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Editor’s Note: The following case law summaries were reported
from April 1, 2005, through June 31, 2005.

Section 1. Recent Decisions of the
Florida Supreme Court

JUVENILES – CITY CURFEW ORDINANCES – JUVENILE CUR-
FEW ORDINANCES WERE UNCONSTITUTIONAL TO THE
EXTENT THEY IMPINGED A FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT OF
JUVENILES BUT WERE NOT NARROWLY TAILORED TO
ACHIEVE ASSERTED COMPELLING INTERESTS.

The cities of Tampa and Pinellas Park enacted similar
juvenile curfew ordinances. The individual cited for vio-
lation of the ordinances initiated this action. The Second
DCA ruled the ordinances unconstitutional, and certi-
fied as a question of great public importance to the
Florida Supreme Court, the issue of whether the ordi-
nances were constitutional. On review, the court con-
sidered upheld an earlier ruling that strict scrutiny
should apply since the ordinances regulated the funda-
mental rights to freedom of movement and privacy. The
compelling governmental interests advanced and agreed.
However, the ordinances were faulted in their applica-
tion to the extent they applied to a class broader than
what was cited as the evil sought to be overcome. Addi-
tionally, one of the ordinances failed to make exceptions
for juveniles who were out after curfew, even with
parents or on emergencies with parental permission.
Accordingly, the court concluded the ordinances failed
to pass strict scrutiny in that they were drafted to
operate by the least restrictive means to achieve the
asserted goals. State of Florida v. J.P., State of Florida v.
T.M., 30 Fla. L. Weekly S331 (Fla. May 5, 2005).

Section 2. Recent Decisions of the
Florida District Courts of Appeal

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION – LAW ENFORCEMENT OF-
FICERS – STATUTORY DISABILITY PRESUMPTION – DIS-
TRICT COURT REVERSED JUDGE OF COMPENSATION
CLAIM, CONCLUDING 2002 AMENDMENT TO SECTION
112.18(1), FLORIDA STATUTES, SHOULD APPLY RETRO-
ACTIVELY WITHOUT REGARD TO DATE OF ACCIDENT OR
INJURY.

Seminole County Sheriff’s Office appealed a JCC ruling
the claimant, a deputy sheriff who suffered a stroke in
1999, was entitled to statutory presumption his hyper-
tension was accidental and suffered in the line of duty
pursuant to §112.18(1), apparently arguing the 1999
date of accident preceded any entitlement to a presump-
tion for law enforcement officers. On review, the District
Court held the subsequent amendment of §112.18(1) in
2002 was merely a change to the procedure for establish-
ing entitlement to benefits that should apply retroac-
tively, without regard to the date of the accident and
injury, since the substantive right to recovery due to the
stroke event of 1999 remained unchanged. Seminole County
Sheriff’s Office and Gallagher Bassett Services v. Frank Johnson,
30 Fla. L. Weekly D826 (Fla. 1st DCA March 24, 2005).

ANNEXATION – STANDING TO CHALLENGE – TRIAL
COURT ERRED BY GRANTING WRIT OF CERTIORARI CHAL-
LENGING ANOTHER’S ANNEXATION WHERE CHALLENG-
ING CITY WAS NOT AFFECTED BY ANNEXATION AND
ANTICIPATED NO MATERIAL INJURY FROM ANNEXATION.

City of Auburndale approved annexation of 196 acres of
land with the intent of using it for a wastewater spray
field. The Town of Polk City had rights to provide water
and wastewater services to the annexed property. Fol-
lowing Auburndale’s adoption of annexation ordinance,
Polk City petitioned the circuit court for certiorari re-
view of administrative action. The circuit court entered
an order granting certiorari, quashed Auburndale’s ap-
proval of the ordinance and invalidated the ordinance.
Auburndale appealed to the district court where it was
held the Town of Polk City lacked standing to challenge
the annexation since the town’s right to provide certain
services did not arise to the level of an exclusive right to
provide such services. Furthermore, even if the town
had an exclusive right to provide services, Auburndale’s
intended use of the property would give rise to no need
for water or wastewater services; if such a need arose,
Auburndale’s use would not disrupt the town’s ability
to offer those services. Accordingly, the court held the
Town of Polk City was not affected by the annexation as
a matter of law, granted Auburndale’s petition for cer-
tiorari and quashed the circuit court’s order. City of
Auburndale v. Town of Polk City, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D843
(Fla. 2nd DCA March 30, 2005).
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VACATION OF RIGHT OF WAY – HOME RULE POWERS –
TRIAL COURT ERRED IN HOLDING CITY WAS NOT
VESTED WITH AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE CONDITIONS ON
THE VACATION OF A RIGHT OF WAY.

