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Pursuant to notice, this case canme on for formal hearing
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STATEMENT OF THE | SSUES

Whet her Respondent, N chol as Ant hony Musashe (Respondent
Musashe), is guilty of failure to account or deliver funds and
failure to foll ow procedures as required by Subsection
475.25(1)(d)1., Florida Statutes (2003).

Whet her Respondent Musashe is guilty of failure to provide
witten notification to the Florida Real Estate Conm ssion
(FREC) within 15 days of the last party's denmand as required by
Fl orida Adm nistrative Code Rule 61J2-10.032(1)(a).

Whet her Respondent Musashe is guilty of cul pabl e negligence
or breach of trust in any business transaction in violation of
Subsection 475.25(1)(b), Florida Statutes (2003).

Whet her Respondent, The Jander G oup, Inc. (Jander G oup),
is guilty of failure to account or deliver funds and failure to
foll ow procedures, as required by Subsection 475.25(1)(d)1.,
Florida Statutes (2003).

Whet her the Jander Goup is guilty of failure to provide
witten notification to the FREC within 15 days of the | ast
party's demand as required by Florida Adm nistrative Code Rul e
61J2- 10. 032(1) (a).

Whet her the Jander Goup is guilty of cul pable negligence
or breach of trust in any business transaction in violation of

Subsection 475.25(1)(b), Florida Statutes (2003).



PRELI M NARY STATEMENT

On May 20, 2003, the Departnent of Business and
Prof essi onal Regul ation, Division of Real Estate, filed a
24-count Anended Adm nistrative Conpl ai nt agai nst Respondents,
Ni chol as Ant hony Miusashe and The Jander G oup, Inc., alleging
vi ol ati ons of Subsections 475.25(1)(d), (1)(e), and (1)(b),
Florida Statutes (2003), and Florida Adm nistrative Code Rule
61J2-10.032(1)(a) in their handling of three different rental
deposit disputes. Respondents raised affirmative defenses and
requested a formal hearing. This nmatter was referred to the
Division of Adm nistrative Hearings on April 20, 2004.
Fol | owi ng di scovery and the filing of a Joint Response to Pre-
Hearing Order, a formal hearing was conducted on July 2, 2004,
by vi deo tel econference.

Petitioner presented the testinony of one wtness, Tiffnye
Castro, and 11 exhibits were admtted into evidence.
Respondents presented the testinony of James R Mtchel |,
Esquire, and Respondent Misashe; and one exhibit was admtted
into evidence. The parties agreed that the time for filing
proposed reconmended orders was ten days fromthe filing of the
transcript. The Transcript was filed on July 23, 2004. Each of
the parties tinely filed Proposed Recomended Orders on July 30,
2004, which have been carefully considered in the preparation of

this Recommended Order



FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1. Petitioner is the state |licensing and regul atory agency
charged with the responsibility and duty to investigate
adm ni strative conplaints pursuant to Section 20.165 and
Chapters 455 and 475, Florida Statutes (2003), and the rules
pronul gat ed t her eunder.

2. Respondent Misashe is, and has been at all tines
material, a licensed real estate broker, having been issued
i cense no. 265400 and |icense no. 3010224. He is the owner of
the Jander G oup, which is also a licensed real estate broker
and its business address is |ocated at 1440 Howel | Branch Road,
Wnter Park, Florida 32789. At all tinmes nmaterial hereto,
Respondent Miusashe was |icensed and operating as the qualifying
broker for the Jander G oup. The Jander G oup manages rent al
property exclusively and is not involved in the sale of real
estate.

3. Respondent Musashe has been nmanagi ng rental properties
in Florida since 1990. He, through his conpany, the Jander
Group, manages about 500 properties. He enters into contracts
wWith property owners to provide property managenent services.
He neets with the property owners to advise themon inprovenents
to accommpdate rentals. He advertises vacant properties;
interviews prospective residents; shows properties; takes

applications; screens applicants; and, upon ascertaining that



t he applicant nmeets the m ni num standards, enters into | ease
agreenments with tenants. He also perforns the day-to-day
functions of collecting rent, accounting, paying bills,
accounting to the owner, and paying the owner the rental
proceeds. He keeps a percentage of the rent for his services.

