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11) Hillsborough lawmakers want tough anti-tethering law
By MIKE SALINERO | The Tampa Tribune 
Published: August 18, 2011 
http://www2.tbo.com/news/politics/2011/aug/18/hillsborough-lawmakers-want-tough-anti-tethering-l-ar-251223/ 
TAMPA -- A law that would prohibit Hillsborough County dog owners from tying up their pets outside moved closer to reality Wednesday.
County commissioners voted 7-0 to have the county attorney draft an anti-tethering ordinance. The proposed law must go through a public hearing before commissioners take a final vote.
The county's Animal Advisory Committee recommended the ordinance, but the proposed language was a compromise that some animal rights activists said didn't go far enough. 
Commissioner Ken Hagan proposed amendments that were adopted to make protections in the law stronger and conform to anti-tethering ordinances passed in other Florida jurisdictions. 
Among the changes: Eliminating tethering of puppies, dogs on farms or unsupervised dogs, and limiting the weight of a dog collar to one-eighth of the dog's weight. 
Sandra Fleischman, speaking in favor of the ordinance, passed a heavy chain and collar around so commissioners could feel it while she talked. 
She said the collar was on a dog that had been stolen and tethered outside a Zephyrhills trailer for six months with other dogs. Neighbors complained about the treatment but animal control officers said there was nothing they could do because the dogs had a tree for shade and a bowl for food or water.
"Now if chaining was illegal, they could have gone on the property immediately, scanned the dog and realized that" it was stolen," Fleischman said.



Report finds chance Tampa clinic invented fake pets to get county funds
http://www.tampabay.com/news/localgovernment/report-finds-chance-tampa-clinic-invented-fake-pets-to-get-county-funds/1195651
By Bill Varian, Times Staff Writer 
In Print: Friday, October 7, 2011 

	

	


TAMPA — Last November, Bruce C. Ungerer received notice from Hillsborough County that it was nearly time to renew the annual registrations for his two dogs and five cats.
Trouble is, Ungerer owns two dogs, Poco and Taz, but no cats. 
An investigator for the county has turned up multiple instances in which pet owners say nonexisting animals have been registered in their names. Hillsborough County Administrator Mike Merrill said he will ask the Sheriff's Office today to look into whether there were any criminal violations.
The pet owners in question each have three things in common, heightening concern:
• All are low-income.
• Each qualified for a voucher program that enabled them to have their pets neutered, obtain a license and get a rabies shot for their animals at next to no cost. They got the vouchers by proving they receive public assistance and paying $10 per animal. They took those vouchers to a veterinarian, who was reimbursed for each sterilization by the county.
• Almost all of the pet owners used the same veterinary clinic, the Animal Coalition of Tampa at 1719 W Lemon St., whose operators are vocal voucher advocates.
The investigative report, shared with county commissioners this week, documents seven curious and possibly fictitious pet registrations, all but two of them originating from ACT.
The pet owners say they received registration renewal notices close to a year after getting their animals sterilized at the clinic that included multiple cats that they don't own. Others say they were asked by clinic employees to write in additional pet names on an application.
The program allowed residents to get subsidized sterilizations for up to eight animals.
The upshot, the investigation concludes, is that ACT and other veterinary clinics may be getting reimbursed by the county for sterilizations of nonexisting animals or strays. The investigation couldn't determine that for sure.
"That's part of the problem: There's not evidence one way or the other," Merrill said. "That's why the report recommends that it be turned over to the Sheriff's Office."
Frank Hamilton, president of the board that runs ACT, said he had not seen the report. But he said if employees encouraged customers to submit fake pet names, they would be fired.
The report by the county indicates a supervisor in Animal Services reported that within the past year several people voiced similar complaints after getting pets neutered at the Humane Society of Tampa Bay.
The supervisor, operations director Dennis McCullough, said he suspected the Humane Society was using reimbursements to pay for a program through which it traps, neuters then releases feral cats.
McCullough told the investigator that when he raised that concern with the Humane Society's executive director, voucher reimbursement requests fell.
Attempts Thursday evening to reach Humane Society director Sherry Silk were not successful.
Hamilton said his clinic does not engage in such a practice.
"To the best of my knowledge, I would say, no, we haven't done that," Hamilton said. "That's not our policy."
The county has had the voucher program in place since 2002 in an attempt to cut down on animal euthanizations. Some 20 veterinarians are registered to provide the service.
Since 2002, the county has spent $2.1 million on reimbursements. Just more than half went to ACT and the Humane Society.
Until recently, pet owners could apply directly to participating veterinarians for vouchers. Now, as a result of the investigation, pet owners must apply directly to the county.
"That will avoid the problem that existed," said Dick Bailey, interim Animal Services director.
Times researcher John Martin contributed to this report.
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	Take Action Now!
Use the AVMA Government Relations page to locate your elected officials.
Help support the AVMA PAC!
Click here to donate using your AVMA member log-in.
Click Here
to read the H.R. 1406 Official Bill
or
Click Here
to download a printer friendly verison provided by the AVMA


Proposed U.S. Bill Could Negatively Impact Your Practice
On September 26, 2011, the AVMA sent a Call to Action to its members in response to legislation that could negatively impact our profession. The FVMA strongly encourages our members, who have not heeded that call, to take action today! 
April 6, 2011, H.R. 1406 (called the Fairness to Pet Owners act of 2011) was introduced to Congress by U.S. Representatives from Utah and Nebraska that would impose new stipulations on veterinary prescriptions. The Florida Veterinary Medical Association is bringing this to your attention at this time, because Wal-Mart has launched an aggressive campaign aimed at their customers, urging them to take action and call on Congress to require mandatory prescription writing by passing this legislation. Wal-Mart sent out this message in support of the Fairness to Pet Owners Act of 2011. The FVMA encourages you to read about the bill, below, and to contact your Florida U.S. Congress Representative asking that he/she NOT support the bill.
In addition to bringing yourself up-to-date on the proposed bill, the following information may be used in any email or telephone call when you contact your representative. 
The bill requires a veterinarian to:
Write a prescription whether or not he/she will dispense the product; 
Provide a written disclosure notifying clients that they may fill prescriptions at the veterinary clinic or at an off-site pharmacy; 
Verify a prescription electronically or by other means consistent with applicable state law. 
In addition, the veterinarian may not do the following:
Require the purchase of an animal drug for which the veterinarian has written a prescription; 
Charge a client a fee for writing a prescription as part of (or in addition to) the fee for examination and evaluation of a pet; or. 
Require a client to sign, or supply a client with, a waiver or liability disclaimer should the prescription be inaccurately filled by an off-site pharmacy. 
The American Veterinary Medical Association, as well as the FVMA, have been supportive of a client’s right to choose where he/she has their prescription filled, and clients already have the flexibility to fill a prescription at their veterinary clinic or off-site at a pharmacy of their choice.
The AVMA believes this bill is redundant and will cause undue regulatory and administrative burdens on veterinary practices. It is burdensome and unnecessary to require a written prescription be provided, as well as written notification that the prescription may be filled elsewhere, regardless of whether or not the client is having the prescription filled by the veterinarian. 
The provision requiring verification of prescriptions, regardless of whether the pharmacy is accredited or licensed, places the veterinarian in both a legal and ethical dilemma. At the same time, it puts consumers at risk. 
HR 1406 encroaches on state jurisdiction; state pharmacy and veterinary practice laws that already govern compliance by veterinarians. 
The FVMA, with the AVMA, believes that veterinarians are uniquely trained to provide the best professional guidance and education to pet owners when dispensing prescription products.
This is one of the many benefits of the AVMA looking out for your best interest. AVMA members who would like to make a contribution to the AVMA PAC , follow this link.


 
 











 


	





	Services, or if the dog has been declared dangerous in accordance with Florida Statute 

	
	Chapter 767, or if the person responsible for the dog has knowledge of the dog’s prior 

	
	aggressiveness unless the tethered dog is in a fenced enclosure that will prevent the 

	
	public or domestic animals from coming into contact with the tethered dog. 

	
	(E) There will be a 180 day grace period from the effective date of the ordinance in which the 

	
	focus will be on pet owner education.  Enforcement, through the issuance of citations, 

	
	shall commence on _________2011. 



Original draft sent to BOCC of tethering ordinance
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***This is not an official, verbatim transcript of the ***following meeting.  It should be used for informational ***purposes only.  This document has not been edited; ***therefore, there may be additions, deletions, or words ***that did not translate.