The City of Temple Terrace appealed a trial court ruling
holding it was not empowered to condition the vacation
of a right of way sought by plaintiff, Tozier. Tozier
requested the city abandon a right of way adjacent to
his business location. Tozier offered depictions suggest-
ing a 10,000-square-foot structure and approximately
$750,000 in improvements would be constructed at the
location. Based upon Tozier’s representations, the City
Council ultimately passed an ordinance vacating a por-
tion of the right of way, but conditioned it upon certain
acts that were to be incorporated into a development
agreement between the city and Tozier. The ordinance
clearly expressed vacation was subject to specific terms
and conditions in an enforceable development agree-
ment. The final site plan submitted for approval by
Tozier contained a structure of only 1,800 square feet.
Given the city’s hopes for how Tozier’s initial develop-
ment proposal would complement an overall redevelop-
ment plan for the area, the final site plan presented by
Tozier was rejected. Tozier filed suit and the circuit
court entered an order declaring the city was not em-
powered to pass an ordinance vacating property subject
to conditions subsequent and cited a 1971 case which
rejected a similar attempt by a city, and severed that
portion of the ordinance containing the conditions,
effectively giving Tozier the desired right-of-way vaca-
tion. On review, the second district concluded the grant
of power contained in Chapter 166, the Municipal Home
Rule Powers Act of 1973, effectively superceded the 1971
opinion relied upon by the trial court. Accordingly, the
court held the city’s ordinance requiring certain devel-
opment conditions be met prior to actual vacation was
found lawful as a matter of Home Rule authority. City of
Temple Terrace v. Kenneth E. Tozier, 30, Fla. L. Weekly
D1102 (Fla. 2nd DCA April 29, 2005).

TORTS – SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY – OPERATIONAL-LEVEL
FUNCTIONS – TRIAL COURT ERRED IN GRANTING SUM-
MARY JUDGMENT FOR CITY WHERE DEFECT CAUSING
PLAINTIFF’S FALL WAS INCORPORATED BY DESIGN AND
THEREFORE CONSIDERED AN OPERATIONAL-LEVEL AC-
TION.

Plaintiff twisted her foot and sustained injury when she
stepped in a “decorative groove” contained in the walk-
way design surrounding a tree. The city prevailed at the
trial court, primarily arguing it was protected by sover-
eign immunity because the allegedly dangerous condi-
tion in the walkway was an aesthetic feature of the
original design, rather than the result of deterioration
or poor maintenance. However, the district court cited
cases which hold choices to incorporate particular de-
sign elements in government-owned property, where
such elements are alleged to be dangerous or defective,
may be characterized as operational level decisions and
are actionable. Accordingly, the court reversed the sum-

mary judgment and remanded the case. Shirley Schmid v.
City of Miami Beach, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D1215 (3rd DCA
May 11, 2005).

TORTS – TRIAL COURT ERRED IN GRANTING SUMMARY
JUDGMENT TO CO-DEFENDANT STATE DOT IN
PLAINTIFF’S SLIP-AND-FALL SUIT WHERE FACT OF CITY'S
AGREEMENT WITH COUNTY TO MAINTAIN DEFECTIVE
SIDEWALK ALONE DID NOT MEAN DOT WAS NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING AREA WHERE PLAIN-
TIFF FELL.