4. Fromtinme to time, in the property nmanagenent business,
a di spute devel ops between a tenant and a property owner. This
can involve a deposit by a prospective tenant or a security
deposit pursuant to a lease. In the early 1990's, the
Legi sl ature anended Chapter 83, Florida Statutes (2003), the
"Florida Residential Landlord and Tenant Act" (Landl ord- Tenant
Act). Anong other changes, it relieved |icensed real estate
brokers fromthe requirenments of reporting escrow di sputes and
instituting settlenent procedures as outlined in Subsection
475.25(1)(d), Florida Statutes (2003), when there were deposit
di sput es between residential |andlords and tenants. Thereafter,
and until late 2001, the FREC s position on rental property
deposit disputes was that such di sputes were addressed by the
Landl ord- Tenant Act and not subject to the provisions of Chapter
475, Florida Statutes (2003). This applied to disputes over
security deposits, as well as disputes over deposits by
prospective tenants.

5. In late 2001, without notice to brokers and associ ates

or rul emaki ng, the FREC changed its |legal interpretation of



Subsections 475.25(1)(d) and 83.49(3)(d), Florida Statutes
(2003), with respect to disputes over pre-|lease deposits on
rental property. 1In this case and at | east one other case,

adm ni strative conplaints were filed agai nst brokers who, faced
wth a dispute between a prospective tenant and a property
owner, failed to give the FREC notice of the dispute and
requested one of the settlenment procedures set forth in
Subsection 475.25(1)(d), Florida Statutes (2003).

6. In the early to md-1990s, in his business of managi ng
rental properties, when confronted with di sputes between
prospective tenants and property owners, Respondent Misashe
routinely sent notice to the FREC and requested an escrow
di sbursenent order (EDO) to assist in determ ning howto settle
the dispute in accordance with Subsection 475.25(1)(d), Florida
Statutes (2003). The FREC responded that disputes involving
rental properties were to be resolved in accordance with the
Landl or d- Tenant Act and did not issue an EDO

7. James Mtchell was the |legal advisor to the FREC for
several years while in the Attorney Ceneral's (AG office in the
1990s; and since that tinme, is the author of continuing
education materials which are approved by the FREC. In his
materials, he instructs real estate brokers that disputes
i nvolving any type of rental deposits should be handl ed pursuant

to the Landl ord-Tenant Act, and not in accordance with the



notice and settlenment procedures set forth in Subsection
475.25(1)(d), Florida Statutes (2003). Mtchell is not famliar
with the particular facts or docunents at issue in this case.

He did not give an opinion as to whether or not the facts of the
present case created a | andlord and tenant rel ationship between
Respondents and Ti ffnye Castro.

8. During his tenure with the AGs office, Mtchel
applied Chapter 83, Florida Statutes (2003), to escrow dispute
i ssues in a manner consistent wth the statutes' definition of
“"tenant"” and "rental agreenent.”

9. Section 83.49, Florida Statutes (2003), applies
"whenever noney is deposited or advanced by a tenant on a rental
agreenent or as advanced rent for other than the next inmedi ate
rental period.” Chapter 83, Florida Statutes (2003), defines,
"tenant" as "any person entitled to occupy a dwelling under a
rental agreenent.”

10. On May 10, 2002, Castro signed a rental application
with the Jander Group to rent a duplex at 12034 \Wal denwoods in
Ol ando. She gave the Jander Group a check for $25.00 as an
application fee and $585.00 as a hol ding deposit.

11. According to the ternms of the application, the holding
deposit was to be held by the broker while the application was
bei ng processed. If the prospective tenant was deened

qualified, she would receive a lease. During the tine that the



broker was checking on the tenant's qualifications, the property
woul d be taken off of the rental market. [|f the tenant did not
meet the qualifications for renting the property, the hol ding
deposit would be returned to her. |If the prospective tenant
qualified, but changed her m nd and decided not to rent the
property, the property owner was entitled to keep the hol ding
deposit as |iquidated damages for holding the property off the
rental market.

12. Subsequent to filling out the application, Castro was
approved as a tenant. In a dispute over the anmount of rent to
be charged for the unit, Castro decided not to rent the property
and sent a dermand letter to Respondent seeking the return of her
deposit. On June 20, 2002, the Jander G oup sent Castro a
letter, in conformance with Subsection 83.49(3), Florida
Statutes (2003), giving her notice of its intent to keep her
deposit. Respondents accounted for the deposit to both parties
in the transaction; and subsequently, delivered the deposit to
t he property owner

13. Castro never signed a | ease or possessed keys, and she
never had the right to occupy the property in question.

14. Respondent predicated the handling of the escrow
deposit on the assunption that he had a | andl ord and tenant

relationship with Castro.