WHAT WE HAVE LEFT IS JUST THE ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT FOR DISCUSSION.
A-7, REMOVED BY COMMISSIONER HAGAN.
THIS IS ON THE DOG TETHERING ORDINANCE.
>>KEN HAGAN:  THANK YOU, MR. MERRILL.
I'M GOING TO GO QUICK HERE.
FIRST OF ALL, I WANT TO THANK THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR ALL THEIR HARD WORK.
I KNOW IF YOU'VE READ THE E-MAILS THAT HAVE COME IN, THIS IS A VERY EMOTIONAL ISSUE.
IT'S MY UNDERSTANDING THAT THE COMMITTEE HAD SOME CHALLENGES ON REACHING A CONSENSUS ON SOME OF THE SPECIFIC CHANGES TO THE ORDINANCE, BUT NEVERTHELESS, I BELIEVE WHAT THEY'VE PRESENTED IS AN EXCELLENT FOUNDATION; HOWEVER, IF YOU REVIEW THE ORDINANCES FROM SOME OF THE OTHER JURISDICTIONS AND FAMILIARIZE YOURSELF WITH SOME OF THE E-MAILS THAT HAVE COME IN -- AND I'VE ALSO SPOKEN WITH TWO OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE -- THERE SEEMS TO BE SOME CONSISTENCY IN SOME OF THE OTHER ORDINANCES THAT ARE NOT -- THAT'S NOT INCLUDED IN WHAT'S BEING RECOMMENDED, SO I'D LIKE TO PROPOSE A COUPLE CHANGES TO -- TO THE RECOMMENDATION, AND I'M GOING TO REFERENCE THE -- THE COMPARISON THAT I THINK MS. SUBADAN SENT OUT YESTERDAY OR THE DAY BEFORE BETWEEN PEMBROKE PINES, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, AND SEMINOLE.
THE FIRST ONE IS B-3 THAT WAS ON OUR BACKUP REGARDING THE COLLAR AND HARNESS RESTRICTION.
I BELIEVE, AGAIN, TO ADD CONSISTENCY THAT WE CHANGE THE LANGUAGE THAT'S WITH PEMBROKE AND SEMINOLE CONNECTED BY A PROPERLY FITTED BUCKLE TYPE COLLAR OR A BODY HARNESS MADE UP OF NYLON OR LEATHER NOT LESS THAN ONE INCH IN WIDTH.
SECONDLY, B-5 WAS TALKING ABOUT THE CONDITIONS THAT EXIST.
THERE'S NOTHING SPECIFIC IN OUR LANGUAGE, SO I THINK IT'S LEFT OPEN FOR INTERPRETATION.
I WOULD LIKE TO CHANGE IT, AGAIN, CONSISTENT TO NUMBER 7 ON THE COMPARISON, SO WHILE -- WE'LL MAINTAIN THE INITIAL PART OF OUR LANGUAGE, BUT ON OUR PART WHERE IT SAYS, OR IN CONDITIONS, CHANGE THAT TO THE LANGUAGE OF SEMINOLE, PERIOD, OF EXTREME WEATHER INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION EXTREME HEAT OR NEAR FREEZING TEMPERATURES, THUNDERSTORMS, LIGHTNING, TORNADOS, TROPICAL STORMS, OR HURRICANES.
AGAIN, I THINK THIS PROVIDES SOME SPECIFICITY TO THE LANGUAGE.
I'D ALSO LIKE TO ADD LANGUAGE REGARDING THE -- THE WEIGHT.
AGAIN, PEMBROKE AND SEMINOLE HAD THIS SAME LANGUAGE, 1/8 OF DOG'S WEIGHT, SO I'D LIKE TO INCLUDE THAT AND THEN ADD LANGUAGE REGARDING PUPPY TETHERING, WHICH IS NUMBER 8.
AGAIN, IT'S THE SAME LANGUAGE THAT'S BEEN INCORPORATED.
THE DOG IS NOT SICK OR INJURED, THE DOG IS AT LEAST SIX MONTHS OLD, AND PUPPIES SHALL NOT BE TETHERED.
AND THEN THE LAST CHANGE, FRANKLY IF WE'RE GOING TO ADOPT AN ANTITETHERING ORDINANCE, I DON'T SEE THE DIFFERENCE IN PREVENTING IT FROM BEING DONE, WHETHER IT'S IN CARROLLWOOD OR WHETHER IT'S IN AN AGRICULTURAL AREA, SO I'D LIKE TO ELIMINATE THE AGRICULTURAL EXCEPTION.
WITH THOSE CHANGES, I'D MAKE A MOTION TO APPROVE IT.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  MOTION TO APPROVE A-7, AND I NEED A SECOND.
>>VICTOR CRIST:  I'LL SECOND.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  [INAUDIBLE]
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  SECOND BY COMMISSIONER MURMAN.
PLEASE RECORD -- MS. MURMAN, YOUR LIGHT'S ON.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  I JUST -- THANK YOU, COMMISSIONER HAGAN, FOR BRINGING THIS UP, AND I JUST WANT TO ASK YOU A QUESTION AND SEE IF YOU WOULD CONSIDER AN AMENDMENT.
ON THE NUMBER 2 WHERE TETHERING IS ALLOWED ONLY WHEN, THE WAY THE HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY POLICY IS RIGHT NOW, THAT THEY COULD BE TETHERED FOR 30 MINUTES UNATTENDED, AND THE PEMBROKE AND SEMINOLE BOTH YOU HAVE TO BE IN VISUAL RANGE AND WITH THE -- IN FACT, MY GIRLFRIEND WHO SITS ON SEMINOLE CITY COUNCIL HAS TOLD ME THAT THEY WOULD NOT ACCEPT ANYTHING BUT THE OWNER BEING OUTSIDE WITH THE DOG BEING TETHERED BECAUSE, YOU KNOW, EVEN IF YOU SAID, WELL, I CAN SEE HIM FROM THE KITCHEN WINDOW, HOW DO YOU PROVE THEY WERE IN THE KITCHEN?
SO I JUST -- I DON'T KNOW WHAT THE WILL OF THE BOARD IS, BUT I LIKE PEMBROKE AND SEMINOLE BOTH, AND I THINK WE SHOULD -- IT SHOULD BE IN VISUAL RANGE OF THE OWNER AND THE OWNER SHOULD BE OUTSIDE.
>>KEN HAGAN:  I'M FINE WITH ACCEPTING THAT.
I JUST -- IT'S MY UNDERSTANDING THAT WAS PROBABLY THE MOST CONTROVERSIAL PART OF WHAT THEY DISCUSSED, AND I THINK THERE WERE VERY STRONG FEELINGS ON BOTH SIDES.
PERSONALLY, I'M FINE WITH INCLUDING IT, BUT I WAS JUST DEFERRING TO THE COMMITTEE ON THAT ONE, BUT I'M FINE WITH THAT.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  YOU ARE?
THIS IS GOING TO PUBLIC HEARING; RIGHT?
I MEAN, THIS IS KIND OF LIKE SIMILAR TO WHAT WE JUST DID ON THE SWEEPSTAKES?
>> YES.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  THIS IS -- WE'RE IN THAT PROCESS WHERE IT'S GOING TO PUBLIC HEARING AND THEN IT COMES BACK; RIGHT?
>>DON ODOM:  YOU'RE AUTHORIZING US TO DRAFT IT.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  AUTHORIZING TO DRAFT.
SO IF YOU'RE OKAY WITH IT, IF YOU DON'T MIND ADDING THE -- WELL, THE PEMBROKE AND SEMINOLE ARE VERY SIMILAR, SO THAT LANGUAGE BE INCLUDED.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  AND BOARD MEMBERS, I SEE A LOT OF LIGHTS COMING ON.
IF YOU THINK WE'RE GOING TO GET A LOT OF CHANGES, MAYBE WE OUGHT TO SEND THIS BACK TO COMMITTEE FOR REWORK, BUT --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  [INAUDIBLE]
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  I DON'T WANT TO DO ANYTHING THAT'S GOING TO CAUSE THAT.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>KEN HAGAN:  I THINK THEY WERE HAPPY TO PASS IT ON TO US TO MAKE CHANGES, AT LEAST UP AND TO A POINT.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  COMMISSIONER BECKNER AND THEN COMMISSIONER CRIST.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  THANK YOU, AND I SHARED SOME OF THOSE SAME CONCERNS, AND I JUST WANT TO MAKE SURE WHEN WE'RE GETTING THIS BACK, OBVIOUSLY THIS WILL BE GOING THROUGH A PUBLIC HEARING, SO WE'LL BE ABLE -- THE PUBLIC WILL BE ABLE TO SEE AS IT IS DRAFTED, AND WE CAN GET THE FEEDBACK AND WEIGH THE CONCERNS OF THE CHANGES TO THE ORDINANCE, SO WITH THAT I'M SATISFIED.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
COMMISSIONER CRIST.
>>VICTOR CRIST:  I'M PLEASED WITH THE CHANGES THAT COMMISSIONER HAGAN HAS MADE TO IT.