City of Tampa appealed a trial court’s summary judg-
ment in favor of the State Department of Transportation
in a lawsuit brought by a citizen who tripped and fell
over an uneven portion of sidewalk at drainage inlet
near I-275. The city entered an inter-jurisdictional road
maintenance and operation agreement under which the
city agreed to perform certain of the county’s mainte-
nance and operational responsibilities on certain por-
tions of the county road system that are located within
the city. The area where Plaintiff fell was one of the
roads. Under the agreement with the county, the city
was charged with maintaining sidewalks, among other
things. However, the district court reasoned such an
agreement to be responsible for the sidewalk area did
not automatically foreclose the possibility DOT retained
some residual responsibility for the areas in question,
especially in light of testimony offered at trial as to the
long-standing understanding DOT was responsible for
those areas adjacent to interstate roads. Summary judg-
ment in favor of DOT was reversed. City of Tampa v.
Linda Ezell and Department of Transportation, 30 Fla. L.
Weekly D1406 (2nd DCA June 3, 2005).

CERTIORARI – DENSITY – CIRCUIT COURT APPLIED
PROPER CERTIORARI STANDARD AND AFFORDED PROCE-
DURAL DUE PROCESS IN AFFIRMING CITY COUNCIL’S
REFUSAL TO ADOPT A NEW ORDINANCE INCREASING
DENSITY OF PETITIONER’S PROPERTY.

Petitioners sought reversal of a circuit court decision
that affirmed a City Council decision to maintain exist-
ing density limitations. Over the years before Petitioners
became titleholders to the land, the City Council enacted
several ordinances increasing density limitations. Peti-
tioners approached the council regarding increasing den-
sity, but made strenuous arguments as to why their
predecessors in interest were denied certain procedural
due process protections. However, since the only issue
acted upon by the City Council was consideration of an
ordinance to increase the density of the property, argu-
ments regarding the lawfulness of the property’s exist-
ing density limitations were not properly before the
circuit court. Accordingly, the district court found no
procedural due process violations, the essential require-
ments of law were observed, and there was competent
substantial evidence to support the underlying City
Council decision. The judgment was affirmed. Gerald J.
Snyder; The Links at Terra Ceia, Ltd. V. City Council of the
City of Palmetto, 30 Fla. L. Weekly D1411 (Fla. 2nd DCA
June 3, 2005).
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Section 3. Recent Decisions of
the United States Supreme Court
No cases reported.

Section 4. Recent Decisions of
the United States Court of Appeals,
Eleventh Circuit

OUTDOOR ADVERTISING – MOOTNESS – DISTRICT
COURT WAS WITHOUT JURISDICTION TO RENDER SUM-
MARY JUDGMENT ON BEHALF OF CITY SINCE CITY’S
AMENDMENT OF ZONING ORDINANCE EFFECTIVELY
MOOTED ISSUE RAISED BY OUTDOOR ADVERTISER’S SUIT.

National Advertising Co. filed suit against the City of
Miami, Miami-Dade County, alleging provisions of the
decade-old zoning ordinance impermissibly favored com-
mercial speech over non-commercial speech. Following
the filing by National, Miami amended its zoning ordi-
nance to completely alter regulations pertaining to com-
mercial and non-commercial speech, effectively remov-
ing the allegedly unconstitutional portions of the ordi-
nance. National argued that a determination of the issue
should proceed given the likelihood Miami would re-
enact the challenged portions of the ordinance. How-
ever, the court cited law holding government entities
are given deference in the presumption they are unlikely
to re-institute illegal activities. Furthermore, National
could produce no evidence to suggest the City of Miami
was likely to reenact the challenged provisions of the
zoning ordinance. Absent such evidence, the court held
the claims at issue moot and ordered the district court to
dismiss the action. National Advertising Co. v. City of Mi-
ami, Miami-Dade County, 18 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C356 (11th

Cir. March 21, 2005).

CIVIL RIGHTS – SPEECH – DISTRICT COURT ERRED IN
UPHOLDING SECTION 12.533(4), FLORIDA STATUTES, AS
THAT SECTION SHOULD HAVE BEEN CHARACTERIZED AS
A CONTENT-BASED RESTRICTION OF SPEECH THAT
COULD NOT WITHSTAND STRICT SCRUTINY REVIEW.