15. Respondents never petitioned the FREC for a
decl aratory statenent regarding a dispute over a deposit by a
non-tenant on a |l ease application, rather than a rental
agr eenent .

16. Respondent Musashe el ected not to foll ow Subsection
475.25(1)(d)1., Florida Statutes (2003), requirenments for five
reasons: his opinion that the issue was contractual; his own
reading of the law, his experience with professional education;
advice of private counsel; and the statenents of |aw issued by
the AG s office regardi ng EDGCs.

17. There is no evidence that Respondent Misashe was ever
specifically advised by a state agency that the | andl ord and
tenant procedure in Section 83.49, Florida Statutes (2003), was
applicable to earnest noney deposits made by a non-tenant as
part of an application that did not create a | ease obligation.

18. Petitioners presented no evidence relative to
par agr aphs 15 through 22 and 25 through 32 of the Anended
Adm ni strative Conpl aint.

CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

19. The Division of Adm nistrative Hearings has
jurisdiction over the subject nmatter and parties in this
proceedi ng pursuant to Sections 120.569 and 120. 60 and

Subsection 120.57(1), Florida Statutes (2003).



20. Petitioner is charged with the regulation of |icensed
real estate brokers pursuant to Chapter 475, Florida Statutes
(2003), and is authorized to discipline those |icensed
t hereunder who violate the | aw

21. License disciplinary proceedi ngs are penal in nature,

State ex. rel. Vining v. Florida Real Estate Conm ssion, 281

So. 2d 487 (Fla. 1973), and nust be construed strictly in favor
of the one agai nst whomthe penalty woul d be i nposed. Minch v.

Depart nent of Profession Regul ation, Division of Real Estate,

592 So. 2d 1136 (Fla. 1st DCA 1992); Fleischnmann v. Depart nent

of Professional Regul ation, 441 So. 2d 1121 (Fla. 3d DCA 1983).

The standard of proof required in this matter is that rel evant
and material findings of fact nust be supported by clear and

convi nci ng evidence of record. Departnment of Banking and

Fi nance v. Osborne Stern & Co., 670 So. 2d 932 (Fla. 1996).

Petitioner has the burden of proving by clear and convincing
evi dence each of the allegations in the Adm nistrative

Conplaint. Ferris v. Turlington, 510 So. 2d 292 (Fla. 1987).

22. Subsections 475.25(1)(b) and (d), Florida Statutes
(2003), as it pertains to the alleged facts in this matter,
reads in pertinent part:

(1) The conmm ssion may deny an
application for licensure, registration, or
permt, or renewal thereof; may place a

| i censee, registrant, or permttee on
probation; nmay suspend a |icense,

10



registration, or permt for a period not
exceedi ng 10 years; may revoke a |license,
registration, or permt; nmay inpose an

adm ni strative fine not to exceed $1,000 for
each count or separate offense; and may
issue a reprimand, . . . if it finds that
the |icensee:

(b) Has been guilty of fraud,
m srepresentation, conceal nent, false
prom ses, false pretenses, dishonest dealing
by trick, schenme, or device, cul pable
negl i gence, or breach of trust in any
busi ness transaction .

* * *

(d)1. Has failed to account or deliver to
any person, including a Iicensee under this
chapter, at the tinme which has been agreed
upon or is required by law or, in the
absence of a fixed tinme, upon demand of the
person entitled to such accounting and
delivery, any personal property such as
nmoney, fund, deposit, check, draft, abstract
of title, nortgage, conveyance, |ease, or
ot her docunent or thing of value, including
a share of a real estate commssion if a
civil judgnent relating to the practice of
the |licensee's profession has been obtained
agai nst the licensee and said judgnent has
not been satisfied in accordance with the
ternms of the judgnent within a reasonabl e
tinme, or any secret or illegal profit, or
any divisible share or portion thereof,
whi ch has cone into the |icensee's hands and
which is not the |icensee's property or
which the licensee is not in law or equity
entitled to retain under the circunstances.
However, if the licensee, in good faith,
entertai ns doubt as to what person is
entitled to the accounting and delivery of
the escrowed property, or if conflicting
demands have been made upon the |icensee for
t he escrowed property, which property she or