I'VE GOT A CONCERN WITH THE CHANGE THAT COMMISSIONER MURMAN WOULD LIKE TO MAKE, AND THE REASON WHY IS YOU HAVE THOSE SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE YOU HAVE SOMEONE WHO HAS A DOG THAT THEY NEED TO TEMPORARILY JUST TIE TO THE DOORKNOB OR WHATEVER WHILE THEY'RE BRINGING THE GROCERIES IN AND OUT OF THE HOUSE.
YOU KNOW, THE MINUTE THEY STEP THROUGH THE DOOR, THAT WOULD CONSTITUTE NOT WITHIN VISUAL CONTACT WITH THE DOG AND COULD PUT THEMSELVES IN JEOPARDY OF BEING FINED.
YOU KNOW, WE'VE GOT TO BE VERY CAREFUL WHEN DOING THIS, YOU KNOW, AND -- THAT WE'RE NOT ENTRAPPING INDIVIDUALS.
I AGREE THAT THE ANIMALS SHOULDN'T BE TETHERED, BUT, YOU KNOW, A LITTLE BIT OF -- OF LEVITY THERE SO THAT WE DON'T ENTRAP PEOPLE I THINK WOULD BE NECESSARY.
WHETHER IT'S 15 MINUTES OR TEN MINUTES OR 30 MINUTES, YOU DO HAVE THOSE SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE YOU DON'T WANT THE DOG RUNNING OUT THE DOOR AND DOWN THE STREET WHILE YOU'RE GOING IN AND OUT OF THE HOUSE WITH GROCERIES.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  I KIND OF THINK THIS IS COMMON SENSE, THAT MOST PEOPLE KNOW THAT, YEAH, I MEAN, I -- MY DOG KIND OF STAYS ON THE LEASH.
I MEAN, I DON'T TIE HIM UP OR ANYTHING, BUT WHILE I'M TAKING THE GROCERIES IN, I MEAN --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  SO I THINK IT'S JUST COMMON SENSE.
I THINK WE'RE TALKING ABOUT EGREGIOUS BEHAVIOR.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  AND WE'LL HAVE PLENTY OF TIME FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION.
RIGHT NOW WE'RE INSTRUCTING THE COUNTY ATTORNEY TO DRAFT THE LANGUAGE TO SET THE HEARING.
I SEE NO OTHER LIGHTS.
PLEASE RECORD YOUR VOTE.
>>RECORDING SECRETARY:  MOTION CARRIES 7-0.
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>>MARK SHARPE:  WOULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME AND --
>> YES.
GOOD AFTERNOON, COMMISSIONERS.
MY NAME IS BELEN BRISCO, AND I SERVE AS AN ANIMAL WELFARE 
CONSULTANT IN FLORIDA.
I AM ANIMAL CRUELTY CERTIFIED AND I ALSO AM FLORIDA
TRAINED -- FLORIDA ANIMAL CONTROL ASSOCIATION TRAINED.
I VOLUNTEER MY TIME SPECIFICALLY WITH LEGISLATION, 
EDUCATION, AND COMPLIANCE IN THE FIELD, AND THE REASON I'M 
HERE TODAY IS, FIRST OF ALL, TO APPLAUD THE FACT THAT YOU 
HAVE THE ANTITETHERING ORDINANCE ON THE TABLE IN REFERENCE 
TO THE ATTORNEY'S DESK.
I KNOW THAT IT HAS BEEN OVER A YEAR THAT THIS HAS BEEN IN 
THE MAKING, AND SO I APPLAUD YOU FOR THAT.
MANY COUNTIES ARE ADOPTING ORDINANCES, AND THE ORDINANCES 
THAT WE ARE ADOPTING AND SEEING MORE FREQUENTLY ARE THOSE 
THAT MIRROR THE LANGUAGE OF MIAMI.
MIAMI'S KEY PHRASE WAS THAT THE RESPONSIBLE PET OWNER WOULD 
BE OUTSIDE WITH THE ANIMAL AND IN VISUAL RANGE.
I HAVE TAKEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO LOOK AT THE PROPOSED 
LANGUAGE, AND AS I UNDERSTAND, YOU HAVE ALREADY REVISITED 
THAT LANGUAGE AND HAVE ALSO MADE SOME CHANGES.
I'M NOT QUITE SURE AS TO WHAT THOSE CHANGES ARE, BUT I HAVE 
HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK WITH YOUR ATTORNEY THAT IS 
WORKING ON IT, RICARDO COX, AND HE DID SAY THAT HE HAS SOME 
TIME TOMORROW MORNING AT 10:30 A.M. IF IT WOULD BE PLEASING 
TO YOU THAT I OFFER MY ASSISTANCE TO HIM IN SHARING WITH 
HIM MY EXPERTISE IN THE FIELD, WHICH IS THREE YEARS OF 
WORKING IN COMPLIANCE AND SPECIFICALLY WITH THIS ISSUE, SO 
I AM VERY WELL AWARE OF THE LANGUAGE THAT WILL WORK AND 
THAT WON'T WORK, AND I WOULD BE HAPPY TO OFFER MY SERVICES 
TO HIM, TO YOUR COUNTY AS WELL.
IF YOU WOULD ALLOW THAT, WE WOULD VERY MUCH APPRECIATE IT.
I HAVE SOME ORDINANCE INFORMATION THAT I LOOKED AT, AND 
SOME OF THE THINGS THAT DO CONCERN ME WERE THE TIMING, 
WHICH IS LABOR INTENSIVE.
TIMING JUST DOESN'T WORK.
WE'VE SEEN PEOPLE USE IT.
WE'VE ALSO SEEN THEM GO BACK TO THE DRAWING BOARD AND 
UNFORTUNATELY HAVE TO CHANGE IT AGAIN.
WE'VE ALSO SEEN THE FACT THAT THE -- THE ONE THAT WAS 
REALLY CURIOUS TO ME WAS A STAMINA EXHIBIT.
IN MY EXPERIENCE, I'VE YET TO SEE A STAMINA EXHIBIT 
MENTIONED IN OR ADDED INTO ORDINANCE LANGUAGE, AND I'M NOT 
SURE IF YOU'RE AWARE, STAMINA EXHIBITS ARE BASICALLY 
WEIGHT-PULLING CONTESTS FOR ANIMALS.
ACCORDING TO FLORIDA STATUTE 828, THAT WOULD ALREADY BE 
FALLING UNDER THE LINE OF OVERTORMENTING OR OVERBURDENING 
AN ANIMAL, WHICH IS A CRUELTY STATUTE, SO I WASN'T SURE IF 
YOU WERE FAMILIAR WITH THAT, BUT I DO KNOW THAT IT WAS IN 
THERE, AND I'M NOT SURE IF IT'S ONE OF THE THINGS THAT HAS 
BEEN REVISED.
SO WITH YOUR PERMISSION, I WOULD LIKE TO MAKE MYSELF 
AVAILABLE, AND AGAIN, MR. COX DOES HAVE AN OPENING AT 10:30 
TOMORROW MORNING, AND I WOULD BE HAPPY TO STAY AND SHARE 
SOME OF THE EXPERIENCE THAT I HAVE AND THE EXPERTISE IN THE 
FIELD, AGAIN, WITH YOUR PERMISSION.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  AND I'LL INSTRUCT MR. ODOM AFTER THE 
MEETING TO GET WITH YOU AND MAKE THE NECESSARY 
ARRANGEMENTS.
COMMISSIONER BECKNER, YOU'RE RECOGNIZED.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  THANK YOU, MR. CHAIR.
THAT'S WHAT I WAS GOING TO SUGGEST IS THAT WE JUST ALLOW 
HER TO GET WITH STAFF TO OBVIOUSLY SHARE HER EXPERTISE AND 
BRING THOSE COMMENTS BACK TO THE BOARD FOR CONSIDERATION.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  THANK YOU, MA'AM.
>> OKAY.
THANK YOU.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
STEPHEN GRACE, ANDREW SCOGGINS, JEAN CORWIN, GREG POUND.
GREG POUND, COURTNEY FRANK.
HOW ARE YOU, MS. FRANK?
>> GOOD AFTERNOON, COMMISSIONERS.
I'M COURTNEY FRANK, 124 ADRIATIC AVENUE, HERE TODAY 
REGARDING THE ANTITETHERING ISSUE.
IMAGINE A TREE NEARBY BUT YOU CAN'T GET TO IT.
IT'S WITHIN VIEW, YET ALL DAY LONG THE HOT FLORIDA SUMMER 
SUN, 90 TO SOMETIMES OVER 100 DEGREES, IS BAKING YOUR SKIN, 
NO SHADE.
HOW ABOUT TAMPA, KNOWN AS THE LIGHTNING CAPITAL OF THE 
WORLD, SUMMER STORMS, LIGHTNING STRIKES EVERYWHERE AROUND 
YOU WHILE YOU SIT IN A PUDDLE OF WATER WITH A LIGHTNING ROD 
OF METAL TIED TO YOUR NECK?
WHAT ABOUT THE MOSQUITOES BITING YOU, BITING YOU, BITING 
YOU FOR HOURS UPON HOURS AND YOU CAN'T STOP THEM?
WHY?
BECAUSE YOUR OWNER HAS CHAINED YOU UP.
EVERY DAY, NO MATTER WHAT THAT DAY MAY BRING, THIS IS YOUR 
LIFE.
WHERE IS MY OWNER WHO I LOVE SO MUCH?
I WAG MY TAIL WHENEVER I SEE THEM, NO MATTER WHAT HAPPENED 
TO ME DURING MY LONG, HOT DAYS AND MOSQUITO-BITTEN NIGHTS.
WHY DO THEY NOT PROTECT ME?
MY FRIEND, THE BOXER DOWN THE STREET, PASSED AWAY BECAUSE 
SHE WAS CHAINED UP AND A PACK OF DOGS MAULED HER TO DEATH.
