Mobi |l e Hone Park | ocated at 345 Weat her bee Road, Fort Pierce,
St. Lucie County, Florida (Tangl ewood). The Patricia Yu
I rrevocabl e Trust owns Tangl ewood Mobil e Hone Park, Inc.
Respondents Chester Yu and Ronald Yu are the trustees of the
trust; Respondent Carol Yu is not a trustee. References to
"Respondents” shall include only Chester Yu and Ronal d Yu.

2. Tangl ewood was devel oped in 1969. The park was
originally owed and operated for nmany years by Respondents
f at her.

3. An undated prospectus for Tangl ewood Mobil e Honme Park
(Prospectus) contains several provisions that have sone bearing
on this case. Prospectus Section VI.A 1 requires each nobile
home owner to bear the expense of "electrical connections.”
Prospectus Section VI.A 2.a states that, "to the extent
permtted by |law, the nobile home owner nay al so be required to

bear, in the formof increases in the lot rental, the costs



incurred by Omer in installing capital inprovenents or
perform ng major repairs in the Park."

4. Prospectus Section VIII1.3 states that the Ower may
assess, on a pro rata basis, "pass-through charges" as rent
i ncreases. Prospectus Section VIII.3.a prohibits nore than one
increase in lot rental annually, except for "pass-through
charges.” Section VIII.1.c defines "pass-through charges” as
"those anounts, other than special use fees, which are item zed
and charged separately fromthe rent and which represent the
nobi | e homeowner's share of costs charged to the Park Oamer by
any state or |local governnment or utility conmpany."” Section
VII1.3.b.4 states: "To the extent permtted by |aw, the nobile
home owner may al so be required to bear, in the form of
increases in the lot rental, the costs incurred by Omer in
installing capital inprovenents or performng major repairs in
t he Park."

5. The Prospectus states that Tangl ewood has 158 [ots. 1In
reality, only 148 lots are inproved and available for rent. One
of these lots is the park office. At present, 139 lots are
| eased.

6. In Cctober 1999, Hurricane Irene caused flooding in
Tangl ewood. After the flooding had receded, the power conpany
restored power to the area, but a subnerged transfornmer blew out

and damaged part of the Tangl ewood's electrical distribution



system | eaving 16 nobile honmes without power. After repairing
or replacing the transfornmer, the power conpany enpl oyee
responsi bl e for reconnecting Tangl ewood's el ectri cal

di stribution systemreenergi zed ei ght nobil e hones, but refused
to reenergize the remai ning eight due to the deteriorated
condition of their meter bank.

7. Meter banks are located in groups at various points in
the park. Power enters the park either above- or bel ow ground
and is fed into individual nmeters for each nobile home. Each
nmet er bank typically contains eight neters, and each neter
typically has a junction box and a di sconnect box.

8. The concern of the power conpany enpl oyee was that the
mechani cal force required to reconnect power to one neter bank
coul d possibly be too great for the deteriorated supports to
wi t hst and.

9. As was typical of many neter banks at Tangl ewood, the
nmet er bank for these eight |ots was poorly supported due to the
deterioration of its support structure. WMst supports at
Tangl ewood were made of wood, which required close nonitoring
and careful maintenance. Exposed to the elenents, wood suffered
consi der abl e damage over tine fromwood rot. |If the support
failed, a neter bank would fall over to the ground, exposing
live electrical Iines in close proximty to the nobile hones and

t heir occupants.



10. Many neter banks throughout Tangl ewood al so suffered
fromdeteriorated supports. Many neter banks were deficient
because of the use of plunbing-grade PVC pi pes as conduit, which
are of a decreased thickness, when conpared to PVC pipes
approved for outdoor electrical use and, when exposed to
sunlight, tend to deteriorate faster than the type of PVC pipes
approved for outdoor electrical use. The use of plunbing-grade
PVC pi pes may not have been legal at the tinme it was used.

11. O her nmeter banks also suffered fromrusted and
m ssi ng conmponents, which mght allow rainwater to enter the
system and damage the parts. Sonme of the |arger m ssing
conponents |left gaps large enough to allow a child' s finger to
penetrate and touch a live wire. Meter cans were damaged, nasts
(for above-ground supply lines) were inadequately supported, and
drop wires (for above-ground supply lines) were too | ow.

12. Confronted with the problem of eight |ots w thout
el ectrical service, Respondents contacted a |ocal electrical
contractor, who replaced the neter bank and its supports, using
new pressure-treated wood. He also increased the service for
these eight neters from 100 anps to 150 anps. The power conpany
pronptly restored electrical service after these repairs were
conpl et ed.

