STATE OF FLORI DA
DI VI SI ON OF ADM NI STRATI VE HEARI NGS

SPYKE' S GROVE, INC., d/b/a
FRESH FRUI T EXPRESS, EMERALD
ESTATE, NATURE' S CLASSI C,

Petiti oner,
VS. Case No. 01-2920A
CLARK' S COUNTRY FARMERS MARKET,
| NC., AND CONTRACTORS BONDI NG &
| NSURANCE COVPANY,

Respondent s.

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

RECOVMENDED ORDER

The parties having been provided proper notice,
Adm ni strative Law Judge John G Van Lani ngham of the D vision
of Admi nistrative Hearings convened a formal hearing of this
matter by tel ephone conference on October 25, 2001. Petitioner
appeared in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. Respondent O ark's County
Farnmers Market, Inc. appeared, and the Adm nistrative Law Judge
presi ded, in Tallahassee, Florida.

APPEARANCES

For Petitioner: Barbara Spiece, pro se
Spyke's Grove, Inc.
7250 Giffin Road
Davi e, Florida 33314



For Respondent C ark's County Farners Market, Inc.:
Denise B. Clark, pro se
Clark's Country Farmers Market, Inc.
18440 U.S. Hi ghway 19, North
Hudson, Florida 34667

For Respondent Contractors Bonding & | nsurance Conpany:

No appearance

STATEMENT OF THE | SSUE

The issue in this case is whether Respondent dark's
Country Farmers Market, Inc. owes Petitioner a sum of noney for
shi pments of citrus fruit.

PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On April 30, 2001, Petitioner Spyke's G ove, Inc. ("Spyke's
Gove") filed a Conplaint with the Departnent of Agriculture and
Consuner Services (the "Departnent™) in which it alleged that
Respondent O ark's Country Farners Market, Inc. ("Clark's") had
failed to pay for gift fruit packages that Spyke's G ove had
shi pped during the 1999-2000 citrus shipping season pursuant to
a series of sales contracts between the parties. Spyke's G ove
claimed that Clark's owed a bal ance of $4,803.55. Respondent
Contractors Bonding & I nsurance Conpany was named in the
Conpl aint as Clark's' surety.

In an Answer filed with the Departnent on July 19, 2001,

Clark's denied Spyke's Grove's allegations and requested a



hearing. Shortly thereafter, the Departnment forwarded the
matter to the Division of Administrative Hearings.

At the final hearing on Cctober 25, 2001, Spyke's Grove was
represented by its president, Barbara Spiece, who testified on
the conpany's behal f, as did her husband, Robert Spiece.
Spyke's Grove introduced Petitioner's Exhibits 1-4; 6-10; 11
13; 14-17; 19-22; 27; 28; and 30 into evidence, and all were
received. (Mst of Spyke's Grove's exhibits were conposite
exhi bits conprising nunmerous separate docunents.)

On behalf of Cark's appeared an officer of the conpany,
Denise B. Cark. She testified, as did enpl oyees Deni se Bosse
and Mlia Julian. Cark's offered exhibits, nostly conposites,
al phabetically identified as Respondent's Exhibits Al; L-N, T,
and U. Al were adnmitted into evidence.

Al t hough a court reporter recorded the proceedi ng, none of
the parties ordered a transcript. Spyke's Gove and dark's
subm tted proposed recommended orders, and the undersigned
revi ewed them judiciously.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

The evidence presented at final hearing established the
facts that follow

The Parties and Their Probl em

1. Spyke's Gove and Clark's are "citrus fruit deal ers”

operating within the Departnment's regulatory jurisdiction.



2. As a whol esal e shi pper, Spyke's G ove packages and
arranges for delivery of citrus products pursuant to purchase
orders that retail sellers such as Cark's submt. The packages
typically are labeled with the retail seller's nanme, and thus
the retail buyer (and the recipient, if the citrus is purchased
as a gift) usually will not be aware of Spyke's G ove's
i nvol venent .

3. The instant case involves a series of orders that
Clark's placed with Spyke's G ove between COctober and Decenber
1999 for packages of gift fruit. Under a nunber of informal,
largely unwitten contracts, Spyke's Grove agreed, each tine it
received an order fromdCark's, to ship a gift fruit box or
basket to the donee designated by Cark's' retail custoner, for
which fruit shipnent Cark's agreed to pay Spyke's G ove.