SHE TRIED TO GET AWAY, BUT THE CHAIN PREVENTED HER FROM 
RUNNING TO SAFETY.
WILL THIS HAPPEN TO ME ONE DAY?
WHERE IS MY OWNER TO MAKE SURE I AM PROTECTED?
ENJOYING THE COOL AIR CONDITIONING UNDER A SAFE ROOF, 
PROTECTED FROM THE LIGHTNING, BEHIND CLOSED DOORS, NO 
MOSQUITOES BITING?
DOES ANYONE OUT THERE CARE THAT I'M GETTING BURNT, RAINED 
ON, AND MY BODY IS ALL BITTEN UP?
UNFORTUNATELY, THESE ARE REAL EXAMPLES OF WHAT IS HAPPENING 
TO DOGS CHAINED OUTSIDE THIS VERY MINUTE AS YOU LISTEN TO 
ME READING TO -- READING THIS.
IS IT HOT OUTSIDE TODAY?
YES.
WAS IT RAINING LAST NIGHT AND LIGHTNING?
YES.
WILL THERE BE MOSQUITOES OUTSIDE TONIGHT?
YES.
WHERE WERE YOU LAST NIGHT AND WHERE ARE YOU TODAY?
WERE YOU INSIDE THE COOL AIR CONDITIONING, UNDER A COVERED 
BUILDING, SAFE BEHIND CLOSED DOORS?
LUCKY YOU.
AND ONLY YOU CAN MAKE SURE THAT THE ANIMALS ARE LUCKY TOO.
BETWEEN NOW AND WHEN YOU VOTE THINK ABOUT THIS THE NEXT 
TIME YOU SAY ISN'T IT HOT OUTSIDE TODAY; OH, IS IT POURING 
AND LIGHTNING OUTSIDE NOW; OR SOMEWHERE IT'S OUTSIDE -- I'M 
SORRY -- OR THE MOSQUITOES ARE BAD TONIGHT BECAUSE SOME DOG 
SOMEWHERE OUTSIDE UNPROTECTED FROM THE ELEMENTS BECAUSE 
THERE IS NO LAW STOPPING OWNERS WHO SIMPLY DON'T THINK 
LEAVING A DOG CHAINED HOURS AND DAYS IS TORTURE.
PLEASE BE THE VOICE FOR THE ANIMALS WHO ARE CHAINED UP.
PASS AN ORDINANCE SIMILAR TO HILLSBOROUGH -- TO SARASOTA 
COUNTY, ONLY ONE HOUR AWAY.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  THANK YOU.
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>>MIKE MERRILL:  OH, I'M SORRY.
A-20, YES.
PARDON ME.
THAT'S THE CONSENT ITEM THAT WAS PULLED REGARDING THE SETTING OF A PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING THE ANTITETHERING ORDINANCE.
>>MARK SHARPE:  AND I KNOW THIS IS A VERY EMOTIONAL ISSUE.
AS SOMEONE WHO IS PASSIONATE ABOUT ANIMALS -- I'VE GOT THREE DOGS, TWO CATS, AND WE LOVE ANIMALS -- I DON'T WANT TO DO ANYTHING THAT WOULD EXACERBATE A PROBLEM, WHICH THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOGNIZED IS A REAL ISSUE AND ANIMAL SERVICES AND OTHERS AND ALL THE ADVOCATES WHO ARE WORKING TOGETHER TO COME UP WITH A REALLY GOOD TETHERING -- A DOG TETHERING ORDINANCE.
I JUST HAD SOME CONCERNS, AND ALL I WOULD ASK, BOARD MEMBERS, IS THAT BEFORE WE GO TO THE ORDINANCE STAGE WHERE THERE ARE -- THERE IS THE POTENTIAL FOR UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES -- AND LET'S NOT FORGET WHEN WE TOOK THIS ITEM UP -- WE TOOK IT UP ON AUGUST 17th -- IT WAS AT THE END OF A VERY LONG DAY, AND WHAT WE REALLY DIDN'T DO IS WE DIDN'T GIVE MEMBERS OF THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, WHICH HAD SPENT ONE SOLID YEAR WORKING ON THIS ISSUE, THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK, AND SO I WOULD JUST LIKE TO ALLOW THIS TO GO BACK TO ANIMAL SERVICES, LET THEM LOOK AT THE LANGUAGE, MAKE SURE THAT WE'RE NOT -- YOU KNOW, THERE ARE ISSUES INVOLVING IF YOU HAVE A DOG ON A LEASH AND IF IT'S NOT THE PROPER TYPE OF A LEASH AND THE LEASH IS LIKE -- YOU KNOW, YOU'VE GOT SOMEONE AT A RESTAURANT AND THEY PUT IT ON THE CHAIR, THE BACK OF A CHAIR, POTENTIALLY THAT COULD PUT THEM IN VIOLATION OF OUR ORDINANCE, SO I JUST THINK MAYBE ONE EXTRA BOARD MEETING WHERE WE HAVE -- STAFF HAS AN OPPORTUNITY TO GO BACK, LOOK AT THE LANGUAGE, MAKE SURE THERE'S NOT DUPLICATIVE LANGUAGE.
I THINK THERE ARE SOME ISSUES WITH REGARD TO HOW IT'S WRITTEN.
IT COULD BE WRITTEN BETTER.
AND THEN IF THERE'S DIFFERENCES, WE CAB TAKE THAT UP DURING THE WORKSHOP, BUT THIS AT LEAST GIVES JUST STAFF ONE MORE OPPORTUNITY -- I'M SAYING GIVE IT TO STAFF, LET THEM REVIEW IT, THEN IT WOULD COME BACK TO US.
IF YOU WANT IT TO COME BACK IN THE FORM OF A CONSENT, IF STAFF CONCURS, THAT'S FINE, BUT I JUST DON'T THINK -- I THINK WE'VE MISSED A STEP, AND I'D LIKE FOR US TO DO THAT RATHER THAN US TAKING UP THESE ISSUES ITEM BY ITEM BECAUSE THERE ARE SOME CONCERNS THAT I HAVE THAT I JUST WANT TO MAKE SURE THAT WE DON'T MAKE, YOU KNOW, CITIZENS -- LAW-ABIDING CITIZENS CRIMINALS UNINTENTIONALLY.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  RIGHT.
AND I KNOW THAT I HAVE HAD A LOT OF FEEDBACK WITH UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES FROM THE AG COMMUNITY, AND I DON'T KNOW IF ANY OTHER BOARD MEMBERS HAVE HEARD, BUT THEY'RE EXPRESSING SOME CONCERNS ABOUT IT AS WELL, SO THANK YOU.
COMMISSIONER HAGAN, YOU'RE RECOGNIZED.
>>KEN HAGAN:  WELL, THERE'S CERTAINLY NO SENSE OF URGENCY, SO I DON'T MIND HAVING STAFF TAKE ANOTHER LOOK, BUT WE HAVE PUT A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF TIME IN THIS.
THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE STUDIED THIS FOR A LONG PERIOD OF TIME, AND AFTER PERSONALLY SPEAKING WITH AT LEAST THREE OF THE MEMBERS, THEY ESSENTIALLY CAME TO THE CONCLUSION THAT THERE WAS NEVER GOING TO BE A UNANIMOUS DECISION, AND THEY WANTED THE BOARD TO MAKE THE FINAL DECISION.
THEY WENT AS FAR AS THEY COULD, AND THEN AT THAT POINT I RECOMMENDED I THINK FOUR OR FIVE CHANGES THAT STRENGTHENED IT.
THIS BOARD APPROVED IT -- APPROVED THOSE CHANGES, AND I'M NOT OPPOSED TO STUDYING IT TO SEE IF WE CAN DO ANY BETTER, BUT THERE'S NEVER GOING TO BE A UNANIMOUS DECISION ON THIS.
YOU'RE ALWAYS GOING TO HAVE CONCERNS FROM ONE GROUP OR ANOTHER, AND I JUST WANT THE BOARD TO UNDERSTAND THAT.
EITHER WE WANT TO TAKE THIS ACTION TO HELP PROTECT OUR ANIMALS OR WE'RE JUST GOING TO FORGET ABOUT IT, BUT THERE'S -- I'M CONCERNED THAT -- THAT THERE ARE UNREALISTIC EXPECTATIONS THAT ARE GOING TO COME OUT OF TAKING ANOTHER MEETING.
IF WE CAN STRENGTHEN IT, I'M ALL FOR IT, BUT I THINK THAT'S GOING TO BE -- THAT'S GOING TO BE A CHALLENGE.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
COMMISSIONER SHARPE.
>>MARK SHARPE:  I WOULD JUST SAY -- AND I AGREE WITH COMMISSIONER HAGAN, YOU WON'T GET UNANIMOUS -- THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE DIDN'T GET UNANIMOUS, WHAT THEY GOT WAS CONSENSUS, AND THERE'S A DIFFERENCE, AND THE CONSENSUS WAS NOT THEN PART OF WHAT WE MOVED FORWARD, BUT WITHOUT, AGAIN, TRYING TO OPEN THE DOOR AND START IT ALL OVER AGAIN, I DON'T THINK THAT -- THAT'S NOT WHAT I'M RECOMMENDING.
I'M SAYING ONE MEETING -- I MEAN ONE -- ONE ADDITIONAL BOARD MEETING, ALLOW OUR STAFF TO REVIEW IT.
THEY'VE ASKED THAT THEY BE GIVEN -- THEY'VE ASKED ME THAT THEY BE GIVEN THAT OPPORTUNITY.
I THINK THEY SHOULD HAVE THAT OPPORTUNITY.