11



he still maintains in her or his escrow or
trust account, the licensee shall pronptly
notify the comm ssion of such doubts or
conflicting demands and shall pronptly:

a. Request that the conm ssion issue an
escrow di sbursenent order determ ning who is
entitled to the escrowed property;

b. Wth the consent of all parties,
submt the matter to arbitration

c. By interpleader or otherw se, seek
adj udi cation of the matter by a court; or

d. Wth the witten consent of al
parties, submt the matter to nedi ation.
The departnent may conduct nediation or may
contract with public or private entities for
nmedi ati on services. However, the nediation
process nmust be successfully conpl eted
wi thin 90 days follow ng the | ast demand or
the licensee shall pronptly enpl oy one of
the other escape procedures contained in
this section. Paynent for nediation wll be
as agreed to in witing by the parties. The
departnment may adopt rules to inplenment this
section.

If the licensee pronptly enpl oys one of
t he escape procedures contai ned herein and
abi des by the order or judgnent resulting
therefrom no adm nistrative conplaint may
be filed against the licensee for failure to
account for, deliver, or maintain the
escrowed property. Under certain
ci rcunst ances, which the conmm ssion shal
set forth by rule, a licensee may di sburse
property fromthe |licensee's escrow account
w t hout notifying the conm ssion or
enpl oyi ng one of the procedures listed in
sub- subpar agraphs a.-d. |If the buyer of a
residential condom niumunit delivers to a
licensee witten notice of the buyer's
intent to cancel the contract for sale and
purchase, as authorized by s. 718.503, or if
t he buyer of real property in good faith

12



fails to satisfy the terns in the financing
clause of a contract for sale and purchase,
the licensee may return the escrowed
property to the purchaser w thout notifying
the comm ssion or initiating any of the
procedures listed in sub-subparagraphs a.-d.

2. Has failed to deposit noney in an
escrow account when the licensee is the
purchaser of real estate under a contract
where the contract requires the purchaser to
pl ace deposit nobney in an escrow account to
be applied to the purchase price if the sale
i s consummat ed.

23. Chapter 83, Florida Statutes (2003), the Landl ord-
Tenant Act, sets forth a procedure for handling deposits in
| andl ord-tenant transactions. It requires a landlord to wite a
letter to the tenant in a formset forth in the statute,
advi sing them of any clains against the deposit. Subsection
83.49(3)(d), Florida Statutes (2003), further specifically
provi des:

(d) Conpliance with this section by an
i ndi vi dual or business entity authorized to
conduct business in this state, including
Fl orida-licensed real estate brokers and
sal es associ ates, shall constitute
conpliance with all other relevant Florida
Statutes pertaining to security deposits
hel d pursuant to a rental agreenent or other
| andl ord-tenant relationship. Enforcenent
personnel shall ook solely to this section
to determ ne conpliance. This section
prevails over any conflicting provisions in
chapter 475 and in other sections of the
Florida Statutes, and shall operate to
permt |licensed real estate brokers to
di sburse security deposits and deposit noney
wi t hout having to conply with the notice and

13



settl enment procedures contained in
s. 475.25(1)(d).

24. The | anguage of Section 83.49, Florida Statutes
(2003), is not the nodel of clarity with regard to whether it
applies to pre-lease deposits. It is clear that its provisions
preenpt any other contrary rental agreenent or other |andl ord-
tenant relationship. Further, the FREC s earlier interpretation
woul d indicate that this section does apply to pre-rental
deposi ts.

25. However, Petitioner now argues that since a | ease was
never signed, there was no | andlord and tenant relationship; and
t hus, this provision of the Landl ord- Tenant Act woul d not apply.
Certainly, the FRECis entitled to change its interpretation of
the statute that it admnisters.

26. A party who seeks an exenption to a statute bears the
burden of proving those facts that would bring himw thin the

defined exception. Arnstrong v. Onond in the Pines, 734 So. 2d

596, 599 (Fla. 1st DCA 1999). Respondents take the position
that since the application clearly evidences the parties' intent
to create a landlord and tenant rel ationship, the fact that the
| ease was not executed does not change the nature of the
transaction in question. It was the first step in creating a

| andl ord and tenant relationship.

14



27. In addition, Respondent seeks to invoke estoppel

agai nst a governnent entity and relies on Council Brothers v.