13. Respondents did not try to assess the nobile hone

owners a pass-through charge for this work. Instead, on



January 28, 2000, Respondents sent the npobile hone owners a
notice that their nmonthly rent would increase by $15 (net, $12,
after relieving the tenants of the obligation to pay a $3

nont hly adm ni stration fee for water and sewer). The notice
states that the rent increase is effective May 1, 2000, which
may reflect a common commencenent date on all | ot |eases.

14. The letter notes that the park owner "has expended and
wi || expend substantial suns for inprovenents and upgrades in
the park," but warns that the park owner does not know if "any
addi tional tax, utility or assessnent prorations will be
necessary." The rent increase covered, anong other things, the
cost of the work to restore electrical service to the eight lots
whose neter bank required replacenent.

15. On February 12, 2000, the St. Lucie County Building
| nspector inspected the electrical distribution system at
Tangl ewood. He noted the conditions descri bed above and i ssued
nunerous citations, which were submtted to the St. Lucie County
Code Enforcenment office.

16. In 1998, St. Lucie County adopted the National Fire
Protecti on Associ ation code, which is based on the 1996 Nati onal
El ectrical Code. The new code requirenents prohibit a wood
support system require the placenent of neters within 30 feet
of the nobile home, and require underground w ring, but do not

require service above 100 anps, which was the m nimum | evel of



service at Tangl ewood prior to any electrical work follow ng
Hurricane Irene.

17. On May 25, 2000, the County Code Enforcenent O ficer
i ssued a notice of citations to Respondents for unsafe
el ectrical equipnment. The officer required the repl acenent of
the remai nder of the electrical distribution system Wen work
st opped at Tangl ewood, the County Code Enforcenment O ficer
i ssued other notices of citations in June 2000.

18. Respondents responded to these denmands fromthe County
by undertaki ng extensive work to Tangl ewood's el ectri cal
distribution system The result was a nodern el ectrical
di stribution system-at a cost of $161,912, plus $28,977.76 in
fi nance charges, for a total of $190, 889. 76.

19. By Notice of Pass-Through Charge dated August 14,
2000, Respondents advi sed the nobile hone owners of a nonthly
pass-t hrough charge of $28.61 per | ot from Decenber 1, 2000,

t hrough Novenber 1, 2004. The notice discloses that the reason
for the pass-through charges is the electrical distribution
system upgrade that had recently been conpl et ed.

20. The evidence is clear that, except for the upgrade to
200-amp service, the electrical work done in this case was
governnental |y mandated. This finding is supported by the
rel uctance of Respondents to attend to the electrical system

unl ess a nobile home was without electricity. Despite



Respondents' el ectrical invoices, their park-managenent policy
obvi ously deferred nai ntenance, at |least with respect to the
el ectrical distribution system

21. The closer question in this case is whether the work
was a capital inprovenent or a repair. The addition of 50-100
anps of service was a capital inprovenent, but it was not
mandat ed by the governnment. So the capital inprovenent versus
repair question applies to the remai nder of the work.

22. In their proposed recomended order, Respondents
contend that the electrical distribution systemwas "conpletely
functional"™ prior to the inspection and citations. This is true
as to the function of conducting electricity; this is untrue as
to the function of conducting electricity safely. Wakened and
somet i mes nonexi stent supports, rusted holes, holes fromm ssing
conponents, and occasionally exposed wiring substantially
underm ned the safety of the electrical distribution system at
Tangl ewood.

23. Respondents argue that new code requirenents forced
themto rel ocate disconnects closer to the nobile hones, use
four-wire (not three-wire) feeder line to all nobile honmes, use
el ectrical -grade conduit, and use netal supports for neter
banks. However, these are subsidiary costs of repair, not
capital inprovenents. As contrasted to the expansion of

service, the remaining work does not enlarge the capacity of the

10



el ectrical distribution system The remaining work repairs the
systemto nake it safer, with sonme additional work required to
meet current code requirenents.

24. Respondents argue that the work increases the val ue of
the land. The record does not support this assertion. Even if
such evi dence were present in this case, it would not be
determi native. Although a capital inprovenment normally adds
value, a residential safety hazard subtracts value, so its
el imnation woul d have the appearance of addi ng val ue.

25. Respondents argue that the work substantially extends
the life of the electrical distribution system This argunent
woul d be nore appealing in the presence of an effective
prevent ati ve mai nt enance program covering such basic needs as
repl aci ng wooden supports and nmetal covers when needed.