4. Spyke's Grove alleges that Clark's failed to pay in
full for all of the gift fruit packages that Cark's ordered and
Spyke's Grove duly shipped. dark's contends (though not
precisely in these terns) that Spyke's Grove materially breached
the contracts, thereby discharging Cark's fromfurther
per f ormance t hereunder.

The Transacti ons

5. From m d-Cctober 1999 until around Decenber 12, 1999,
Clark's faxed or e-mailed to Spyke's Grove approxi mately 350

i ndi vidual orders for gift fruit packages. Anpbng ot her



i nformati on, each order consisted of a shipping | abel that
identified the product (e.g. the type of gift box or basket),
the intended recipient, and the destination. Spyke's G ove
mani fested its intent to fill these orders by faxing statenents
of acknow edgnent to Clark's, by telephoning dark's, or both.

6. Although the many contracts that arose fromthese
transactions were thus docunented, the witings |left nuch
unsai d. For exanple, the parties did not explicitly agree in
witing that Spyke's Grove would deliver the subject gift
baskets to the donees before Christmas, nor did they nmake any
express oral agreenents to this effect.?

7. Further, the parties did not specifically agree that
Spyke's Grove woul d be obligated to deliver the gift fruit into
t he hands of the donees and bear the risk of |oss until such
tender of delivery. Rather, the contracts between Spyke's G ove
and Cark's were ordinary shipnment contracts that required
Spyke's Grove to put the goods into the possession of carriers
(such as the U. S. Postal Service or United Parcel Service) who
in due course would deliver the packages to the donees.

8. For many weeks, until early Decenber 1999, dark's
pl aced orders, and Spyke's Grove filled them under the
arrangenent just described. The relationship was not conpletely
trouble-free, for the parties had sone problens with duplicate

orders. Most, if not all, of these difficulties stemmed from



the inplenmentation of a conmputerized ordering system which
allowed Cark's to "export" orders directly to Spyke's Grove's
el ectroni c database. The parties recognized at the tine that
errors were occurring, and they attenpted contenporaneously to
identify and purge uni ntended duplicates. Pursuant to the
course of dealing between these parties, Spyke's Gove filled
orders that were not affirmatively identified as errors prior to
t he schedul ed shi pnent date.
The Fire

9. On the night of Sunday, Decenber 12, 1999, a
devastating fire at Spyke's G ove's prem ses caused substantia
damage, tenporarily disrupting its citrus packing and shi ppi ng
operations at the peak of the holiday season. Wrking through
and around the | oss, Spyke's Grove soon recovered sufficiently
to reopen for business. By around noon on Tuesday, Decenber 14,
1999, its tel ephone service had been restored, and activities
relating to shipping resumed on Friday, Decenber 17, 1999.

The Aftermath

10. Meantine, Cark's contends, custonmers had begun
calling Cdark's on Decenber 10, 1999, to conplain that gift
fruit packages were not being received as prom sed. None of the
custoners testified at hearing, however, and therefore no
conpet ent, non- hearsay evi dence establishes the contents of

their alleged out-of-court statenents.



11. On Decenber 14, 1999, follow ng several unsuccessful
attenpts to communi cate with Spyke's G ove shortly after the
fire (about which dark's remai ned unaware), Denise d ark,
acting on behalf of dark's, reached Robert Spiece, a
representative of Spyke's Grove, on his cell phone. At hearing,
Ms. Clark and M. Spiece gave conflicting accounts as to the
substance of their Decenber 14, 1999, tel ephone conversation.
Nei t her di sputed, however, that during this conversation Ms.
Clark and M. Spiece agreed, at Ms. Cark's request, that al
orders of Cark's not yet shipped by Spyke's G ove woul d be
cancel ed, effective immediately, as a result of the fire.

Al though Ms. Clark clainmed that M. Spiece further inforned her
t hat Spyke's Gove could not identify which orders had been

shi pped, the factfinder does not believe that M. Spiece made
such a sweeping negative statenment. Rather, as M. Spiece
expl ai ned at hearing, Ms. Cark probably was told that
information regarding the filled orders would not be avail abl e
that day.