City of Tallahassee, 634 So. 2d 264 (Fla. 1st DCA 1994), wherein

the First District Court of Appeal held:

The el enments which nust be present for
application of estoppel are: "(1) a
representation as to a material fact that is
contrary to a | ater-asserted position;

(2) reliance on that representation; and

(3) a change in position detrinmental to the
party clai mng estoppel, caused by the
representation and reliance thereon . . .
As a general rule, estoppel wll not appl

to m staken statenents of the law, . . . but
may be applied to erroneous representations
of fact . . . Equitable estoppel wll

apply agai nst a governnental entity "only
in rare instances and under excepti onal

ci rcumst ances . " In proper

ci rcunst ances, the doctrine "may be

i nvoked against a nunicipality as if it
were an individual . . ." The reasonable
expectation of every citizen "that he wll
be dealt with fairly by his governnent,"” can
formthe basis for application of equitable
est oppel against a governnment entity .

One seeking to invoke the doctrine of

est oppel agai nst the governnent first nust
establ i sh the usual elenents of estoppel,
and then nust denonstrate the existence of
af firmati ve conduct by the governnent which
goes beyond nere negligence, nust show t hat

t he governnental conduct will cause serious
i njustice, and nmust show that the
application of estoppel wll not unduly harm

t he public interest
ld. at 266 (citations omtted). The court applied the principle
of estoppel to the appellee because its official told the

appellant, a building contractor, that it was exenpt from system

15



charges on future construction and the appellant detrinentally
relied upon that representation. 1d. at 267. Later, the
appel | ee changed its position and sought to inpose the charges.
Id. The court determ ned that the el ements of estoppel were
met, and the appell ee was estopped fromi nposing the charges.

| d.

28. Respondents also rely on Lamar Advertising V.

Departnent of Transportation, 559 So. 2d 240 (Fla. 1st DCA

1990). In this case, the appellee notified appellant that its
sign permt, issued three years earlier, would be revoked
because the sign violated Subsection 479.11(4), Florida Statutes
(2003), prohibiting signs within 100 feet of a public park.

Id. at 241. The evidence showed that the appellee's nmethod of
nmeasuring had changed between 1985 and 1988. [1d. at 243. The
court found that the fact scenario of the case brought:

[I]s within the purview of the principle of

[ equi t abl e estoppel] |aw enunciated in Tri -
State Systens, Inc. v. Departnment of
Transportation, 500 So. 2d 182 (Fla. 1st DCA
1986), and cases cited therein. That is,
"[a]l though DOT may revoke a permt for the
reasons stated in the statute, it may not do
so because DOT's interpretation of that
statute has subsequently changed."” 500

So. 2d at 183.

29. In the cases above, the governnent was estopped, as to

the appellant, fromchanging its interpretation or application

16



of a statute. See Council Brothers, 634 So. 2d at 265 (where

the record indicated confusion both in the construction industry
generally and in various departnents of the appellee, as to the
applicability under Section 235.26, Florida Statutes (2003), of
systens charges to projects having an educati onal purpose).
Additionally, as in the cases above, each of the elenents of
estoppel is present.

30. The FREC, by earlier taking the position that brokers
need not conply with the notice and settl enent provisions of
Subsection 467.25(1)(d), Florida Statutes (2003), made a
material statement of fact that is contrary to its current
position. Respondent Misashe, in reliance on this statenment of
fact, did not follow the provisions in Section 475.25, Florida
Statutes (2003). He instead conplied with the Landl ord- Tenant
Act related to deposits. Cearly, it wuld be unjust to
penal i ze Respondent Musashe for conduct when he had been told by
the FREC that such conduct was proper. Finally, because the
FREC seeks to penalize Respondent Musashe for prior conduct,
application of estoppel in this case will not cause public harm

31. The Anmended Adm nistrative Conplaint sets forth
descriptions of three separate, but simlar, rental deposit
transactions involving three different prospective tenants.

Each one of those factual scenarios is followed by four

statutory charges agai nst the Jander G oup. The four charges,

17



whi ch are repeated six tinmes (three for each Respondent), are as
foll ows:

A. Failing to account and deliver funds in
vi ol ati on of Subsection 475.25(1)(d)1., Florida
Statutes (2003).

B. Failure to provide witten notification to
the FREC within 15 busi ness days of the party's | ast
demand in violation of Florida Adm nistrative Code
Rul e 61J2-10.32(1)(a) and, therefore, in violation of
Subsection 475.25(1)(e), Florida Statutes (2003).