However, the nature of the work, other than raising the service
from 100 anps, is nore retrospective than prospective; the work
is really only catching up on preventative repairs and

mai nt enance that was not done for years. Once Respondents

all owed the systemto fall into such a state of disrepair, the
secondary costs of bringing the systemup to code, such as
adding four-wire feeds and rel ocati ng di sconnects, do not change
the nature of the expenditures; they are repair expenses, not

capi tal inprovenents.
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26. Respondents have proved that a portion of the work was
clearly the responsibility of individual nobile hone owners.

For instance, about two-thirds of the nobile homes required
$150- $200 of work to separate the grounded conductors fromthe
groundi ng conductors. However, it is unclear that any of such
wor k, for which individual nobile hone owners were directly
responsi bl e, was perfornmed on all lots. Even if this work were
a capital expenditure, which it is not, it could not be passed
"proportionately" anong all of the nobile honme owners, if only
some of themrequired the work.

27. Respondent contends correctly that the pass-through
charges are a minor violation, as defined in Section 723.006(9),
Florida Statutes. Respondents fully disclosed the pass-through
charges prior to assessing them The pass-through charges did
not endanger the health, safety, or welfare of the nobile hone
owners; to the contrary. The charges arose froma substanti al
expendi ture by Respondents to enhance the health, safety, and
wel fare of the nobile hone owners. The pass-through charges
caused no econonmic harmto the nobile home owners because
Respondents were authorized by the Prospectus to raise the rent
by a sufficient anmount to conpensate for the entire cost of the
work on the electrical distribution system For these reasons,
al one, neither a penalty nor a refund is appropriate; a

cessation of the assessnent of further pass-through charges and

12



the inmposition of the maximumcivil penalty for a m nor
violation are sufficient.

28. An order requiring a refund of any portion of the
col | ected pass-through charges may have a di sproportionately
di sturbing effect on Respondents and the nobile hone owners.
Respondents borrowed the full cost of the work on the el ectrical
distribution system and this note is payable in 48 equal
mont hly instal ments endi ng on August 4, 2004. An order
requiring a refund of any portion of the nonies already
collected may result in a significant disruption in the
antici pated cash flow to Respondents, necessitating an even
greater increase in rent to cover the | oss of these funds.
Mobi | e hone owners who have left the park between the tine of
the electrical work and the tine of the rent increase would
unfairly be relieved of their proportionate share of the cost of
this work, and nobile hone owners coming to the park after this
rent increase would unfairly be inposed with a
di sproportionately | arger share of the cost of this work.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

29. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has
jurisdiction over the subject matter. Section 120.57(1),
Florida Statutes. (Al references to Sections are to Florida

Statutes.)
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30. Section 723.006(5) authorizes Petitioner to take
action agai nst Respondents:

Not wi t hst andi ng any renedi es avail able to
nmobi | e home owners, nobile hone park owners,
and honeowners' associations, if the

di vi sion has reasonabl e cause to believe
that a violation of any provision of this
chapter or any rul e pronul gated pursuant
hereto has occurred, the division nmay
institute enforcenent proceedings in its own
name agai nst a devel oper, nobile hone park
owner, or honeowners' association, or its
assi gnee or agent, as follows:

(a) The division nay permt a person
whose conduct or actions nmay be under
investigation to waive formal proceedings
and enter into a consent proceedi ng whereby
orders, rules, or letters of censure or
war ni ng, whether formal or informal, may be
ent ered agai nst the person.

(b) The division may i ssue an order
requiring the nobile honme park owner, or its
assignee or agent, to cease and desist from
an unl awful practice and take such
affirmative action as in the judgnment of the
division wll carry out the purposes of this
chapter. The affirmative action may include
the foll ow ng:

1. Refunds of rent increases,

i nproper fees, charges and assessnents,

i ncl udi ng pass-throughs and pass-ons
collected in violation of the terns of this
chapter.

2. Filing and utilization of
docunents which correct a statutory or rule
vi ol ati on.

3. Reasonabl e action necessary to
correct a statutory or rule violation.

(c) In determning the amount of civil
penalty or affirmative action to be inposed
under this section, if any, the division
nmust consider the follow ng factors:

14



1. The gravity of the violation.

2. Wether the person has
substantially conplied with the provisions
of this chapter

3. Any action taken by the person to
correct or mtigate the violation of this
chapter.

(d) The division may bring an action in
circuit court on behalf of a class of nobile
home owners, nobile hone park owners,
| essees, or purchasers for declaratory
relief, injunctive relief, or restitution.