12. Wthout waiting for further information from Spyke's
G ove, Cark's began calling its retail custoners to ascertain
whet her they had recei ved packages that were supposed to have
been shi pped by Spyke's G ove. Enployees of Cark's who had
participated in this process—which took four to five days—

testified at hearing about conversations between thensel ves and



vari ous custoners. As uncorroborated hearsay, however, the out -
of -court statenents attributed to these custoners were not
conpet ent substantial evidence upon which a rel evant finding of
fact, e.g. that any particular customer or custoners had not
received their gift fruit, could be based. Moreover, this
hearsay evi dence, even if conpetent, would still have been too
anecdotal to establish persuasively any w despread failure on
the part of the carriers to deliver the packages shi pped by
Spyke's G ove.

13. On Decenber 15, 1999, Spyke's G ove prepared three
draft invoices for the gift fruit packages that Cark's had
ordered and whi ch Spyke's Grove had shi pped before Decenber 12,
1999. Nunbered 1999113001, 1999121101, and 1999121201, the
i nvoi ces sought paynent of $688.72, $2,415.48, and $298. 66,
respectively. On the first page of Invoice #1999121201, Barbara
Spi ece, the President of Spyke's Grove, wote:

Some of these were lost in the fire. "A"
day left in the norning. "Springfield" was
on the floor to go out that night.

realize there are many duplicates in these
shi pped reports. W tried to watch for them
but with different order nunbers it was very
difficult. Just cross themout [and] you
will not be charged for them | apol ogize
for all of the problens we have had this
season [illegible] wsh you | uck

These bills were faxed to, and received by, Cark's on

Decenber 16, 1999.



14. dark's did not pay the invoices, or dispute them or
cross out the unintended duplicate orders (as it had been
invited to do) to effect a reduction in the outstandi ng bal ance.
Instead, Cark's ignored Spyke's G ove's requests for paynent.
Not only that, in disregard of its existing contractual
obligations and with no advance notice to Spyke's G ove, Cark's
proceeded on its own to fill all of the orders that it had
pl aced with Spyke's G ove before Decenber 12, 1999—incl udi ng
those orders that Spyke's Gove, through its draft invoices,
clainmed to have shi pped.

15. Even after the fact, Cark's failed to inform Spyke's
Grove that it had, in effect, repudiated its contractual
prom ses to pay Spyke's Grove for the gift fruit packages
al ready shi pped as of Decenber 12, 1999 (i.e. the orders not
cancel ed on Decenber 14, 1999).

The | nevitabl e Dispute

16. Having heard nothing fromdCdark's in response to its
Decenber 16, 1999, fax, Spyke's Grove sent its invoices out
again, in final form on January 25, 2000.%2 This tine, M.

Spi ece did not inscribe any instructions to cross out duplicates
for a discount. Nunbered 11063001 ($688.72), 11063002
($2,449.14), and 11063003 ($195.52), these bills totaled

$3, 333. 38.



17. Each of these invoices contained the follow ng
boilerplate "terns":

Net 14 days pronpt paynent is expected and
appreciated. A 1 YWononthly service charge
(A.P.R 18% per annum may be charged on al
past due accounts. Customer agrees to pay
all costs of collection, including attorneys
[sic] fees and court costs, should
collection efforts ever becone necessary.

18. dark's did not remt paynent or otherw se respond to
Spyke's Grove's statenents. Accordingly, on June 20, 2000,
Spyke's Grove sent a letter to the Departnent requesting
assistance. Cark's was provided a copy of this letter.
Shortly thereafter, Spyke's Gove filed a Conplaint with the

Departnent, initiating the instant proceeding.

Utinmte Factual Determ nations

19. dark's refusal to pay for the goods ordered from and
shi pped by Spyke's Grove constituted a breach of the contracts
bet ween the parties. Spyke's Gove did not naterially breach
t he agreenents.

20. Further, dark's did not object, within a reasonable
period of tine, to the statenents of account that Spyke's G ove
rendered prelimnarily on Decenber 16, 1999, and finally on
January 25, 2000. Accordingly, these invoices anpbunt to an
account stated concerning the transactions between the parties.

Clark's failed to overcone the presunption of correctness that

10



attaches to an account stated, either by proving fraud, m stake,
or error.

21. Spyke's Grove has suffered an injury as a result of
Clark's' breach. Spyke's G ove's damages consist of the
princi pal anbunt of the debt together with pre-award interest at
the statutory rate.