C. Failure to institute use of the settlenent
procedures as set forth in Subsection 475.25(1)(d)1.,
Florida Statutes (2003), within 30 business days after
the |l ast demand in violation of Florida Adm nistrative
Code Rule 61J2-10.032(1)(a) and, therefore, in
vi ol ati on of Subsection 475.25(1)(e), Florida Statutes
(2003) .

D. Fraud, msrepresentation, conceal nent, false
pretenses, and di shonest dealings by trick, schenme or
devi se, cul pabl e negligence, or breach of trust in any
busi ness transaction in violation of Subsection
475.25(1)(b), Florida Statutes (2003).

32. For the reasons set forth above, Respondents cannot be

disciplined for failing to notify the FREC of the rental deposit

18



di sputes or for failing to institute one of the settl enent
procedures, as charged in the Arended Adm nistrative Conpl ai nt
in Counts 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11, and 14. Respondents conplied with
t he provisions of the Landl ord-Tenant Act, which specifically
preenpt conpliance with the notice and settl enent procedures set
forth in Subsection 475.25(1)(d), Florida Statutes (2003).
Further, the FREC is estopped fromtaking action for conduct,
which it earlier condoned.

33. Wth respect to Counts 1, 5, 9, and 13 (failure to
account and deliver), Respondents |ikew se cannot be found
guilty. The evidence failed to show any failure to account or
deliver funds, and there was no allegation in the factual
recitation of the Amended Adm nistrative Conplaint that either
of Respondents failed to properly account or deliver funds. A
"failure to account" violation requires an allegation and proof
that the person maeking the demand was, in fact, entitled to

deliver funds. Golub v. Departnent of Professional Regul ation,

450 So. 2d 229 (Fla. 5th DCA 1984). There was no such

al l egation, nor proof offered. And further, in order to find
that a real estate broker has violated this statute, an
intentional act nust be proven before a violation can be found.

Munch v. Departnent of Professional Regul ation, D vision of Real

Estate, 592 So. 2d 1136 (Fla. 1st DCA 1992). The evi dence does
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not establish by clear and convincing evidence that Respondents
commtted an intentional act in violation of the statutes.

34. Wth respect to the remaining counts, Counts 9
t hrough 24, all charging Respondents with fraud,
m srepresentation, conceal nent, fal se prom ses, false pretenses,
and di shonest dealings by trick, scheme or device, cul pable
negl i gence, or breach of trust in any business transaction, the
al l egations, as well as the proof, cannot support a finding of
such violations. There were no factual allegations in the
Amended Admi ni strative Conplaint alleging such m sconduct, and
t he evidence submtted at hearing did not show any such
vi ol ati ons.

RECOMVENDATI ON

Based on the foregoing Findings of Facts and Concl usi ons of
Law, it is

RECOMVENDED t hat the Departnent of Business and
Prof essi onal Regul ation, Division of Real Estate, enter a fina
order dism ssing the Arended Administrative Conplaint filed
agai nst Respondents N chol as Ant hony Musashe and The Jander

G oup, Inc.
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DONE AND ENTERED this 11th day of August, 2004, in

Tal | ahassee, Leon County, Flori da.

DANIEL M KI LBRI DE

Adm ni strative Law Judge

Di vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
The DeSoto 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

Filed with the Cerk of the
D vision of Adm nistrative Hearings
this 11th day of August, 2004.

COPI ES FURNI SHED,

WIlliamM Furlow, Esquire

Akerman Senterfitt

106 East Col | ege Avenue, Suite 1200
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32301

Jason W Holtz, Esquire
Departnment of Busi ness and
Prof essi onal Regul ati on
400 West Robi nson Street
Suite N-801, North Tower
Olando, Florida 32801-1757

Juana Wat ki ns, Acting Director
D vision of Real Estate
Departnent of Busi ness and

Pr of essi onal Regul ati on
400 West Robi nson Street
Suite 802, North
Ol ando, Florida 32801

21



Leon Bi egal ski, General Counsel
Depart nent of Business and
Prof essi onal Regul ati on
1940 North Monroe Street
Tal | ahassee, Florida 32399-2202

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 Reconmended 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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