(e)l. The division may inpose a civil
penal ty agai nst a nobile home park owner or
homeowners' association, or its assignee or
agent, for any violation of this chapter, a
properly promul gated park rul e or
regul ation, or a rule or regulation
pronul gated pursuant hereto. A penalty may
be i nposed on the basis of each separate
violation and, if the violation is a
continui ng one, for each day of continuing
violation, but in no event may the penalty
for each separate violation or for each day
of continuing violation exceed $5,000. Al
anounts col lected shall be deposited with
the Treasurer to the credit of the Division
of Florida Land Sal es, Condom ni uns, and
Mobi | e Homes Trust Fund.

2. |If aviolator fails to pay the civil
penal ty, the division shall thereupon issue
an order directing that such viol ator cease
and desist fromfurther violation until such
time as the civil penalty is paid or may
pursue enforcenent of the penalty in a court
of conpetent jurisdiction. |If a honeowners'
association fails to pay the civil penalty,
t he division shall thereupon pursue
enforcenent in a court of conpetent
jurisdiction, and the order inposing the
civil penalty or the cease and desi st order
shal | not becone effective until 20 days
after the date of such order. Any action
commenced by the division shall be brought
in the county in which the division has its
executive offices or in which the violation
occurr ed.

15



31.

32.

Section 723.006(11) adds:

Upon adoption of rules establishing m nor
violations and a determ nation by the
division that the violation is a m nor
violation, the division may levy a civil
penalty of up to $250 but shall not require
a refund of rent increases, fees, charges or
assessnents, including pass-through and
pass-ons collected from nobil e hone owners.
Until rules have been adopted as provided in
this section, the enforcenent procedures of
the division in existence on the effective
date of this act shall be in effect.

Rul e 65B-35. 002 defines "m nor violations":

(1) Pursuant to section 723.006, Florida
Statutes, the followng itens are designated
as mnor violations of chapter 723, Florida
St at ut es:

(a) Failure to provide a prospectus to a
nmobi | e honme owner that incorporates the 1988
| egi sl ati ve amendnents to the prospectus
pursuant to section 723.011, Florida
St at ut es.

(b) Failure to file copies of
advertising required by section 723.016(1),
Fl ori da Stat utes.

(c) Failure to post park rules and
regul ati ons required by section 723.035(1),
Fl ori da Stat utes.

(d) Failure to file copies of lot rental
increases with the agency required by
by section 723.037(3), Florida Statues.

(e) Failure to nmeet to discuss a notice
of change as required by section 723.037(4),
if there is nmutual witten agreenent between
t he homeowners' commttee and the park owner
to neet at a tinme beyond the 30-day
requirenment, if a nmeeting is requested by
ei ther party.

(f) Failure to file rule changes with
the division no later than 10 days after the
ef fective date of the changes as provided in
the notice of rules change.

16



33.

(2) The listing of a violation as m nor
violation in this section does not preclude
the division fromfinding that any ot her

vi ol ation of chapter 723 or of the rules
adopt ed thereunder is a mnor violation as
provi ded by 723.006. The listing of a
violation as a mnor violation in this
section does not create any presunption that
any other violation of chapter 723 or of the
rul es adopted thereunder, is or is not a

m nor viol ati on.

Section 723.031(5)(b) restricts the ability of

Respondents to collect additional noney fromthe nobile hone

owners during the termof a one-year |ease unless the additional

noney qualifies as a "pass-through charge":

as:

34.

The rental agreenment shall contain the | ot
rental anmount and services included. An
increase in ot rental anpunt upon
expiration of the termof the |ot rental
agreenent shall be in accordance with ss.
723. 033 and 723.037 or s. 723.059(4),

whi chever is applicable, provided that,
pursuant to s. 723.059(4), the anmount of the
ot rental increase is disclosed and agreed
to by the purchaser, in witing. An
increase in lot rental amount shall not be
arbitrary or discrimnatory between
simlarly situated tenants in the park. No
| ot rental anpunt rmay be increased during
the termof the lot rental agreenent,
except :

(b) For pass-through charges as defined
ins. 723.003(10).

Section 723.003(10) defines a "pass-through charge”

The term "pass-through charge" neans the
nobi | e hone owner's proportionate share of
t he necessary and actual direct costs and

17



i mpact or hookup fees for a governnentally
mandat ed capital inprovenent, which may

i ncl ude the necessary and actual direct
costs and inpact or hookup fees incurred for
capital inprovenents required for public or
private regulated utilities.