22. Accordingly, Spyke's Gove is entitled to recover the

foll owi ng anbunts from C ark's:

Pri nci pal Due Date Statutory |Interest
$3, 333. 38 2/ 08/ 99 $ 298.66 (2/08/00 - 12/31/00)

$ 335.56 (1/01/01 - 11/30/01)

$3, 333. 38 $ 634.22
Interest will continue to accrue on the outstandi ng bal ance of

$3,333.38 in the anmount of $1.00 per day from Decenber 1, 2001,
until the date of the final order.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

23. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has personal
and subject matter jurisdiction in this proceeding pursuant to
Sections 120.569 and 120.57(1), Florida Statutes.

24. Chapter 601, Florida Statutes, is known as "The
Florida Citrus Code of 1949." Section 601.01, Florida Statutes.
"Citrus fruit" is defined in Section 601.03(7), Florida

St atutes, as

11



all varieties and regul ated hybrids of
citrus fruit and al so neans processed citrus
products containing 20 percent or nore
citrus fruit or citrus fruit juice, but, for
t he purposes of this chapter, shall not nean
limes, |enons, marnmal ade, jellies,

preserves,

candi es, or citrus hybrids for

whi ch no specific standards have been
established by the Departnent of G trus.

25. A "citrus fruit dealer" is defined in

Section 601.03(8), Florida Statutes, as

any consi gnor, conm ssion mnerchant,

consi gnment shi pper, cash buyer, broker,
associ ati on, cooperative associ ati on,
express or gift fruit shipper, or person who
in any manner nmakes or attenpts to nake
noney or other thing of value on citrus
fruit in any manner whatsoever, other than
of growi ng or producing citrus fruit, but
the termshall not include retai

est abl i shnments whose sales are direct to
consuners and not for resale or persons or
firms trading solely in citrus futures
contracts on a regul ated comobdity exchange.

Both Spyke's Grove and Clark's are citrus fruit deal ers under

this definition.

26. Citrus fruit dealers are required to be |icensed by

the Department in order to transact business in Florida.

Section 601.55(1), Florida Statutes. As a condition of

obtaining a license,

such dealers are required to provide a cash

bond or a certificate of deposit or a surety bond in an anmount

to be determ ned by the Departnent "for the use and benefit of

every producer and of every citrus fruit dealer with whomthe

deal er deals in the purchase, handling, sale, and accounting of

12



purchases and sales of citrus fruit." Section 601.61(3),
Fl ori da Stat utes.

27. Section 601.65, Florida Statutes, provides that "[i]f
any licensed citrus fruit dealer violates any provision of this
chapter, such dealer shall be |liable to the person allegedly
injured thereby for the full anount of damages sustained in
consequence of such violation.™ This liability may be
adjudicated in an adm nistrative action brought before the
Departnent or in a "judicial suit at lawin a court of conpetent
jurisdiction.” 1d.

28. Section 601.64(4), Florida Statutes, defines as an
"unl awful act" by a citrus fruit dealer the failure to pay
pronptly and fully, as promsed, for any citrus fruit which is
the subject of a transaction relating to the purchase and sal e
of such goods.

29. Any person may file a conplaint with the Departnent
alleging a violation of the provisions of Chapter 601, Florida
Statutes, by a citrus fruit dealer. Section 601.66(1), Florida
Statutes. The Departnent is charged with the responsibilities
of determ ning whether the allegations of the conplaint have
been established and adjudi cating the anount of indebtedness or
damages owed by the citrus fruit dealer. Section 601.66(5),
Florida Statutes. The Departnent shall "fix a reasonable tine

wi thin which said indebtedness shall be paid by the [citrus

13



fruit] dealer,” and, if the deal er does not pay within the tine
specified by the Departnent, the Departnent shall obtain paynent
of the damages fromthe dealer's surety conpany, up to the
anount of the bond. Section 601.66(5) and (6), Florida

St at ut es.

30. The contracts at issue between Spyke's G ove and
Clark's were for the sale of goods. Accordingly, in addition to
bei ng subject to the provisions of Chapter 601, Florida
Statutes, these transactions are governed by Florida' s Uniform
Commerci al Code ("UCC'). See Section 672.102, Florida Statutes
(describing scope of UCCs Article Il on "sales"); Section
672.105(1), Florida Statutes (defining "goods").

31. The informal nature of the subject agreenents does not
adversely affect their enforceability. The parties intended to
formcontracts, and reasonably certain grounds exist in the
record for giving an appropriate renedy. See, e.g., Sections
672.204, 672.206, 672.207, and 672.208, Florida Statutes.