Gordon Dillon was sued in his individual capacity and
official capacity as police chief of Key West, Fla. Plaintiff
obtained information from a pending internal police
investigation and published a commentary based on the
information. Thereafter, Dillon issued an arrest war-
rant, arrested and jailed the plaintiff. The plaintiff, a
news reporter, sought injunctive and declaratory relief,
as well as damages under 42 U.S.C. 1983 for Dillon’s
enforcement of §112.533(4) in violation of his First,
Fourth, and Fourteenth Amendment rights. The district
court found the statute content neutral and granted
Dillon’s motion for summary judgment. On review, the
11th circuit reversed, characterizing the statute as a
content-based restriction, stifling a particular type of
speech content – speech regarding pending investiga-
tions. Accordingly, under a strict scrutiny analysis, the
court did not find the interests advanced by the city

sufficiently compelling to justify the statute’s chilling
effect. The court further found Dillon eligible for quali-
fied immunity since his enforcement of the statute arose
when the statute’s unlawfulness was not clear. How-
ever, given the chief’s status as a final policymaking
authority as to law enforcement matters in the city, the
city was exposed to 1983 liability for enforcing the stat-
ute. Dennis Reeves Cooper v. Gordon A. Dillon, 18 Fla. L.
Weekly Fed C355 (11th Cir. March 22, 2005).

ZONING – TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT – DISTRICT COURT
DID NOT ERR IN HOLDING LOCAL ZONING BOARD DID
NOT IMPROPERLY REJECT APPLICATION TO BUILD CELL
PHONE SITE ON GOLF COURSE WITHIN A RESIDENTIAL
COMMUNITY.

Village of Wellington was sued by Linet, Inc., a cell
tower service provider, after the village’s Planning and
Zoning Board denied the requested permit to build a cell
tower. The denial was based largely on public outcry
and other public testimony that the cell tower would
result in lowered property values. However, another
cell tower of a greater height than that sought by Linet
was permitted elsewhere in the town. In its suit, Linet
claimed violation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
in terms of discrimination in the treatment of cell tower
services, a claim under 42 U.S.C. §1983 based on viola-
tion of the Telecommunications Act, a lack of substan-
tial evidence to support the village’s tower permit de-
nial, and a state law due process violation claim. The
district court granted summary judgment on the §1983
claims, stating the Telecommunications Act itself pro-
vided comprehensive statutory scheme to redress Linet's
claims; the court also granted summary judgment on
the remaining claims. Linet appealed to the 11th circuit,
which affirmed the district court judgment. The circuit
court cited the recent Supreme Court opinion City of
Rancho Palos Verdes v. Abrams for the conclusion no
remedy under §1983 is available for violations of the
Telecommunications Act. The court dismissed Linet’s
argument public complaints about aesthetics were in-
substantial by holding that complaints about aesthetics,
coupled with evidence of an adverse impact on property
values can constitute substantial evidence sufficient to
reject a construction application. Finally, the court re-
jected the Telecommunications Act claim of discrimina-
tion since the Act itself contemplates there might be
some discrimination by local governments between tele-
communications providers, given the various aesthetic
or safety concerns implicated. The court concluded the
remaining due process claim was barred by the statute
of limitations. Accordingly, the district court decision
was affirmed. Michael Linet, Inc. v. The Village of Wellington,
18 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C501 (11th Cir. May 6, 2005).

ZONING – ORDINANCES – SIGNS – DISTRICT COURT
ERRED IN NOT GRANTING PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE RE-
LIEF TO SIGN OWNER WHERE OFFENDING SIGN CODE
HELD TO CONSTITUTE A PRIOR RESTRAINT ON SPEECH
BASED ON SIGN PERMIT REQUIREMENT AND VIOLATION
OF FIRST AMENDMENT BASED ON ENUMERATED EXEMP-
TIONS FROM REGULATION.
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Plaintiff Solantic appealed a district court’s denial of
preliminary injunctive relief in connection with its com-
plaint against the City of Neptune Beach’s sign ordi-
nance. Solantic complained the code improperly regu-
lated signs based on content in violation of the First
Amendment and further represented an invalid prior
restraint to the extent the sign permit process placed no
time limits on permitting decisions from city officials.
On appeal, the 11th circuit reversed the district court.
The sign code prohibited the type of electronic variable
message center sign erected by Solantic, based on the
asserted interests of aesthetics and public safety. How-
ever, the code went on to exempt from its regulation
things such as lighted Christmas displays. The code also
permitted signs on private property for the purpose of
guiding traffic and parking. The code further specified
that certain signs required a sign permit before being
erected, while other sign types were exempt from the
permit requirement. The 11th circuit considered these
types of factors and concluded the sign code was uncon-
stitutional in that it extensively regulated some sign
types and exempted others based on the nature of the
messages they seek to convey. The court also agreed
with Solantic that the asserted interests in safety and
aesthetics had not been recognized as compelling gov-
ernmental interests that might sustain the regulations.
The court also attacked the ordinance as failing to achieve
its desired ends by the least restrictive manner in that
the code permitted lighted signs in some instances, while
not in others, without explaining how safety or aesthet-
ics might be impacted in the former instances but not in
the latter. Finally, the court agreed the sign permit
scheme represented a prior restraint on speech to the
extent it placed no restrictions on the time limit within
which government officials were required to render a
decision on a permit request, effectively creating the
opportunity for the government to pocket veto objec-
tionable signs while expediting permits for desirable
signs. Finally, the court took the unusual step of decid-
ing the preliminary injunction claim on the merits and
granting the relief sought by Solantic, remanding the
case for resolution of Solantic’s claim it did not owe the
city for past sign code violations. Solantic, LLC v. City of
Neptune Beach, 18 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C575 (11th Cir. May
31, 2005).