LET THEM REVIEW IT, AND THEN THEY CAN TAKE IT TO THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND THEN BRING IT BACK AT THE NEXT BOARD MEETING SO THERE'S NO DELAY, AND WE HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY -- WELL, THE NEXT BOARD MEETING THAT IS -- I'M SEEING HIM TALK -- THE NEXT APPROPRIATE BOARD MEETING.
I WOULD HOPE IT WOULD BE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, AND THEN -- BECAUSE I KNOW WE'RE GOING TO GET THE E-MAILS, AND -- BUT I WANT TO MAKE SURE THAT WE GET IT CORRECT AND RIGHT, AND I DO APPRECIATE WHAT COMMISSIONER HAGAN'S TRYING TO DO AND WHAT THE -- ALL THE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS ARE TRYING TO DO IN PROTECTING OUR ANIMALS.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
COMMISSIONER MURMAN.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  THANK YOU, MR. CHAIR.
SO, COMMISSIONER SHARPE, IS WHAT YOU'RE ASKING IS THAT THE ANIMAL ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS WOULD COME BEFORE US BECAUSE THEY REALLY HAVEN'T DONE THAT.
>>MARK SHARPE:  WELL, I'D LIBRARY --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  AT LEAST SINCE I'VE BEEN HERE.
>>MARK SHARPE:  I'D LIKE TO GIVE IT TO STAFF.
STAFF SHOULD MANAGE THIS, NOT THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE NECESSARILY.
STAFF CAN TAKE IT TO THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE.
I WOULD ENCOURAGE THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS TO BE HERE AND TO SPEAK BECAUSE THIS IS A VERY COMPLEX ISSUE.
I THINK THEY WERE A LITTLE CONCERNED THAT THE LAST TIME SOME OF THEM WERE HERE, THEY HAD SPENT THAT MUCH TIME ON IT, THEY HAD REACHED CONSENSUS, AND THE CONSENSUS WAS DROPPED, AND SO -- AND I'M NOT -- YOU KNOW, I HAVE NOT BEEN AN ACTIVE PARTICIPANT IN THIS PROCESS OTHER THAN TO ENCOURAGE THEM TO COME TO A CONCLUSION SO WE CAN -- WE CAN TAKE STEPS TO PROTECT ANIMALS THAT ARE BEING TETHERED, BUT WE COULD JUST -- WE JUST NEED TO GO A STEP FURTHER AND ALLOW OUR STAFF TO REVIEW THE LANGUAGE.
MS. BACCA HERSELF BROUGHT UP SOME POINTS THAT WERE VERY SOLID THAT INDICATED THAT EVEN JUST THE WRITING OF THE ORDINANCE THERE WERE SOME ISSUES, THERE WAS CONFUSION.
THERE WERE QUESTIONS POSED TO OUR STAFF.
THEY COULDN'T ANSWER IT BECAUSE OF THE CONFUSION WITHIN THE LANGUAGE ITSELF, SO LET'S LET STAFF TAKE IT AND BRING IT BACK, AND THEN IF WE WANT TO ASK A MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE TO STAND UP AND SPEAK, WE CAN, BUT I THINK THAT STAFF IS ASKING CAN WE HAVE ANOTHER OPPORTUNITY TO STRENGTHEN IT? LET'S LET STAFF STRENGTHEN THE ORDINANCE SO THAT WE -- BECAUSE THERE ARE OTHER ISSUES WE'RE GOING TO HAVE DEAL WITH AS WELL, HOW DO YOU ENFORCE IT, HOW DO YOU PAY FOR IT?
WE HAVEN'T GOTTEN TO THAT YET, BUT LET'S AT LEAST ALLOW STAFF TO STRENGTHEN THE ORDINANCE.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  OKAY.
I MIGHT HAVE A LITTLE BIT OF HEARTBURN OVER THAT.
UNLESS IT'S -- YOU'RE DEALING WITH JUST GETTING FACTS FOR THE ORDINANCE BECAUSE I KNOW FOR A FACT THERE ARE SOME VERY STRONG FEELINGS AMONG STAFF ON THIS PARTICULAR ORDINANCE, BOTH WAYS.
>>MARK SHARPE:  LET ME --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  AND I THINK TO DILUTE THE WORK OF THE -- OF COMMISSIONER HAGAN -- I REALLY AM GOING ALONG HIS LINES.
>>MARK SHARPE:  THE COMMITTEE -- WE DILUTED THE COMMITTEE'S WORK.
THE COMMITTEE CAME BACK WITH A SERIES -- WITH A RECOMMENDATION WHICH WE DIDN'T PUT FORWARD.
WE TOOK THE COMMITTEE'S WORK OF A YEAR AND WE CHANGED IT.
THEY CAME TO A CONSENSUS AND WE CHANGED IT.
NOW, WHAT I AM GOING TO SAY, THOUGH, IS THAT THIS BOARD CAN STILL, AFTER STAFF'S HAD A CHANCE TO COME BACK, GO FORWARD WITH EXACTLY WHAT WE HAVE HERE.
I'M NOT SAYING CHANGE -- GO BACK AND CHANGE ALL THE LANGUAGE AND UNDO WHAT COMMISSIONER HAGAN'S DOING, I JUST WANT THEM TO HAVE A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON THIS.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  WELL, I MEAN -- OKAY.
IF -- I'M NOT OPPOSED TO DOING THAT, BUT IT NEEDS TO BE IN THE CONTEXT OF JUST HAVING STAFF COMMENT, HAVE THE ADVISORY BOARD COME AND COMMENT, AND EVERYBODY ELSE, BUT I -- I THINK TO TAKE THIS ORDINANCE -- AND COMMISSIONER HAGAN BROUGHT THAT FORWARD, AND I THOUGHT IT WAS -- WE ALL WEIGHED IN ON IT, AND I THOUGHT WE WERE GOOD TO GO AND HAVE IT COME HERE AND HAVE A DISCUSSION AND MOVE FORWARD, BUT TO -- I THINK WE'RE TAKING A STEP BACKWARD TO DO THAT.
WHAT I WOULD LIKE TO SEE IS A PUBLIC COMMENT SECTION WHERE PEOPLE COULD COME FORWARD AND WE COULD HEAR THEIR CONCERNS, STAFF, THE ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS, PUBLIC, WHATEVER IT IS.
I DO THINK -- I MEAN, FOR THE THREE OF US -- AND YOU GUYS HAVE BEEN DEALING WITH THIS ISSUE A LOT LONGER THAN US THREE HAVE, BUT I WOULD FEEL MORE COMFORTABLE WITH THAT.
BUT I JUST -- I DON'T WANT TO TAINT THIS DOCUMENT --
>>MARK SHARPE:  WE CAN --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  -- AND I AM CONCERNED ABOUT THAT.
>>MARK SHARPE:  WE CAN BRING THE DOCUMENT BACK WITH COMMENT BY STAFF REGARDING SOME OF THE ISSUES THAT THEY MIGHT HAVE CONCERN -- THAT STAFF THEMSELVES THAT'S GOING TO ENFORCE IT MIGHT HAVE CONCERN.
I BELIEVE STAFF HAS SOME ISSUES THEMSELVES, SO WE OUGHT TO HEAR FROM THE PEOPLE WHO ARE GOING TO BE TASKED WITH ENFORCING THE ORDINANCE, TO BE ABLE TO LET THEM SPEAK TO THE ORDINANCE.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  OKAY.
SO ENFORCEMENT --
>>MARK SHARPE:  AND THEN IT WILL GO TO PUBLIC COMMENT.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  I THINK WE NEED TO LAY OUT TO STAFF EXACTLY WHAT WE WANT THEM TO LOOK AT.
ENFORCEMENT IS A HUGE ISSUE -- ENFORCEMENT AND THE COST I THINK IS A HUGE ISSUE, BUT IF WE DON'T GIVE THEM SPECIFIC DIRECTION AND THEY GO THROUGH THIS WHOLE ORDINANCE AND START PICKING IT APART HERE AND THERE AND THEY'RE ALSO INFLUENCED BY THE PUBLIC, I THINK IT'S GOING TO BE A FREE-FOR-ALL, AND WE'RE GOING TO COME BACK WITH A DOCUMENT THAT WE'VE NEVER KNOWN OR SEEN BEFORE.
>>MARK SHARPE:  WELL, STAFF'S RIGHT THERE.
THEY CAN SPEAK TO THIS IF THEY WANT TO SPEAK.
I DON'T KNOW IF YOU WANTED TO COME FORWARD.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  AND YOUR MOTION RIGHT NOW --
>>MARK SHARPE:  IS SIMPLY TO LET STAFF COMMENT ON THE ORDINANCE ITSELF.
IN FACT, LIKE I SAID, THERE'LL BE AN OPPORTUNITY -- IF STAFF WERE TO MAKE SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES TO THE ORDINANCE, WE COULD DENY THOSE CHANGES.