32. The contracts at issue contained no explicit
provi sions allocating the risk of |oss while the goods were in
the possession of a carrier, nor did they provide for any
delivery terns. Hence, these were ordinary shipnment contracts,

not destination contracts, for the latter nust be explicitly

agreed to. See Pestana v. Karinol Corp., 367 So. 2d 1096, 1099

(Fla. 3d DCA 1979); Sig M dukstad, Inc. v. Lineas Aereas

14



Par aguayas, 619 F.2d 457, 459 (5th Cir. 1980)(absent specific

contrary terns, sales contract is a shipnent contract).

33. Under a shipnent contract, the seller is required to
tender the goods to a carrier for delivery to the buyer, and the
risk of loss passes to the buyer upon the carrier's receipt of

t he goods. See Pestana, 367 So. 2d at 1099; Section 672.504,

Fl ori da St at utes.
34. Spyke's Grove bore the burden of proving the
allegations in its Conplaint against Cark's by a preponderance

of the evidence. See Florida Departnent of Transportation v.

J.WC. Co., Inc., 396 So. 2d 778, 788 (Fla. 1st DCA 1981);

Fl ori da Departnment of Health and Rehabilitative Services v.

Career Service Conm ssion, 289 So. 2d 412, 415 (Fla. 4th DCA

1974); Section 120.57(1)(j), Florida Statutes. dark's,
however, had the burden to establish any breach with respect to
goods accepted. See Section 672.607(4), Florida Statutes. The
burden was also on Clark's, which had failed to object to
Spyke's Grove's invoices within a reasonable tine after having
received them to overcone the presunption of correctness with

whi ch an account stated is cloaked. E.g. Hone Health Services

of Sarasota, Inc. v. McQuay-Garrett, Sullivan & Co., 462 So. 2d

605, 606 (Fla. 2d DCA 1985); see also Robert C. Malt & Co. v.

Kelly Tractor Co., 518 So. 2d 991, 992 (Fla. 4th DCA

1988) ("CGeneral ly, an account stated is established where a

15



debt or does not object to a bill fromhis creditor within a

reasonabl e period of tine."); Rauzin v. Kupper, 139 So. 2d 432,

432 (Fla. 3d DCA 1962) ("The account stated generally arises from
the rendition of a statenent of transactions between the parties
wth a failure on the part of the party to whomthe account was
rendered to object within a reasonable tinme . . . .").

35. Spyke's Gove carried its burden of proving that
Clark's has failed and refused to pay, as agreed, for citrus
fruit that Spyke's Grove properly tendered to various carriers
for delivery.

36. Cark's failed to establish that it rejected the
tender of goods by Spyke's Gove, or that it properly revoked
t he acceptance of such goods. Having failed to nmake an
effective and tinely rejection or revocation of acceptance,
Clark's is deened to have accepted all of the citrus fruit for
whi ch Spyke's Grove has sought payment. See Sections 672.601,
672. 606, and 672.608, Florida Statutes.

37. dCdark's did not denonstrate that Spyke's Grove had
breached the contracts relating to the accepted goods. See
Section 672.607(4), Florida Statutes. Moreover, Cark's failed
to prove that it had tinely notified Spyke's G ove of any
breaches, and for that additional reason is barred from any

remedy therefor. See Section 672.607(3)(a), Florida Statutes.

16



38. Cark's failed to prove fraud, m stake, or error in
connection wth Spyke's Grove's invoices. As a result, the
presuned correctness of these invoices was not defeated, and

became conclusive.® Gendzier v. Bielecki, 97 So. 2d 604, 608

(Fla. 1957)("This presuned correctness [of an account stated]
may be overcone by proof of fraud, m stake, or error. However,
t he burden of establishing [these defenses] is upon the party
asserting [then] and unl ess he di sposes of this burden, the
presunptive correctness of the stated account becones

conclusive."); Honme Health Services of Sarasota, 462 So. 2d at

606.

39. Thus, Cark's is indebted to Spyke's Grove in the
princi pal anmount of $3,333.38. See Section 672.607(1), Florida
St at ut es.

40. The ampbunts that dark's owes Spyke's G ove cane due
as provided in the invoices that Spyke's G ove sent to dark's,
nanely, 14 days after the date of the invoice. See Section
672.310, Florida Statutes.