35. As anended effective July 1, 2001, Section 723.003(11)
defines a "proportionate share" as:

The term "proportionate share" as used in
subsection (10) neans an anount cal cul at ed
by dividing equally anong the affected

devel oped lots in the park the total costs
for the necessary and actual direct costs
and i npact or hookup fees incurred for
governnental | y mandated capital inprovenents
serving the recreational and conmon areas
and all affected developed lots in the park.

36. The governnentally mandated work in this case is a
repair, not a capital expenditure, for the reasons stated in the

findings of fact. Cf. Hillsboro Island House Condom ni um

Apartnents, Inc. v. Town of Hillsboro Beach, 263 So. 2d 209, 213

(Fla. 1972) with Pinnacle Port Community Ass'n, Inc., V.

Orenstein, 952 F.2d 375, 378 (11th Gr. 1992).

37. Because the work constitutes repairs, Respondents
coul d not assess the nobile home owners their proportionate
share of the costs during the | ease term as a pass-through
charge, but could, under the Prospectus, add these costs to the
rent. Respondents chose a rent increase as the vehicle to

defray the costs of the electrical repairs to the first eight
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lots. These costs were effectively passed through as of May 1,
2000.

38. Adding the considerably greater costs to the rent
woul d nean two things. First, they would represent a permanent
i ncrease, rather than a pass-through charge that expires on a
certain date. Second, they could not be added to the rent until
t he next anniversary of the | eases, which may not have been
until May 1, 2001. However, under the provisions of the
Prospectus, Respondents could have increased the rent to recover
t hese consi derabl e repair costs.

39. Instead, effective Decenber 1, 2000, Respondents
passed t hrough the costs to the nobile honme owners over a period
roughly commensurate with the termof the note that Respondents
executed to pay for this work.

40. Although Respondents have viol ated Section 723.031(5)
by attenpting to pass through noncapital expenditures, the
violation is a minor one in every respect. The expenditures
enhanced the safety of the nobile honme owners. Respondents
clearly disclosed the nature of the pass-through. Respondents
could have raised the rent to cover the expenditures. A refund
order may have a disruptive effect on the financial health of
Tangl ewood and its residents. The circunstances dictate issuing

a cease and desist order, prohibiting the collection of the
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pass-t hrough charge at anytine follow ng the effective date of
the final order, and inposing a $250 civil penalty.

RECOMVENDATI ON

It is

RECOMMENDED t hat the Division of Florida Land Sal es,
Condom ni unms, and Mobil e Hones enter a final order dism ssing
t he Amended Notice To Show Cause agai nst Respondent Carol Yu.

It is further

RECOMMENDED t hat the Division of Florida Land Sal es,
Condom ni unms, and Mobile Hones enter a final order finding that
Chester Yu and Ronald Yu have assessed a pass-through charge in
vi ol ation of Section 723.031(5), Florida Statutes; that Chester
Yu and Ronald Yu shall cease and desist from assessing this
pass-t hrough charge upon the effective date of the final order
that the violation is a mnor violation and no refund is
appropriate under the circunstances; and that Chester Yu and
Ronal d Yu shall pay a single civil penalty of $250, for which

they are jointly and severally |iable.
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DONE AND ENTERED this 19th day of Septenber, 2001, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Florida.

ROBERT E. MEALE

Adm ni strative Law Judge

Di vi sion of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSot o Buil di ng

1230 Apal achee Par kway

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-3060
(850) 488-9675 SUNCOM 278- 9675
Fax Filing (850) 921-6847

www. doah. state. fl.us

Filed with the Cerk of the
Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 19th day of Septenber, 2001.

COPI ES FURNI SHED

Ross Fl eet wood

Di vision Director

D vision of Florida Land Sal es,
Condoni ni uns, and Mbobil e Hones

1940 North Monroe Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0792

Hardy L. Roberts, |11

CGeneral Counse

Depart nent of Business and Professional Regul ation
Nor t hwood Centre

1940 North Monroe Street

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-2202

Jani s Sue Ri chardson

Attorney for Petitioner

Depart ment of Busi ness and
Pr of essi onal Regul ati on,

D vision of Florida Land Sal es,
Condoni ni uns, and Mbobil e Hones
1940 North Monroe Street, Suite 60

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-2202
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Bernard A. Conko
Attorney for Respondent
Cohen, Norris, Scherer,
Wi nber ger & Wbl ner
712 U. S. H ghway One
Fourth Fl oor
Nort h Pal m Beach, Florida 33408

NOTI CE OF RIGHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al'l parties have the right to submt witten exceptions within
15 days fromthe date of this reconmended order. Any exceptions
to this recomended order nust be filed with the agency that
will issue the final order in this case.
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