WE COULD GO STRICTLY WITH WHAT WE CURRENTLY HAVE.
I JUST WANT TO HEAR STAFF'S COMMENTS REGARDING --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  YOU WANT STAFF'S -- TO SETTING A FUTURE DATE.
>>MARK SHARPE:  YES.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  WE'RE NOT DEBATING THIS TODAY.
>>MARK SHARPE:  I WASN'T INTENDING -- I WAS JUST SAYING --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
SO WE DON'T NEED STAFF --
>>MARK SHARPE:  -- LET STAFF HAVE ONE MORE WEEK OR ONE MORE BOARD MEETING TO LOOK AT IT AND COME BACK.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
COMMISSIONER --
>>MARK SHARPE:  EXACT SAME THING, JUST WITH COMMENT.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
COMMISSIONER MURMAN, ARE YOU FINISHED?
DO YOU HAVE OTHER COMMENTS?
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  I HAVE PLENTY BUT -- ON THIS, BUT I'M GOING TO LET IT GO --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  YEAH.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  -- BECAUSE I THINK WE'RE -- I JUST -- I THINK WE'RE HEADED DOWN A TREACHEROUS PATH HERE TO LET OUR ORDINANCE GO BACK TO STAFF, AND, I MEAN, I'M NOT -- I DON'T WANT TO BE NEGATIVE, IT'S JUST THAT THEY HAVE -- AND I KNOW FOR A FACT THEY HAVE VERY POINTED -- THEY'RE PREJUDICED ON THE ISSUE.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  THAT'S JUST IT, PLAIN AND SIMPLE, AND I JUST -- I THINK THIS BOARD NEEDS TO STAY VERY OBJECTIVE ABOUT IT.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  COMMISSIONER BECKNER.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  AND THANK YOU, MR. CHAIR.
I WOULD BE INTERESTED IN A COUPLE OF DIFFERENT THINGS BECAUSE I SPOKE WITH MY REPRESENTATIVE ON THE ADVISORY -- THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, MS. CONNIE JOHNSON, AND I HAVE THE ULTIMATE RESPECT WITH THE AMOUNT OF WORK THAT SHE'S DONE WITH THE HUMANE SOCIETY, AND I KNOW SHE'S HAD SOME CONCERNS ABOUT SOME OF THE AMENDED CHANGES THAT I DON'T BELIEVE THAT WERE NECESSARILY DISCUSSED THROUGH THE COMMITTEE, SO I WOULD LIKE TO BE ABLE TO HEAR FROM OUR ANIMAL ADVISORY REPRESENTATIVES HERE.
SO MAYBE -- IS IT APPROPRIATE THAT WE HAVE AN AGENDA ITEM SET AT ONE OF OUR MEETINGS AND THEN ALLOW INPUT, OR DOES THIS TRANSLATE MORE INTO A MINI WORKSHOP?
WHAT IS THE MORE APPROPRIATE FORMAT I GUESS IS WHAT I'M TRYING TO -- TO FIGURE OUT HERE.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  MR SHARPE, YOU'RE THE ONE WHO BROUGHT THIS ITEM UP.
I KNOW IT'S CONSENT.
WHAT IS YOUR INTENTION?
>>MARK SHARPE:  WELL, I -- WE HAVE A LOT OF MINI WORKSHOPS.
I'M NOT SUGGESTING ANOTHER MINI WORKSHOP.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  YES.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  NO, WHEN I SAY WORKSHOP, I'M NOT SUGGESTING A 1:30 AFTERNOON WORKSHOP.
>>MARK SHARPE:  I'VE HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK BRIEFLY WITH MS. JOHNSON.
THERE ARE SOME POINTS TO -- YOU KNOW, WE IN OUR DESIRE TO HAVE SMALLER GOVERNMENT, LESS GOVERNMENT, TEND TO PUT OUT CONFUSED GOVERNMENT, AND WE HAVE ISSUES WHICH ARE SOMETIMES CHALLENGING TO UNDERSTAND, AND SO I THINK THAT WE NEED TO BE VERY CAREFUL THAT WE KNOW EXACTLY WHAT WE'RE -- WHAT WE'RE DOING, AND THERE ARE SOME ISSUES THAT WERE PRESENTED TO ME WHICH ARE CONFUSING, AND SO STAFF RECOGNIZES IT, THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOGNIZES IT, THE MAJORITY WHO CAME TO A CONSENSUS APPEAR TO RECOGNIZE IT, SO I THINK WE SHOULD JUST ALLOW THAT CONVERSATION TO TAKE PLACE BRIEFLY.
I WOULD SAY AS A BOARD ITEM.
IT COULD BE DONE, I BELIEVE, IN 30 MINUTES.
I REALLY DO.
AND IT MAY BE VERY WELL THAT WE'VE -- THAT STAFF HAS A CHANCE TO REVIEW -- THE CONCERNS ARE HEARD BY STAFF, THEY REVIEW IT, THEY COME BACK AND SAY WE CAN -- WITH THIS ADJUSTMENT OR THAT ADJUSTMENT -- DOING NOTHING TO DIMINISH WHAT WE WANT TO PROTECT AGAINST, THE DOG THAT'S TETHERED TO A TREE THAT'S SITTING OUT THERE THAT -- YOU KNOW, EVEN IF IT'S GOT FOOD AND WATER, THAT'S SITTING OUT THERE 24 HOURS A DAY OR ALL THE OTHER ISSUES THAT THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE DEALT WITH.
WE CAN TAKE PROTECTION AND STOP THE TETHERING BUT AT THE SAME TIME, I JUST THINK, GIVE STAFF ONE -- ONE ADDITIONAL OPPORTUNITY TO TAKE UP SOME OF THE ISSUES THAT MS. JOHNSON AND OTHERS HAVE PRESENTED AND MS. BACCA HERSELF.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  SO WHAT ABOUT IF WE HAVE A -- A BOARD AGENDA ITEM TIME CERTAIN AND ALLOW OUR REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE SPEAK AT -- DURING THAT.
>>MARK SHARPE:  EXACTLY.
THAT'S FINE.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  AND STAFF CAN RESPOND TO THAT, AND THEN WE CAN HAVE DISCUSSION AS A BOARD.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  IS YOURS TO COME BACK -- ARE WE TALKING ABOUT COMING BACK ON THE 19th OR ARE WE LOOKING AT THE NOVEMBER 1st MEETING THEN?
IS THAT --
>>MARK SHARPE:  WHATEVER YOU TWO THINK I'M FINE WITH.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  I'VE GOT QUESTIONS FOR STAFF ANYWAYS, AND MAYBE THEY CAN ANSWER THIS.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  AND I KNOW THAT -- AS YOU'RE COMING UP, COMMISSIONER SHARPE, YOU SAID THIS WOULD BE A 30-MINUTE DISCUSSION.
WE STARTED DISCUSSION ON THIS AT 3:25 --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  [INAUDIBLE]
>>MARK SHARPE:  I KNOW.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  -- SO THIS --
>>MARK SHARPE:  YES, SIR.
>>DICK BAILEY:  HI.
DICK BAILEY, ACTING DIRECTOR OF ANIMAL SERVICES.
THE ANIMAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETS ON THE 19th OF OCTOBER, THAT EVENING, SO IT WOULD BE THE FIRST MEETING IN NOVEMBER THAT WE WOULD BE ABLE TO GET BACK WITH YOU.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  OKAY.
SO THEN WE WOULD BE RESCHEDULING TO HAVE THIS COME BACK FOR THE --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  NOVEMBER 2nd.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  -- NOVEMBER 1st BOARD MEETING.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  2nd.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  I THINK THAT'S APPROPRIATE.
NOW, MR. BAILEY, A QUESTION FOR YOU.
2009 JUDGE NICK NAZARETIAN FOUND PARTS OF OUR PREVIOUS ORDINANCE UNCONSTITUTIONAL.