41. Spyke's Gove is entitled to sinple interest on the
out standi ng bal ance at the statutory rate of ten percent per
annum unti | Decenber 31, 2000, and at the rate of 11 percent per
year beginning January 1, 2001. See Section 687.01, Florida
Statutes; Section 55.03, Florida Statutes;

http://ww. dbf.state.fl.us/interest.htm; see also United
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Services Autonpbile Ass'n v. Smith, 527 So. 2d 281, 283-84 (Fla.

1st DCA 1988) (i nproper to award conpound statutory interest).
Notw t hstandi ng the boilerplate in its invoices, Sypke's G ove
is not entitled to recover interest at an annual rate of 18
percent, because the parties did not nake a special contract for

that rate. See Celotex Corp. v. Buildex, Inc., 476 So. 2d 294,

296 (Fla. 3d DCA 1985), rev. denied, 486 So. 2d 595 (1986).

RECOMVVENDATI ON

Based on the foregoing Findings of Fact and Concl usi ons of
Law, it is RECOMVENDED that the Departnent enter a final order
awar di ng Spyke's Grove the sum of $3, 333.38, together with pre-
award interest in the anount of $634.22 (through Novenber 30,
2001), plus additional interest from Decenber 1, 2001, until the
date of the final order, which will accrue in the anmount of
$1. 00 per day.

DONE AND ENTERED this 29th day of Novenber, 2001, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Flori da.

JOHAN G VAN LANI NGHAM

Adm ni strative Law Judge

Di vision 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

wwwv. doah. state. fl.us
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Filed with the Clerk of the
D vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 29th day of Novenber, 2001.

ENDNOTES

'Y The pronmises that Clark's nade to its retail customers nust,
of course, be distinguished fromthose nade by Spyke's Grove to
Clark's. That Cark's, in a separate contractual undertaking
with a retail buyer, may have obligated itself to deliver a
package before a certain date (e.g. by guaranteeing delivery by
Christmas) is not determ native of whether Spyke's G ove
concomtantly committed itself to such a prom se; rather
Spyke's Grove's obligations are governed by the various
contracts between Spyke's Gove and O ark's.

2]  Spyke's Grove sent seven other invoices to Cark's at around
the sane tine. Four of these were bills for catal ogs that
Clark's had purchased from Spyke's Grove, and a settlenent was
reached at the final hearing with respect to them Also at
hearing, Spyke's Grove withdrew its clains concerning three
additional invoices. Thus, the three invoices discussed in the
text are the only statenents presently in dispute.

3/ The UCC displaces the common law to the extent the latter
conflicts with the statutory provisions; unless displaced,
comon | aw principles of law and equity suppl enent the code.
See Section 671.103, Florida Statutes; Burtnman v. Techni cal
Chem cals and Products, Inc., 724 So. 2d 672, 676 (Fla. 4th DCA
1999). None of the parties took a position, one way or the
other, as to whether the UCC di spl aces any action on an account
stated in transactions involving the sales of goods. Although
t he discussion in the text assunes that the common | aw of
accounts supplenments the UCC, that prem se was not outcone
determ native; rather, it gave rise to an alternative rationale
in support of a result that woul d have been reached regardl ess.

COPI ES FURNI SHED,

Bar bara Spi ece, President
Spyke's Grove, Inc.

7250 Giffin Road

Davi e, Florida 33314
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Denise B. dark

Clark's Country Farnmers Market, Inc.
18440 U. S. Hi ghway 19, North

Hudson, Florida 34667

Patty St. George

Contractors Bonding & I nsurance Conpany
Post O fice Box 9271

Seattl e, Washington 98109

Honor abl e Charles H. Bronson

Comm ssi oner of Agriculture

Departnment of Agriculture and
Consuner Services

The Capitol, Plaza Level 10

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0810

Richard D. Tritschler, General Counse

Departnment of Agriculture and
Consumer Services

The Capitol, Plaza Level 10

Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-0810

Brenda D. Hyatt, Bureau Chi ef
Departnment of Agriculture
and Consuner Services
500 Third Street Northwest
Post O fice Box 1072
Wnter Haven, Florida 33882-1072

NOTI CE OF RIGHT TO SUBM T EXCEPTI ONS

Al parties have the right to submt witten exceptions within
15 days fromthe date of this recormended order. Any exceptions
to this recommended order should be filed with the agency that
will issue the final order in this case.
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