ZONING – ORDINANCES – RELIGION – CIVIL RIGHTS –
DISTRICT COURT ERRED IN GRANTING SUMMARY JUDG-
MENT TO COUNTY WHERE EVIDENCE SHOWED COUNTY
TREATED NONRELIGIOUS GROUPS DIFFERENTLY UNDER
REQUIRED SPECIAL PERMIT SCHEME FOR CERTAIN EX-
TRAORDINARY USES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONE.

Plaintiff appealed a district court’s grant of summary
judgment in favor of Defendants, Orange County, Fla.
Plaintiff claims the county ordinance requiring special
exception permit in order to operate a religious organi-
zation in residential districts, violated the Religious Land
Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA), plac-
ing a substantial burden on his religious exercise and
violates the equal terms provision of RLUIPA, treating
his religious assembly different from nonreligious as-

semblies. On review, the court held the county’s re-
quirement of applying for a special exception to operate
a religious organization in a residential area does not
rise to the level of “burden” required to state a claim
under RLUIPA. Additionally, the court held that among
the differing classes of uses named in the challenged
ordinance which do not require the special exception
permit, the only one that could be considered an assem-
bly for purpose of comparing its treatment to that of
Plaintiff’s religious assembly was a family daycare home.
In its analysis of Plaintiff’s facial challenge of the ordi-
nance, the court held the government, by excluding
family daycare homes from the special permit require-
ment, was simply acknowledging the fundamental right
to freedom of personal choice in marriage and family life.
Since the distinction in treatment afforded family daycare
homes satisfied the compelling governmental interest
and least-restrictive-means tests, it could not form the
basis of Plaintiff’s equal terms facial challenge of the
ordinance under RLUIPA. In its consideration of Plain-
tiffs as-applied challenge of the ordinance, the court
concluded the county treated Plaintiff’s religious assem-
bly different than non-religious assemblies, therefore
violating the equal treatment provisions of RLUIPA.
Based on a finding of different treatment, the court
applied strict-scrutiny analysis of the ordinance, con-
cluded the county set forth no compelling justification
for its unequal treatment of religious assemblies and
reversed the district court’s grant of summary judgment
against Plaintiff’s equal treatment claim under RLUIPA.
The court also reversed summary judgment for the county
and remanded the case based on Plaintiff’s due process
claims of vagueness. To the extent the county ordinance
did not define religious organization, yet seeks to en-
force religious assemblies, the district court erred in its
use of the definition provided in the ordinance for “reli-
gious institution.” Konikov v. Orange County, Florida, 18
Fla. Law Weekly Fed. C585 (11th Cir. June 3, 2005).

Section 5. Recent Decisions of the
United States District Courts for Florida

ZONING – RELIGION – DISTRICT COURT DENIED RELI-
GIOUS GROUP’S CLAIMS UNDER RELIGIOUS LAND USE
AND INSTITUTIONALIZED PERSONS ACT AND FLORIDA
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM RESTORATION ACT BECAUSE AS-
SERTED BURDENS BY GROUP DID NOT SATISFY SUB-
STANTIAL BURDEN THRESHOLD OF ACTS AND GROUP
OFFERED NO SUPPORT FOR DISPARATE TREATMENT
THEORY BASED ON FAVORABLE TREATMENT TO OTHER
GROUPS WHERE OTHER GROUPS’ USE WAS ACCESSORY
TO A RESIDENTIAL USE RATHER THAN A PURELY NON-
RELIGIOUS ASSEMBLY GRANTED SAME ACCOMMODA-
TIONS DENIED THE RELIGIOUS GROUP.