HAVE WE RUN BY -- OR IS IT POSSIBLE OR HAVE WE GIVEN THIS ORDINANCE FOR HIM TO LOOK AT TO POTENTIALLY GET A SUMMARY JUDGMENT TO SEE IF THERE WOULD -- IF HE WOULD HAVE ANY ISSUES BECAUSE HE SEEMS TO ALSO BE A RESIDENT EXPERT AT DEALING WITH THESE ANIMAL ISSUES ON A REGULAR BASIS.
>> THAT WAS THE NUISANCE SECTION THAT HE FOUND UNCONSTITUTIONAL, BUT FOR THE REST OF IT, I NEED TO TURN IT OVER TO THE COUNTY ATTORNEY.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  OKAY.
>>SHEREE FISH:  GOOD AFTERNOON, COMMISSIONERS.
SHEREE FISH, MANAGING ATTORNEY FOR THE COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE.
YES, THIS HAPPENED I THINK IT WAS ALMOST TWO YEARS AGO THAT IT WAS STRICKEN DOWN, AND AT THE TIME BILL ARMSTRONG DID NOT WANT TO HAVE IT PUT BACK INTO THE ORDINANCE IN A DIFFERENT FASHION BECAUSE HE FELT LIKE THEY WERE HAVING DIFFICULTY ENFORCING IT ANYWAY WITH THE MANPOWER THAT HE HAD, SO BASED ON HIS DIRECTION --
>>MARK SHARPE:  THAT'S AN ISSUE.
>>SHEREE FISH:  -- WE DID NOT DRAFT ANY REPLACEMENT LANGUAGE.
IF IT'S THE PLEASURE OF THE BOARD THAT, YOU KNOW, THAT'S SOMETHING THAT YOU WOULD LIKE PUT BACK IN THERE, WE COULD DRAFT DIFFERENT LANGUAGE TO PUT BACK IN THERE.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  NO, I WAS THINKING MORE OF WHAT WE'RE PROPOSING, IF THAT WOULD MAKE SENSE TO -- BEFORE WE HAVE ANOTHER POTENTIAL COURT CHALLENGE, IF WE MIGHT BE ABLE TO GET SOME TYPE OF A SUMMARY JUDGMENT OPINION, OR DOES THE CASE ACTUALLY HAVE TO COME BEFORE THE COURT --
>>SHEREE FISH:  IT WOULD HAVE TO BE A CASE UNLESS WE WENT FOR SOME SORT OF A DEC ACTION, AND EVEN THEN THEY MAY DECLINE TO OPINE ON THAT.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  OKAY.
ALL RIGHT.
SO -- ANYWAY, SO NOVEMBER 1st IS WHEN WE'D BE BRINGING THIS BACK.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  NOVEMBER 2nd.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  OR NOVEMBER THE 2nd AND WITH DISCUSSION FROM THE ANIMAL ADVISORY AND THEN OUR STAFF.
>>MARK SHARPE:  EXACTLY.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
SO THERE'S A MOTION ON THE FLOOR AND A SECOND, AND THAT WAS COMMISSIONER --
>>MARK SHARPE:  SHARPE, SECONDED BY BECKNER OR BECKNER -- WELL, ACTUALLY, IT WAS -- I DON'T KNOW.
MAYBE IT WAS BECKNER AND MURMAN.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
WELL, COME ON.
LET'S MOVE ON.
>>MARK SHARPE:  I DON'T CARE.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  COMMISSIONER HAGAN AND --
>>LES MILLER, JR.:  [INAUDIBLE]
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  -- YOU'RE REC --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  DID WE MAKE AN AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION --
>>MARK SHARPE:  YES, YOU DID.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  -- MR. CHAIR?
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  YEAH.
WE'RE GOING --
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  WE DID?
>>MARK SHARPE:  YEAH.
>>SANDRA MURMAN:  OKAY.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  COMMISSIONER HAGAN.
>>KEN HAGAN:  I'M GOING TO SUPPORT THE MOTION, BUT THE REALITY IS IT SHOULD NOT HAVE COME TO THIS.
TYPICALLY WHEN WE WANT TO TAKE ANOTHER LOOK OR STUDY AN ITEM IT'S BECAUSE THEY'VE BEEN RUSHED THROUGH OR THERE'S THE APPEARANCE OF IT RUSHING THROUGH.
I THINK WE APPROVED MY CHANGES FOUR OR FIVE MEETINGS AGO.
IF STAFF HAD AN ISSUE, THEY SHOULD HAVE DISCUSSED IT WITH AAC.
WE SHOULD HAVE HEARD IT PRIOR TO NOW.
THERE'S NO REASON THAT WE'RE EVEN HERE, TO BE QUITE HONEST.
NOW, THE FACT THAT THERE ARE ISSUES -- I'M FINE WITH TAKING MORE TIME, BUT IT WASN'T LIKE WE DID IT LAST MEETING AND WE RUSHED THIS THROUGH THE PROCESS.
QUITE THE CONTRARY.
THAT'S NOT THE CASE.
AND WE DID CHANGE WHAT WAS RECOMMENDED BECAUSE IT WAS A DILUTED VERSION, THE ONLY THING THAT THEY COULD GET OUT OF -- GET A BOARD VOTE ON.
I WENT BACK TO THREE OF THE MEMBERS INDIVIDUALLY, I'M THINKING OF BRINGING THESE CHANGES UP, DO YOU HAVE A PROBLEM?
NO, NOT AT ALL.
NO, NOT AT ALL.
SO THIS PROCESS IS FLAWED.
I'M ALL FOR STRENGTHENING IT, BUT IF STAFF HAD A CONCERN OR CONCERNS, THEY SHOULD HAVE BROUGHT THAT FORWARD TO US PRIOR TO NOW.
I WOULD RECOMMEND THAT WHEN THEY -- AT THE -- WE ASK THE AAC TO DISCUSS IT, SEE IF THEY CAN GIVE DIRECTION, PROVIDE IT TO STAFF, BUT THAT WHEN WE COME BACK FOR THE MEETING THAT WE DO NOT -- THAT THEY DO NOT SPEAK BECAUSE I DON'T KNOW HOW YOU DECIDE WHO SPEAKS, I MEAN, BECAUSE THEY'RE 5-4 OR 6-3, I MEAN, SO HOW -- ARE YOU GOING TO CHERRY-PICK, ARE YOU GOING TO HAVE EACH MEMBER SPEAK?
MAYBE HAVE A REPRESENTATIVE DISCUSS OR SHARE WHAT THE DIALOGUE WAS AT THE MEETING, BUT I DON'T THINK WE SHOULD GET TO THE POINT OF ASKING EACH MEMBER TO SPEAK AND -- THAT'LL TAKE THE ENTIRE MEETING, SO --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
WE'RE 35 MINUTES INTO THIS DEBATE ON A CONSENT ITEM TO BRING BACK ON NOVEMBER 2nd.
FURTHER DISCUSSION?
COMMISSIONER CRIST.
>>VICTOR CRIST:  LET'S VOTE.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
COMMISSIONER MILLER.
>>LES MILLER, JR.:  I HAVE AN AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDMENT.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  OKAY.
>>LES MILLER, JR.:  AND THAT IS ON NOVEMBER 2nd IF THEY MAKE THIS A TIME CERTAIN, THE LAST ISSUE OF THE DAY BECAUSE I CAN SEE RIGHT NOW THAT THIS IS GOING TO BE A LONG ISSUE AND --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  3:00 TIME CERTAIN.
>>LES MILLER, JR.:  3:00 OR THE LAST ISSUE OF THE DAY BECAUSE IF WE MAKE IT EARLIER, WE'RE GOING TO DELAY SOME OTHER FOLKS THAT ARE HERE FOR CERTAIN IMPORTANT ISSUES,
SO --
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  EXCELLENT POINT.
>>LES MILLER, JR.:  -- I THINK IT SHOULD BE THE LAST ITEM OF THE DAY.
>>MARK SHARPE:  THANK YOU.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ALL RIGHT.
SEEING NO OTHER DISCUSSION OR DEBATE, PLEASE RECORD YOUR VOTES.
>>RECORDING SECRETARY:  MOTION CARRIES 7-0.
>>MIKE MERRILL:  ALL THAT'S REMAINING IS THE FUTURE DISCUSSION ITEMS.
>>RECORDING SECRETARY:  EXCUSE ME, SIR, COULD I FIND OUT WHO THE SECOND WAS THERE?
>>MARK SHARPE:  OH, GOD.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  COMMISSIONER BECKNER MADE THE --
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  I CAN TAKE A SECOND.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  YEAH.
>>KEVIN BECKNER:  SHARPE IS --
>>MARK SHARPE:  I'M FINE WITH THAT.
LEFT COAST LIBERAL.
>>AL HIGGINBOTHAM:  ANY FUTURE TOPICS, COMMISSIONERS?
SEEING NONE, WE'RE ADJOURNED.