The Williams Island Synagogue, Plaintiff, brought a
two-count complaint against the City of Aventura, al-
leging violation of the Religious Land Use and Institu-
tionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA) and the Florida Reli-
gious Freedom Restoration Act. Given the similarly be-
tween the two acts, the District Court essentially used
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the same analysis in granting summary judgment to the
city under both acts. Plaintiff sought to re-locate its
place of worship because growth caused services at the
existing facility to become somewhat calamitous due to
late arrival of worshipers and other issues that dis-
turbed their worship services. The group targeted a
proposed worship site within a public assembly room
that was accessory to a residential development. The
group sought a so-called community facilities permit to
use the public assembly room as required of religious
groups under the city’s zoning regulations. However,
groups who resided at the residential development were
entitled to use the public assembly room for religious
purposes and otherwise under the city code, since the
use was accessory to an existing residential use. The city
initially granted the community facilities permit, but
subsequently withdrew it. Plaintiff then brought suit
alleging the city’s community facilities permit scheme
violated RLUIPA’s prohibition against zoning decisions
that substantially burden a religious assembly’s ability
to adhere to its beliefs, unless the decision is supported
by a compelling governmental interest. The court dis-
missed this claim when it considered the Plaintiff’s evi-
dence that late arrival of female worshipers at the exist-
ing worship location required female worshipers to pass
through areas designated for male worshipers, distract-
ing from prayer and worship services. This, in the court’s
view, did not rise to the level of protection afforded
under RLUIPA, which prohibits substantial burden that
alters a group’s ability to adhere to its beliefs. Plaintiff
asserted a second count alleging disparate treatment
under RLUIPA. Under the equal terms provision of
RLUIPA, the relevant question is whether zoning regu-
lation treats religious assemblies on less-than-equal terms
with nonreligious assemblies and institutions. Plaintiff
argued it was treated unequally from those individuals
who reside at the proposed worship location in that the
residents did not need a community facilities permit to
use the facility for worship and other uses, but Plaintiff’s
religious group was required to secure the special per-
mit. However, the court agreed with the city’s argu-
ment no disparate treatment occurred since the Plaintiff

was a purely religious group while the others who
could freely use the public assembly room were entitled
to such use since it was attendant to their status as
residential owners of the particular facility. Accordingly,
the groups were materially different and therefore no
showing of disparate treatment between a religious group
and a purely nonreligious group could be made. Fur-
thermore, Plaintiff could provide no support that rights
attendant to residential status could be equated with
those of purely nonreligious groups for purposes of
comparison to treatment of Plaintiff synagogue under
RLUIPA disparate treatment analysis. The city’s motion
for summary judgment was granted. The Williams Island
Synagogue, Inc. v. City of Aventura, 18 Fla. L. Weekly Fed.
D495 (S.D. Fla. February 24, 2005).

Section 6. Announcements

FMAA WEB SITE
Please visit the FMAA Web site at www.fmaa.us for
municipal attorney news, an online version of this news-
letter, and discussion boards.

FLORIDA MUNICIPAL LAWS MANUAL AVAILABLE
The 2004 Florida Municipal Laws Manual, created by Mu-
nicipal Code Corporation in cooperation with the Florida
League of Cities, provides a convenient statutory refer-
ence source for local government personnel in Florida.
Statutory provisions most relevant to municipal gov-
ernment, current through the 2004 legislative session,
are included. The manual is available in both paper-
bound and electronic formats at the cost of $78 each, or
both formats can be purchased for $104. To purchase the
manual, call Municipal Code Corporation at (850) 576-
3171.

FMAA SEMINAR NOTEBOOKS AVAILABLE
Notebooks from the 2005 FMAA Seminar are available
for $40. Please contact Tammy Revell at (850) 222-9684 or
trevell@flcities.com for information.