Anti-tethering ordinance to be voted on November 2nd, 2011


The tethering ordinance was sent separately from the rest of the ordinance changes to the BOCC due to mounting pressures from various groups.  Attached please find a copy of the current draft ordinance for the tethering that was returned from the county attorney’s office.  Attached also are actual captioning of the three BOCC meetings with regards to tethering.


Aug 17, 2011-three parts of the ordinance were removed, without any questions being asked of Animal Services representative that sat at the meeting the entire day.  No clarification was asked of the animal advisory board, who had worked on the ordinance for about a year.  Document sent to lawyers for review.  Three significant changes to the proposed ordinance involved removal of agricultural exemption, a proposed weight limit (1/8 of dog’s weight) to the chain and the pet could NEVER be left unattended outside on a tether or you were in violation of the law.


September 21, 2011 Belen Brisco, a photographer from Sanibel, Florida, showed up at the meeting and was instructed by the BOCC to help the lawyers draft language for the new ordinance.  Belen claimed to be a consultant - “I AM ANIMAL CRUELTY CERTIFIED AND I ALSO AM FLORIDA TRAINED -- FLORIDA ANIMAL CONTROL ASSOCIATION TRAINED.  I VOLUNTEER MY TIME SPECIFICALLY WITH LEGISLATION,  EDUCATION, AND COMPLIANCE IN THE FIELD.”


October 5, 2011  After receiving feedback from animal advisory committee members as well as the agricultural community the board has decided to ask for feedback from animal services and the animal advisory committee.


November 2, 2011  This is the next scheduled meeting of the BOCC regarding tethering.  If you have strong feelings regarding the tethering ordinance you should contact the BOCC at http://www.hillsboroughcounty.org/bocc/.  By clicking on the pictures of the commissioner you will see which commissioner is responsible for which district.  The BOCC contact information is as follows:


Via Mail:     


	Hillsborough County Commissioners
	P.O. Box 1110
	Tampa, FL 33601 


Via Telephone: (813) 272-5660


By calling the 813-272-5660 number you will get the secretary for the BOCC and can ask to talk to specific commissioners or their aides about your concerns.


The BOCC has heard from many different sources with regards to the tethering issue, if the veterinary community wishes to be heard on this issue, now is the time to make ourselves heard.






Fraud in the spay/neuter voucher program?

(page 5)


Article written by Bill Varian of the St. Petersburg Times (see attached) about potential improper record by local participants in the spay/neuter voucher program.


New drug bill requires veterinarians to give out written scripts

(page 7)


FVMA sent out a letter regarding a new bill that would require veterinarians to give all clients written prescriptions for all drugs whether requested or not.  Please read this important article!  If passed thie following woudl occur:


Animal services core services will not be outsourced


Outsourcing of animal services spay/neuter/adoptions  to the humane society of Tampa Bay did not occur.  A bid process was opened to the public for outsourcing of the adoption and sterilization from animal services.  This bid process expired on September 30, 2011.


The bill requires a veterinarian to:


Write a prescription whether or not he/she will dispense the product; 


Provide a written disclosure notifying clients that they may fill prescriptions at the veterinary clinic or at an off-site pharmacy; 


Verify a prescription electronically or by other means consistent with applicable state law. 


In addition, the veterinarian may not do the following:


Require the purchase of an animal drug for which the veterinarian has written a prescription; 


Charge a client a fee for writing a prescription as part of (or in addition to) the fee for examination and evaluation of a pet; or. 


Require a client to sign, or supply a client with, a waiver or liability disclaimer should the prescription be inaccurately filled by an off-site pharmacy. 
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County only in limited situations and under conditions that ensure the safety and well being of the dog.
The BOCC authorized the County Attorney's Office to draft revisions to its Amended Ordinance on
August 17, 2011. In addition, on August 24, 2009, Judge Nick Nazaretian declared Hillsborough
County Ordinance 00-26, Section 15 - Companion Animals Creating Nuisance, "vague and overbroad
and therefore facially unconstitutional". A copy of this Order is attached. This amendment officially
deletes the Nuisance provisions from the Ordinance, as they are not enforceable based upon the ruling.

The County Attorney's Office requests the BOCC schedule a public hearing for October 19, 2011 at
2:00 p.m. to consider the enactment of the proposed amendment to Hillsborough County Ordinance No.
00-26, as previously amended.

List Attachments:
Ordinance Draft and Court Order
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DRAFT
RTC
9/23/11
WHEREAS, Section 15 of Hillsborough County Ordinance No. 00-26, as amended, was
declared unconstitutional by a Court of competent Jurisdiction in Hillsborough County, Florida
and
WHEREAS, the Hillsborough County Animal Advisory Committee and staff have
recommended an amendment to Hillsborough County Ordinance 00-26, as amended, to address
the issue restraining DOGS by tethering.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA:
SECTION 1. - SECTION 2. DEFINITIONS - Paragraph number 60 is deleted and replaced as
follows:
60. TETHER - shall mean to restrain a DOG by tying the
DOG to any object or structure, including without limitation a
house, tree, fence, post, garage or shed, by any means, including
without limitation, a chain, rope, cord, leash, or running line.
Tethering shall not include using a leash to walk a DOG.
SECTION 2. - SECTION 10. - CONFINEMENT TO PROPERTY:; DOGS AND CATS AT
LARGE; EXCEPTIONS is hereby amended as follows:
Paragraph (D) of Section 10. - DOGS AND CATS AT LARGE;
EXCEPTIONS, is hereby deleted in its entirety. Section 10
Paragraph (E) is re-labeled as Paragraph (D) of Section 10.

SECTION 3. - SECTION 15. - COMPANION ANIMALS CREATING NUISANCE is

hereby deleted in its entirety. A new Section 15 is substituted as follows:
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SECTION 15. - CONFINEMENT TO PROPERTY; TETHERING

(A) It shall be unlawful for any OWNER to TETHER a

DOG, except when all of the following conditions are met:

(1)  The DOG is tethered in such a manner as to
prevent injury, strangulation, or entanglement; and

) The DOG is in visual range of the OWNER
who must also be outside with the DOG; and

A3) The TETHER is connected to the DOG by a
properly fitted buckle-type collar or a body harness made of nylon
or leather, not less than one (1) inch in width; and

(O] The TETHER is, at a minimum, at least five
(5) times the length of the DOG’S body, as measured from the tip
of the nose to the base of the tail, but it must terminate at both ends
with a swivel, and be free of tangles; and

(5)  The TETHER does not weigh more than 1/8
of the DOG’S weight; and

©) The DOG is not tethered outside in periods
of extreme weather, including but not limited to, extreme heat or
near freezing temperatures, thunderstorms, lightning, tornadoes,
tropical storms or hurricanes; and

(7)  If there are multiple DOGS, each DOG is

tethered separately.

DRAFT
RTC
9/23/11
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RTC
9/23/11
(B)  Provided that a DOG is tethered in a manner and
under conditions that do not jeopardize its health, safety or well
being, Section (A) above shall not apply to DOGS that are:
(€Y} Tethered, chained, tied, or restrained by a
veterinarian or groomer while attending to the DOG;
2) Trained, or being trained, to act in a law
enforcement capacity;
(3) Being used lawfully to actively hunt a
species of wildlife in this state during the hunting season for that
species of wildlife;
@ In attendance at, or participating in, an
exhibition, show, contest, or other event in which the skill,
breeding or stamina of the DOG is judged or examined;
(5)  Tethered temporarily while being kept in a
bonafide humane shelter approved by the DEPARTMENT or at a
commercial boarding facility;
(6) Tethered in accordance with the regulations
of a camping or recreational area;
@] Being cared for as part of a rescue operation
during a natural or man-made disaster; or

®8) Being transported in a vehicle.
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Plaintiffs First Amended Complaint; Case No. 04-11404 (Division J, 13"
Judicial Circuit, March 15, 2005)).

Z The Court reserves ruling on the grounds raised by Defendant that pursuant
to Section 828.27(7), F.S., Hillsborough County Animal Services lacked jurisdiction to
prohibit or regulate noise from animals situated on land zoned for agricultural purposes

3. The Court reserves ruling on the grounds raised by Defendant that Affidavit

of Complaint is legally insufficient

ORDERED and ADJUDGED this day oéAL(Jﬂust, 2009.
RIGINAL SIGNED

AUG 2 4 2009

NICK NAZARETIAN
COUNTY JUDGE

Honorable Nick Nazaretian

Copies to:

Mark Bentley, Esquire, Mark Bentley, P.A., 201 N. Franklin Street, Suite 1650, Tampa, FL
33602

Steven A. Royal, Esquire, Steven A. Royal, P A., 2002 N Lois Ave., Suite 640, Tampa,
FL 33607

Janet McDonald, Esquire, Office of the County Attorney, 601 E. Kennedy Bivd, 27" Floor,
Tampa, FL 33602




